











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 anti-LGBTQ
harassment and assault since 2001. As shown in
Figure 4.6, we saw few changes between 2001
and 2007 and a significant decline in verbal
harassment based on sexual orientation from 2007
to 2015, yet no change between 2015 and 2017.
With regard to physical harassment and assault,
however, we saw the positive trend continue in
2017 — the incidence of verbal and physical
harassment and physical assault regarding sexual
orientation was lower than all prior years.*?° As
shown in Figure 4.7, the pattern of differences
regarding harassment and assault based on gender

expression was not as positive—there was a small
but significant increase in verbal harassment

from 2015 to 2017 after years of decreases, and

there were no changes in physical harassment and
assault from 2015 to 2017.4%}

We also examined whether there were differences
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. However, we saw a small but
significant increase between 2015 and 2017, and
both years were somewhat statistically higher than
all prior years except for 2013.4?2

Figure 4.6 Frequency of Victimization Based on Sexual Orientation Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Event Frequently or Often,
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 Frequently or Often,
Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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In 2005, we began asking students how effective
their teachers or other school staff were in
addressing incidents of harassment and assault
when students reported them. Across all years, a
minority of students reported that any intervention
on the part of school staff was effective—between
30% and 40% reported that staff intervention was
somewhat or very effective across years (see Figure
4.8). The perceived effectiveness of reporting in
2017 did not differ from 2015, but was somewhat
lower than prior years, specifically 2011, 2009,
and 2005.423

Taken together, these findings on victimization
indicate that the gains in reducing anti-LGBTQ
behaviors seen in previous years may have stalled
somewhat in 2017. With regard to reporting
harassment and assault, it is hopeful that more
LGBTQ students are reporting these incidents to
school staff, but concerning that the effectiveness
of reporting has somewhat declined. It may be
that LGBTQ students may feel more empowered to
report problems, perhaps related to the presence
of school policies on bullying and harassment, but
school staff may still be lacking in the professional
development to adequately address these issues
at school.

Experiences of Anti-LGBTQ Discrimination
Over Time

In addition to hearing anti-LGBTQ remarks in the
hallways and directly experiencing victimization
from other students, LGBTQ-related discriminatory
policies and practices also contribute to a hostile
school experience for LGBTQ students. As

mentioned previously in the section Experiences
of Discrimination at School, we began asking
students about a number of specific LGBTQ-related
discriminatory policies and practices at their
school in 2013, and thus, we examine how these
experiences may have changed between 2013

and 2017.

Figure 4.9 shows the incidence of having had

any experience with anti-LGBGTQ discrimination
at school over the three time points, along

with the incidences for the specific types of
discriminatory policies or practices asked across
the three surveys. Overall, nearly 60% of LGBTQ
students experienced some type of LGBTQ-related
discrimination at school at all three time points—
although the percentage was highest in 2013, and
not different between 2015 and 2017.%24 With
regard to the specific forms of discrimination,

the percentages for most were highest in 2013,
with a few notable exceptions.*?> There were no
differences across years in the percentage of
students who were prohibited from wearing clothes
of another gender, and the percentages of students
being required to use facilities of their legal sex
and prevented from using their preferred name
were highest in 2017. Thus, all three of the forms
of discrimination that did not improve in 2017
were specific to gender, whereas the other forms of
discrimination that had decreased from 2013
were more generally LGB-related.

Figure 4.8 Frequency of Reporting Victimization to School Staff and Effectiveness of Staff Response Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students, Based on Estimated Marginal Means)
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Figure 4.9 Experiences with Discriminatory Policies and Practices Over Time

Experienced any of these
policies or practices

Disciplined for public
affection that is not
disciplined if it does not
involve LGBTQ students

Required to use the
bathroom or locker room of
my legal sex (particularly
for transgender students)

Prevented from wearing
clothes of another gender

Prevented from using my
preferred name (particularly
for transgender students)

Prevented from discussing
or writing about LGBTQ
topics in class assign-
ments/projects

Prevented from forming
or promoting a GSA

Prevented from attending
a school dance with
someone of the same
gender (as a date)

Prevented from wearing
clothing supporting
LGBTQ issues

Unfairly disciplined at
school for identifying as
LGBTQ

(Percentage of LGBTQ Students, Based on Estimated Marginal Means)

2013

B 2015

2017

0% 20% 40% 60%

124

THE 2017 NATIONAL SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY



LGBTQ-Related School Resources Over Time

In 2001, we began asking LGBTQ students in

the NSCS about the availability of LGBTQ-related
resources in school, such as GSAs (Gay-Straight
Alliances or Gender and Sexuality Alliances) and
curricular resources. In this section, we examine
the levels of availability of these supportive school
resources over time.

Supportive Student Clubs. As shown in Figure
4.10, 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 2017.

Inclusive Curricular Resources. Overall, there has
been little change in LGBTQ-related curricular
resources over time (see Figure 4.11). The only
increase in resources in 2017 was with having
access to LGBTQ-related internet resources
through their school computers, with which we
saw continued increases since 2007. Regarding
being taught positive LGBTQ-related content in
class, the percentage was not different in 2017
than in 2015, although both years were higher
than all previous years. There were no significant
differences between 2017 and 2015 with the
availability of LGBTQ-related content in textbooks
and LGBTQ-related library materials in school.*?”
It is interesting to note that there has not been
much change over the years with regard to LGBTQ
students being taught negative LGBTQ-related
content in class. Since we first asked this question

Figure 4.10 Availability of GSAs Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Having
GSA 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 2013, the percentage increased slightly in
2015, and was not different between 2015 and
2017 .48

Supportive School Personnel. Figure 4.12 shows
the percentage of students reporting any supportive
educators (from 2001 to 2017) and the percentage
of students reporting a high number of supportive
educators (from 2003 to 2015).4%° The percentage
of students who had any supportive educators at
school was had not changed from 2015 to 2017,
but both years were higher than all other years.
Similarly, we found that the percentage of students
who had a high number of supportive educators
has leveled off between 2015 and 2017, and both
years were higher than all previous years.

Bullying, Harassment, and Assault Policies. In

all years, as shown in Figure 4.13, 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. Overall, there was a
sharp increase in the number of students reporting
any type of policy after 2009, and the rate has
remained more or less consistent since 201 1.
From 2011 to 2015, there had been consistent,
yet small, increases with regard to any type of
anti-bullying/harassment policy, followed by a
small, decline from 2015 to 2017. With regard

to enumerated policies, from 2015 to 2017 there
was a small but significant increase in the number

Figure 4.12 Availability of Supportive School Staff Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporting Having Supportive Staff
in School, Accounting for Covariates)
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of students reporting comprehensive policies in
their schools (i.e., those enumerating both sexual
orientation and gender identity/expression) and

a small but significant decrease in the number
reporting a partially enumerated policies.*3°

Whereas in our 2015 NSCS, we had largely

seen continued increases in LGBTQ-related
supports in schools over time, the availability of
resources has largely leveled off in 2017, with
few notable exceptions. There was a continued
and sizeable increase in the number of GSAs
reported in schools, with nearly 60% of LGBTQ
students reporting having these clubs available.
The only increase among curricular resources

in 2017 was having school internet access to
LGBTQ resources. And although the minority of
anti-bullying and harassment policies include any
type of enumeration of protections, more students
reported having a policy that was comprehensive
(i.e., fully enumerated) and fewer reported having
one that was only partially enumerated. Given that
we had heretofore seen improvements in LGBTQ-
related school supports, continued tracking of
the availability supports in subsequent biennial
surveys to better understand these findings and
the direction that U.S. schools are headed with
regard to supports for LGBTQ students is critical.

Specifically, future surveys can provide insight on
whether the 2017 findings reflect a leveling off,
the start of a decline, or a momentary set-back in
an overall positive trajectory of school supports for
LGBTQ students.

Student Acceptance of LGBTQ People
Over Time

Previously in this section on changes over time, we
noted that the frequency of student intervention
with regard to negative remarks about gender
expression increased from 2015 to 2017, but the
frequency of student intervention with regard to
homophobic remarks decreased somewhat during
the same period. These findings raise the question
as to whether student attitudes about LGBTQ
people have changed, and if so, in what ways.
Further, we also found few positive changes in the
availability of LGBTQ supports in schools, which
we found to be directly related to a more accepting
student body (see the Utility of School-Based
Resources and Supports section of this report).

For these reasons, we examined whether student
attitudes toward LGBTQ people have changed over
time, and found that student acceptance in 2017
was lower than 2015 but higher than all previous
years (see Figure 4.14).431

Figure 4.14 Perceptions of Peer Acceptance of LGBTQ People Over Time
(Percentage of LGBTQ Students Reporing Somewhat or
Very Accepting Peers, Accounting for Covariates)
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Conclusions

Considering all of the differences across time —
remarks, victimization, LGBTQ-related supports,
and peer acceptance — we see fewer positive
changes in 2017 than we had seen in our 2015
survey. Most types of homophobic remarks have
remained similar in 2017, the preponderance

of students making homophobic remarks has
remained similar, and educator intervention
regarding these types of remarks has also remained
similar and student intervention in homophobic
remarks declined. With harassment and assault
regarding sexual orientation, verbal harassment
was not different in 2017 from 2015, although
physical harassment and assault continued to
decrease in 2017. We did not see similar declines
in harassment and assault based on gender
expression. LGBTQ students were more likely to
report harassment and assault in 2017, but the
effectiveness of the intervention did not change.

Further, there were few changes in the number

of LGBTQ-related positive supports in schools,
which may, in part, explain the decrease in student
acceptance of LGBTQ people. Although the
majority of resources and supports did not increase

in 2017, availability of GSAs did continue to
increase, reaching the highest levels since we have
been tracking LGBTQ students’ school experiences.

A concerning pattern also emerged from these
findings with regard to gender-specific problems in
schools. Negative transgender remarks increased in
2017, as did verbal harassment regarding gender
expression. And the only forms of LGBTQ-related
discrimination that did not improve in 2017 were
the ones specific to the experiences of transgender
or gender nonconforming students, such as being
required to use a bathroom or locker room of one’s
legal sex and being able to use one’s preferred
name and pronoun. It may be that the advent of
greater public discourse on transgender students,
such as policy battles about bathroom access,

has brought transgender student issues to the
forefront in U.S. schools, and without an increase
in general LGBTQ- or trans-specific resources,
there may be less knowledge and skill among
students and school staff to act or react on these
issues in positive and supportive ways. Overall,
these findings indicate that more work is needed to
make schools safer and more affirming for LGBTQ
students, particularly in establishing positive
supports in school.
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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 sites Facebook, Instagram
and YouTube in order to broaden our reach and
obtain a more representative sample. Advertising
on these sites 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
profiles*3? or visited pages that include LGBTQ
content. LGBTQ youth who were not comfortable
identifying as LGBTQ in this manner or viewing
pages with LGBTQ content 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 social
media profiles — 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.*3® These youth may
be more isolated, unaware of supports available to
them, or, even if aware, uncomfortable using such
supports. As the survey was primarily advertised
as being for LGBTQ students, non-heterosexual
students and non-cisgender students who did not
identify as LGBTQ may be less likely to participate
in the survey, even though they were included in
the survey sample.

Another possible limitation to the survey is related
to the sample’s racial/ethnic composition — the
percentage of LGBQ African American/Black
students was lower, and LGBQ Hispanic/Latinx

students was somewhat higher than compared

to LGBQ secondary school students from other
population-based data.*** 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.**¢ 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) between

our LGBQ sample and the LGBQ secondary school
students from other population-based data.
Nevertheless, it is possible that LGBQ African
American/Black students were underrepresented,
and LGBQ Hispanic/Latinx students were somewhat
overrepresented in our sample. In addition,
because there are no national statistics on the
demographic breakdown of transgender-identified
youth, we cannot know how our transgender 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 2016-2017 school year.
Although our sample does allow for students who
had left school at some point during the 2016-
2017 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
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those students who remained in school, particularly
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.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The 2017 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-LGBTQ remarks were
made in their presence, and students’ use of
such language remained largely unchallenged.
Almost 8 in 10 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. More
than two-thirds of LGBTQ students reported that
they had been verbally harassed at school based
on their sexual orientation, and nearly 6-in-10
students 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 and gender nonconforming students
were particularly likely to have felt unsafe at school
and face anti-LGBTQ victimization at school.

In addition to anti-LGBTQ 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 LGBTQ inclusion in
curricular and extracurricular activities, required
different standards based on students’ gender, and
promoted other policies that negatively affected
transgender and gender nonconforming students
in particular, such as preventing use of a chosen
name or pronoun.

Results from our survey also demonstrate

the serious consequences that anti-LGBTQ
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,
having lower GPAs, lower educational aspirations,
and higher rates of school discipline than students
who were harassed less often. In addition, students
who experienced higher levels of victimization

had lower levels of school belonging and poorer
psychological well-being. LGBTQ students who
reported experiencing anti-LGBTQ discrimination
at school, such as differential treatment for same-
sex couples versus heterosexual couples, also had
worse educational outcomes, were more likely to
be disciplined at school, and had 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 or Gender and Sexuality
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
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representations of LGBTQ issues had higher GPAs,
higher educational aspirations, and were more
likely to have classmates who were accepting of
LGBTQ people. Unfortunately, these resources
and supports were often not available to LGBTQ
students. Although the vast 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, less than
half had LGBTQ-related materials in the school
library, and approximately half could access
LGBTQ-related resources via school computers.
Other resources, such as inclusive curricula and
LGBTQ-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 2017 survey indicate that
inclusive and supportive school policies can
result in concrete improvements in school climate
for LGBTQ students. Students in schools with
comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment 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

less likely to report experiences of anti-LGBTQ
victimization, more likely to report incidents of
harassment and assault to school personnel,

and more likely to rate school staff's response to
such incidents as effective. Among transgender
or gender nonconforming (trans/GNC) students,
those in schools with official policies or guidelines
to support trans/GNC students reported a lower
incidence of anti-LGBTQ discrimination and
missing school because of feeling unsafe, and
felt a greater sense of belonging to their school.
Unfortunately, students attending schools with
comprehensive policies or trans/GNC 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. Only a tenth of
students reported that their school or district
had official policies or guidelines to support
trans/GNC students.

In considering changes over time in negative
indicators of school climate, it is concerning

that we have not seen the same gains toward

safe and inclusive schools for LGBTQ secondary
school students as we had seen in our last

report. Most types of homophobic remarks have
remained similar in 2017, but remarks like
“that’s so gay,” which had been on steep decline
since 2009, increased slightly from 2015 to
2017. Although negative remarks about gender
expression decreased somewhat in 2017, negative
remarks about transgender people have steadily
increased since 2013. With regard to harassment
and assault related to sexual orientation, verbal
harassment was not different in 2017 from

2015, although physical harassment and assault
continued to decrease in 2017. However, with
regard to harassment and assault related to gender
expression, we saw a small increase in verbal
harassment from 2015 to 2017 and no change in
physical harassment and assault. Although LGBTQ
students were more likely to report harassment
and assault in 2017 than in prior surveys, their
reports on the effectiveness of staff response to
these incidents did not change. Further, there were
few changes in the availability of LGBTQ-related
positive supports in schools — the portion of
LGBTQ students with supportive educators has not
changed since 2015 and the availability of most
curricular resources had not changed in 2017.
Although there was a decrease in the availability
of any type of anti-bullying/harassment policy,

it is somewhat heartening that for LGBTQ student
whose school has a policy, the likelihood of

them being fully enumerated was slightly higher

in 2017.

Of even greater concern is the pattern that emerged
from these over time analyses with regard to
gender-specific problems in schools. As mentioned,
negative transgender remarks increased in 2017,
as did verbal harassment regarding gender
expression, and the only forms of LGBTQ-related
discrimination that did not improve in 2017 were

133



134

those specific to the experiences of transgender
or gender nonconforming students. It may be that
greater public discourse on transgender students,
such as policy battles about bathroom access, has
brought transgender student issues to the fore

in U.S. schools, and the advent of the Women’s
March and the #MeToo movement may have had
a similar effect regarding other types of gender
issues, such as sexism and sexual harassment.
These findings, in particular, call out the need for
more trans-specific and gender-related resources
in schools.

At this time when we have not seen the same gains
in school climate for LGBTQ students, we have also
seen a decrease in student acceptance of LGBTQ
people in general, after years of increase. Although
this change in acceptance may be a reflection of
current public attitudes toward LGBTQ people
generally, it highlights the importance of the role
that schools can play in creating a society that is
more accepting and affirming of diversity.

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
stakeholders can take to remedy the situation.
Results from the 2017 National School Climate
Survey demonstrate the ways in which the presence
of supportive student clubs, supportive educators,
inclusive and supportive 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 or Gender and Sexuality 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;

¢ Enact and implement policies and practices to
ensure trans/GNC students have equal access
to education; 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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To test differences across groups, a multivariate analysis 50
of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with three weighted
victimization variables (based on sexual orientation, gender,

and gender expression) as dependent variables. For purposes

of analysis, we measured victimization by creating composite
weighted variables for each type of victimization (e.g., those based
on sexual orientation, gender expression, etc.) based on the severity
of harassment with more weight given to more severe forms of
harassment. Physical assault received the most weight, followed

by physical harassment, and verbal harassment. The independent
variable was dichotomous, where 1 = “not that serious” and “0”
indicated that students had not cited this reason for not reporting
victimization to school staff. Multivariate results were significant:
Pillai’s Trace = .83, F(3, 13857) = 23055.48, p<.001.

Chi-square tests were performed examining type of school staff
response by whether it was perceived to be effective or ineffective
(dichotomous variable was created for effectiveness: effective =
“very effective” or “somewhat effective”; ineffective = “not at all
effective” or “somewhat ineffective”). Responses that were more
likely to be effective: Disciplined perpetrator: 2 = 1198.99, df
=1, p<.001, ¢ = -.42; Educated perpetrator about bullying: %2
=343.77, df =1, p<.001, ¢ = -.22; Contacted perpetrator’s
parents: 2 = 432.09, df=1, p<.001, ¢ = -.25; Filed a report: x?
=298.29, df=1, p<.001, ¢ =-.21; and Educated class/school
about bullying: x? = 122.68, df= 1, p<.001, ¢ =-.13.
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resolution approach: x2 = 49.02, df= 1, p<.001, ¢ = -.08; and
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advocacy (engaging in any advocacy action) by outness to parents
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p<.001, ¢ =.13.

To compare gender-related advocacy by gender, a chi-square test
was conducted: y? = 757.57, df= 1, p<.001, ¢ = -.20. 55
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To test differences in anti-LGBTQ victimization by any parent
advocacy, three partial correlations were conducted, with the three
weighted anti-LGBTQ victimization variables (victimization based
on sexual orientation, victimization based on gender expression,
and victimization based on gender) as the independent variables,
any parent advocacy (took any action vs did not take any action)

as the dependent variable, and reporting victimization to family as
the covariate. Reporting victimization to family was included in the
analysis as a covariate because students’ reporting of victimization
experiences to their family was associated with greater likelihood of
parents/guardians advocating on their behalf. All three relationships
were significant: Victimization based on sexual orientation:
n15207) = .07, p<.001; Victimization based on gender expression:
n(14856) = .07, p<.001; Victimization based on gender: (15013)
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victimization variables (victimization based on sexual orientation,
victimization based on gender expression, and victimization based
on gender) are shown for illustrative purposes. For each of the
three anti-LGBTQ victimization variables, a dichotomous Yes/No
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assault. For each of the three anti-LGBTQ victimization variables,
those who experienced either verbal harassment, physical
harassment, or physical assault were considered having any
victimization.
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-.10. Percentages on any anti-LGBTQ victimization are shown for
illustrative purposes.
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To examine differences in psychological well-being by parent
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137



138

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

was conducted with any parent advocacy (took any action vs

did not take any action) as the independent variable, the two
psychological well-being variables (self-esteem and depression)

as the dependent variables, and the three weighted anti-LGBTQ
victimization variables (victimization based on sexual orientation,
victimization based on gender expression, and victimization based
on gender), any anti-LGBTQ discrimination, and outness to parents
as covariates. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.00, (2, 18742) = 38.09, p<.001,np2 =.00. All univariate effects
were significant at p<.001: Self-esteem: F(1, 18743) = 75.62, npz
=.00; Depression: F(1, 18743) = 45.16, npz =.00.
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trace=.002, F(3, 22458) = 18.03, p<.001. The univariate effect
for homophobic remarks was significant: F(1, 22460) = 35.53,
p<.001, nDZ =.002. The univariate effects for negative remarks
about gender expression and negative remarks about transgender
people were not significant.

To compare biased remarks from school staff between single-

sex and co-ed schools, we conducted a multivariate analysis of
covariance (MANCOVA), controlling for school type (public, private
non-religious, private religious), with single-sex school as the
independent variable, and two dependent variables: frequency

of hearing homophobic remarks from staff, and frequency of
hearing negative remarks about gender expression from staff. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace=.001, F(2, 21083)
= 13.23, p<.001. The univariate effects for biased remarks were
significant: homophobic remarks, F(1, 21084) = 19.10, p<.001,
np2 =.001; negative remarks about gender expression, F(1, 21084)
=22.55, p<.001, n,? = .001.

To compare discriminatory school policies and practices between
single-sex and co-ed schools, we conducted a univariate analysis
of covariance (ANCOVA), controlling for school type (public,
private non-religious, private religious), with single-sex school

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

as the independent variable, and experiencing any anti-LGBTQ
discriminatory school policies or practices as the dependent
variable. The difference between single-sex and co-ed schools was
significant: A(1, 22203) = 39.44, p<.001, p2 =.002.

The National Coalition of Girls’ Schools has released a position
statement, provided examples of steps girls’ schools across

the U.S. have taken to become more welcoming to trans/GNC
students, and developed a network of girls’ school administrators
to further the support and inclusion of non-cisgender identities at
girls’ schools: https://www.ncgs.org/resources/transgender-gender-
identity-resources.

We examined whether the differences reported above between
those in schools with gender separation practices and those
without, and between those attending single-sex and co-ed schools
were the same for trans/GNC students and for cisgender LGBQ
students through a series of ANCOVAs that included interaction
terms. Main effects were significant, interaction effects were not
significant.

To compare experiences of discrimination by gender identity,

four chi-square tests were conducted. Required to use bathroom

of legal sex: x? = 3795.83, df= 10, p<.001, Cramer's V = .31.
Transgender students were most likely to experience this form of
discrimination, followed by nonbinary students, those with other
(non-cisgender) gender identities, genderqueer students, students
questioning their gender identity, and lastly, cisgender students.
Required to use locker room of legal sex: x? = 3422.86, df = 10,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .29. Transgender students were most likely
to experience this form of discrimination, followed by nonbinary
students, those with other (non-cisgender) gender identities,
genderqueer students, students questioning their gender identity,
and lastly, cisgender students. Prevented from using name and
pronouns: x? = 3919.72, df= 10, p<.001, Cramer's V = .31.
Transgender students were most likely to experience this form

of discrimination, followed by nonbinary students, genderqueer
students and those with other (non-cisgender) gender identities,
students questioning their gender identity, and lastly, cisgender
students. For discriminatory dress code violations, there were

no significant differences between non-cisgender identities

(no differences between transgender, nonbinary, genderqueer,
questioning, and students of other non-cisgender genders), however
cisgender students were less likely than all groups of non-cisgender
students to experience this form of discrimination: x? = 423.90, df
=10, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .10.
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6.72, df = 10, p<.01, Cramer's V = .03.
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To assess differences in high school graduation plans by
absenteeism, a chi-square test was performed: y? = 861.75, df =
4, p<.001, Cramer's V = .196. Students with higher absenteeism
due to feeling unsafe/uncomfortable were more likely to have no
plans or not be sure of their plans to finish high school.

For purposes of analysis, we measured victimization by creating
composite weighted variables for both types of victimization (those
based on sexual orientation, gender expression based on the
severity of harassment with more weight given to more severe forms
of harassment. Physical assault received the most weight, followed
by physical harassment, and verbal harassment.

The relationship between educational aspirations and severity
of victimization was examined through Pearson correlations

— victimization based on sexual orientation: {22032) = -.10,
p<.001; victimization based on gender expression: (21426) =
-.12, p<.001. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in educational aspirations by experiencing
discriminatory policies and practices at school, an analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was conducted, with educational aspirations
as the dependent variable, and experiencing discrimination

as the independent variable. The main effect for experiencing
discrimination was significant: F(1, 22048) = 201.44, p<.001,
effect size: .009. To examine the effect of discrimination on
educational aspirations after accounting for direct experiences of
victimization, we performed a similar, corresponding analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA), controlling for victimization due to sexual
orientation and gender expression. The ANCOVA revealed similar
differences between students who had experienced discriminatory
policies and practices and those who had not; thus, results of the
ANOVA are reported for the sake of simplicity.

The relationship between GPA and severity of victimization was
examined through Pearson correlations. — victimization based on
sexual orientation: {22275) = -.19, p<.001; victimization based
on gender expression: (21660) = -.21, p<.001.

To test differences in educational achievement by experiencing
discriminatory policies and practices at school, an analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was conducted, with GPA as the dependent
variable, and experiencing any of the forms of LGBTQ-related
discrimination assessed in the survey as the independent variable.
The main effect for experiencing discrimination was significant:
F(1, 22294) = 473.59, p<.001, effect size: .02. To examine

the effect of discrimination on educational achievement after
accounting for direct experiences of victimization, we performed

a similar, corresponding analysis of covariance (ANCOVA),
controlling for victimization due to sexual orientation and gender
expression. The results of the ANCOVA indicated that students who
had experienced discriminatory policies and practices had lower
educational achievement than those who had not experienced these
types of discrimination, even when accounting for experiences for
victimization; thus, results of the ANOVA are reported for the sake
of simplicity.

The relationship between missing school and severity of
victimization was examined through Pearson correlations —
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and experiencing discrimination as the independent variable. The
main effect for experiencing discrimination was significant: F(4,
22564) = 639.00, p<.001, effect size: .10. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes. To account for direct experiences
of victimization, we performed a similar, corresponding analysis
of covariance (ANCOVA), controlling for victimization due to
sexual orientation and gender expression. After controlling for
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had experienced discriminatory policies and practices and those
who had not; thus, results of the ANOVA are reported for the sake
of simplicity.

Kang-Brown, J., Trone, J., Fratello, J., & Daftary-Kapur, T. (2013).
Generation later: What we’ve learned about zero tolerance in
schools. New York, NY: Vera Institute of Justice.

Skiba, R. J., Arredondo, M. I., & Williams, N. T. (2014). More
than a metaphor: The contribution of exclusionary discipline to a

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

school-to-prison pipeline. Equity & Excellence in Education, 47(4),
546-564.

Kang-Brown, J., Trone, J., Fratello, J., & Daftary-Kapur, T. (2013).
Generation later: What we've learned about zero tolerance in
schools. New York, NY: Vera Institute of Justice.

Carr, S. (2014). How strict is too strict? The backlash against no-
excuses discipline in high schools. The Atlantic, December 2014.

Department of Justice (DOJ). (2011). Attorney General Holder,
Secretary Duncan announce effort to respond to school-to-prison
pipeline by supporting good discipline practices. Press release.
Washington, DC: DOJ. Retrieved from http://www.justice.gov/opa/
pr/2011/July/11-ag-951.html

Gregory, A., Skiba, R. J., & Mediratta, K. (2017). Eliminating
disparities in school discipline: A framework for intervention.
Review of Research in Education, 41(1), 253-278.

Kang-Brown, J., Trone, J., Fratello, J., & Daftary-Kapur, T. (2013).
Generation later: What we’ve learned about zero tolerance in
schools. New York, NY: Vera Institute of Justice.

Mitchell, M. M. & Bradshaw, C. P. (2013). Examining classroom
influences on student perceptions of school climate: The role of
classroom management and exclusionary discipline strategies.
Journal of School Psychology, 51(5), 599-61.

Fabelo, T., Thompson, M. D., Plotkin, M., Carmichael, D.,
Marchbanks, M. P., & Booth, E. A. (2011). Breaking schools’ rules:
A statewide study of how school discipline relates to students’
success and juvenile justice involvement. New York, NY: The
Council of State Governments Justice Center.

Kang-Brown, J., Trone, J., Fratello, J., & Daftary-Kapur, T. (2013).
Generation later: What we've learned about zero tolerance in
schools. New York, NY: Vera Institute of Justice.

Pesta, R. (2018). Labeling and the differential impact of school
discipline on negative life outcomes: Assessing ethno-racial
variation in the school-to-prison pipeline. Crime & Delinquency,
0011128717749223.

Reynolds, C. R., Skiba, R. J., Graham, S., Sheras, P., Conoley,
J. C., & Garcia-Vazquez, E. (2008). Are zero tolerance

policies effective in the schools? An evidentiary review and
recommendations. The American Psychologist, 63(9), 852-862.

Sander, J. B., Sharkey, J. D., Groomes, A. N., Krumholz, L., Walker,
K., & Hsu, J. Y. (2011). Social justice and juvenile offenders:
Examples of fairness, respect, and access in education settings.
Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 21(4),
309-337.

Himmelstein, K. E., & Brickner, H. (2011). Criminal-justice
and school sanctions against nonheterosexual youth: A national
longitudinal study. Pediatrics, 127(1), 49-57.

Mittleman, J. (2018). Sexual orientation and school discipline:
New evidence from a population-based sample. Educational
Researcher, 0013189X17753123.

Palmer, N. A. & Greytak, E. A. (2017). LGBTQ student
victimization and its relationship to school discipline and justice
system involvement. Criminal Justice Review, 42(2), 163-187.

Snapp, S. D., Hoenig, J. M., Fields, A., & Russell, S. T. (2015).
Messy, butch, and queer: LGBTQ youth and the school-to-prison
pipeline. Journal of Adolescent Research, 30, 57-82.

High and low levels of victimization are indicated by a cutoff at
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two dichotomous variables, indicating whether LGB and whether
trans/GNC topics were included in their sex education. The results
were significant: x?=798.69, p<.001, ¢ = .61.

To test differences between quality of LGB topics and quality of
trans/GNC topics included in sex education, a paired samples t-test
was conducted on the LGB quality and trans/GNC quality variables,
each measuring the quality of content, from “Very Negative” to
“Very Positive”: #2502) = 15.80, p<.001.

To compare LGBTQ-inclusive sex education by school type, a
univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with school
type as the independent variable and having received LGBTQ-
inclusive sex education as the dependent variable. The main effect
for inclusive sex education was significant: F(2, 22411) = 72.31,
p<.001, npz =.006. Post hoc comparisons were considered at
p<.01. Students in private, non-religious schools were more likely
to have received LGBTQ-inclusive sex education than those in
public or religious schools; those in public schools were more likely
than those in religious schools. Students in religious schools were
less likely than those in public and private, non-religious schools to
receive LGBTQ-inclusive sex ed.

To compare LGBTQ-inclusive sex education by school locale, a
univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with school
locale as the independent variable and receiving LGBTQ-inclusive
sex education as the dependent variable. The main effect for
inclusive sex education was significant: F(2, 22499) = 45.88,
p<.001, n 2 = .004. Post hoc comparisons were considered at
p<.01. Students in urban schools were more likely to receive
LGBTQ-inclusive sex education than those in suburban or rural
schools; those in suburban schools were more likely than those in
rural schools. Students in rural schools were less likely than those
in urban and suburban schools.

To compare LGBTQ-inclusive sex education by school locale, a
univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with school
locale as the independent variable and receiving LGBTQ-inclusive
sex education as the dependent variable. The main effect for
inclusive sex education was significant: F(2, 22499) = 45.88,
p<.001, n = .004. Post hoc comparisons were considered at
p<.01. Students in urban schools were more likely to receive
LGBTQ-inclusive sex education than those in suburban or rural
schools; those in suburban schools were more likely than those in
rural schools. Students in rural schools were less likely than those
in urban and suburban schools.

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), with type of school
staff as the independent variable and comfort level for each of

the seven school staff categories as the dependent variables, and
percentages are shown for illustrative purposes. The multivariate
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effect was significant, Pillai’'s Trace = .48, F(6, 21505) =
3277.20, p<.001. Univariate analyses were considered significant
at p<.01. All mean differences in comfort level were significant
except those between Librarian/Other Resource Staff and School
Nurse.

Visit glsen.org/safespace for more information or to obtain a Safe
Space Kit for an educator or school.
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% of
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gender identity
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examined using a repeated measures multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA). The multivariate effect was significant.
Pillai’s Trace = .758, F(8, 2140) = 408.25, p<.001, and pairwise
comparisons were significant at p<.001. Significant differences
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dress codes/uniforms.
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Educational Statistics of the U.S. Department of Education
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https://nces.ed.gov/datalab/index.aspx
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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-LGBTQ remarks as the dependent variables. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .04, F(5, 22719)
=206.59, p<.001. The univariate effects of GSA presence on
anti-LGBTQ remarks were all significant: “gay” used in a negative
way: F(1, 22723) = 912.54, p<.001, n.* = .04; “no homo” used
in a negative way: F(1, 22723) = 229. 92 p<.001,n?=.01;
other homophobic remarks: F(1, 22723) = 663.95, p< 001 n
=.03; negative remarks regarding gender expression: F(1, 22723)
=298.90, p<.001, n? = .01; negative remarks about transgender
people: F(1, 22723) = 239 61, p<.001, n, 2 =.01. Percentages
are shown for illustrative purposes.

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, 21806) = 228.67, p<.001. The univariate
effect of GSA presence on feeling unsafe due to sexual orientation
was significant: F(1, 21810) = 582.62, p<.001, n, 2=.03. The
univariate effect of GSA presence on feeling unsafe due to gender
expression was significant: f(1, 21810) = 112.25, p<.001, n?
.005. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

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 in previous endnote. The
univariate effect of GSA presence on victimization due to sexual
orientation was significant: (1, 21810) = 827.51, p<.001, n; 2=
.04. The univariate effect of GSA presence on victimization due to
gender expression was significant: F(1, 21810) = 460.46, 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 because of feeling unsafe or
uncomfortable by presence of a GSA, this variable was included in
the MANOVA described in previous endnotes. The univariate effect
of GSA presence on days missing school in the past month was
significant: F(1, 21810) = 439.73, p<.001, n, 2 = .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 of GSA presence on number of
supportive staff was significant: {19495.43) = -63.93, p<.001.
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Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes. In addition, a
chi-square test was conducted to compare the likelihood of having
any supportive staff at all by presence of a GSA: x> =721.38, df =
1, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .18. Students who had a GSA were more
likely to have at least 1 supportive educator compared to students
who did not have a GSA.

To test differences in staff intervention in anti-LGBTQ 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 = .01, F(2,
14749) = 103.89, p<.001. The univariate effects of GSA presence
on staff intervention were both significant. Homophobic remarks:
F(1, 14750) = 193.13, p<.001, n 2 = .01; negative remarks about
gender expression: F(1, 14750) = '121.36, p<.001, an =.008.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

GLSEN Days of Action (including Ally Week, No Name-Calling
Week, and Day of Silence) are national student-led events of
school-based LGBTQ advocacy, coordinated by GLSEN. The Day
of Silence occurs each year in the spring, and is designed to draw
attention to anti-LGBTQ name-calling, bullying and harassment in
schools. Visit www.dayofsilence.org for more information.
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To test differences in GLSEN Days of Action participation by
presence of a GSA, a chi-square test was conducted: 32 =
1525.33, df = 1, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .27. Of the students in our
survey with a GSA in their school, 43.5% participated in a GLSEN
Day of Action in the previous year. Of students without a GSA,
18.7% participated.

The full breakdown of student responses to the question, “In
general, how accepting do you think students at your school are
of LGBTQ people?” was as follows: not at all accepting: 5.7%,
not very accepting: 26.8%, neutral: 25.1%, somewhat accepting:
30.5%, very accepting: 11.9%.

To test differences in peer acceptance and peer intervention in
anti-LGBTQ remarks 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 = .10, F(3, 21096)
=754.79, p<.001. The univariate effect of GSA presence on peer
acceptance was significant: F(1, 21098) = 2262.63, p<.001, npz
=.10. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.
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To test differences in peer intervention by presence of a GSA, we
conducted the MANOVA described in the previous endnote. The
univariate effects of GSA presence on student intervention were
significant: homophobic remarks, F(1, 21098) = 109.18, p<.001,
np2 = .005; negative remarks about gender expression, F(1,
21098) = 146.96, p<.001, np2 =.007. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.
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To test differences in school belonging and presence of a GSA, a
t-test was conducted, with presence of a GSA as the independent
variable and school belonging as the dependent variable. The effect
was significant: {21096.38) = 38.66, p<.001.

To test differences in well-being and presence of a GSA a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with
the presence of a GSA as the independent variable, and depression
and self-esteem as the dependent variables. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .02, F(2, 20592) = 172.56,
p<.001. The univariate effects of GSA presence on depression

and self-esteem were both significant. Depression: F(1, 20593) =
341.77, p<.001, np2 =.02; self-esteem: F(1, 20593) = 224.99,
p<.001,n?=.01.
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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-LGBTQ
remarks as the dependent variables. The multivariate effect was
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significant: Pillai’s trace = .068, F(5, 22727) = 332.20, p<.001.
The univariate effects for inclusive curriculum presence was
significant for all types of homophobic remarks: hearing “gay”
used in a negative way: F(1, 22731) = 1290.72, p<.001,n ? =
.054; “no homo”: A(1, 22731) = 519.27, p<.001, n? = .052;
other homophobic remarks: F(1, 22731) = 1079.58, p<.001, npz
=.045. The univariate effect for negative remarks about gender
expression was significant: (1, 22731) = 414.40, p<.001, n* =
.018. The univariate effect for negative remarks about transgender
people was significant: F(1, 22731) = 778.32.28, p<.001, an =
.033. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in victimization 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 gender expression,
feeling unsafe, and missing school because of feeling unsafe

or uncomfortable as the dependent variables. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .42, F(5, 21819) = 189.85,
p<.001. The univariate effects for victimization were significant —
due to sexual orientation: F(1, 21823) = 443.93, p<.001,n 2=
.020; due to gender expression: F(1, 21823) = 294.40, p<.(501,
n,? = .013. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in safety by the presence of a school curriculum,
relevant variables was included in the MANOVA described above.
The univariate effects for feeling unsafe were significant — due to
sexual orientation: F(1, 21823) = 684.95, p<.001, npz =.031;
due to gender expression: F(1, 21823) = 218.51, p<.001, n? =
.010. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in days missed school because of feeling unsafe
or uncomfortable by the presence of an inclusive curriculum, this
variable was included in the MANOVA described in prior endnote.
The univariate effect for missing school was significant: F(1,
21823) = 330.10, p<.001, npz =.015. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To test differences in feeling comfortable talking to teachers
about LGBTQ issues by presence of an inclusive curriculum, an
ANOVA was conducted, with inclusive curriculum presence as the
independent variable and feeling comfortable talking to teachers
about LGBTQ issues as the dependent variable. The main effect
was significant: F(1, 22111) = 1548.90, p<.001, np2 =.065.
Percentages are provided for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in academic achievement, a t-test was
conducted with inclusive curriculum presence as the independent
variable, and GPA as the dependent variable. The effect was
significant: #(27422.44) = -9.08, p<.001.

To test differences in educational aspirations, a t-test was
conducted with inclusive curriculum presence as the independent
variable and educational aspirations as the dependent variable.

The effect was significant: 22194) = -6.85, p<.001. To test
differences in plans to graduate high school and plans to pursue
secondary education and an inclusive curriculum, two separate
chi-square tests were conducted. The effect for plans to pursue
secondary education was significant: x*> = 8.33, df = 1, p<.01,
Cramer's V = .019. The effect for plans to graduate high school was
not significant, p>.01.

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 and peer
intervention in homophobic remarks and in negative remarks about
gender expression as the dependent variables. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s trace = .098, F(3, 21075) = 766.20,
p<.001. The univariate effect for peer acceptance was significant:
F(1, 21077) = 1983.64, p<.001, np2 = .086 (other univariate
effects detailed in following endnote). Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To test differences in student intervention in anti-LGBTQ remarks
by presence of an inclusive curriculum, these variables were
included in the MANOVA described in previous endnote. The
univariate effects were significant: negative remarks about gender
expression: F(1, 21077) = 565.51.09, p<.001, npz =.026;
homophobic remarks: F(1, 21077) = 616.34, p<.001, an =.029.
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
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dependent variable. The main effect was significant: F(1, 21613) =
2554.34, p<.001, 1 ? = .106.

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 self-esteem was significant: F(1, 20712) = 752.07,
p<.001, npz =.035. The main effect for depression was significant:
(1, 21012) = 610.53, p<.001, n? = .028.
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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: (22409) = -.26, p<.001; Feeling unsafe
because of gender expression: (22409) = -.15, p<.001; Missing
school: (22368) = -.26, p<.001. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and
postsecondary educational aspirations was examined through
Pearson correlations: {22033) = .11, 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: {22033) = 11.53, p<.001. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and GPA was
examined through Pearson correlations: {22256) = .11, p<.001.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and school
belonging was examined through Pearson correlations: {21437)
=.50, p<.001.

The relationship between number of supportive staff and student
well-being was examined through Pearson correlations. Depression:
r(20846) = -.29, p<.001. Self-esteem: (20545) = .25, p<.001.

The relationship between feeling unsafe due to sexual orientation
or gender expression and frequency of school staff intervention was
examined through Pearson correlations. Intervention in homophobic
language: (18122) =-.18, p<.001. Intervention in negative
remarks about gender expression: (16820) = -.09, p<.001.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

The relationship between missing school due to feeling unsafe
and frequency of school staff intervention was examined through
Pearson correlations. Intervention in homophobic language:
r(18091) = -.13, p<.001. Intervention in negative remarks about
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gender expression: (16788) = -.08, p<.001. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

The relationship between feeling unsafe due to sexual orientation
or gender expression and effectiveness of staff intervention was
examined through a Pearson correlation: (6941) = -.18, p<.001.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

The relationship between missing school due to feeling unsafe

or uncomfortable and effectiveness of staff intervention was
examined through a Pearson correlation: (6928) = -.25, p<.001.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

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: (6864) =
-.28, p<.001; effectiveness of intervention on victimization due to
gender expression: (6715) = -.25, p<.001. Percentages are shown
for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in number of supportive educators by presence
of Safe Space stickers/posters, a t-test was conducted with Safe
Space sticker/poster presence as the independent variable, and
number of supportive staff as the dependent variable. The effect
was significant: {19921) = 74.45, p<.001. Percentages are shown
for illustrative purposes.

Overall, students noted they were most comfortable talking to
teachers and school-based mental health professionals, thus we
explicitly examined whether students comfort talking with these
staff about LGBTQ issues was related to whether students reported
seeing Safe Space stickers or posters displayed in their school. To
compare students’ perceptions of school staff (teachers and school
mental health professionals) based on the presence of Safe Space
stickers/posters, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was conducted, with Safe Space sticker/poster presence as the
independent variable, and number of supportive staff and feeling
comfortable talking to teachers and counselors about LGBTQ
issues as the dependent variables. The main effect for a Safe
Space sticker/poster presence on the number of supportive staff
was significant: F(3, 21836) = 1961.42, p<.001. Percentages
are shown for illustrative purposes. We also performed a similar,
corresponding analysis - a multivariate analysis of covariance
(MANCOVA) - controlling for the presence of a Gay-Straight
Alliance (GSA) or other LGBTQ-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 biased language by type of anti-bullying/
harassment 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=.03, F(15, 68319)=45.16, p<.001. All univariate
effects were significant at p<.001. Post-hoc tests indicated

that all types of remarks were least frequently heard in schools
with comprehensive policies, followed by those with partially
enumerated polices, those with generic policies, and lastly, those
with no policy (p<.01). With regard to “no homo” and using “gay”
in a negative way - the differences between schools with no policy
and schools with a generic policy were not statistically significant
at p<.01. Percentages of students hearing remarks “frequently” or
“often” are shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in victimization by type of school policy, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted, with
weighted victimization variables (sexual orientation and gender
expression) as the dependent variables and policy type as the
independent variable. The multivariate effect was significant:
Pillai’s trace=.01, F(6, 43808)=50.07, p<.001.The univariate
effect of policy type was significant for both types of victimization
- sexual orientation: F(3, 21904)=93.24 p<.001, effect size
.01; gender expression: A3, 21904)=65.03, p<.001, effect size
.01. Post-hoc tests indicated that for both types of victimization
students in schools with comprehensive policies experienced the
least victimization, followed by students with partially enumerated
policies, followed by those with generic policies, and lastly
followed by schools with no policies (victimization based on sexual
orientation: p<.001; victimization based on gender expression:
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p<.01). Percentages of students experiencing “higher levels” (i.e.,
higher than the average of the survey sample) of victimization are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To test differences in rates of staff intervention in biased language
by type of school policy, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted, with frequencies of intervention as the
dependent variables and policy type as the independent variable.
The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace=.04, F(6,
29556)=91.02, p<.001.The univariate effects of policy type

on rates of intervention in homophobic language and on rates of
intervention in negative remarks about gender expression were
significant at p<.001. Post-hoc 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
(p<.01).

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, 22819)=81.38,
p<.001, effect size: .01. Post-hoc 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 (p<.001).

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, 6900)=59.32, p<.001, effect size: .05. Post-hoc 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 (p<.001).

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

To test difference between trans/GNC students in schools with
trans/GNC student policies/guidelines and without, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with the four
variables related to gender-related discrimination as the dependent
variables (required to use bathrooms of legal sex, required to use
locker rooms of legal sex, prevented from using chosen name/
pronoun, prevented from wearing clothes thought “inappropriate”
for legal sex). Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace
=.05, FA(3, 1353) = 21.32, p<.001. Univariate effects were
significant at p<.001.

The relationships between specific policy protections and
corresponding experiences of discrimination among trans/GNC
students, after accounting for having any trans/GNC student
policy, were examined through four hierarchical regression models
- one for each type of gender-related discrimination experience
(prevented from using bathrooms consistent with gender, prevented
from using locker rooms consistent with gender, prevented from
using chosen name/pronoun, and prevented from wearing clothing
considered to be “inappropriate” for legal sex). Experiences of
discrimination were first regressed onto having any trans/GNC
policy, in order to assess the potential effect of specific policy
protections, above and beyond just having a policy. Then, nine
specific policy protections were included in the second step of
the regression models (see section on trans/GNC student policies
and official guidelines in the Availability of Related Resources and
Supports for information about the nine protections). The model
for locker room discrimination accounted for a significant portion
of the variance (Adj. AR? = .025, p<.001); the locker room policy
protection was significant predictor of discrimination re locker
rooms (B = -.064, p<.001). None of the other protections were
statistically significant predictors of locker room discrimination.
(See following endnotes for results of regressions for bathrooms,
names/pronouns, and clothing discrimination).

The relationship between bathroom protections and bathroom
room discrimination among trans/GNC students, after accounting
for having any trans/GNC student policy, was examined through
hierarchical regression model as detailed in previous endnote.
The model for bathroom discrimination accounted for a significant
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portion of the variance (Adj. AR? = .039, p<.001); the policy
protection related to access to boys/girls bathroom was significant
predictor of discrimination re bathrooms (§ = -.120, p<.01). None
of the other protections were statistically significant predictors.

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.

Ingrey, J. C. (2012). The public school washroom as analytic space
for troubling gender: Investigating the spatiality of gender through
students’ self-knowledge. Gender and Education, 24(7), 799-817.

Porta, C. M., Gower, A. L., Mehus, C. J., Yu, X., Saewyc, E. M., &
Eisenberg, M. E. (2017). “Kicked out”: LGBTQ youths’ bathroom
experiences and preferences. Journal of Adolescence, 56,
107-112.

Wernick, L. J., Kulick, A., & Chin, M. (2017). Gender identity
disparities in bathroom safety and wellbeing among high school
students. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(5), 917-930.

Relationships between protections related to school facilities

and discrimination in school facilities among nonbinary students
were assessed through hierarchical regressions. For bathroom
discrimination, experiences of discrimination were first regressed
onto having any trans/GNC policy in the first step, next, eight
specific policy protections were included in the second step
(including access to gender-specific bathrooms), and lastly, the
gender-neutral bathroom protection was added in the final step.
The model for bathroom discrimination among nonbinary students
accounted for a significant portion of the variance (Adj. AR? =
.022, p<.01); the first step of the regression was significant,
indicating having a policy was related to discrimination, the
second step of the regression with all the individual protections
(with the exception of gender-neutral bathroom protection) was not
significant and the gender-specific bathroom protection was not a
significant predictor, the third step of the regression was significant
and the gender-neutral bathroom protection was significant
predictor of bathroom-related discrimination (B = -.080, p<.01).
A similar regression was conducted among binary-identified trans
students (i.e., trans males and trans females). The model for
bathroom discrimination among binary students accounted for a
significant portion of the variance (Adj. AR? = .054, p<.001); the
first step of the regression was significant, the second step of the
regression with all the individual protections (with the exception
of gender-neutral bathroom protection) was significant and the
gender-specific protection was a significant predictor (B = -.148,
p<.001), none of the other protections in the second step were
statistically significant predictors. The third step was not significant
and the gender-neutral bathroom protection was not a significant
predictor of bathroom-related discrimination for trans binary-
identified students.

For relationships between gender-specific bathroom protections
and bathroom discrimination findings, see previous endnote.

For locker room discrimination among nonbinary students, we
conducted a similar hierarchical regression as we did for bathroom
discrimination (see previous endnote), except for we only included
two steps — having any trans/GNC policy was included in the first
step and individual protections were added in the second step.
There was no third step because we did not need to examine
different potential impacts of gender-specific and gender-neutral
policy protections for locker room protections as we did with
bathroom protections, given there was only one item related to
locker room protections. The model for locker room discrimination
among nonbinary students accounted for a significant portion

of the variance (Adj. AR? = .016, p<.001), however, only the

first step (having any trans/GNC policy) was significant; none

of the individual protection items were significant predictors of
locker room discrimination among nonbinary students. A similar
regression was conducted among trans binary-identified students
(i.e., trans males and trans females). The model for locker room
discrimination among binary students accounted for a significant
portion of the variance (Adj. AR? = .034, p<.001); the first step of
the regression of having any trans/GNC policy was significant, the
second step that included all the individual policy protections was
also significant. Although the second step was significant overall,
locker room protection was the only individual protection that
significantly predicted experiences of locker room discrimination (B
=-.077, p<.01) among binary-identified trans students. None of
the other protections were statistically significant predictors.
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Wernick, L. J., Kulick, A., & Chin, M. (2017). Gender identity
disparities in bathroom safety and wellbeing among high school
students. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(5), 917-930.

The relationships between specific policy protections and
corresponding experiences of discrimination among trans/GNC
students, after accounting for having any trans/GNC student policy,
was examined through four hierarchical regression models — one for
each type of gender-related discrimination experience (prevented
from using chosen name/pronoun, and prevented from wearing
clothing considered to be “inappropriate” for legal sex; results
from bathroom and locker room discrimination were presented

in previous endnotes). Experiences of discrimination were first
regressed onto having any trans/GNC policy, in order to assess the
potential effect of specific policy protections, above and beyond
just having a policy. Then, nine specific policy protections were
included in the second step of the regression models (see section
on transgender/GNC student policies and official guidelines

in the Availability of Resources and Supports for information
about the nine protections). Although the model for name/
pronoun discrimination accounted for a significant portion of the
variance (Adj. AR? =.019, p<.001); none of the individual policy
protections were significant predictors of discrimination re names/
pronouns (however, having any trans/GNC policy was a significant
predictor, p<.001).

The relationships between specific policy protections and
corresponding experiences of discrimination among trans/GNC
students, after accounting for having any trans/GNC student policy,
were examined through four hierarchical regression models (see
previous endnote). Although the model for clothing discrimination
accounted for a significant portion of the variance (Adj. AR? =
.025, p<.001), none of the individual policy protections were
significant predictors of discrimination re clothing (however, having
any trans/GNC policy was a significant predictor, p<.001).

To compare number of days having missed school in past month
due to feeling unsafe or uncomfortable by presence of trans/GNC
policy, a chi square test was conducted: y? 65.178 df = 4, p<.001
Cramer's V = .084

To compare levels of school belonging by presence of trans/GNC
policy, a t-test was conducted: {9293) = 18.16, p<.001.

The relationship between number of protections included in trans/
GNC policy and school belonging and missing school were assessed
through Pearson correlations; school belonging: (1063) = .21,
p<.001; days of missing school: (1067) =.11, p<.001.

GLSEN (2016). Educational exclusion: Drop out, push out, and
the school-to-prison pipeline among LGBTQ youth. New York, NY:
GLSEN.

James, S. E., & Herman, J. (2017). The report of the 2015
US Transgender Survey. Washington, DC. National Center for
Transgender Equality.

Movement Advancement Project (MAP) and GLSEN. (2017).
Separation and stigma: Transgender youth and school facilities.
MAP.

Sexual orientation was assessed with a multi-check item (i.e.,
gay, lesbian, straight/heterosexual, bisexual, pansexual, queer,
asexual, and questioning) with an optional write-in item for sexual
orientations not listed. Youth were allowed to endorse multiple
options. Mutually exclusive categories were created at the data
cleaning stage so that analyses could compare youth across sexual
orientation categories. Responses were categorized based upon
the following hierarchy: gay/lesbian, bisexual, pansexual, queer,
questioning, and straight/heterosexual. Thus, as an example, if an
individual identified as “gay” and “queer” they were categorized
as “gay/lesbian”; if an individual identified as “bisexual” and
“questioning,” they were categorized as “bisexual.”

In addition to the list of sexual orientation options students could
choose, students were also provided with the opportunity to write
in a sexual orientation that was not included in the list of options.
Most write-in responses were able to be coded into one of the
listed sexual orientations. A small portion of the total sample
indicated that they identified with a sexual orientation other than
the ones listed (0.6%). Of these, some defined themselves as some
form as “flexible,” (e.g., “homo-flexible”) and others refused to
label themselves altogether (“I'm human,” “no labels”). Another
group, made up predominantly of students with nonbinary gender
identities, defined their sexual identity in terms of solely the gender
identity or expressions of others, without reference to their own

THE 2017 NATIONAL SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY



206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

gender (i.e:, ‘androsexual’ or ‘gynosexual’ individuals — those who
have sexual feelings towards men or women, respectively). Given
that these categories do not comprise a meaningful group and that
they account for such a small portion of the sample, we did not
include these students in this analysis examining differences based
on sexual orientation.

Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., Giga, N. M., Villenas, C., &
Danischewski, D. J. (2016). The 2015 National School Climate
Survey: The experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and
queer youth in our nation’s schools. New York: GLSEN.

Mitchell, K. J., Ybarra, M. L., & Korchmaros, J. D. (2014). Sexual
harassment among adolescents of different sexual orientations and
gender identities. Child Abuse & Neglect, 38(2), 280-295.

To compare experiences of victimization by sexual orientation, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with
two victimization variables (weighted victimization based on sexual
orientation and weighted victimization based on gender expression)
as dependent variables, and sexual orientation as the independent
variable. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.03, F(8, 38558) = 78.58, p<.001, n *=.02. The univariate
effects were significant at p<.001 - victimization based on sexual
orientation: F(4, 19279) =61.82, npz: .01; victimization based
on gender expression: F(4, 19279) = 86.68, n = .02. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. For victimization based

on sexual orientation: pansexual differed from questioning, queer,
and bisexual; gay/lesbian differed from questioning, queer, and
bisexual. There were no other group differences. For victimization
based on gender expression: pansexual differed from all other
sexual orientations; gay/lesbian differed from bisexual; queer
differed from bisexual. There were no other group differences.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

Bauer, C., Youngblom, K., & Miller, T. (2017). Intersex respondents
to the 2014 Asexual Community Census. Retrieved from https://
asexualcensus.files.wordpress.com/2017/10/intersex_2014.pdf.
The Ace Community Survey Team.

Bogart, A. F. (2004). Asexuality: Prevalence and associated factors
in a national probability sample. Journal of Sex Research, 41(3),
279-287.

As noted previously, to assess students’ sexual orientation, students
were asked to check any and all of the sexual orientation terms that
they identified with. One of the available options was “asexual.”

To create mutually exclusive groups for statistical analysis in

this section on sexual orientation differences, all students were
assigned one specific sexual orientation based on their responses.
Students who selected “asexual” and another sexual orientation,
such as bisexual and pansexual, were coded as having that other
sexual orientation. For example, if a student selected “asexual’

and “bisexual,” they were coded as being bisexual. If students
selected only asexual, they were not included in our sample (as

it is a sample of LGBTQ students), unless they were also not
cisgender. Given that asexual students who were not also another
sexual orientation were only included in our sample if they were

not cisgender, we could not include them as a mutually exclusive
category when examining differences by sexual orientation
differences in this School Climate and Sexual Orientation section.

To examine differences in school experiences between asexual and
non-asexual LGBTQ students, a series of MANOVAs and ANOVAs
were run with asexual (yes or no) as the dependent variable. To
test differences in victimization, a MANOVA was run with sexual
orientation-based and gender expression-based victimization as
the dependent variables - multivariate effect: Pillai's = .002 F2,
19236) = 20.86, p<.001; univariate effect for sexual orientation:
F(2,19237) =13.92, p<.001, npz =.001; univariate effect for
gender expression was not significant at p<.01.

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(1-2), 167-178.

Robbins, N. K., Low, K. G., & Query, A. N. (2015). A qualitative
exploration of the “coming out” process for asexual individuals.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 45(3), 751-760.

Although we asked students how out they were about their LGBTQ
identity, we did not ask about outness related to asexual identity.
Because of this, we were unable to explore the how being out about
being asexual might relate to asexual students’ experiences.
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To examine differences in school belonging between asexual and
non-asexual LGBTQ students, an ANOVA was conducted with
asexual (yes or no) as the dependent variable and school belonging
as the dependent variable: F(1, 21676) = 73.47, p<.001, an =
.003.

Chasin, C. D. (2014). Making sense in and of asexual community:
Navigating relationships and identities in a context of resistance.
Community and Applied Social Psychology, 25(2), 167-180.

Robbins, N. K., Low, K. G., & Query, A. N. (2015). A qualitative
exploration of the “coming out” process for asexual individuals.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 45(3), 751-760.

To examine differences in experiences of sexual harassment

by sexual orientation, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted with sexual harassment as the dependent variable, and
sexual orientation as the independent variable. The effect was
significant: F(4, 20066) = 61.12, p<.001, an: .01. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01: pansexual differed from
all sexual orientations; gay/lesbian differed from bisexual; bisexual
differed from questioning. There were no other group differences.
Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To examine differences in experiencing discrimination, an

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with the composite
discrimination variable as the dependent variable, and sexual
orientation as the independent variable. The effect was significant:
F(4, 19877) = 87.82, p<.001, an: .02. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.01: pansexual differed from gay/lesbian,
bisexual, and questioning; queer differed from bisexual and
questioning; gay/lesbian differed from bisexual. There were no
other group differences.

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.

Mittleman, J. (2018). Sexual orientation and school discipline:
New evidence from a population-based sample. Educational
Researcher, 47(3), 181-190.

Palmer, N. A. & Greytak, E. A. (2017). LGBTQ student
victimization and its relationship to school discipline and justice
system involvement. Criminal Justice Review, 42(2), 163-187.

Poteat, V. P., Scheer, J. R., & Chong, E. S. K. (2016). Sexual
orientation-based disparities in school and juvenile justice
discipline: A multiple group comparison of contributing factors.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(2), 229-241.

Snapp, S. D., Hoenig, J. M., Fields, A., & Russell, S. T. (2015).
Messy, butch, and queer: LGBTQ youth and the school-to-prison
pipeline. Journal of Adolescent Research, 30, 57-82.

To examine differences in in-school and out-of-school discipline,

a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with a
composite variable for in-school discipline (referred to principal,
detention, in-school suspension) and a composite variable for
out-of-school discipline (out-of-school suspension, expelled) as the
dependent variables, and sexual orientation as the independent
variable. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.003, A4, 19790) = 7.48, p<.001, n *=.002. The univariate
effect was significant for in-school discipline: F(4, 19895) =
14.14, p<.001, an: .002. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01: pansexual differed from all other sexual orientations; gay/
lesbian differed from queer; bisexual differed from queer. There
were no other group differences. The univariate effect for out-of-
school discipline was not significant, p>.01.

See previous endnote.

To examine differences in missing school, an analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted with days of school missed in the last
month due to feeling unsafe as the dependent variable, and sexual
orientation as the independent variable. The effect was significant:
F(4, 20082) = 48.57, p<.001, an: .01. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.01: pansexual differed from gay/lesbian,
bisexual, queer, and questioning. There were no other group
differences. Percentages of having missed one or more days of
school are shown for illustrative purposes.

To examine differences in changing schools due to feeling unsafe,
an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with changing
school as the dependent variable, and sexual orientation as the
independent variable. The effect was significant: F(4, 20087) =
9.40, p<.001, np2: .002. Pairwise comparisons were considered
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at p<.01: pansexual differed from gay/lesbian and bisexual. There
were no other group differences.

Kosciw, J. G., Palmer, N. A., & Kull, R. M. (2015). Reflecting
resiliency: Openness about sexual orientation and/or gender identity
and its relationships 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
LGBTQ Youth, 12(4), 385-386.

To examine differences in outness by sexual orientation, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with
level of outness to peers and level of outness to staff at school as
dependent variables, and sexual orientation as the independent
variable. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.05, F(8, 39756) = 131.54, p<.001, npz: .03. The univariate
effects were significant at p<.001 — outness to peers: F(4, 19878)
= 237.25, npzz .05; outness to school staff: F(4, 19878) =
177.84, an: .04. Pairwise comparisons were considered at
p<.01. For outness to peers: gay/lesbian differed from all other
sexual orientations; pansexual differed from bisexual, queer, and
questioning; queer differed from bisexual and questioning; bisexual
differed from questioning students. For outness to staff: gay/lesbian
differed from all other sexual orientations; pansexual differed

from bisexual and questioning; queer differed from bisexual and
questioning; bisexual differed from questioning. There were no
other group differences. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

To account for potential differences in effects due to outness, a
series of multiple analyses of covariance (MANCOVAs) were run
with outness to peers and outness to staff as covariates, with sexual
orientation as the independent variable, and victimization based on
sexual orientation, victimization based on gender expression, sexual
harassment, discrimination, discipline, days of school missed, and
changed schools as dependent variables. The sexual orientation
differences described previously remained even after controlling for
outness.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1400
(2004)

Duke, T. S. (2007). Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth
with disabilities: A meta-synthesis. Journal of LGBT Youth, 8(1),
1-52.

Harley, D. A., Nowak, T. M., Gassaway, L. J., & Savage, T. A.
(2002). Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender college students
with disabilities: A look at multiple cultural minorities. Psychology
in the Schools, 39(5), 525-538.

Dykes, F. (2010). Transcending rainbow flags and pride parades:
Preparing special education preservice educators to work with gay
and lesbian youth. SRATE Journal, 19(2), 36-43.

Khan, L. G. & Lindstrom, L. (2015). “I just want to be myself”:
Adolescents with disabilities who identify as a sexual or gender
minority. The Educational Forum, 79(4), 362-376.

Morgan, J. J., Mancl, D. B., Kaffar, B. J., & Ferreira, D. (2011).
Creating safe environments for students with disabilities who
identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender. Intervention in
School and Clinic, 47(1), 3-13.

Lofgren-Martenson, L. (2009). The invisibility of young homosexual
women and men with intellectual disabilities. Sexuality and
Disability, 27, 21-26.

Thompson, S. A. (2007). De/centering straight talk: Queerly
informed inclusive pedagogy of gay and bisexual students with
intellectual disabilities. Journal of LGBT Youth, 5, 37-56.

GLSEN (2016). Educational exclusion: Drop out, push out, and
school-to-prison pipeline among LGBTQ youth. New York: GLSEN.

To examine differences in feelings of unsafety, a multiple analysis
of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with feeling unsafe because
of disability and feeling unsafe because of academic ability as

the dependent variables, and whether or not students received
educational support services as the independent variable. The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillia’s Trace = .260, F(2,
20614) = 385.39, p<.001, n ? = .04. The univariate effects were
significant at p<.001 - feeling unsafe because of disability: F(1,
20615) = 697.298, npz =.03; feeling unsafe because of academic
ability: A(1, 20615) =188.17, np2 = .01. Additional analysis also
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indicated statistically significant, but extremely small, differences
in the same direction for feeling unsafe because of gender and
gender expression.

To examine differences in experiences of disability-based
victimization, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with
disability-based bullying/harassment as the dependent variable,
and whether or not students received educational support services
as the independent variable. The effect was significant: F(1,
20495) = 678.38, p<.001, np2 =.05. Additional analysis also
indicated statistically significant, but extremely small, differences
in the same direction for being victimized because of sexual
orientation, gender, and gender expression, and for being sexually
harassed.

To examine differences in hearing biased remarks about disability,
an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with hearing biased
remarks as the dependent variable, and whether or not students
received educational support services as the independent variable.
The effect was not significant. Additional analysis indicated that
there were no significant differences in hearing any kind of biased
remarks (e.g., homophobic remarks, racist remarks) between
students who received educational services and students who did
not.

To examine differences in missing school and changing schools
because of safety concerns, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted with number of days of school missed
due to feeling unsafe and changing schools because of feeling
unsafe or uncomfortable as the dependent variables, and whether
or not students received educational supports as the independent
variable. The multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.01, (2, 20539) =99.61, p<.001, npz =.01. The univariate
effects were significant at p<.001 — missing school because of
feeling unsafe: F(2, 20540) = 135.15, n 2 =.007; changing
schools: A(2, 20540) = 117.87, 1.2 = .006.

To compare school belonging by whether students received
educational support services, a t-test was conducted: {20575) =
2.8, p<.01.

Losen, D., Hodson, C., Keith, M. A., Morrison, K., & Belway, S.
(2015). Are we closing the school discipline gap? Los Angeles,
CA: The Center for Civil Rights Remedies, The Civil Rights
Project. Retrieved from https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/
resources/projects/center-for-civil-rights-remedies/school-to-prison-
folder/federal-reports/are-we-closing-the-school-discipline-gap/
AreWeClosingTheSchoolDisciplineGap_FINAL221.pdf

GLSEN (2016). Educational exclusion: Drop out, push out, and
school-to-prison pipeline among LGBTQ youth. New York: GLSEN.

To examine differences in school discipline, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with experiencing
in-school discipline and experiencing out-of-school discipline as
the dependent variables, and whether or not students received
educational supports as the independent variable. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’'s Trace = .005, F(2, 20435) = 54.10,
p<.001, an =.005. The univariate effects were significant at
p<.001 - in-school discipline: F(2, 20436) = 85.22, npz =.004;
out-of-school discipline: (2, 20436) = 50.33, npz =.002.

This analysis only looks at students who report receiving
educational supports, which is only one subset of youth with
disabilities. Further research is needed to explore the various
experiences of those LGBTQ youth who have other types of
disabilities (e.g., mental health diagnoses).

To examine differences between cisgender students and non-
cisgender students (i.e., transgender/gender nonconforming
students) by sexual orientation, a chi-square test was performed:
x?=1919.81, df =4, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .32. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., Giga, N. M., Villenas, C. &
Danischewski, D. J. (2016). The 2015 National School Climate
Survey: The experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and
queer youth in our nation’s schools. New York: GLSEN.

To account for potential differences in effects due to gender
identity, a series of multiple analyses of covariance (MANCOVAs)
were conducted with gender identity as a covariate, with sexual
orientation as the independent variable, and victimization based on
sexual orientation, victimization based on gender expression, sexual
harassment, discrimination, discipline, days of school missed, and
changed schools as dependent variables. The sexual orientation
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differences described previously remained even after controlling for
gender identity.
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Gender was assessed via three items: an item assessing sex
assigned at birth (i.e., male or female), an item assessing gender
identity (i.e., male, female, nonbinary, and an additional write-in
option), and a multiple response item assessing sex/gender status
(i.e., cisgender, transgender, genderqueer, intersex, questioning,
and an additional write-in option). Based on responses to these
three items, students’ gender was categorized for this analyses as:
cisgender male, cisgender female, transgender male, transgender
female, transgender nonbinary, genderqueer, or another nonbinary
identity (i.e., those who indicated a nonbinary identity but did not
indicate that they were transgender or genderqueer, including those
who wrote in identities such as “gender fluid” or “demi gender™).
Students who were categorized as “questioning” were not included
in these specific analyses of gender differences, but were included
in all other sections of this report. In addition, those who selected
“transgender” but not indicate whether they identified as male,
female, or nonbinary were not included in this specific analyses of
gender differences, but were included in all other sections of this
report.

GLSEN (2016). Educational exclusion: Drop out, push out, and the
school-to-prison pipeline among LGBTQ youth. New York: GLSEN.

To compare feeling unsafe because of gender expression by gender
identity, chi-square tests were conducted: x> = 3791.31, df= 2,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .44. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.05.

To compare experiences of victimization (harassment and assault)
by gender identity, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was conducted with the three weighted victimization variables
(victimization based on: sexual orientation, gender expression,
and gender) as dependent variables. Multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .20, F(6, 36214) = 680.70, p<.001,
n,?=.10. The univariate effect for victimization due to gender
expression was significant: F(2, 18108) = 1186.88 p<.001,
n.2=.11 (see subsequent endnotes for univariate effects

for victimization based on gender and sexual orientation).
Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages of
experiencing any victimization (harassment or assault) are shown
for illustrative purposes.

To compare feeling unsafe because of gender by gender identity,
chi-square tests were conducted: x> = 8766.49, df = 2, p<.001,
Cramer’s V = .68. Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare experiences of victimization by gender identity, we
conducted the MANOVA described in Endnote 248. The univariate
effect for victimization due to gender was significant: F(2, 18108)
=1532.72 p<.001, n ? = .15 (see Endnote 248 for gender
expression victimization univariate effect and subsequent endnote
for sexual orientation victimization univariate effect). Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.

To compare feeling unsafe because of sexual orientation by gender
identity, a chi-square test was conducted: y> = 156.91 df =2,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .09. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.05.

To compare experiences of victimization based on sexual
orientation by gender identity, we conducted the MANOVA
described in Endnote 248. The univariate effect for victimization
due to sexual orientation was significant: F(4, 8754) = 37.47
p<.001, npz = .02 (see previous endnotes for univariate effects for
victimization based on gender expression and gender). Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Percentages are shown for
illustrative purposes.
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Szczerbinski, K. (2016). Education connection: The importance
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their gender identity. Child Legal Rights Journal, 36, 153.

To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces at school by
gender identity, chi-square tests were conducted. Differences were
significant at p<.001 - avoiding bathrooms: y> = 4235.47, df =
2, Cramer’s V = .47; avoiding locker rooms: y> = 1714.66, df = 2,
Cramer’s V = .30; avoiding Gym/PE class: ¥? = 1005.34, df = 2,
Cramer's V = .23. Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare missing school because of feeling unsafe by gender
identity, a chi-square test was conducted: > = 993.50, df = 8,
p<.001, Cramer’s V = .16; Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.05.

To compare changing schools because of feelings unsafe or
uncomfortable by gender identity, a chi-square test was conducted:
x? =230.32, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .11. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare planning not to complete high school or being

unsure about graduating by gender identity, a chi-square test was
conducted: x*> = 77.31, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .06. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare having experienced any anti-LGBTQ discrimination at
school by gender identity, a chi-square test was conducted: y2 =
1506.23, df = 2, p<.001. Cramer’s V = .28. Pairwise comparisons
were considered at p<.05.

Percentages for all transgender and gender nonconforming
(trans/GNC) students in aggregate (including genderqueer, other
nonbinary students, and students questioning their gender)
experiencing these specific types of discrimination are reported in
the Experiences of Discrimination section of this report and are as
follows: Required to use the bathroom of their legal sex: 46.5% of
trans/GNC students; required to use the locker room of their legal
sex: 43.6%; prevented from using their chosen name or pronoun:
42.1%; prevented from wearing clothing deemed “inappropriate”
based on their gender: 25.6%.

To compare each type of anti-LGBTQ discrimination by gender
identity, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted with each type of discrimination as the dependent
variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai's Trace = .67,
F(24,37334) = 240.11, p<.001, an: .13. All univariate effects
were significant at p<.001. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Transgender students were more likely than cisgender
students to experience all of the individual types of discrimination;
transgender students and genderqueer/other nonbinary students
were not different in any of the individual types of discrimination.
Percentages for gender-related discrimination are shown for
illustrative purposes.

See previous endnote

To compare experiences of school discipline by gender identity,

a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted

with experiencing any school discipline, experiencing in-school
discipline, and experiencing out-of-school discipline as dependent
variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01,
F(6, 37782) = 23.03, p<.001, np2= .00. All univariate effects
were significant at p<.001. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.01.

See previous endnote.

To compare feeling unsafe among transgender students
(transgender male, transgender female, and transgender nonbinary
students), chi-square tests were conducted. The chi-square

tests for feeling unsafe because of sexual orientation and gender
expression were not statistically significant at p<.01. Feeling

149



265

266

267

268

269

270
271

272

unsafe because of gender was significant: y> = 32.98, df = 2,
p<.001. Cramer’s V = .08. Pairwise comparisons were considered
at p<.05.

To compare experiences of victimization among transgender
students (transgender male, transgender female, and transgender
nonbinary students), a multivariate analysis of variance was
conducted with the three weighted variables (victimization

based on: sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender)

as dependent variables. Multivariate results were significant:
Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(6, 8900) = 175.13, p<.001, n ?=.02.
The univariate effects were significant at p<.001 - V|ct|m|zat|on
due to sexual orientation: F(2, 4451) = 10.42 p<.001, n ?

=.01; victimization due to gender expression: F(2, 4451) =
45.12 p<.001, n.? =.02; victimization due to gender: F(2,
4451) = 27.02 p<.001, n =.01. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.01. Transgender males had higher levels of all
three types of victimization than transgender nonbinary students;
transgender males had higher levels of gender-related victimization
than transgender females, but did not significantly differ from
transgender females on sexual orientation- and gender expression-
related victimization. Transgender females and transgender
nonbinary students did not significantly differ on any types of
victimization. Percentages of experiencing any victimization are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare missing school because of feeling unsafe among
transgender students (transgender male, transgender female,

and transgender nonbinary students), chi-square tests were
conducted: y’>= 61.38, df = 8, p<.001, Cramer's V = .12. Pairwise
comparisons were considered at p<.05.

To compare avoiding gender-segregated spaces among transgender
students (transgender male, transgender female, and transgender
nonbinary students), chi-square tests were conducted. Differences
were statistically significant at p<.001 - avoiding bathrooms:
x*=119.34, df = 2, Cramer’s V = .16; avoiding Gym/PE class:
x>=71.22,df = 2, Cramer's V = .12. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.05. See Endnote 269 for the univariate effect for
locker rooms.

To compare each type of gender-related discrimination among
transgender students (transgender male, transgender female, and
transgender nonbinary students), a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted with all 4 types of gender-related
discrimination as the dependent variables. Multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’'s Trace = .67, F(8, 9176) = 14.62, p<.001, n?
=.01. Univariate effects for bathroom, locker room, and name/
pronoun discrimination were S|gn|f|cant at p<.001. PalrWlse
comparisons were considered at p<.01. Transgender females were
less likely than transgender males and transgender nonbinary
students to experience name/pronoun discrimination (there were no
differences between transgender males and transgender nonbinary
students). Transgender males were more likely to experience both
locker room and bathroom discrimination than transgender females
and transgender nonbinary students (there were no differences
between transgender females and transgender nonbinary students
in these two types of discrimination). The univariate effect for
discrimination related to wearing clothing “inappropriate” for their
gender was not statistically significant.

Differences in avoiding locker rooms among transgender students
(transgender male, transgender female, and transgender nonbinary
students), was examined via the MANOVA described in Endnote
267. The univariate effect was significant: F(2, 4448) = 21.29,
p<.01, an =.01. Pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.01.

See previous endnote.

To compare experiences of in-school and out-of-school discipline
among transgender students (transgender male, transgender
female, and transgender nonbinary students), chi-square tests were
conducted. Differences were significant for in-school discipline:
x*=84.49, df = 1, p<.001, ¢ = .09. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.05 — transgender nonbinary students were less
likely than both transgender males and transgender females to
experience in-school discipline, there were no differences between
transgender males and females. Differences were not significant for
out-of-school discipline, p>.01.

To compare changing schools because of feeling unsafe or
uncomfortable among transgender students (transgender male,
transgender female, and transgender nonbinary students), chi-
square tests were conducted. The chi-square test for changing
schools was not statistically significant. To compare plans to
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graduate high school among transgender students (transgender
male, transgender female, and transgender nonbinary students),
chi-square tests were conducted. The chi-square test for plans to
complete high school was not statistically significant.

To compare how “out” transgender students were at school about
being transgender, a chi-square test was conducted: x*> = 132.19
df =6, p<.001, Cramer's V = .12. Pairwise comparisons were
considered at p<.05 - transgender females and transgender
nonbinary students were less out than transgender males. For
example, 56.4% of transgender females reported not being “out”
to anyone at school or only “out” to a few people, compared to
48.0% of transgender males. There were no differences between
transgender females and transgender nonbinary students.

The relationship between outness about being transgender and
severity of victimization (based on sexual orientation, gender
expression, and gender) was assessed through Pearson correlations.
All correlations were significant — sexual orientation victimization:
H4567) =.04, p<.01; gender expression victimization: (4489)
=.10, p<.001; gender victimization (4533) =.17, p<.001.

To examine differences among transgender students (transgender
male, transgender female, and transgender nonbinary students)

in variables examined previously, after accounting for how out
students were about being transgender, we conducted a series of
Multiple Analyses of Covariance (MANCOVAs) with “outness” about
being transgender as a covariate. The MANCOVA for victimization
based on gender found that the differences between transgender
males and transgender females were no longer significant once
outness was accounted for. For the MANCOVAs for feelings of
safety, avoiding spaces, missing school, discrimination, and
discipline, the differences between transgender males and females
remained statistically significant even after controlling for outness.
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See Endnotes 247, 248, 249, and 250.
See Endnote 254.

See Endnotes 255 and 256.

See Endnote 262.

See Endnote 251.

See Endnote 252.

See Endnotes 247, 248, 249, and 250.
See Endnotes 251 and 252.

See Endnotes 254.

See Endnotes 255 and 256.

See Endnotes 260.

See Endnotes 262.

See Endnotes 257.

Experiences of avoiding spaces, missing school, changing schools,
plans to complete high school, and school discipline between
genderqueer and other nonbinary students through series of chi-
squares. There were no significant differences, p>.01.

To compare feeling unsafe at school because of sexual orientation,
gender expression, and gender between genderqueer and other
nonbinary students, chi-square tests were conducted. Differences
for feeling unsafe because of gender were statistically — x> = 8.79
df = 1, p<.01, ¢ = .05. Differences for feeling unsafe because of
sexual orientation and feeling unsafe because of gender expression
were not significant, p>.01.

To compare experiences of victimization between genderqueer

and other nonbinary students, a multivariate analysis of variance
was conducted with the three weighted variables (victimization
based on: sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender) as
dependent variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s
Trace = .01, A3, 2772) = 6.91, p<.001, n *= .01. The univariate
effect for victimization due to gender was significant: F(1, 2774)
=19.09 p<.001, npz =.01. The univariate effects for the two
other types of victimization were statistically significant at p<.01,
but effect sizes were extremely small — victimization due to sexual
orientation: F(1, 2774) = 8.58 an =.00; victimization based on
gender expression: f(1, 2774) =116.19 n ? = .00. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare each type of gender-related discrimination between
genderqueer and other nonbinary students, a multivariate analysis
of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with all 4 types of gender-
related discrimination as the dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(4, 2867) = 4.22,
p<.01, n}f: .01. Univariate effects for bathroom and locker room
access discrimination were significant at p<.01; the univariate
effect for name/pronoun discrimination was significant at p<.001;
the univariate effect for discrimination related to wearing clothing
“appropriate” for gender was not significant, p>05.

See Endnotes 247, 249, and 250.

See See Endnotes 248, 250, and 252.
See Endnote 254.

See Endnotes 255 and 256.

See Endnotes 260.

See Endnotes 262.
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See Endnotes 257.

To compare feeling unsafe based on gender expression between
cisgender males and females, a chi-square test was conducted — x>
=323.79, df=1, p<.001, ¢ =.18.

To compare experiences of victimization between cisgender males
and females, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANVOA) 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 = .08,
F(3, 9705) = 276.81, p<.001, nDZ: .08. The univariate effect
for victimization due to gender expression was significant: F(1,
9707) = 63.83, p<.001, n,* = .01 (see subsequent endnotes for
univariate effects for victimization due to sexual orientation and
due to gender). Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare feeling unsafe based on sexual orientation between
cisgender males and females, a chi-square test was conducted — x>
=10.87 df=1, p=.001, ¢ = .33.

As described in endnote X, a MANOVA was conducted to compare
experiences of victimization between cisgender males and females.
Univariate effects for victimization due to sexual orientation was
significant: (1, 9707) = 112.67 p<.001, n ? = .01.

To compare avoiding gender segregated spaces among cisgender
male and female students, chi-square tests were conducted.
Differences were statistically significant at p<.001 — avoiding
bathrooms: y?= 456.98, df = 1, ¢ = .21; avoiding locker rooms:
x>=443.30, df = 4, ¢ = .10; avoiding Gym/PE class: x*>= 11.63, df
=1, ¢=.04.

To compare experiences of in-school and out-of-school discipline
between cisgender male and female students, chi-square tests
were conducted. Differences were statistically significant at p<.001
— in-school discipline: x>= 45.68, df = 1, ¢ = .06; out-of-school
discipline: ¥?= 35.58, df = 1, p<.01, ¢ = .06.

To compare feeling unsafe based on gender between cisgender
males and females, a chi-square test was conducted — unsafe
because of gender: x> =272.99, df=1, p<.001, ¢ =.16.

As described in endnote X, a MANOVA was conducted to compare
experiences of victimization between cisgender males and females.
Univariate effects for victimization due to gender was significant:
F(1,9707) = 209.76 p<.001, n * = .02.

To compare days of missing school because feel unsafe and
changing schools because feel unsafe or uncomfortable between
cisgender male and female students, chi-square tests were
conducted. Differences were statistically significant — missing
school: ¥*>= 112.65, df = 4, p<.001, ¢ = .08; changing schools:
x*=9.78,df = 1, p=.001, 9= .03.

To compare gender-related discrimination between cisgender male
and cisgender female students, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted with all 4 types of gender-related
discrimination as the dependent variables. Multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01, A4, 10169) = 14.07, p<.001,
an: .01. Univariate effects were significant at p<.001- bathroom
access: F(1, 10172) = 25.51, npz =.00; locker room access: F(1,
10172) = 18.67, npz =.00; name/pronoun: F(10172) = 563.51, np2
=.01; The univariate effect for wearing “inappropriate” clothing for
gender was not significant, p>.01.
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four US school districts. Journal of Adolescent Health, 58(2), S1-
S2.

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. GLSEN.

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.
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S. A. (2010). Gender-nonconforming lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender youth: School victimization and youth adult
psychosocial adjustment. Developmental Psychology, 46(6),
1580-1589.

In order to assess gender expression 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. A small
portion of students (2.1%) 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 how | feel,” “can change
a lot from day to day”) or varied on a spectrum (e.g., “fluid”). The
remainder of LGBTQ students in our survey selected one of the
responses indicating how masculine or feminine they believed they
were perceived by others at school. Responses by gender (including
those who identified as “questioning” their gender) are provided in
the table below. Differences in gender expression by gender identity
were tested through a chi-square: y’>= 4933.86, df = 42, Cramer’s
V=.211, p<.001, pairwise comparisons were considered at p<.05.
Noteworthy differences include: transgender males were more
likely than cisgender males to report their gender expression in the
masculine spectrum; transgender females were more likely than
cisgender females to report their expression as “mostly feminine”
and as “very feminine;” genderqueer and students with other
nonbinary identities were more likely than other students (except
for questioning students) to describe their gender expression as
“equally masculine and feminine.”

A measure of atypical gender expression 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 to have atypical gender expression, whereas male
students who reported their gender expression as anything other
than “very,” “mostly,” or “somewhat” “masculine” were considered
to have atypical gender expression. Students who selected “none
of these” for their gender expression were excluded in analyses
regarding gender atypicality. We also did not calculate measures of
gender atypicality for transgender or other gender nonconforming
students as we wanted to understand the role that gender
expression plays for those who might not already be targeted for a
perceived misalignment between assigned sex and gender identity.
Furthermore, for transgender students who identify as male or
female, this measure of gender atypicality may function somewhat
differently than it does for cisgender males and females. As noted
in the previous endnote, transgender males and females reported
more strongly endorsing masculine and feminine gender expression,
respectively, than their cisgender peers. Thus, whether the gender
expression of transgender males and females would be perceived
as atypical would depend on whether others knew these students
were transgender. This illustrates the complexity of assessing,

and defining, gender atypicality as it relates to gender expression
among transgender and other gender nonconforming youth.
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To compare feeling unsafe at school because of sexual orientation
between gender typical and gender atypical cisgender students,

a chi-square test was conducted. Differences were statistically
significant: = 107.00, df = 1, p<.001, ¢ = .210.

To compare feeling unsafe at school because of gender expression
between gender typical and gender atypical cisgender students,

a chi-square test was conducted. Differences were statistically
significant: = 1024.43, df = 1, p<.001, ¢ = .32.

To compare days of missing school because feel unsafe and
changing schools because feel unsafe or uncomfortable between
gender typical and gender atypical cisgender students, chi-square
tests were conducted. Differences were statistically significant

— missing school: x’= 56.45, df = 4, p<.001, ¢ = .08; changing
schools: x?= 9.78, df = 1, p<.01, ¢ = .03.

To compare avoiding gender segregated spaces between gender
typical and gender atypical cisgender students, chi-square tests
were conducted. Differences were statistically significant at p<.001
— avoiding bathrooms: y?>= 455.66, df = 1, ¢ = .21; avoiding locker
rooms: x’= 242.39, df = 1, ¢ = .15; avoiding Gym/PE class: x*=
159.61,df =1, ¢ =.07.

To compare experiences of victimization between gender typical
and gender atypical cisgender students, a multivariate analysis
of variance was conducted with the three weighted variables
(victimization based on: sexual orientation, gender expression,
and gender) as dependent variables. Multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .22, (3, 9607) = 223.19, p<.001,
nDZ: .07. The univariate effect for victimization due to sexual
orientation was significant: F(3, 9607) = 302.25, p<.001, an
=.03. The univariate effects for victimization due to gender
expression and gender are discussed in subsequent endnote.

To compare experiences of victimization based on gender
expression and gender between gender typical and gender atypical
cisgender students, we conducted the MANOVA described previous
endnote. The univariate effect for victimization due to gender
expression was significant: F(3, 9607) = 239.69, p<.001, np2 =
.05. Percentages are provided in text for illustrative purposes. The
univariate effect for victimization due to gender was significant,
but the effect size was very small: (3, 9607) = 16.92 p<.001, n ?
=.00. Furthermore, further analyses were conducted comparing
“any” experiences of victimization based on each characteristics,
and there was no statistically significant difference between gender
typical and gender atypical students in having experienced any
victimization based on gender at school.

To compare each type of gender-related discrimination between
gender typical and gender atypical cisgender students, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with

all 4 types of gender-related discrimination as the dependent
variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01,
F(4, 10068) = 17.66, p<.001, an: .01. Univariate effects were
significant at p<.001- bathroom access: F(1, 10071) = 21.44, an
=.00; locker room access: F(1, 10071) = 27.86, n 2 = .00; name/
pronoun: A(1, 10071) = 17.88, n * = .00; wearing P‘inappropriate”
clothing for gender: F(1, 10071) = 61.18, npz =.00.

Table to Accompany Endnote X: Gender Expression by Gender Identity (Among LGBTQ Students who Selected an Option on the

Masculine-Feminine Continuum, n=17904)

Very Mostly Somewhat

masculine  masculine  masculine

Cisgender male 1.7% 16.6% 16.6%
Cisgender female 0.5% 3.0% 3.0%
Transgender male 9.2% 34.3% 34.3%
Transgender female 1.2% 5.5% 5.5%
Transgender nonbinary 2.1% 16.2% 16.2%
Genderqueer 1.4% 9.7% 9.7%
Other nonbinary identities 1.1% 10.6% 10.6%
Questioning 2.1% 10.1% 10.1%

Equally
masculine
& Somewhat Mostly Very
feminine feminine feminine  feminine
25.1% 24.0% 11.0% 4.7%
19.9% 28.4% 32.4% 7.7%
16.7% 9.1% 5.2% 1.8%
9.1% 24.5% 25.3% 21.7%
26.2% 20.7% 11.2% 2.7%
30.3% 22.7% 14.4% 4.0%
30.2% 22.1% 13.2% 4.8%
25.8% 28.6% 17.4% 2.3%
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325 To compare experiences of in-school and out-of-school discipline
between gender typical and gender atypical cisgender students,
chi-square tests were conducted. Differences were statistically
significant at p<.001 — in-school discipline: y>= 84.49, df =1, ¢ =
.09; out-of-school discipline: x*= 40.26, df = 1, p<.01, ¢ = .06.

326 To compare feeling unsafe at school because of gender between
gender typical and gender atypical cisgender students, chi-square
test was conducted. Differences were statistically significant, but
with students with typical gender expression being somewhat more
likely to feel unsafe based on their gender (gender typical: 8.4%,
atypical: 6.1%): x*> = 18.37 df = 1, p<.001, ¢ = -.04.

327 In order to assess whether the effects of atypical gender expression
were similar for cisgender males and cisgender females, we
conducted a series of 2 X 2 MANOVAs to examine potential
interaction effects of atypical gender expression X gender (male,
female). Regarding the MANOVA for victimization: Pillai’s Trace
=.004, f(3, 9605) = 11.26, p<.001, n *=.004, a significant
interaction was found for based on sexual orientation p<.001 and
for victimization based on gender expression p<.01; there was no
significant interaction for victimization based on gender, p>.01.
Regarding the MANOVA for feeling unsafe at school: Pillai’s Trace
=.003, A3, 10176) = 11.93, p<.001, an: .003, there was a
significant interaction effect for feeling unsafe because of sexual
orientation, p<.001, but there were no significant interactions for
feeling unsafe because of gender expression or because of gender,
p>.01. No interaction effects (p>.01) were found for the MANOVAs
for missing school and changing school, school discipline, or
gender-related discrimination.

328 Latinx is a variant of the masculine “Latino” and feminine
“Latina” that leaves gender unspecified and, therefore, aims to be
more inclusive of diverse gender identities, including nonbinary
individuals. To learn more: https://www.meriam-webster.com/words-
at-play/word-history-latinx

329 Race/ethnicity was assessed with a single multi-check question
item (i.e., African American or Black; Asian or South Asian; Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; Native American, American
Indian, or Alaska Native; White or Caucasian; Hispanic or Latino/a;
and Middle Eastern or Arab American) with an optional write-in
item for race/ethnicities not listed. Participants who selected
more than one race category were coded as “Multiracial,” with
the exception of participants who selected either “Hispanic or
Latino/a” or “Middle Eastern or Arab American” as their ethnicity.
Participants who selected both “Hispanic or Latino/a” and “Middle
Eastern or Arab American” were also coded as “Multiracial.”

330 Anyon, Y, Jenson, J. M., Altschul, I., Farrar, J., McQueen, J., Greer,
E., Downing, B., & Simmons, J. (2014). The persistent effect
of race and the promise of alternatives to suspension in school
discipline outcomes. Children and Youth Services Review, 44,
379-386.

GLSEN (2016). Educational exclusion: Drop out, push out, and
school-to-prison pipeline among LGBTQ youth. New York: GLSEN.

Losen, D. J., Hodson, C., Keith Il, M. A., Morrison, K., & Belway, S.
(2015). Are we closing the school discipline gap? Los Angeles: The
Center for Civil Rights Remedies.

U.S. Department of Education (2018). 2015-16 Civil Rights Data
Collection: School Climate and Safety, Data Highlights on School
Climate and Safety in our Nation's Public Schools. Washington,
SC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Civil Rights. Retrieved
from: https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/school-
climate-and-safety.pdf

331 To compare feeling unsafe due to race/ethnicity by race/ethnicity,
a univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with
feeling unsafe due to actual or perceived race/ethnicity as the
dependent variable and racial/ethnic identity as the independent
variable. The main effect for feeling unsafe was significant: F(6,
20594) = 503.81, p<.001, npz =.13. Post hoc comparisons were
considered at p<.01. Arab/Middle Eastern students were more
likely to feel unsafe based on race/ethnicity than Hispanic/Latinx,
multiracial, Native American, and White students; API students
were more likely to feel unsafe than Hispanic/Latinx, multiracial,
and White students; Black/African American students were more
likely to feel unsafe than multiracial and White students; White
students were less likely to feel unsafe based on race/ethnicity than
all other racial/ethnic groups. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

332 To compare victimization due to sexual orientation and gender

333

334

expression by race/ethnicity, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted with racial/ethnic identity as the
independent variable and two dependent variables: the weighted
victimization variable measuring harassment and assault due

to sexual orientation and the weighted variable for victimization
due to gender expression. The multivariate effect was significant:
Pillai’s trace=.01, F(12, 39472) = 10.60, p<.001. The univariate
effects for victimization were significant: sexual orientation, F(6,
19736) = 16.81, p<.001, npz =.01; gender expression, F(6,
19736) = 12.31, p<.001, n 2 = .004. Post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Sexual orientation: Native American
students experienced higher levels of victimization based on sexual
orientation than all other racial/ethnic groups; Arab/Middle Eastern,
multiracial, Hispanic/Latinx, and White students all experienced
higher levels of victimization than Black/African American and
API students. Black/African American and API students both
experienced lower levels of victimization than White, Hispanic/
Latinx, multiracial, Arab/Middle Eastern, and Native American
students. Gender expression: Native American LGBTQ experienced
higher levels of victimization due to the way they express their
gender than multiracial, Hispanic/Latinx, White, API, and Black/
African American students; multiracial and Hispanic/Latinx
students both experienced higher levels of victimization than
White, API, and Black/African American students. Black/African
American, API, and White students all experienced lower levels

of victimization than Native American, multiracial, and Hispanic/
Latinx students. Percentages are shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare experiences of anti-LGBTQ discriminatory school
policies and practices by race/ethnicity, a univariate analysis

of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with racial/ethnic identity

as the independent variable and experiencing anti-LGBTQ
discrimination at school as the dependent variable. The main effect
for experiencing discrimination was significant: F(6, 20384) =
23.53, p<.001, n 2 = .01. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Native American LGBTAQ students were more likely to
experience anti-LGBTQ discrimination than White, Hispanic/Latinx,
Arab/Middle Eastern, Black/African American, and API students;
multiracial, White, and Hispanic/Latinx students were more likely
to experience discrimination than Black/African American and

API students. Black/African American and API students were both
less likely to experience discrimination than Native American,
multiracial, White, and Hispanic/Latinx students. Percentages are
shown for illustrative purposes.

To compare experiences of school discipline by race/ethnicity,

a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted

with racial/ethnic identity as the independent variable and two
dichotomous dependent school discipline variables: experiencing
in-school discipline (including referral to the principal, detention,
and in-school suspension), and experiencing out-of-school
discipline (including out-of-school suspension and expulsion). The
multivariate effect was significant: Pillai’s trace=.01, F(12, 40820)
=11.34.48, p<.001. The univariate effects for school discipline
were significant: in-school, F(6, 20410) = 17.16, p<.001, np2 =
.01; out-of-school, F(6, 20410) = 9.31, p<.001, npz =.003. Post
hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. In-school discipline:
Native American, multiracial, and Hispanic/Latinx LGBTQ students
were all more likely to experience in-school discipline than White
and API students; Black/African American and White students
were both more likely to experience in-school discipline than API
students. API students were less likely to experience in-school
discipline than all other racial/ethnic groups. Out-of-school
discipline: Black/African American LGBTQ students were more
likely to experience out-of-school discipline than Hispanic/Latinx,
White, and API students; multiracial students were more likely than
White and API students. There were no other significant differences
between racial/ethnic groups. Percentages are shown for illustrative
purposes.

See Endnote 332.
See Endnote 333.
See Endnote 334.
See Endnote 334.
See Endnote 334.
See Endnote 332.
See Endnote 332.

It is important to note one important limitation to these analyses.
We do not know the citizenship status of the parents of the
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students in our survey. Therefore, it is possible that students in the
survey who were born outside the U.S. and its territories have U.S.
citizenship because one of their parents does. Thus, they would
not technically be immigrants to the U.S., but are considered as
immigrants in these analyses. In addition, because we do not know
the immigrant status of parents, these analyses do not include
LGBTQ students who were born in the U.S. but who are from
immigrant families (i.e., who have parents who immigrated to the
u.S.).

Child Trends. (2014). Immigrant children. Washington,
DC: Child Trends. Retrieved from https://www.childtrends.
org/?indicators=immigrant-children.

To examine whether there was a significant difference between

the population estimate for K-12 students born outside the U.S.
compared to our percentage of LGBTQ secondary school students
born outside the U.S., we conducted a single sample t-test. Results
indicated a small but significant difference: t(22989) = -5.90,
p<.001.

We examined differences in locale by nativity status (non-U.S. born
vs. U.S. born) using chi-square analysis. Non-U.S. born students
were less likely to be in rural schools than urban or suburban
schools than U.S. born students: 1.8% rural vs. 3.7% suburban
and 4.0% urban. x? = 63.22, df = 2, p<.001; Cramer’'s V =.05.

We examined differences in region by nativity status using chi-
square analysis. non-U.S. born students were less likely to be in
Midwest schools than in the other three regions than U.S.-born
students: 2.2% in the Midwest vs. 3.8% in the Northeast, 3.2%
in the South, and 3.5% in the West. 2 = 24.49, df = 3, p<.001,
Cramer's V = .03.

We examined differences in region by citizenship status among
non-U.S. born students using chi-square analysis. Students from
Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Africa, and Asia/Pacific were
more likely than students from other regions to be U.S. citizens.
Students from Latin America, Middle East, and Africa were more
likely than other students to be unauthorized residents. x? =
147.84, df = 14, p<.001, Cramer's V = .32.

Rissing, B. A. & Castilla, E. J. (2014). House of green cards:
Statistical or preference-based inequality in the employment of
foreign nationals, American Sociological Review, 79(6), 1226—
1255.

We examined differences in feeling unsafe because of citizenship
status by immigration status among non-U.S. born students using
chi-square analysis. x? = 98.33, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer's V = .37.

We examined differences in feeling unsafe because of English
language proficiency by native English language status within the
sample of non-U.S. born students using chi-square analysis. Non-
native English language students were more likely to feel unsafe
for this reason than native English language students overall: x2 =
102.71, df=1, p<.001, ¢ = -.38.

To examine differences in the experiences of victimization based on
sexual orientation, gender expression, and race/ethnicity between
non-U.S. born and U.S. born students, a series of analyses of
variance (ANOVA) were conducted with the three victimization
variables as dependent variables. The only significant effect was
for victimization based on race/ethnicity: F(1, 22282) = 108.71,
p<.001, n ?=.01.

Because there were significant differences by nativity status in
personal demographics and school location, we conducted a series
of analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) with the three victimization
variables as dependent variables controlling for age, years lived in
the U.S., race/ethnicity, region, and locale. The univariate effect for
nativity status was significant at p<.01 only for victimization based
on race/ethnicity: F(1, 20195) = 24.13, p<.001, an =.00.

We examined differences in students’ having any experience of
anti-LGBTQ discrimination in school between non-U.S. born and
U.S. born students using chi-square analysis. x? = 37.53, df =1,
p<.001, ¢ =.04.

To examine differences in school belonging between non-U.S.
born and U.S. born students, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted. The univariate effect was significant: F(1, 21665) =
50.38, p<.001, np2 =.00.

As noted previously, there were significant differences by nativity
status in personal demographics and school location. Therefore, in
order to examine differences in school belonging after accounting
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for differences in demographics and school location, we conducted
an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) similar to the ANOVA
described above, but also controlled for age, years lived in the
U.S., race/ethnicity, region, and locale. The univariate effect was
not significant at p<.01.

To examine differences in supportive school personnel between
non-U.S. born and U.S. born students, an analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted. The univariate effect was significant:
F(1, 22400) = 16.87, p<.001, np2 =.00. This effect was
consistent even when examining the contribution of covariates
(personal demographics and school location) through an analysis
of covariance (ANCOVA). Percentages are provided for illustrative
purposes.

To examine differences in missing days of school between non-U.S.
born and U.S. born students, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted. The univariate effect was significant: F(1, 22934) =
16.18, p<.001, npz =.00. This effect was consistent even when
examining the contribution of covariates (personal demographics
and school location) through an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA).
Percentages are provided for illustrative purposes.

To examine differences in outness between non-U.S. born and
U.S. born students, a series of analyses of variance (ANOVAs)
were conducted on: 1) out to peers, and 2) out to school staff. The
univariate effects were not significant. In further analyses within
the group of immigrant students, we examined the differences in
the two outness variables by citizenship status using ANOVA. The
univariate effect for outness to peers was significant: F(2, 696) =
6.76, p<.001, npz =.02. The univariate effect for outness to staff
was also significant: F(2, 696) = 5.72, p<.001, np2 =.02. Post-
hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. For both variables, the
only significant differences were that U.S. citizens were higher on
outness than lawfully present non-citizen students.

See Endnote 333.
See Endnote 334.
See Endnote 331.

Darling-Hammond, L. (2004). The color line in American
education: Race, resources, and student achievement. Du Bois
Review: Social Science Research on Race, 1(2), 213-246.

Lleras, C. (2017). Race, racial concentration, and the dynamics
of educational inequality across urban and suburban schools.
American Educational Research Journal, 45(4), 886-912.

To compare school area by race/ethnicity, we conducted a chi-
square test looking at school area (i.e., urban, suburban, rural) by
race/ethnicity: x> = 630.84, df= 12, p<.001, Cramer's V = .13.
Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.05. Native American
students were more likely to attend school in a small town or rural
area than all other racial/ethnic groups; White students were more
likely to attend rural/small town schools than multiracial, Hispanic/
Latinx, Black/African American, Arab/Middle Eastern, and API
students; multiracial students were more likely to attend rural/small
town schools than Hispanic/Latinx, Black/African American, Arab/
Middle Eastern, and API students; Hispanic/Latinx students were
more likely than API students to attend rural/small town schools.
There were no other significant differences in attending school in a
rural area between racial/ethnic groups.

Eisenberg, M. E., Gower, A. L., McMorris, B. J., Rider, N., &
Coleman, E. (2018). Emotional distress, bullying victimization,
and protective factors among transgender and gender diverse
adolescents in city, suburban, town, and rural locations. The
Journal of Rural Health. doi:10.1111/jrh.12311

Palmer, N.A., Kosciw, J.G., & Bartkiewicz, M.J. (2012). Strengths
and silences: The experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender students in rural and small town schools. New York:
GLSEN.

To account for differences in students’ experiences in urban,
suburban, and rural school area with regard to experiences of anti-
LGBTQ discriminatory school policies and practices across racial/
ethnic groups, we performed a MANCOVA similar to the MANOVA
described in Endnote X, controlling for school area. Results were
similar to the MANOVA, however post hoc tests indicate that,
when controlling for school area, there are no longer observable
differences in experiences of discrimination between Native
American students and White or Arab/Middle Eastern students.
All other significant differences between racial/ethnic groups, as
described in Endnote X, remained.
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To account for urban, suburban, and rural school area with regard
to experiences of victimization across racial/ethnic groups, we
performed a MANCOVA similar to the MANOVA described in
Endnote X, controlling for school area. Results were similar to
the MANOVA and all significant differences between racial/ethnic
groups, as described in Endnote X, remained.

To compare outness regarding LGBTQ identity by race/ethnicity,
we conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)

with racial/ethnic identity as the independent variable, and two
dependent variables for outness: level of outness to other students
at school, and level of outness to school staff. The multivariate
effect was significant: Pillai’s trace=.003, F(12, 41090) = 5.20,
p<.001. The univariate effects for outness were significant for both
outness to peers and outness to school staff, post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Outness to other students: API students
were less likely to be out than Hispanic/Latinx, multiracial, and
White students. Outness to school staff: API students were less
likely to be out than Arab/Middle Eastern, multiracial, White,

and Hispanic/Latinx students. There were no other significant
differences between racial/ethnic groups.

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,
167-178.

Ocampo, A. C. & Soodjinda, D. (2015). Invisible Asian Americans:
The intersection of sexuality, race, and education among gay Asian
Americans. Race Ethnicity and Education, 16(3), 480-99.

To account for level of outness with regard to experiences

of victimization across racial/ethnic groups, we performed a
MANCOVA similar to the MANOVA described in Endnote X,
controlling for level of outness to other students. Results were
similar to the MANOVA, but observable differences between API
students and other racial/ethnic groups were reduced. Similarly,
to account for level of outness with regard to experiences of
anti-LGBTQ discriminatory school policies and practices across
racial/ethnic groups, we performed a MANCOVA similar to the
MANOVA described in Endnote X, controlling for level of outness to
school staff. Results were similar to the MANOVA, but observable
differences between API students and other racial/ethnic groups
were reduced.

Brockenbrough, E. (2015). Queer of color agency in educational
contexts: Analytic frameworks from a queer of color critique.
Educational Studies, 5(1), 28-44.

Russel, S. T. & Truong, N. L. (2001). Adolescent sexual orientation,
race and ethnicity, and school environments: A national study of
sexual minority youth of color. In K. Kumashiro (Ed.), Troubling
intersections of race and sexuality: Queer studies of anti-oppressive
education (pp. 113-130).Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

For comparisons by school level, 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 examine differences in biased language between middle

and high school students, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted with the anti-LGBTQ remarks variables
(the three homophobic remarks, negative remarks about gender
expression, and negative remarks about transgender people) and
the other biased remarks variables (racist, sexist, ability/disability,
religion, immigration status, and body size/weight remarks) as the
dependent variables. Multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s
Trace = .03, (11, 18789) = 46.88, p<.001, np2 =.03. Univariate
effects were significant at p<.001 for the following anti-LGBTQ
language remarks: “Gay” used in a negative way: F(1, 18799) =
290.66; n,? = .02; “No homo”: f(1, 18799) = 46.57, 1 * = .00;
Other homophobic remarks: F(1, 18799) = 90.68, n 2 =.01;
Negative remarks about gender expression: F(1, 187&9) = 26.66,
n,? = .00. Middle school students heard anti-LGBTQ remarks
significantly more frequently than high school students, with the
exception of negative remarks about transgender people where the
univariate effect was not statistically significant. Univariate effects
for other types of biased remarks is discussed in the following
endnote.

To examine differences in other types of biased language between
middle and high school students, we conducted a MANOVA
as described in the previous endnote, univariate effects were
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significant at p<.001 for the following remarks: Racist remarks:
(1, 18799) = 86.53, n,* = .00; Sexist remarks: A1, 18799) =
44.41, n? = .00; Ability/disability: F(1, 18799) = 204.60, n ? =
.01; Religion: F(1, 18799) = 19.69, an =.00; Body size/weight:
F(1, 18799) = 158.03, np2 =.01. Middle school students heard
these biased remarks significantly more frequently than high school
students, with the exception of immigration status remarks where
the univariate effect was not statistically significant.

To examine differences in experiences of victimization between
middle and high school students, two separate multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVAs) were conducted: 1) MANOVA with
LGBTQ-related victimization (i.e., the three weighted victimization
variables for victimization based on sexual orientation, gender
expression, and gender) as the dependent variables 2) MANOVA
with the other types of bias-based victimization (i.e., victimization
based on race, victimization based on disability, and victimization
based on religion) as the dependent variables. For the MANOVA
for anti-LGBTQ victimization, multivariate results were significant:
Pillai’'s Trace = .03, A3, 17943) = 152.21, p<.001, n ? = .03.
Univariate effects were significant at p<.001 for all types of
victimization: Sexual orientation: F(1, 17945) = 454.25, np2 =
.03; Gender expression: F(1, 17945) = 260.46, n 2 = .01; Gender:
F(1, 17945) = 243.90, n 2 = .01. For the MANOVA for other
types of victimization, multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s
Trace = .01, A3, 18762) = 73.59, p<.001, n ? = .01. Univariate
effects were significant at p<.001 for all types of victimization:
Race/ethnicity: F(1, 18764) = 111.49, n ? = .01; Disability: A1,
18764) = 73.48, 1 2 = .00; Religion: F(1, 18764) = 149.01,

npz = .01.Middle school students experienced significantly higher
levels of victimization on all types, as compared to high school
students.

To compare reports of discriminatory policies and practices
between middle and high school students, a chi-square test was
conducted. Any discrimination, a combined variable of whether the
student experienced any of the discriminatory actions assessed (see
Experiences of Discrimination at School section), by school level
was significant: x*> = 265.50, df = 1, p<.001, ¢ =-.12. Middle
school students were more likely than high school students to

have experienced anti-LGBTQ discriminatory school policies and
practices.

To compare differences in access to LGBTQ-related school
resources and supports between middle and high school students,
a series of independent sample t-tests (equal variances not
assumed) were conducted with each resource and support variable
as the dependent variable. (For the purposes of this analysis and
similar analyses in this section regarding school differences in
availability of comprehensive policy, 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). All analyses
were significant at p<.001 — GSAs: {5662.50) = -57.37; LGBTQ-
inclusive curriculum: #5605.73) = -9.30; LGBTQ-inclusive sex
education: #(5479.58) = -3.44; LGBTQ website access: (5256.12)
=-24.48; LGBTQ library resources: #(5263.66) =-13.43; LGBTQ
inclusion in textbooks/other assigned readings: #6715.55)
=-20.03; supportive staff: {4620.32) = -23.75; supportive
administration: {5042.63) = -12.42 Safe Space stickers/posters:
#5231.62) = -33.80, comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment
policy: {6006.27) = -9.87; transgender/gender nonconforming
student policy: {6467.24) = -11.63. Middle school students

had significantly less resources and supports across all types, as
compared to high school students.

To compare differences in GSA attendance and GSA participation
as a leader/officer between middle and high school students, two
separate independent samples t-tests were conducted with GSA
attendance and GSA participation as the dependent variables. Both
analyses were significant at p<.001 — GSA attendance: #(10906) =
9.44; GSA participation: #{783.55) = 5.17. Middle school students
attended their GSA more frequently and were more likely to be a
GSA leader/officer, as compared to high school students.

U.S. Department of Education. (2016). Student reports of bullying:
Results from the 2015 School Crime Supplement to the National
Crime Victimization Survey. Retrieved August 23, 2018. https://
nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017015.pdf.

To examine differences in biased language by school type, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with
the anti-LGBTQ remarks variables (the three homophobic remarks,
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negative remarks about gender expression, and negative remarks
about transgender people) and the other biased remarks variables
(racist, sexist, ability/disability, religion, immigration status, and
body size/weight remarks) as the dependent variables. Multivariate
results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(22, 44768) =
44.31, p<.001, n .02. All univariate effects were significant
at p<.001 for the anti LGBTQ language remarks: “Gay” used in

a negative way: F(2, 22393) 252.74,n,.? = .02; “No homo™:
F(2, 22393) = 43.56, n =.00; Other homophobic remarks:
F(2,22393) = 248.12, npz =.02, Negative remarks about gender
expression: A2, 22393) = 17.01, n ? = .00; Trans remarks:
F(2,22393)=57.11,n 2= .01. Post hoc comparisons were
considered at p<.01. Private non-religious school students heard
all types of anti-LGBTQ remarks less frequently than public school
students and religious school students. Public school students
heard homophobic remarks more frequently than religious school
students, with the exception of “no homo” where there were no
significant differences. Public school students heard negative
remarks about gender expression less frequently than religious
school students and there were no significant differences between
these groups in hearing negative remarks about transgender people.
Univariate effects for other types of biased remarks is discussed in
the following endnote.

To examine differences in other types of biased language by school
type, a MANOVA was conducted as described in the previous
endnote. All univariate effects were significant at p<.001: Racist
remarks: F(2, 22393) = 229.76, n =.02; Sexist remarks: F(2,
22393) = 159.02, n? = .01; AbiIity/disabiIity F(2,22393) =
106.47, 0% = .01; Religion F(2,22393) = 47 92, m,%=.00;
Immigration status: F(2, 22393) = 64.12, n =.01; Body size/
weight: F(2, 22393) = 122.16, n =.01. Post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Public school students heard all types of
other biased remarks significantly more frequently than both private
non-religious school students and religious school students. Private
non-religious school students heard most of the other biased
remarks significantly less frequently than religious school students,
with the exception of racist remarks, religion remarks, and body
size/weight remarks where there were not statistically significant
differences.

To examine differences on experiences of victimization by school
type, two separate multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVAs)
were conducted: 1) MANOVA with LGBTQ-related victimization
(i.e., the three weighted victimization variables for victimization
based on sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender) as the
dependent variables; 2) MANOVA with other types of bias-based
victimization (i.e., victimization based on race, victimization based
on disability, and victimization based on religion). For the MANOVA
for anti-LGBTQ victimization, multivariate results were significant:
Pillai's Trace = .00, F(6, 42768) = 15.09, p<.001, n? = .00.
Univariate effects were significant at p<.001: Sexual orientation
F(2,21385) = 22.47, 0 ? = .00; Gender expression: (2, 21385)
=11.97,n?=.00; Gender F(2,21385) =24.15, 1.2 =.00.

Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. PUbTIC school
students experienced significantly higher levels on all types of anti-
LGBTQ victimization than private non-religious school students.
Public school students also experienced significantly higher levels
of victimization based on gender expression and victimization
based on gender than religious school students; there were no
differences between public school and religious school students

in victimization based on sexual orientation. Private non-religious
school and religious school students did not differ significantly

on any of the anti-LGBTQ victimization types. For the MANOVA
for other types of bias victimization, multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .00, F(6, 44714) = 3.07, p<.01, n, 2=
.00, but none of the univariate effects for victimization based on
race, disability, and religion were statistically significant indicating
that public school, religious school, and private non-religious
school students did not differ significantly on all of the other types
of bias-based victimization.

To compare reports of experiencing discriminatory policies and
practices by school type, a chi-square test was conducted. Any
discrimination, a combined variable of whether the student
experienced any of the 11 discriminatory actions assessed (see
Discriminatory Practices and Policies section), by school type

was significant: x> = 116.19, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer’s V = .08.
Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Religious school
students experienced more discrimination than public and private
non-religious school students; private non-religious school students
experienced less discrimination than religious and public school
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students.

To compare differences on access to LGBTQ-related school
resources and supports 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, 22418)
=250.41, n, 2 = .02; website access: F(2, 22323) = 70.24,
n,2=.01; Iibrary resources: F(2, 22448) = 60.89, n > = Ol
textbooks/other assigned readings: F(2, 22450) = 43, 51, n
.00; LGBTQ- inclusive curriculum: A2, 22429) = 112.87, n

=.01; LGBTQ-inclusive sex education: F(2, 22411) = 72 31
np =.01; supportive staff: F(2, 22027) = 306.95, n ? = .03;
supportive administration: F(2, 22012) = 336.47, ng_ .03;

Safe Space stickers/posters: F(2, 22431) = 183. 97 r| 2=.02;
comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment policy: F(2, 25478
37.98, n? = .00; transgender/gender nonconforming policy: A2,
22481) = 53 78,1, = .01. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Religious school students had significantly less resources
and supports across most types than public school students, with
the exception of LGBTQ-related textbooks and LGBTQ-inclusive
curriculum; religious school students had more LGBTQ-related
textbooks than public school students; religious school students
and public school students did not statistically differ on LGBTQ-
inclusive curriculum. Religious school students were less likely
report access to all resources and supports than private non-
religious school students, with the exception of LGBTQ-related
textbooks where they were not statistically different. Compared to
public school students, private school students were more likely

to report access to most school resources and supports, with

the exception of library resources, GSAs and visible Safe Space
stickers/posters where they were not statistically different. Private
school students were less likely than public school students to have
library resources, and they were not different from public school
students on GSAs and visible Safe Space stickers/posters.

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 (2018). Estimated
public charter school enrollment, 2017-2018. Washington D.C.:
National Alliance for Public Charter Schools.

To compare differences in frequency of hearing anti-LGBTQ
language and other biased remarks by charter school (charter
public schools compared to regular public schools), a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. Multivariate results
were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .00, F(11, 20086) = 3.05,
p<.001, npz =.00. Univariate effects were significant for the
following remarks: Other homophobic remarks (e.g. “fag,” “dyke”):
F(1, 20096) = 9.84, p<.01, n,? = .00; Sexist remarks: f(1,
20096) = 7.12, p<.01, n, 2= OO Charter school students heard
other homophobic remarks and sexist remarks significantly less
frequently than regular public school students. Univariate effects
for the other anti-LGBTQ remarks and the other biased remarks
were not significant.

To examine differences in experiences of victimization by charter
school, two separate multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVAs)
were conducted: 1) MANOVA with LGBTQ-related victimization
(i.e., the three weighted victimization variables for victimization
based on sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender) as the
dependent variables; 2) MANOVA with other types of bias-based
victimization (i.e., victimization based on race, victimization based
on disability, and victimization based on religion). For the MANOVA
for anti-LGBTQ victimization, multivariate results were not
significant. For the MANOVA for other types of bias victimization,
multivariate results were not significant.

To compare reports of experiencing anti-LGBTQ discriminatory
policies and practices by charter school, a chi-square test was
conducted. There were no statistically significant differences
between charter school students and other public school students.

To compare differences on access to LGBTQ-related school
resources and supports by charter school, a series of independent
sample t-tests (equal variances not assumed for LGBTQ-inclusive
curriculum, LGBTQ-inclusive sex education, library resources, and
supportive administration, equal variances were assumed for other
resources) were conducted with each resource/support variable as
the dependent variable. The following analyses were significant

at p<.001 — GSAs: {20106) = -5.76; supportive educators:

THE 2017 NATIONAL SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY
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19747) = -3.13; Safe Space stickers/posters: #20119) =-3.91;
library resources: {(982.41) = -6.28. For each of these resources/
supports, charter school students had less access than regular
public school students. Charter school students and regularly
public school students were not significantly different in access to
other resources/supports.

To compare differences on negative LGBTQ representation in the
curriculum by school type, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted, with negative LGBTQ representation as the dependent
variable. The results of the analysis was significant: F(2, 22396) =
468.89, p<.001, npz =.04. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. Religious school students had significantly more negative
LGBTAQ representation in their school subjects, as compared to
public school and private non-religious school students. Public
school and private non-religious school students did not statistically
differ on negative LGBTQ representation in school subjects.

To examine differences in biased language by locale, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with the anti-LGBTQ
remarks variables (the three homophobic remarks, the negative
remarks about gender expression, and negative remarks about
transgender people) and the other biased remarks (racist, sexist,
ability/disability, religion, immigration status, and body size/weight
remarks) as the dependent variables. Multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(22, 44910) = 37.29, p<.001,
np2 =.02. All univariate effects were significant at p<.001. For
anti-LGBTQ remarks — “Gay” used in a negative way: F(2, 22464)
=191.64, 1 ?=.02; “No homo”: F(2, 22464) = 15.40, n.* = .00;
Other homophobic remarks: F(2, 22464) = 231.58, np2 =.02,
Negative remarks about gender expression: F(2, 22464) = 71.63,
r|p2 =.01; Negative transgender remarks: F(2, 22464) = 131.28,
n,? = .01. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01.
Students in rural schools reported significantly higher frequencies
for all types of anti-LGBTQ remarks than students in urban and
suburban schools. Students in urban schools and suburban schools
did not statistically differ in frequency of hearing any of these anti-
LGBTQ remarks, except for negative remarks about transgender
people; urban students heard negative remarks about transgender
people significantly less frequently than suburban students.
Univariate effects for other types of biased remarks is discussed in
the following endnote.

To examine differences in other types of biased language by locale,
a MANOVA was conducted as described in the previous endnote.
All univariate effects were significant at p<.001 for all other types
of biased remarks — Racist remarks: F(2, 22464) = 169.03, npz
=.02; Sexist remarks: F(2, 22464) = 97.60, npz =.01; Ability/
disability: F(2, 22464) = 122.79, n 2 = .01; Religion: F(2, 22464)
=82.92, 1 2 =.01; Immigration stafus: K2, 22464) = 115.86,
an =.01; éody size/weight: F(2, 22464) =212.98, n 2 =.02.
Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students in

rural schools reported significantly higher frequencies for all types
of other biased remarks than students in urban and suburban
schools. Students in urban schools and suburban schools did not
significantly differ in frequency of hearing other biased remarks,
with the exception of negative remarks about ability/disability and
negative remarks about religion — urban students heard both types
of remarks less frequently than suburban students.

To examine differences in experiences of victimization by locale,
two separate multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVAs) were
conducted: 1) MANOVA with LGBTQ-related victimization (i.e.,
the three weighted victimization variables for victimization based
on sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender) as the
dependent variables; 2) MANOVA with other types of bias-based
victimization (i.e., victimization based on race, victimization based
on disability, and victimization based on religion). For the MANOVA
for anti-LGBTQ victimization, multivariate results were significant:
Pillai's Trace = .01, F(6, 42900) = 37.10, p<.001, n? = .01.

For the MANOVA for other types of bias victimization, multivariate
results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(6, 44862) = 52.26,
p<.001, np2 =.01. All univariate effects were significant: Sexual
orientation: F(2, 21451) = 103.31, p<.001, npz =.01; Gender
expression: F(2, 21451) = 64.30, p<.001, n 2= .01; Gender: F(2,
21451) = 50.22, p<.001, np2 =.01; Race/et'ﬁnicity: F(2, 22432)
= 46.40, p<.001, n 2 = .00; Disability: A(2, 22432) = 14.86,
p<.001, n ? =.00; ﬁeligion: F(2,22432) = 91.46, p<.001, n?
=.01. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students
in rural schools experienced significantly more sexual orientation
victimization and religious victimization than students in urban
schools, but significantly less victimization based on race/ethnicity
than students in urban schools. Students in rural schools and
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urban schools did not statistically differ in victimization based

on gender expression, gender, and disability. Students in rural
schools experienced significantly more victimization than students
in suburban schools for all types. Students in urban schools
experienced more victimization than students in suburban schools
across nearly all types, with the exception of victimization based on
religion where they were not statistically different.

To compare differences on race/ethnicity by locale, a chi-square
test was conducted. For this analysis, race/ethnicity was recoded
into a dichotomous variable: White vs ethnic minority. The chi-
square was significant: > = 402.38, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer’s V
=.14. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.05. LGBTQ
students in rural schools were significantly more likely to be White
than students in urban schools (73.9% vs 56.3%) and significantly
less likely to be racial/ethnic minority (26.1% vs 43.7%).

Per analysis described in t endnote X regarding the MANOVA on
other types of bias-based victimization, post-hoc comparisons
regarding victimization experiences based on race/ethnicity
indicated that students in urban areas experienced more
victimization based on race/ethnicity, as compared to rural students
(p<.001). However, we conducted a MANCOVA to control for race/
ethnicity, and found that once accounting for race/ethnicity, urban
and rural students did not differ on victimization based on race/
ethnicity.

To compare reports of experiencing discriminatory policies and
practices by locale, a chi-square test was conducted with the
composite anti-LGBTQ discrimination variable by locale. The chi-
square was significant: x> = 207.14, df = 2, p<.001, Cramer’s V =
.10. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<O1. Students in
suburban schools were less likely to experience discrimination than
students in urban and rural schools; students in rural schools were
more likely to experience discrimination than students in suburban
and urban schools.

To compare differences on access to LGBTQ-related school
resources and supports across locale, 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, 22508) =
724.47, npz = .06; positive LGBTQ inclusive curriculum: F(2,
22518) = 130.53, npz =.01; positive LGBTQ sex education: F(2,
22499) = 45.88, npz =.00; website access: F(2, 22414) = 44.88,
npz =.00; library resources: F(2, 22538) = 26.66, np2 =.00;
textbooks/other assigned readings: F(2, 22537) = 44.08, npz =
.00; supportive staff: F(2, 22125) = 496.88, n 2 = .04; supportive
administration: F(2, 22122) = 293.96, npz = .Op3; Safe Space
stickers/posters: F(2, 22521) = 563.64, npz =.05; comprehensive
anti-bullying/harassment policy: (2, 22568) = 69.86, 1 2 =

.01; transgender or gender nonconforming policy: F(2, 22571)
=111.94, npz =.01. Post hoc comparisons were considered at
p<.01. Students in rural schools were significantly less likely to
have resources and supports than students in urban schools on

all types, except for LGBTQ library resources where they were not
significantly different. Students in rural schools were significantly
less likely to have school resources and supports than suburban
students for all types of resources. Students in urban schools

were significantly less likely than suburban students to have the
following resources: GSAs, supportive educators, visible Safe
Space stickers/posters, LGBTQ library resources. Students in urban
schools were significantly more likely to have LGBTQ-inclusive
curriculum and supportive transgender/gender nonconforming
policies than students in suburban schools. Students in urban
schools and suburban schools did not differ in regard to supportive
administration, LGBTQ website access, LGBTQ-related textbooks,
and comprehensive anti-bullying/harassment policies.

Roscigno, V. J., Tomaskovic-Devey, D., & Crowley, M. (2006).
Education and the inequalities of place. Social Forces, 84(4),
2121-2145.

Greytak, E. A., Kosciw, J. G., Villenas, C. & Giga, N. M. (2016).
From teasing to torment: School climate revised, a survey of U.S.
secondary school students and teachers. New York: GLSEN.
Baunach, D. M. (2012). Changing same-sex marriage attitudes
in America from 1988 through 2010. Public Opinion Quarterly,
76(2), 364-378.

McCarthy, J. (2015). Record-high 60% of Americans support
same-sex marriage. Gallup Social Issues.
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transgender issue in U.S. - Reuters/Ipsos poll. Reuters. Retrieved
from: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-Igbt-poll/exclusive-
women-young-more-open-on-transgender-issue-in-u-s-reuters-ipsos-
poll-idUSKCNOXI11M

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, District of
Columbia; 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. Students from the five

major U.S. territories (American Samoa, Guam, Northern Mariana
Islands, Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands) were included in the

full sample for this survey, but were not included in analyses of
regional differences. This section on regional differences includes
only students in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. LGBTQ
students in the territories are in included in the data reported in all
other sections of this report.

To examine differences in biased language by region, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with the anti-
LGBTQ remarks variables (the three homophobic remarks, negative
remarks about gender expression, and negative remarks about
transgender people) and the other biased remarks (racist, sexist,
ability/disability, religion, immigration status, and body size/weight
remarks) as the dependent variables. Multivariate results were
significant: Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(33, 67692) = 27.87, p<.001,
n,? = .01. All univariate effects for anti-LGBTQ remarks were
significant at p<.001- “Gay” used in a negative way: F(3, 22572)
=118.43; 1 % =.02; “No homo”: F(3, 22572) = 88.66, n ? =
.01; Other homophoblc remarks: f(3, 22572) = 93.89, n; L .01;
Negative remarks about gender expression: F(3, 22572) = *36. 31,
n,? = .01; Trans remarks: F(3, 22572) = 82.21, n ? = .01. Post
hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students from the
South heard all anti-LGBTQ remarks significantly more frequently,
as compared to students from the other regions. Students from the
Midwest heard all anti-LGBTQ remarks significantly more frequently
than students in the Northeast. Students from the Midwest heard
most anti-LGBTQ remarks significantly more frequently than
students in the West, with the exception of “no homo” where they
were not statistically different. Students from the West heard “no
homo” significantly more frequently than students in the Northeast,
and other homophobic remarks significantly less frequently than
students in the Northeast, but they did not statistically differ on
hearing “gay” used in a negative way, negative remarks about
gender expression, and negative remarks about transgender people.
Univariate effects for other types of biased remarks is discussed in
the following endnote.

To examine differences in other types of biased language by
region, a MANOVA was conducted as described in the previous
endnote. All univariate effects were significant at p<.001 for
other biased remarks — Racist remarks: F(3, 22572) = 87.84, n
=.01; Sexist remarks: F(3, 22572) = 84.76, n, 2=.01; Ab|||ty/
disability: A(3, 22572) = 44.59, n ? = .01, Rellglon F(3, 22572)
= 92 28, n 2 =.01; Immigration status: F(3, 22572) = 143.64,

=.02; éody size/weight: F(3, 22572) = 126.80, n, 2=.02.
Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students from
the South heard all types of other biased remarks significantly
more frequently, as compared to students from the other regions.
Students from the Midwest heard all types of other biased remarks
significantly more frequently than those from the West and
Northeast. Students from the West heard negative remarks about
ability/disability and body size/weight significantly less frequently
than those from the Northeast, but they did not statistically differ
on hearing racist remarks, sexist remarks, religion remarks, and
immigration status remarks.

To examine differences in experiences of victimization by region,
two separate multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVAs) were
conducted: 1) MANVOA with LGBTQ-related victimization (i.e.,
the three weighted victimization variables for victimization based
on sexual orientation, gender expression, and gender) as the
dependent variables; 2) MANOVA with other types of bias-based
victimization (i.e., victimization based on race, victimization
based on disability, and victimization based on religion) for the
second MANOVA. For the MANOVA for anti-LGBTQ victimization,
multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .01, K9,
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64653) = 25.64, p<.001, n,> =.00. Univariate effects were
significant at p<.001 for each type of anti-LGBTQ victimization:
Sexual orientation: A3, 21551) = 68.30, n ? = .01; Gender
expression: A3, 21551) = 29.99, n > = OO Gender: F(3,
21551) = 18.24, 1 * = .00. For the MANOVA for other types of
victimization, mult|var|ate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace =
.02, 9, 67578) = 47.45, p<.001,  ? = .01. Univariate effects
were significant at p<.001 for the following types of victimization:
Race/ethnicity: F(3, 22526) = 45.84, mn, 2 =.01; Religion: F(3,
22526) = 102.58, n ? = .01. There weré no differences in
victimization based on disability by region. Post hoc comparisons
were considered at p<.01. Students from the South experienced
significantly more victimization than students from the Midwest

on all types, except for victimization based on gender and
victimization based on disability where they were not statistically
different. Students from the South also experienced significantly
more victimization than students from the West on all types, except
for race/ethnicity and disability where they were not statistically
different. Students from the South and the West experienced
significantly more victimization on all types than those from the
Northeast. Students from the Midwest experienced significantly
more victimization based on sexual orientation than those from the
West, but they experienced significantly less victimization based on
race/ethnicity than those from the West; the Midwest and the West
did not differ in victimization based on gender expression, gender,
and religion.

To compare differences in students’ race/ethnicity by region, a
chi-square test was conducted. For this analysis, race/ethnicity
was recoded into a dichotomous variable: White vs ethnic minority.
Race/ethnicity by region was significant: y> = 496.74, df = 3,
p<.001, Cramer's V = .16. Post hoc comparisons were considered
at p<.01. LGBTQ students in schools from the Midwest were
significantly more likely to be White than students in schools from
the West (76.6% vs 56.5%) and significantly less likely to be
ethnic minority (23.4% vs 43.5%).

Per analysis described in the endnote X regarding the MANOVA

on other types of bias-based victimization, post-hoc comparisons
regarding victimization experiences based on race/ethnicity
indicated that students in schools from the West experienced
higher levels of victimization based on race/ethnicity, as compared
to students in schools from the Midwest (p<.001). However, we
conducted a MANCOVA to control for race/ethnicity, and found that
once accounting for race/ethnicity, students in schools from the
Midwest and West did not differ on victimization based on race/
ethnicity.

To compare reports of experiencing discriminatory policies and
practices by region, a chi-square test was conducted with the
composite variable for anti-LGBTQ discrimination and region, the
chi-square was significant: x> = 480.32, df = 3, p<.001, Cramer’s
V =.15. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students
from the South were more likely to experience discrimination than
students from the Midwest, West, and Northeast; students from
the Midwest were more likely to experience discrimination than
students from the West and Northeast. Students from the West and
Northeast did not differ on discrimination.

To compare differences in access to LGBTQ-related school
resources and supports across region, 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(3, 22554) =

534.23, n? = .07; LGBTQ inclusive curriculum: f(3, 22562) =
159.68, n, P2 .02; LGBT-inclusive sex education: F(3, 22543)
=204.36, web5|te access: F(3, 22466) = 219.30, n, 2=.03;
library resources: F(3, 22584) = 84.03, n 2 = .00; textbooks/
other assigned readings: F(3, 22583) = 35 41,n?=.00;n72=
.03; supportive staff: F(3, 22157) = 408.21, 2" 05 supportlve
administration: A3, 22144) = 512.65, n * = .07; Safe Space
stickers/posters: F(3, 22565) = 650.21, n 2= 08 comprehensive
policy: F(3, 22609) = 253.90, n* = 03 transgender/gender
nonconforming student policy: F(3 22614) 226.52,n7 =

.03. Post hoc comparisons were considered at p<.01. Students
from the South were less likely to have access to resources and
supports across all types, as compared to students from the other
regions. Students from the Midwest were less likely to have access
to resources and supports than those from the West, except for
LGBTQ website access, LGBTQ library resources, and LGBTQ-
related textbooks; students in the Midwest were more likely to have
LGBTQ website access and LGBTQ library resources than those in
the West; students in the Midwest and West did not statistically
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differ on LGBTQ-related textbooks. Students from the Midwest were
also less likely to have access to all the resources and supports
than those from the Northeast, except for LGBTQ-related textbooks
where they were not statistically different. Students from the West
were significantly less likely to have these resources and supports
than those from the Northeast, except for LGBTQ-related textbooks,
LGBTQ-inclusive curriculum, and LGBTQ-inclusive sex education
where they were not statistically different.

GLAAD. (2016). Accelerating acceptance: A Harris Poll survey
of Americans’ acceptance of LGBT people. Retrieved August 30,
2018. https://www.glaad.org/files/2016_GLAAD_Accelerating_
Acceptance.pdf

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.

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 recent survey years
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(8, 65432) = 261.29, p<.001, n 2 = .03. Post-hoc group
comparisons among years indicated 2017 was not significantly
different from 2015 but 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(8, 65461) = 143.12 p<.001, npz =
.02. Post-hoc group comparisons among years indicated 2017
was higher than 2015 but was significantly lower than all 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(4,
55839) = 215.03, p<.001, n ? = .02. Post-hoc group comparisons
among years indicated 2017 was not significantly different from
2015 and 2009, but lower than all years (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 main effect for Survey Year was significant, indicating mean
differences across years: F(7, 64604) = 62.21, p<.001,n 2 =
.01. Post-hoc group comparisons among years indicated 2617 was
higher than 2013 but lower than all other years at p=.001.

To test differences across years in the use of negative transgender
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(2, 40186) = 53.91, p<.001, npz = .01. Post-hoc group
comparisons among years indicated these remarks significantly
increased each year since 2013.

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
survey years. The main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(9,
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65070) = 489.27, p<.001, n ? = .06. Post-hoc group comparisons
indicated that the mean for 2(517 was not different than for 2015,
and both years were 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(7,
61323) =22.47. p<.001, an =.00. Post-hoc group comparisons
indicated that the mean in 2017 did not differ from 2015, was
marginally lower than 2013, and 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(8, 65315) = 49.20, p<.001,
npz =.01. Post-hoc group comparisons indicated that the mean in
2017 was not significantly different from 2015, 2013, and 2005,
and lower than all other years. Regarding remarks about gender
expression, the main effect for Survey Year was significant: F(7,
63041) = 69.96, p<.001, n,* = .01. Post-hoc group comparisons
indicated that the mean in 2017 was significantly higher than all
prior years.

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(8,
65104) = 24.78, p<.001, n 2 = .00. The mean in 2017 was
significantly lower than 201§, but was greater 2013, 2011, and
2009.

For staff intervention, the main effect for Survey Year was also
significant: A8, 53717) = 6.24, p<001, n 2 = .00. The mean

in 2015 was significantly lower than in 2013 and 2007, 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(7, 61272) =
64.41, p<.001, npz =.01. The mean in 2017 was higher than
2015, 2013, 2011, and 2019, and not different from other years.
For staff intervention, the main effect for Survey Year was also
significant: F(7, 47951) = 51.66, p<.001, np2 =.01. The mean in
2017 was significantly than 2015, not different from 2013, and
lower than all other 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 = .061, F(24, 194628) =
169.73, p<.001, np2 =.02. Univariate effects were considered

at p<.001. For verbal harassment, the mean in 2017 was not
different than 2015 and less than all other years. For physical
harassment and assault, the means in 2017 were lower than all
other years.

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 = .036, F(24,
190014) = 95.53, p<.001, n ? = .01. Univariate effects were
considered at p<.001. For verBaI harassment, the mean in 2017
was greater than 2015, but lower than all other years. For physical
harassment and assault, the mean in 2017 was not statistically
different than 2015, but lower than all other years.

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(7,46377) = 22.01,
p<.001, T]p2 =.00. The mean in 2017 was not different from
2013, but greater than all other years.
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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(6, 18927) = 8.26, p<.001, n 2 = .00. The mean in
2017 was lower than 2011, 2009, and 2065, and not statistically
different from all other years.

Mean differences in overall experiences of discrimination were
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(2, 40162) = 9.39,
p<.001, np2 =.00. The mean was higher in 2013 than in 2015
and 2017, and there were no significant differences between 2015
and 2017.

To test differences across years in the experiences of
discrimination, a multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA)
was conducted with the 9 variables as dependent variables,
controlling for demographic and method differences. The
multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .033, F(18,
78468) = 74.24, p<.001, an =.02. Univariate effects were
considered at p<.001.

Public affection, LGBT topics in class assignments/projects;
Forming or promoting a GSA, Identifying as LGBT: 2017, 2015
<2013, 2017<>2015;

Attending a school dance, Wearing clothing supporting LGBT
issues: 2017<2015,2013; 2015<2013;

Required to use the bathroom or locker room of legal sex, Using
preferred: 2017>2015,2013; 2015>2013

Prevented from wearing clothes of another gender: No differences
across years.

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: F(8, 65404) = 207.38, p<.001, npz =.03. Post-hoc
group comparisons were considered at p<.001. The percentage in
2017 was higher than all prior years.

Test differences across years in curricular resources, a multivariate
analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted with four
dependent variables (inclusion of LGBTQ-related topics in
textbooks, internet access to LGBTQ-related information/resources
through school computers, positive curricular representations of
LGBTQ topics, LGBTQ-related library materials), controlling for
demographic and method differences across survey years. The
multivariate results were significant: Pillai’s Trace = .037, F(32,
259944) = 75.74 p<.001, np2 =.01. Univariate effects and
subsequent post-hoc comparisons were considered at p<.001.
Curricular representations: F(8, 64986) = 122.02, p<.001, npz
=.02; 2017 not different from 2015 (marginal at p<.01), >all
other years; Textbooks: F(8, 64986) = 60.02 p<.001, n ? =.01;
2017 not different from 2015 (marginal at p<.01) and 5013,
2017<2013,2017>all other years; Library: F(8, 64986) = 9.37,
p<.001, n ? =.00; 2017<2009, 2017>2001, 2017>all other
years; Internet access: F(8, 64986) = 178.28, p<.001, npz =.02;
2017>all other years.

To examine differences across years in being taught negative
LGBTQ-related content, 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(2, 40099) = 11.49, p<.001,n % =
.00. Post-hoc group comparisons among years indicated 2013
was significantly lower than 2015 and 2017, and that 2015 and
2017 were not significantly different from one another (p<.001).
Estimated marginal means were: 2013 - 15.7%; 2015 - 17.6%;
2017 - 18.2%.

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: F(8,64397) = 487.84, p<.001, npz =.06. The
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percentage in 2017 was not different than 2015 but greater than
all other 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(7,63561) = 521.72, p<.001, n ? = .05. The
percentage in 2017 was also not higher than 2015 but greater
than all prior years.

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. Univariate effects
indicated significant difference across years for each policy
variable, and post-hoc comparisons by survey year were considered
at p<.001.:

Any type of policy: F(7 64573) = 529.25, p<.001, np2 =.05;
2017<2015, <>2013, >all other years;

Partially enumerated policy: F(6, 63722) = 41.46, p<.001,
an =.01; 2017<all but 2009, 2015<>2015,2011,2005;
>2009,2007.

Comprehensive policy: F(6, 63722) = 85.04, p<.001, an =.00;
2017>all; 2015<>2013, >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(4, 55504) = 273.88, p<.001, n ? = .02.
Post-hoc group comparisons were considered at p<.001. Student
acceptance was lower in 2017 than 2015, and both years were
greater than all prior years.

A variety of strategies were used to target LGBTQ adolescents via
Facebook and Instagram 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, who indicated that they were
interested in causes, events, or organizations specifically related to
LGBTQ community or topics, or who were “friends” of those who
followed one of the GLSEN-related Facebook/Instagram pages.
Advertising was also conducted on YouTube, ads were displayed

on videos of YouTube accounts with strong LGBTQ youth following
(identified via internal review of accounts and recommendations
from GLSEN'’s National Student Council). 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, questioning, genderqueer).

Pooled data from the 2015 and 2017 Youth Risk Behavior Survey
document ways in which high school students who identify as
LGBQ differ from students who engage in same-sex behavior but do
not identify as LGBQ:

Rasberry, C. N., Lowry, R., Johns, M., Robin, C., Dunville, R.,
Pampati, S., Dittus, P. J., & Balaji, A. (2018). Sexual risk behavior
differences among sexual minority high school students — United
States, 2015 and 2017. MMWR, 67(36), 1007-1011.

Internal analyses of unweighted population-based data from the
CDC 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) indicated that our
sample of Black/African American LGBQ students (3.7%) was
lower than the YRBS sample of Black/African American LGBQ
(13.4%), and our sample of Hispanic/Latinx LGBQ students
(16.5%) was somewhat higher than the YRBS sample (12.5%).
Although the YRBS data provides the closest estimate for NSCS
data (as they are both middle/high school, national samples),
there are key differences between these sample to bear in mind
when considering comparisons— as noted in the text, racial/
ethnic identity is captured differently by the NSCS and YRBS,

and YRBS data is from 2015 whereas NSCS data is from 2017.
Furthermore, the full NSCS sample includes transgender and other
non-cisgender students, and there is no population-based national
data of transgender/non-cisgender students with which to compare
the NSCS sample.

Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2015 Youth Risk
Behavior Survey Data. Available at: www.cdc.gov/yrbs.
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Hispanic/Latino and Middle Eastern/Arab American categories
were considered ethnicities as opposed to races, and thus students
selecting either of those categories were coded as such, regardless
of race (e.g., student selecting “African American” and “Latino/a”
were coded as “Latino/a”).

Musu-Gillette, L., de Brey, C., McFarland, J., Hussar, W.,
Sonnenberg, W., & Wilkinson-Flicker, S. (2017). Status and Trends
in the Education of Racial and Ethnic Groups 2017 (NCES 2016-
051). U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics. Washington, DC.

Herman, M. (2004). Forced to choose: Some determinants of racial
identification in multiracial adolescents. Child Development, 75(3),
730-748.
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Appendix 1

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks, Experiences of Victimization, Discriminatory Policies

and Practices, and Availability of LGBTQ-Related School Resources and Supports by School Level
Middle School High School

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks in School
(Heard Often or Frequently)
Anti-LGBTQ Language

“Gay” Used in Negative Way e.g., “that’s so gay” 81.0% 68.0%
“No Homo” 44.1% 38.6%
Other Homophobic Remarks 67.2% 59.3%
Negative Remarks About Gender Expression 65.2% 61.3%
Negative Remarks About Transgender People 49.2% 45.1%
Other Biased Remarks
Racist Remarks 63.3% 55.6%
Sexist Remarks 86.6% 82.4%
Ability 81.5% 70.7%
Religion 37.2% 33.4%
Immigration Status 26.9% 25.8%
Body Size/Weight 71.3% 60.6%

Experiences of Victimization (Any Bullying/Harassment/Assault)
Anti-LGBTQ Victimization

Sexual Orientation 81.7% 68.7%
Gender Expression 69.9% 58.6%
Gender 63.6% 53.3%
Other Bias-Related Victimization
Race/Ethnicity 32.7% 24.2%
Disability 30.4% 24.1%
Religion 33.9% 24.3%
Discriminatory School Policies and Practices
Any LGBTQ-Related Discrimination 73.7% 58.6%
School Resources and Supports
GSAs
Presence of GSAs 20.7% 66.2%
Curricular Inclusion
Positive LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 14.8% 21.2%
Negative LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 16.4% 17.8%
Positive LGBTQ Inclusion in Sex Education 5.6% 7.1%
Curricular Resources
LGBTQ Website Access 32.4% 54.3%
LGBTQ Library Resources 32.6% 44.6%
LGBTQ Inclusion in Textbooks or Other Assigned Readings 9.8% 22.0%
Supportive Educators
Many (11 or More Supportive Staff) 25.4% 44.0%
Supportive Administration (Somewhat or Very 31.3% 43.2%
Supportive)
Safe Space Stickers/Posters 30.9% 60.8%
Inclusive and Supportive Policies
Comprehensive Anti-Bullying/Harassment Policy 8.6% 14.0%
Transgender/Gender Nonconforming Student Policy 6.2% 11.9%
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Appendix 2

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks, Experiences of Victimization, Discriminatory Policies

and Practices, and Availability of LGBTQ-Related School Resources and Supports by School Type

Public* Private Religious

All Regular
Public  Public Charter

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks in School
(Heard Often or Frequently)
Anti-LGBTQ Language

“Gay” Used in Negative Way e.g., “that’s so gay” 71.7% 71.8% 68.9% 48.3% 65.8%
“No Homo” 40.1% 39.9% 44.5% 31.6% 39.6%
Other Homophobic Remarks 62.0% 62.1% 58.1% 40.1% 51.6%
Negative Remarks About Gender Expression 62.4% 62.6% 57.6% 57.8% 67.9%
Negative Remarks About Transgender People 46.7%  46.7% 45.5% 33.6% 42.2%
Other Biased Remarks
Racist Remarks 58.0% 58.1% 56.5% 37.5% 41.8%
Sexist Remarks 83.8% 84.0% 80.6% 67.8% 74.8%
Ability 73.9% 74.0% 71.7% 589% 66.7%
Religion 34.7% 34.7% 34.5% 26.7% 28.8%
Immigration Status 26.5% 26.5% 269% 17.6% 22.4%
Body Size/Weight 63.9% 64.0% 62.3% 47.0% 51.8%
Experiences of Victimization (Any Bullying/ Harassment/
Assault)
Anti-LGBTQ Victimization
Sexual Orientation 721% 72.0% 72.8% 60.2% 67.9%
Gender Expression 61.5% 61.4% 64.4% 57.6% 55.8%
Gender 56.2% 56.0% 59.2% 52.5% 42.5%
Other Bias-Related Victimization
Race/Ethnicity 25.7%  25.5% 29.8% 26.3% 20.7%
Disability 25.8% 25.7% 26.2% 27.9% 23.7%
Religion 27.3% 27.1% 30.0% 26.0% 27.5%
Discriminatory School Policies and Practices
Any LGBTQ-Related Discrimination 61.8% 61.8% 63.6% 57.4% 78.4%
School Resources and Supports
GSAs
Presence of GSAs 55.1% 55.5% 45.7% 51.9% 18.0%
Curricular Inclusion
Positive LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 19.1% 19.0% 22.1% 35.3% 15.9%
Negative LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 17.2% 17.2% 17.6% 15.6% 56.4%
Positive LGBTQ Inclusion in Sex Education 6.4% 6.4% 7.3% 14.1% 3.0%
Curricular Resources
LGBTQ Website Access 49.4%  49.4% 48.9% 63.8% 40.5%
LGBTQ Library Resources 42.1% 42.6% 31.9% 36.6% 24.8%

LGBTQ Inclusion in Textbooks or Other Assigned Readings 18.7%  18.7% 19.1% 27.2% 26.3%
Supportive Educators

Many (11 or More Supportive Staff) 39.1% 39.3% 34.5% 48.1% 19.1%

Supportive Administration (Somewhat or Very 39.7% 39.8% 38.7% 54.7% 18.5%

Supportive)

Safe Space Stickers/Posters 53.1% 53.4% 46.7% 56.8% 21.7%
Inclusive and Supportive Policies

Comprehensive Anti-Bullying/Harassment Policy 12.7%  12.7% 12.1% 16.5% 4.4%

Transgender/Gender Nonconforming Student Policy 10.5% 10.6% 11.1% 16.1% 2.6%

Note: *Analyses were conducted on all public schools. Within public schools, analyses were also conducted on regular (non-charter) and charter schools.
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Appendix 3

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks, Experiences of Victimization, Discriminatory Policies

and Practices, and Availability of LGBTQ-Related School Resources and Supports by Locale

Rural/
Urban Suburban  Small Town
Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks in School
(Heard Often or Frequently)
Anti-LGBTQ Language
“Gay” Used in Negative Way e.g., “that’s so gay” 65.8% 66.8% 77.5%
“No Homo” 39.9% 37.8% 41.7%
Other Homophobic Remarks 56.5% 55.8% 69.3%
Negative Remarks About Gender Expression 59.9% 60.2% 67.2%
Negative Remarks About Transgender People 41.0% 42.9% 52.9%
Other Biased Remarks
Racist Remarks 52.6% 52.3% 64.2%
Sexist Remarks 80.6% 80.6% 86.6%
Ability 68.4% 71.0% 78.4%
Religion 31.0% 31.9% 39.0%
Immigration Status 23.6% 22.9% 31.3%
Body Size/Weight 59.3% 57.7% 71.2%
Experiences of Victimization (Any Bullying/Harassment/Assault)
Anti-LGBTQ Victimization
Sexual Orientation 69.9% 67.7% 76.8%
Gender Expression 61.4% 58.1% 64.5%
Gender 55.9% 52.9% 57.8%
Other Bias-Related Victimization
Race/Ethnicity 31.0% 24.2% 23.1%
Disability 26.3% 24.3% 27.0%
Religion 25.3% 24.1% 32.3%
Discriminatory Policies and Practices
Any LGBTQ-Related Discrimination 61.0% 57.9% 68.7%
School Resources and Supports
GSAs
Presence of GSAs 58.1% 63.9% 36.0%
Curricular Inclusion
Positive LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 25.1% 21.6% 14.2%
Negative LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 17.7% 17.0% 21.5%
Positive LGBTQ Inclusion in Sex Education 9.0% 7.0% 4.8%
Curricular Resources
LGBTQ Website Access 51.3% 52.6% 45.5%
LGBTQ Library Resources 40.1% 43.8% 38.5%
LGBTQ Inclusion in Textbooks or Other Assigned Readings 20.3% 21.8% 16.1%
Supportive Educators
Many (11 or More Supportive Staff) 43.4% 46.3% 25.6%
Supportive Administration (Somewhat or Very Supportive) 44.6% 44.2% 30.3%
Safe Space Stickers/Posters 57.0% 61.1% 36.5%
Inclusive and Supportive Policies
Comprehensive Anti-Bullying/Harassment Policy 14.6% 14.3% 8.8%
Transgender/Gender Nonconforming Student Policy 14.0% 11.7% 6.4%
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Appendix 4

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks, Experiences of Victimization, Discriminatory Policies and

Practices, and Availability of LGBTQ-Related School Resources and Supports by Region
South Midwest West Northeast

Anti-LGBTQ Language and Other Biased Remarks in School
(Heard Often or Frequently)
Anti-LGBTQ Language

“Gay” Used in Negative Way e.g., “that’s so gay” 76.7% 70.5% 65.1% 64.7%
“No Homo” 45.1% 37.9% 37.9% 34.3%
Other Homophobic Remarks 66.1% 60.6% 54.0% 57.4%
Negative Remarks About Gender Expression 65.7% 63.0% 59.8% 58.3%
Negative Remarks About Transgender People 51.7% 46.7% 40.4% 41.5%
Other Biased Remarks
Racist Remarks 62.7% 56.2% 51.2% 51.3%
Sexist Remarks 86.6% 83.7% 78.0% 79.7%
Ability 76.0% 73.4% 68.8% 71.2%
Religion 40.4% 32.2% 30.8% 28.5%
Immigration Status 32.6% 24.3% 21.9% 20.7%
Body Size/Weight 68.5% 64.2% 54.7% 59.4%

Experiences of Victimization (Any Bullying/Harassment/Assault)
Anti-LGBTQ Victimization

Sexual Orientation 76.3% 73.1% 67.4% 64.3%
Gender Expression 64.3% 62.0% 58.4% 57.0%
Gender 57.3% 56.0% 55.1% 51.4%
Other Bias-Related Victimization
Race/Ethnicity 28.2% 21.1% 30.1% 20.4%
Disability 26.4% 25.5% 25.8% 24.9%
Religion 33.3% 27.0% 24.3% 19.3%
Discriminatory Policies and Practices
Any LGBTQ-Related Discrimination 71.0% 62.9% 55.9% 53.2%
School Resources and Supports
GSAs
Presence of GSAs 37.6% 53.3% 65.0% 69.5%
Curricular Inclusion
Positive LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 12.8% 18.5% 25.0% 26.9%
Negative LGBTQ Curricular Inclusion 21.9% 18.5% 17.0% 14.1%
Positive LGBTQ Inclusion in Sex Education 1.9% 5.5% 10.6% 11.9%
Curricular Resources
LGBTQ Website Access 39.7% 55.1% 50.1% 62.6%
LGBTQ Library Resources 35.4% 44.7% 40.3% 49.5%

LGBTQ Inclusion in Textbooks or Other Assigned Readings 16.0% 20.8% 21.2% 22.3%
Supportive Educators

Many (11 or More Supportive Staff) 26.6% 39.5% 43.9% 54.4%

Supportive Administration (Somewhat or Very 25.3% 41.1% 47.0% 56.1%

Supportive

Safe Space Stickers/Posters 34.0% 54.1% 62.3% 70.5%
Inclusive and Supportive Policies

Comprehensive Anti-Bullying/Harassment Policy 5.7% 11.1% 17.4% 21.2%

Transgender/Gender Nonconforming Student Policy 4.3% 9.5% 15.1% 17.6%
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