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Abstract
A teacher’s perception of safety is a critical component of school safety. A substantial body of scholarship explores factors related to a teacher’s perception of school safety, underscoring individual, school, neighborhood, and state-level factors that may contribute to how safe teachers feel in school. However, empirical research examining how a teacher’s sexual orientation may relate to school safety perceptions is underdeveloped in the school safety literature. Filling this gap is important because the lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) community comprise 10% of the nation’s teachers, but there is only anecdotal evidence that LGB educators may not feel as safe in schools as their peers. This study examined the relationship between LGB status among teachers and how safe they feel in school, controlling for a range of individual, school, and neighborhood characteristics. For data collection, a survey was administered to public-school teachers in Oklahoma that yielded a sample of 1,605 teachers, including 113 LGB teachers. Results indicated that with controls for individual, school, and neighborhood level factors, LGB status does not have a statistically significant relationship with a teacher’s perceptions of physical and emotional safety or self-reported incidents of victimization. The results also indicated that LGB teachers who had disclosed their sexual orientation status reported statistically significant lower rates of teacher victimization. This study contributes to the literature on teachers and school safety by offering an analysis of LGB educators’ perceptions of school safety on three key measures. Findings also offer suggestive evidence that complex selection mechanisms may be underlying the patterns observed in this study. 
viii
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Chapter 1
	Although feeling safe and being safe are fundamental to the organization of schools (Cornell & Mayer, 2010), school safety is a complex and multilayered concept that is well-publicized and often scrutinized (Egan, 2001; Hobbs, 2019; Wong, 2019). Researchers have identified a number of individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors associated with school safety. Individual factors tend to consist of an array of sociodemographic background characteristics of students, teachers, and schools (Curran et al., 2017; Fisher & Kettl, 2003; Gerberich et al., 2011; Taie & Goldring, 2017; Williams & Corvo, 2005). School factors are thought to comprise school size, student grade level, school climate, and parental involvement (Baird et al., 2017; Curran et al., 2017; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Thapa et al., 2013) whereas neighborhood factors point to neighborhood safety as a critical consideration (Hamlin & Li, 2020; Mowen, 2015). These influential factors are well documented in the school safety literature although most existing research has focused on students’ perceptions of their own safety (Akiba et al., 2002; Bosworth et al., 2011; Hamlin, 2017; Lacoe, 2015; Mowen & Freng, 2019). 
As knowledge of school safety has evolved, researchers have highlighted the critical importance of classroom teachers in understanding school safety (Astor et al., 2010). Teachers have a vital and significant presence in schools, with over three million teachers in the United States’ K–12 public education system (Snyder, 2018). They also seem to occupy a unique position in schools in relation to safety. For example, extensive evidence indicates that how teachers respond, react, and manage safety concerns may greatly influence school and student safety (Connell, 2018; Curran et al., 2019; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2004). However, teachers’ perceptions of their own safety have received less attention in the literature, and consequently, there are critical gaps in the literature examining teachers’ perceptions of safety (Fisher & Kettl, 2003). Many national-level analyses of the safety perceptions of teachers are derived from survey data administered by the Department of Education, which asks teachers to identify a range of personal factors, including race and ethnicity, marital status, and income. Consistently absent from any federal research and highly limited within current empirical literature is how a teacher’s sexual orientation influences their perceptions of school safety. This knowledge gap is worth addressing, given the importance of teachers and the potential influence they have on school safety (Chetty et al., 2014; Goldhaber et al., 2015; Rockoff et al., 2011). Moreover, understanding various factors associated with school safety may shed light on school safety needs and strategies for developing effective school safety policies and practices.
The lack of data on LGB teachers and school safety is partly attributable to gaps in identification. There is currently little empirical data on the number of teachers identifying as lesbian, gay, or bisexual in the American public education system. Current estimates suggest that between 5% and 10% of the teaching population is lesbian or gay (Conron & Goldberg, 2019; Harbeck, 1997). There is empirical data on the number of LGB youth in the American public education system. The most current estimate is that approximately 9.5% of the total population of youth ages 13–17 in the United States identify as LGB. The trend data related to lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender youths reveal higher rates of victimization and harassment (Ferfolja, 2010; Musu-Gillette et al., 2018; Smith et al., 2008; Wright & Smith, 2015). These findings suggest that individual, family, and school environments are essential influencers that may mitigate the well-documented negative safety experiences of LGBTQ youth in schools (Gower et al., 2018). In addition, this research suggests additional inquiry is needed into the experiences of LGB teachers (Smith et al., 2008). 
LGB Teachers and School Safety
The literature indicates that teachers need to feel safe and be physically safe to form a positive perception of school safety (Gottfredson, 2001; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Thapa et al., 2013). From the perspective of an LGB educator, the limited empirical evidence suggests that feeling safe is achieved through the school climate, job security, and supportive policies (Connell, 2012; Sears, 2002; Toledo & Maher, 2021). Similar research suggests when LGB educators experience threats to feeling safe, it is likely a result of homophobia. The only known quantitative analyses of LGB teachers’ perceptions of school climate are the three iterations of climate surveys developed by Wright and Smith (Smith et al., 2008; Wright & Smith, 2015; Wright et al., 2019). Their work highlighted the challenges and methodological gaps in surveying the LGB teacher. First, they argued that a valid random sample of LGB educators is not possible. Second, the surveys focused solely on LGB teachers and did not include heterosexual participants. However, despite the limited number of national survey participants, the research highlighted four domains related to the LGB teacher experience: homophobia, perceived job safety, outness, and perceived support.
There is a need to contribute empirically to better understand an LGB educator’s experience. As noted by the comprehensive research project at UCLA, there is limited empirical evidence of how experiences are changed based on sexual orientation (Badgett et al., 2009). This study suggests that a teacher’s self-identified sexual orientation may be crucial to their school safety perceptions. 


Purpose of the Study 
There are comprehensive national surveys that measure perceptions of safety among teachers. However, no known quantitative study of school safety asks teachers to self-identify their sexual orientation status to analyze the relation between sexual orientation and school safety. This literature gap led this study to the following research question:  
Research Question. Is there a relationship between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety (i.e. physical school safety, emotional safety, and teacher victimization), controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
	The researcher constructed a self-identification protocol that allowed teachers completing the survey to self-identify whether they were heterosexual or straight, gay or lesbian, or bisexual (Badgett et al., 2009). In addition, teachers were asked to self-identify their school district, race or ethnicity, gender, and years of experience. All data collected in the survey were kept entirely confidential. The survey was conducted among public school teachers in Oklahoma. The researcher used convenience and snowball sampling as methods for data collection. The survey adapted questions from prevalent school safety research surveys: the National Teacher and Principal Survey (NCES Survey, 2021) and the School Survey on Crime and Safety, 2017 (SSOCS, 2017). Because the participants identified their school district, the researcher was able to access publicly available data to collect information on the previously identified individual, district, and neighborhood factors.
Conceptual Framework
Feeling safe is a basic human need (Maslow, 1943). When individuals feel safe and have limited chronic stressors, there are mental and physical health benefits (Cassem, 1995; Kessing et al., 2003; Stanton et al., 2001). By feeling a sense of competency and developing relationships with their colleagues and students, teachers can feel emotionally safe (Ryan et al., 1995; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Although the research is limited, the data suggest that teachers who identify as LGB may feel unsafe in their environments and need greater support than non-LGB teachers (Jackson, 2007; Smith et al., 2008; Wright, 2010). However, the research has not focused on understanding the relationship between a teacher’s sexual orientation and perceived safety in school. This gap in the literature presented an essential next step for school safety research. 
The framework for the study reviewed three key concepts: 
1. Reviewing factors previously identified empirically and their relationship with school safety (Akiba et al., 2002; Curran et al., 2017; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Mowen, 2015).
2. Understanding how school disorder and teacher victimization influence perceptions of safety for teachers who identify as LGB (Furlong et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2004).
3. Examining how a supportive school environment with supportive relationships and job security relates to individual perceived school safety (Connell, 2012; Jackson, 2007; Wright, 2010).
Within the three concepts, teachers’ perceptions of school safety were categorized by their perception of physical safety, incidences of teacher victimization, and perception of emotional safety. 
Analytical Methods
	 The sample generated was compared to the entire population of teachers in Oklahoma and an empirically aligned estimate of the LGB teacher population in the state. The previously identified factors were analyzed using descriptive statistics and served as controls when comparing the sample of LGB and non-LGB respondents to the population data. The three composite variables generated through the conceptual framework were perceptions of physical safety, incidents of teacher victimization, and perceptions of emotional safety. The regression analyses compared the three composite variables between LGB and non-LGB while including the previously identified factors within the individual, school, neighborhood, and societal characteristics.
Scholarly Contributions
	The concept of school safety has been empirically studied for decades. Student perceptions of school safety are a well-studied aspect of school safety literature. Teacher perceptions of school safety, although not as extensive as students’ perceptions, contribute to the overall empirical findings on school safety. However, consistently absent from the research on teachers’ perceptions of school safety is considering the sexual orientation status of teachers. Teachers are asked to provide personal information on nationally representative surveys but are not directly asked about their sexual orientation. Should researchers care about the personal life of a teacher? The answer is complicated. However, when a teacher’s personal life comes with concerns about job security, hinders personal relationships at work, or presents an increased risk of victimization, it is necessary to analyze personal aspects. Furthermore, LGB teachers are part of the teaching force. When teacher vacancies are high in many school districts across the country, understanding how LGB teachers’ perceptions of safety may differ is an important consideration for policymakers and school leaders.
Overview of Dissertation Chapters
The literature review is divided into five sections: historical contexts, trends in school safety, empirical findings of perceptions of school safety, measuring perceptions of school safety, and LGB teachers and safety. Section 1 will explore the historical context of LGB teachers and school safety. The review will address how different institutions within the United States have interpreted sexual orientation and how those institutions have used policy to respond to breaches in school safety. Section 2 of the literature review highlights trends in school safety, including visible security measures and recent school safety incidents. Section 3 focuses on the empirical understanding of perceptions of school safety. This section provides an expanded definition of school safety and a brief overview of the previous findings in school climate and teacher victimization research. Section 4 outlines how research has measured the perceptions of school safety through parents, students, and teachers. Finally, section 5 provides an empirical analysis of the current LGB experience within schools. 
Chapter 3, the conceptual framework, explores how previously identified factors, school disorder, teacher victimization, relationships, and job security, influence perceptions of safety among teachers. The conceptual framework also outlines the empirical importance of the three composite variables used for analyses: perceptions of physical safety, incidents of teacher victimization, and perceptions of emotional safety. Chapter 4, methods, outlines the definitions used by the researcher for sexual orientation status. The methods chapter also provides an overview of the research design, the data population and sample, data collection procedures, and methods used for data analyses. Chapter 5, results, relies on the conceptual framework and previous empirical findings related to perceptions of school safety to highlight the research study’s results. Finally, Chapter 6, the discussion, highlights the findings of the research through five key areas: 
· the LGB teacher
· the LGB teacher and emotional safety
· the LGB teacher and physical safety
· the LGB teacher and victimization
· the experienced teacher


Chapter 2: Literature Review
Section 1 of the literature review expands on the historical context of two key components of the research question: LGB teachers and school safety. The historical context of both phenomena provides insight into how current policies, litigation, and practices came to be. 
The Historical Context
LGB Teachers and School Safety 
	The past is complicated for people who identify as LGB. Before analyzing how being nonheteronormative in a school setting is connected to perceptions of safety, it is essential to provide context on how different institutions within the United States interpret sexual orientation—the history is complex, concerning, and rapidly changing. The institutions of medicine and psychiatry, federal and state governments, and the justice system have all grappled with the question of sexual orientation, employment, and discrimination. 
The Institutions of Medicine and Psychiatry. Understanding the historical context of LGB teachers may explain the lack of focused empirical research on being LGB and an educator. Thirty years ago, the American Psychiatric Association (APA) removed any references to sexual orientation as a disorder from their Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM). The concept of same-sex behaviors had been analyzed by famous theorists resulting in competing theories and broad misrepresentations. During the mid-20th century, Sandor Rado claimed that heterosexuality was the norm and dismissed “homosexuality[footnoteRef:2]” or bisexuality (Dresher, 2015). These views were interpreted, along with those of other theorists who claimed the possibility of “curing” one of homosexual behaviors and accepted within the professional community of psychiatrists (Dresher, 2015). In 1952, the APA published the first edition of the widely used DSM and listed “homosexuality” as a “sociopathic personality disturbance” (American Psychiatric Association, 1952). The second edition, published in 1968, declassified homosexuality as a “sexual deviation” (American Psychiatric Association, 1968).  [2:  This is an outdated clinical term and is now considered derogatory and offensive; multiple press organizations restrict the use of this term (GLAAD, n.d.a)
] 

It is important to note that these “classifications” in the APA manuals lacked the backing of scientific theory or empirically tested hypotheses. Researchers did contradict the APA publications. In 1948 and 1953, Kinsey published two reports that found “homosexuality” was not as “rare” as previously believed in the general population (Kinsey et al., 1945; Kinsey et al., 1953). In 1951, Ford and Beach found that the act of homosexuality was regularly found in nature (Ford & Beach, 1952). In 1957, Evelyn Hooker studied an equal number of gay and heterosexual men and found no significant difference between the two (Hooker, 1957). Dresher (2015) noted that this study refuted the belief that “all gay men had severe psychological disturbances,” a commonly held belief in the 1950s (p. 570).
It took the APA until 1987 to finally remove all language from its manual related to sexual orientation (American Psychiatric Association, 1987). Dresher (2015) noted that this change resulted in a shifting debate around sexual orientation that moved “away from medicine and psychiatry” and toward political and religious realms (p. 572). 
The Federal Government. Not only was the APA guilty of large-scale stigmatization of the LGB community, the federal, state, and local governments were keen on discrimination against any individual who did not subscribe to heteronormative behavior. In the early 1950s, during the “Red Scare,” there was a phrase coined known as the “Lavender Scare.” The Lavender Scare was the systematic oppression and attempted removal of openly gay men serving within the federal government. This discrimination was codified into law by executive order 10450 by Dwight D. Eisenhower (Exec. Order No. 10450, 1953). This executive order remained in effect for 6 decades and was finally revoked by President Barack Obama in 2014 (Hudson, 2014; Executive Order 11246, 2014). Beyond the “Lavender Scare” was the federal policy that required members of the armed services to be discharged if they engaged in “homosexual acts” (House of Representatives, Congress, 2010). 
State and Local Governments. In the 1970s, national polling data showed that more than 70% of Americans agreed with this statement: “Homosexuals are dangerous as teachers or youth leaders because they try to get sexually involved with children” (De Boer, 1978, p. 265). This polling data was reflected in local governments’ attempts to bar LGB educators from schools and deny them the benefits of antidiscrimination protections. Three historical events helped shape much of the rhetoric involving LGB teachers. First was the campaign called “Save our Children” in Dade County, Florida. This campaign, led by Anita Bryant, sought to overturn the city’s antidiscrimination laws for government employees in 1977 (Ayres, 1977). Bryant campaigned for a candidate who ultimately decided to support gay rights in Dade County, Florida (Harbeck, 1997). After this defeat, Bryant, along with others in her church community, established the “Save Our Children” campaign, which ultimately received national attention and is credited with weaponizing false attacks on the gay and lesbian community in Florida and a multistate effort to codify discrimination of gay and lesbian individuals (Harbeck, 1997; Williams, 1977). Bryant’s efforts were successful, and city ordinances with nondiscrimination protections for lesbian and gay individuals were overturned in St. Paul, Minnesota; Wichita, Kansas; and Eugene, Oregon (Harbeck, 1997). 
Efforts initiated in Florida eventually landed in California. A state-level initiative known as California Proposition 6 targeted removing teachers who identified as lesbian or gay in all California classrooms (Harbeck, 1997; California Proposition 6, 1978). With the help of former Governor Ronald Reagan, Proposition 6 was defeated by a 2-to-1 margin (Harbeck, 1997). Although the proposal in California failed, the next state to take up a similar legislative decision was Oklahoma, the setting for this research study (California Proposition 6, 1978; Board of Education v. National Gay Task Force, 1985). 
Litigation. One way to conceptualize litigation targeting LGB teachers is using a Venn diagram. In one circle, there are three critical components of education-related litigation: 
First Amendment rights, contractual obligations, and the definition of immorality. The second circle contains two issues that entangle every case concerning the rights of gays and lesbians: the Court’s definition of sex and the constitutional interpretation of privacy. The third circle is the idea that teachers are role models for children. Finally, the overlapping circle is how all these can be applied when analyzing the litigation history of LGB teachers (Figure 1). 







Figure 1
Litigation and LGT Teachers
      LGB Teacher

First Amendment. The initial application of First Amendment rights in public schools primarily dealt with the concept of freedom of religion and the limits schools have in advancing one religious practice over another (Engel v. Vitale, 1962; Lemon v. Kurtzman, 1971). Following religious expression, schools addressed the application of freedom of speech. In Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, the question at hand was whether students should be allowed to wear armbands to protest the Vietnam War (Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 1969). Supreme Court Justice Fortas wrote in his majority opinion for the court,
First Amendment rights, applied in light of the special characteristics of the school environment, are available to teachers and students. It can hardly be argued that either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to freedom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate.
Another case explicitly focusing on the freedom of speech for teachers was Pickering v. Board of Education. A teacher was fired after writing a letter to the editor expressing concerns about a failed proposal to increase school taxes. In an 8-to-1 decision, the Supreme Court determined that the firing was unconstitutional and upheld the right of a teacher to speak out on critical issues (Pickering v. Board of Education, 1968). 
First Amendment rights for LGB teachers were argued in Acanfora v. Board of Education (1974). Acanfora concerned an eighth-grade science teacher who was transferred to a nonteaching position after the Board of Education in Montgomery, Maryland, was made aware of his sexual orientation. After the teacher spoke to the news media, his contract was not renewed. The lower court ruled in favor of the school district, but the Court of Appeals reversed the ruling because there was no disruption or impairment to teaching and the teacher’s statements to the media were protected by the First Amendment (Acanfora v. Board of Education, 1974; Lavine, 1980).
           Contractual Obligations and Immorality. The next aspect of teachers and litigation is contractual obligations. In 1974, the Supreme Court weighed in on a decision made by a local Cleveland school board that demanded teachers stop working during the fifth month of their pregnancy (Cleveland Board of Education v. LaFleur, 1974). The Supreme Court determined that the policy violated the Fourteenth Amendment due process clause. Contract laws and teacher due process laws are complicated; but in most situations, legal scholars agree that due process is a must when considering the dismissal of an employee (FindLaw, 2016; Fletcher & Lawrence, 2015). 
Most contracts contain an “immorality” clause, and most current teaching contracts include some version of the language that teachers can be dismissed if they engage in “immoral behavior.” For example, current teacher contracts in Oklahoma follow the provisions of the Teacher Due Process Act of 1990 that state a teacher may be dismissed for “commission of an act of moral turpitude” (Teacher Due Process, 1990, p. 1). 
           Sex and Privacy. The courts have also contended with the concepts of sex and privacy. In Griswold v. Connecticut (1965), the court authored the opinion that protected the right to privacy in marriages; and although the Constitution itself does not specifically mention a right to privacy, the court agreed that the concept is implied in the Bill of Rights. For the act of sex, the courts took longer to apply their privacy application to private sex acts. In 1986, the court ruled against a police officer charged with a crime after he was “caught” having consensual sex in his private residence (Bowers v. Hardwick, 1986). It was not until 2003 that the court ruled that it cannot be a crime for two people to engage in consensual intimate sexual acts in the privacy of their home (Lawrence v. Texas,2003). The Lawrence decision was predicated on the argument that a right to privacy is a part of the Constitution, particularly the Fourteenth Amendment.
           Teachers as Role Models. The morality clauses still found in teacher contracts lay the groundwork for the concept of teachers as role models. The Supreme Court recognized teachers as role models in Ambach v. Norwick (1979), and Supreme Court Justice Powell stated that “a teacher serves as a role model for his students, exerting a subtle but important influence over their perceptions and values” (p. 441). Lower courts have contended that schoolteachers are considered the “moral example for the students” (Board of Education v. Wood, 1986, p. 839). Another case noted that a teacher’s actions are given “greater scrutiny than that given to the activities of the average person” (Chicago Board of Education v. Payne, 1981, p. 748). 
           LGB Teachers. The overlapping focal points in such litigation set the stage for a series of Supreme Court decisions related to sexual orientation and teaching. First, the litigation began in Oklahoma, the setting for this research study. Following the defeat of the aforementioned California Proposition 6, the Oklahoma legislature attempted to enact a state statute that required school boards to dismiss or suspend teachers who engaged in “homosexual activity or conduct” (Oklahoma Statue Ann. Tit. 70 & 6-103.14 – West Supp., 1984). This law was challenged in court by an outside organization called The National Gay Task Force, and the district court of Oklahoma upheld the state statute. However, the National Gay Task Force appealed to the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals, and that court held that the law itself was too broad because it included components that violated freedom of speech protections (Fitch, 1985). The case was ultimately appealed to the United States Supreme Court and resulted in a split decision, allowing the Tenth Circuit Court decision to let it stand (Fitch, 1985; Harbeck, 1997). 
Issues of privacy, sex, morality, or contractual obligations notwithstanding, the United States Supreme Court did not address employment discrimination based on sexual orientation until 2019 (Valenti, 2021). First, in 2015, the Supreme Court ruled in Obergefell v. Hodges that same-sex marriage would be legal in all 50 states. Although this ruling presented a watershed moment for gay rights in the United States, it would be short-sighted to believe it created a new equal environment for nonheteronormative individuals who now had the same rights as heteronormative individuals. Justice Kennedy, the swing vote, wrote in the majority opinion, “Many States condemned same-sex intimacy as immoral, and homosexuality was treated as an illness. Later in the century, cultural and political developments allowed same-sex couples to lead more open and public lives” (Obergefell v. Hodges, 2015). Kennedy surmised that same-sex couples could lead more open and public lives.
      The first test of the possibility of LGB teachers leading more open and public lives was in the Supreme Court ruling of Bostock v. Clayton County (2020). Mr. Bostock was a state child-welfare worker who joined a gay softball league and helped promote an organization he worked with that provided outside advocates for children in the court system (Bostock v. Clayton County, 2020). However, when his sexual orientation became known by his state employer, his work was soon under audit, ultimately leading to his termination because of conduct unbecoming a county employee (Bostock v. Clayton County, 2020; Valenti, 2021). As a result, Bostock filed a lawsuit under Title VII for sex discrimination based on sexual orientation (Valenti, 2021). In a complicated series of events with multiple appeals and circuit court decisions, the case made its way to the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Bostock, with Judge Gorsuch writing for the majority opinion: “It is impossible to discriminate against a person for being homosexual or transgender without discriminating against that individual based on sex” (Bostock v. Clayton County, 2020, p. 1741). 
However, landmark rulings from the Supreme Court do not result in immediate societal changes. For example, Brown v. Board of Education was decided in 1954; and three years later, President Eisenhower had to dispatch federal troops to assist in desegregation efforts in Little Rock, Arkansas (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954). Litigation focused on desegregation efforts in public schools related to the Brown ruling continued until the late 1970s. 
The Bostock ruling established a legal precedent regarding protecting LGB teachers from discrimination. Moreover, this ruling added to precedent that had shaped a more robust legally protected environment for LGB teachers: the right to privacy in Lawrence v. Texas and due process and equal protection in Obergefell v. Hodges. However, Supreme Court Justice Thomas wrote in the minority opinion in Lawrence v. Texas (2003), “I can find (neither in the Bill of Rights nor any other part of the Constitution) a general right of privacy or as the Court terms it today” (Lawrence v. Texas, 2003). Twenty years later, in the majority opinion, Justice Thomas echoed concerns similar to those he expressed in Lawrence v. Texas (2003) and noted that “we should reconsider all of this Court’s substantive due process precedents, including Griswold, Lawrence, and Obergefell. Because any substantive due process decision is ‘demonstrably erroneous,’ and we have a duty to ‘correct the error’ established in those precedents” (Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Organization, 2022). Despite years of litigation, legal precedent appears to be unsettled, and there is no clear precedent on the protection and rights of LGB teachers. 
School Safety 
U.S. Policy Response. Similar to the complex and complicated history of LGB teachers in America, the federal policy history of school safety in the United States is also multifaceted. In 1978, the first large-scale school safety survey noted concerns regarding acts of vandalism, violence due to desegregation efforts, student victimization, and declining student perceptions of safety (National Institute of Education, 1978). In addition, several presidential administrations since the late 1970s haves had a varied policy response to school safety. The Regan administration, known for its war on drugs, focused on schools and student drug use by establishing the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act and starting school-based drug prevention programs. The first Bush administration utilized its Department of Justice to launch the National Crime Victimization Survey for schools and reauthorized funding focused on gang activity (Bastian and Taylor, 1991; Brock et al., 2017). Finally, the Clinton administration made two critical legislative moves directly related to school safety: The Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994 and the Safe Schools Act of 1994. Gun-Free Schools placed federally mandated requirements on school districts to ban guns and introduced the concept of “zero tolerance” for any student bringing a weapon to school (H.R. 987, 1993). The Safe Schools Act of 1994 created opportunities to apply for additional grant funding for supporting a safe school (H.R. 2455, 1994).
These efforts focusing on school safety were challenged following four well-publicized mass rampage-style attacks on schools between 1998 and 1999 (Fieldstadft, 2019; Green, A, 2019; Zambroski & Wohller, 1998). Then-President Clinton prompted the U.S. Departments of Education and Justice to prepare, for the first time, a joint annual report on school safety and asked for an “early warning guide to help … adults reach out to troubled children quickly and effectively” (Dwyer et al., 1998, p.1; Furlong et al., 2003). Following the well-publicized Columbine shooting in 1999, schools responded with a significant increase in “visible” security measures like locked entrances, metal detectors, x-ray inspection, clear-backpack policies, drug-sniffing dogs, school resource officers, staff training, student drills, restricting access to buildings, and telephones in the classroom (Addington, 2009; Green, 1999; Kupchik & Ward, 2014; Mowen, 2015;). Post-Columbine federal action included a partnership between the Departments of Education and the U.S. Secret Service. Together, they launched the Safe Schools Initiative, which analyzed 37 significant targeted acts of school violence (Brock et al., 2017). The School Emergency Response to Violence (Project SERV) was also created in response to Columbine and intended to support schools’ recovery efforts following a traumatic event (Brock et al., 2017). In addition, former President Clinton pledged $60 million for schools to hire law enforcement as School Resource Officers and ultimately created a program that provided over $800 million in grants to law enforcement agencies from 1999 to 2005 (Brock et al., 2017; Juvonen, 2001). Finally, the Clinton administration added a federal program, the Safe Schools/Healthy Students Initiative, which, during its tenure from 1999 through 2012, received more than $2 billion in funding, representing a shift in federal policy away from visible measures toward a more comprehensive school safety approach and focusing on students’ experiences within schools (Brock et al., 2017). 
Post-Columbine mass violence events and additional school shootings have led to a broader expansion of efforts to ensure schools are safe and secure. During the George W. Bush administration, Congress created three programs: Secure our Schools, Project Sentry, and Readiness and Emergency Management for Schools. These programs supported hardening facilities, limiting firearm access to juveniles, supporting crisis plans, and ensuring a faster emergency response protocol (Brock et al., 2017). Unfortunately, while these programs were being developed, two additional tragic school shootings occurred in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, where an assailant killed five school children, and at Virginia Tech University, which resulted in the loss of life of 33 victims (Hauser & O’Connor 2007; Kocieniewski & Gately, 2006).
Following these horrific events, President Barack Obama focused on school safety issues around victimization in the forms of bullying and cyberbullying. As a result, the Federal Bullying Prevention Steering Committee was established. Notably, the “zero-tolerance” policy initiated in 1994 caused concern in communities disproportionately affected by harsh disciplinary policies (Noguera, 2003). President Obama addressed this through the Supportive School Discipline Initiative (Brock et al., 2017).
When the tragic school shooting occurred at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, Connecticut, the policy conversations and public perceptions surrounding school safety and security were expanded to include gun laws and mental health assessments (Altimari, 2019). Public sentiment around assault rifles and semi-automatic weapons shifted in support of the ban, with 54% of Americans responding in favor one month after Sandy Hook and 67% over 5 years later. Despite the grassroots efforts and changing American sentiment, there were no significant federal policy changes to school safety or gun laws following the tragedy at Sandy Hook. The only notable change was establishing the Comprehensive School Safety Initiative, a grant from the National Institute of Justice awarded for research on the potential root causes and consequences of school violence and safety (Brock et al., 2017). From 2010 through the tragedy at Sandy Hook Elementary, it is essential to note that congressional monetary support for an abundance of school safety programs and initiatives began to decline substantially (Brock et al., 2017). However, in 2018, in response to the Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School shooting in Parkland, Florida, the Commission on School Safety recommended a framework to prevent, protect, mitigate, respond, and recover in response to school violence (DeVos et al., 2018).
Each well-publicized school shooting represented a pivotal moment in school safety that led to changes in policies and practices. Like the tragedy in Columbine, Parkland represented a complicated situation that highlighted multiple layers of failure to respond or, as the Federal Government noted, the inability of a school to prevent, protect and mitigate, respond, and recover in response to school violence. Although the narrative post-Parkland focused on gun violence, there were complex issues falling under the guise of school safety that Parkland highlighted, similar to Columbine1s tragedy. Most recently, the STOP School Violence Act of 2018, although communicated as a piece of new legislation, was a reallocation of existing school safety funds, specifically the Comprehensive School Safety Initiative (Blad, 2018; Kiely, 2018). This legislation focused on visible security measures and emergency notification technologies (Parkinson, 2018). Notably, this particular piece of funding eliminated federal research on school safety (Blad, 2018; Brock et al., 2017). The historical context of federal school safety policies represents reactions to breaches of school safety. Narrowing the focus to teachers signals less of a compilation of reactions to breaches in safety than an undercurrent of increased concern related to teacher victimization and increased student behavior (Curran et al., 2017). 
Trends in School Safety 
There is evidence of trends in school safety that may influence teacher perceptions. Section 2 of the literature review identifies visible security measures and recent school safety incidents. These measures underscore how school safety is defined and perceived. In some measures, like visible security measures, teachers are largely absent from consideration.
Visible Security Measures
Visible security measures have grown into a multibillion-dollar industry (DeAngelis et al., 2011). The U.S. Secret Service and the U.S. Department of Education launched a collaborative effort, the Safe Schools Initiative, to address how schools could develop plans for potential acts of school violence and prevention efforts (Vossekuil, 2004). The first Safe Schools Initiative report examined 37 incidents of targeted school violence from December 1974 through May 2000. The report identified ten key findings that likely generated many of the current safe school practices implemented and supported by state and local school districts today:
1. Incidents of targeted violence at school were rarely sudden, impulsive acts.
2. Prior to most incidents, other people knew about the attacker’s idea and/or plan to attack.
3. Most attackers did not threaten their targets directly prior to advancing the attack.
4. There is no accurate or useful “profile” of students who engaged in targeted school violence.
5. Most attackers engaged in some behavior prior to the incident that caused other concerns or indicated a need for help.
6. Most attackers had difficulty coping with significant losses or personal failures. Moreover, many had considered or attempted suicide. 
7. Many attackers felt bullied, persecuted, or injured by others prior to the attack.
8. Most attackers had access to and had used weapons prior to the attack.
9. In many cases, other students were involved in some capacity.
10. Despite law enforcement responses, most shooting incidents were stopped by means other than law enforcement.
An updated report, released in 2018, focused on behavioral threat assessment analysis (National Threat Assessment Center, 2018).
Visible security measures such as metal detectors and security guards used to be reserved for “problematic schools” or large urban city schools (Crews & Counts, 1997). However, these visible security measures are now commonplace (Table 1). For example, the percentage of public schools reporting security cameras has increased from 19% in 1999–2000 to 83% in 2017–2018 (Wang et al., 2020).


Table 1. Examples of Visible Security Measures
	Category of Security Measures
	      Examples

	Limiting access to the school building
	Identification cards (students/staff)
Locked school entrances during the day
Gated campuses
Visitor sign-in requirement
Campus design changes

	Limiting weapons on campus
	Metal detectors (walk-through or handheld wands)
X-ray inspection of student bags and purses
Clear-backpack policies
Lockless student lockers
Removal of student lockers
Random sweeps for contraband 

	Increasing surveillance of students
	Security cameras
School resource officers (local law enforcement)
Private security guards
Staff training (drills, lockdown procedures)

	Reacting to a crisis or violent incident
	Student drills
Duress alarms
Telephones in classrooms


Addington (2009); Green (1999); U.S. Department of Education (2007).

The literature consistently shows that little is known about whether any of the security measures listed above are effective (Addington, 2009; Astor et al., 2010). The measures in Table 1 are often combined with discipline control policies such as zero tolerance interventions (Astor et al., 2010). Like the listed security measures, zero-tolerance interventions dominate school discipline and assume that stricter consequences will deter students from making choices like bringing weapons or drugs to school (American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008). School districts offer programs that include reducing violence and drug abuse, supporting mental health development, preventing crime, and reducing bullying (Astor et al., 2010). However, according to researchers, “There is a glaring absence of rigorous school safety studies that explore how school districts … implement school safety programs, and in carefully controlled studies, most school programs do not appear to work” (Astor & Benbenishty, 2005).
Recent School Safety Incidents 
Gallop’s polling data suggest that parents’ fears fluctuate depending on the most recent school security breach (Jones, 2018). Most school safety research uses the five tragic school shootings in 1998 as a starting point for analysis. Cornell and Mayer (2010) contended that mass violence events quickly fade from the public’s memory and note that the worst mass murder in a U.S. school is commonly not included in research. This 1927 school safety incident resulted in the death of 45 people and caused by an angry board member and a proposed tax on the community intended to build a new school building (Boissoneault, 2017). Another event that researchers believed was “almost-forgotten” occurred in 1966 when a student at the University of Texas killed 16 students and injured 31 from the top of a tower overlooking the campus (Wallenfeldt, 2020). These two events are rarely mentioned in research on school safety. Even the most recent publication from the Federal Commission of School Safety only provided a brief chronological list of random school violence incidents, notably omitting these two incidents.
Elass et al. (2016) underscored the problem regarding “mediatized” school shootings and noted that previous literature has concluded that an event that lasts for 10 minutes or fewer sometimes results in months-long media coverage (Muschert, 2002; Schildkraut, 2014; Schildkaut and Muschert, 2014). In addition, an isolated incident can sometimes lead to sweeping changes in school safety policy and response.
School Safety and Teachers
Teachers may be absent from analyses of trends in school safety and various security measures. However, the third section of the literature review starts with an expanded definition of school safety that has become prevalent in recent literature. Along with the expanded definition, the concept of school safety has grown to include an understanding of the importance of school climate. Finally, the experience, and more specifically, the treatment of teachers, are also important themes within the vast literature on school safety. 
School Safety: An Expanded Definition 
           Previous school safety research noted that “day-to-day disruptions” instead of more extensive serious violations contribute to forming perceptions of school safety (Skiba et al., 2004). One application of these “day-to-day disruptions” proposed by Skiba et al. (2004) is the concept of school disorder. Cornell and Mayer (2010) applied this concept of school disorder and safety in a summary article noting that school disorder includes student misbehavior. Cornell and Mayer determined that although larger-scale school shootings are traumatic events, there is evidence that “low-level incivility” is a component of school safety perceptions (p. 8). The expanded definition most likely reflects teachers’ perceptions of safety and their current practices. 
School Climate
The burgeoning set of school safety concerns points to the complexity of school safety research, particularly the connection it has with school climate (Bryk et al., 2010). Multiple research studies combine school climate and safety perceptions (Blum et al., 1989; Furlong et al., 1991; Furlong et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2004). Researchers who study school climate and safety have attempted varying degrees of categorization, including rules and norms, the fairness of rules, and clarity of rules (Gottfredson et al., 2005; Thapa et al., 2013). One aspect of school climate research and safety is determining a sense of physical and social-emotional safety (Astor et al., 2010; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Thapa et al., 2013). Broader empirical studies on climate and school stakeholder groups have indicated that school conditions, order and discipline, school staffing, and relationships influence safety (Bosworth et al. 2011; Lacoe, 2015).
To address organizational safety, it is vital to understand the complex and dynamic social structure of a school and the perceptions of safety of all stakeholders. Current research frames perceptions of safety from the perspective of the classroom teacher and identifies factors such as the demographics of teacher and students, gender, years of experience, or overall student achievement in terms. An additional missing component closely tied to school climate and culture is a better understanding of how a teacher’s sexual orientation may relate to perceptions of school safety.
School Safety: Teacher Victimization         
The current literature on teacher-directed violence and teacher victimization present concerning and varying data trends. The APA task force on teacher violence stated that violence directed toward teachers had reached record levels (Espelage et al., 2013). This statement was taken from survey data suggesting that nationally, 7% of teachers reported being threatened or assaulted by students, or both; 8% reported being victims of school violence; and 11% of principals admitted students were verbally abusive to their teachers (Dinkes et al., 2007). For comparison, a web-based survey of 2,998 K–12 teachers from 48 states noted that 8 of 10 teachers reported at least one form of pre-determined victimization within the last two years (Mcmahon et al., 2014). This survey identified three categories of “offenses”: harassment, property, or physical offense. The subsections were obscene remarks, obscene gestures, verbal threats, intimidation, internet victimization, property theft, personal property damage, objects thrown, physical attacks, and weapons threats (McMahon et al., 2014). These results showed a much higher level of teacher-directed violence than indicated by the National Center for Education Statistics data in 2008 (Dinkes et al., 2008). More recently, data revealed that 20% of public-school teachers reported being verbally abused, 10% reported being physically threatened, and 5% reported being physically attacked in schools. Gottfredson et al. (2005) defined teacher victimization as damage to personal property, theft, being physically attacked with medical attention required, being physically attacked without medical attention required, being the object of obscene remarks or gestures from a student, being verbally threatened by a student, or experiencing a student brandishing a weapon (p. 438). It is essential to note that the various studies on teacher-directed violence in schools vary in their categorization and analysis of different types of violence (Longobardi et al., 2018). For example, research on the relation between teacher turnover and teacher victimization used the Schools and Staffing Survey, which asked teachers the following two questions: “Has a student from this school threatened to injure you in the past 12 months?” and “Has a student from this school physically attacked you in the past 12 months?” (Curran et al., 2017). Curran et al. (2017) noted that this survey’s wording was highly restrictive and severe compared to other teacher victimization surveys. Their analysis of 1999–2000, 2003–2004, and 2007–2008 found that 8% of teachers surveyed had experienced threats of physical injury and 4% had experienced a physical injury. Curran et al. (2017) found additional factors that contributed to an increased likelihood of experiencing victimization: that females were more likely to be attacked whereas males were more likely to report an attack; the demographic make-up of the students; and that elementary school teachers were more likely to be assaulted than middle or high school teachers. Huang et al. (2020) used 2011–2012 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) results to measure rates of teacher victimization combined with an analysis of school climate indicators focused on the principal’s enforcement of the rules. The findings of Huang et al. (2020) were consistent with previous findings that noted statistically significant differences in female teachers experiencing victimization at a higher rate than their male counterparts. In addition, Huang et al. (2020) noted that more experienced teachers were less likely to report incidents of teacher victimization. Omitted from the research was the sexual orientation of the teacher. Other research suggests that when students report fair rules and well-managed discipline, there is less “disorder,” but that trend does not hold for teacher-victimization (Gottfredson et al., 2005). Although the research varies on teacher victimization levels, it is empirically true that incidents of teacher-directed violence are occurring within schools. How these incidences of violence relate to forming a teacher’s perception of safety will be explored later in the literature review.
Measuring Perceptions of School Safety
Section 4 of the literature review focuses on a critical aspect of school safety—measuring perceptions of safety. Empirically, measuring school safety is a common practice in education research. Various stakeholder perceptions are portrayed by measuring the attitudes of parents, students, and teachers. However, there are currently no studies that measure an LGB teacher’s perception of safety or that use sexual orientation as a contributing factor when analyzing perceptions of safety. 
School Safety Surveys
           There are abundant resources available to researchers who are interested in measuring school safety. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has a wealth of data sets related to school safety:
· Campus Safety and Security Survey
· Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010–11
· EDFacts
· Fast Response Survey System
· K–12 School Shooting Database
· National Crime Victimization Survey
· National Vital Statistics System
· The School-Associated Violent Death Surveillance System
· School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey
· School Survey on Crime and Safety
· Teaching and Learning International Survey
· Youth Risk Surveillance System
Additional publications from the NCES related to school safety include the following:
· The Condition of Education 2020
· Expulsion From School as a Disciplinary Action
· U.S. Public Schools Students Enrolled in Schools with Violent Incidents and Hate Crimes
· Digest of Education Statistics 2018
· Student Victimization in U.S. Schools
These surveys garner personal information ranging from gender, age, and years of experience to marital status. None of the surveys provide the option for teachers to identify their LGB status but consistently provide the option for students to self-identify their sexual orientation status. In 2015, the Youth Risk Behavior Survey added a question that asked 9th- through 12th-grade students to identify their sexual orientation (Kann et al., 2016). The survey results noted that students who identified as LGB reported more incidents of threats or injury with weapons than students who identified as heterosexual (Kann et al., 2016). Available within the literature are additional surveys created to measure school safety perceptions. The California School Climate and Safety Survey (Furlong et al., 1991) is a student self-report questionnaire created to measure overall school climate and student-identified personal safety experiences. Furlong et al. (2005) reviewed the 1991 survey and streamlined three sections while including a social desirability check to aid in the analysis of student responses. Their survey features three main sections related to school safety: perceptions of school danger, school climate perceptions, and reports of victimization. School danger is intended to measure activities like drug use, vandalism, and carrying weapons. These were derived from another survey created to measure youths, the Minnesota Adolescent Health Survey (Blum et al., 1989). The school climate section measured feelings of safety, respect, support, and interpersonal relationships at school. Finally, the school victimization section asked students about first-hand personal experience with bullying, personal injury, and verbal harassment. Another popular school safety survey is the SRS Safe Schools Survey from Skiba et al. (2004). This survey focused on connection and climate, incivility and disruption, personal safety, and delinquency/significant safety issues. This study underscores the importance of school climate and its relationship to students’ perceptions of school safety.	
The National Crime Victimization Survey, School Crime Supplement Data Sets, was analyzed by Mayer (2009). This structural analysis highlighted the change in surveys around perceptions of safety. Mayer (2009) focused their analysis on low-level school behaviors: general intimidation, bullying, and hate language. Using the National Crime Victimization Survey and School crime supplemental data sets, Mayer recoded items using three different models, adding incivility to isolate low-level school disorder and personal crime. The analysis resulted in a clearer understanding of the school’s role in reducing school disorder and communicating the rules and consequences within schools to students (Mayer, 2009). Mayer also drew an essential conclusion within the realm of school safety research regarding the need to focus more on day-to-day events rather than on higher-profile responses to school security. 
There were several control variables employed in these studies. Most studies asked teachers to identify their race, gender, and years of experience. The surveys sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics also asked teachers to identify their marital status. Currently, there are no widely distributed teacher surveys that ask teachers to identify their sexual orientation. 
Measuring Parent Perceptions of Safety
Since 1977, the Gallop polling group has asked parents if they feared for their child’s safety at school (Jones & Saad, 2018). Gallop’s polling data suggested that parents’ fears fluctuate depending on the most recent school security breach (Jones, 2018). For example, in June 1998, before the well-publicized school shooting at Columbine High School, 37% of parents reported they feared for their child’s safety at school. In April 1999, after the school shooting at Columbine, 55% of parents reported being afraid for their child at school (Carroll, 2007). The trend was the same following the school shooting in Parkland, Florida. Before the incident, 24% of parents reported they feared for their child’s safety at school; after the school shooting, 35% of parents reported fearing for their child’s safety at school (Jones, 2018). 
In addition to measuring parents’ perceptions of school safety, parental involvement levels are related to school safety and security (Addington, 2009; Hamlin & Li, 2020; Mowen, 2015; Mowen & Freng, 2019). As cited in Addington (2009), a USA Today article noted that 57% of parents asked about security measures at their child’s school following the school shooting in Columbine (“Parents’ Reaction,” 2000). Additional research shows that parents have demanded to provide or been asked to provide input on school security measures at their child’s school (Jekielek et al., 2007; Snell et al., 2002). Some studies suggest that security measures reduce parents’ perceptions of safety (Mowen & Freng, 2019). Factors like school building conditions, stricter disciplinary responses, and neighborhood crime helped frame urban parents’ perceptions of safety in charter and public schools (Hamlin, 2020). At the crossroads of this research is how a teacher’s sexual orientation influences the parent’s perception of school safety. Polling data suggest that at least one-third of parents are not comfortable with an LGBT teacher in their child’s classroom and 40% of LGBT teachers noted concerns for their children’s safety within their school community GLAAD/Harris Poll, 2019; Smith et al., 2008). 
Measuring Student Perceptions of Safety 
Students’ perception of safety is a well-researched and critical indicator of school climate and academic achievement (Gottfredson et al., 2005). Multiple studies have revealed how students perceive school safety as different from teachers within the same school (Booren et al., 2011; Hernandez et al., 2010). Lacoe (2015) examined students’ perception of safety and the influence of race and ethnicity while broadening the scope of safety to include their school and neighborhood. This study revealed gaps in safety perceptions by race that varied with schools and, in some cases, within the same classroom. Kupchnik and Ward (2014) found that exclusionary security measures are predominately used at schools with “more racial/ethnic minority and low-income students,” and the use of metal detectors was more likely to be in schools that served “large numbers of youth of color” (p. 348). These findings underscore the importance of adequately measuring perceptions of safety through an understanding of implicit bias.
           Another well-researched aspect of students’ perceptions of school safety is bullying and student victimization, which have been surveyed since the first school safety survey in 1978 (National Institute of Education, 1978). The Safe Schools Initiative Joint Reports found that individuals who commit school shootings are typically bullying victims in their schools (Vossekuil, 2004). More concerning is data that 60% of students who identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or questioning their sexual orientation report feeling unsafe at school (Suicide Prevention Resource Center, 2008). Birkett et al. (2008) found in their county-wide study of over 7,000 middle school youth that a positive school climate and scant homophobic teasing had a positive relation to outcomes of LBG youth. 
Measuring Teacher Perceptions of Safety  
Most studies on teacher perceptions of safety analyze the perception of safety among teachers and students while comparing within-school differences (Booren et al., 2011; Hernandez et al., 2010). The research is typically smaller-scale studies with relatively small sample sizes that present various inconsistencies (Finley, 2003; Fisher & Kettl, 2003). 
For example, a qualitative study of teachers in rural Michigan revealed perceptional inconsistencies related to safety-related changes, staff responses to safety changes, and the handling of violent incidences (Finley, 2003). Using a comprehensive survey and incorporating Ferraro’s (1995) fear model, Ricketts (2007) measured ecological characteristics, school policies, perceived risk, and fear among 447 teachers within one school district. These results highlighted the complexity of measuring a teacher’s perception of school safety and showed that a teacher’s fear is more related to their perceived risk of victimization than school policy or procedures (Rickets, 2007).
Factors Associated With Teacher Perceptions of Safety
There are previously researched factors related to perceptional data on school safety. Individual, school, and neighborhood factors have been analyzed through the perceptional lens of school safety. The literature identifies several important factors to consider when researching teachers’ perception of school safety: gender, years of experience, race and ethnicity of the teacher and students, socioeconomic status, overall student achievement, school size, parental involvement, and neighborhood crime. Consistently absent from the empirical studies is the teacher’s sexual orientation although this factor is regularly studied when applied to students. This section of the literature review will expand on the current research related to each factor previously studied within perceptions of school safety.
Gender. A teacher’s gender may matter in terms of its relationship to perceptions of school safety. According to current survey data, there was no measurable difference between males and females concerning threats of injury by a student, but a higher percentage of females reported being physically attacked by a student (Fisher & Kettl, 2003; Taie & Goldring, 2017). Gerberich et al. (2011) noted that males were less likely to experience violence in education than females. Williams and Corvo (2005) found gender differences in the description of fears. In their survey of 74 teachers in a suburban school district, Fisher and Kettl (2003) noted that female staff felt less prepared to help disruptive students and experienced a substantial increase in fear of outsiders entering the building than their male colleagues. Females account for over 77% of public-school teachers in the United States (Taie & Goldring, 2017). From a criminology standpoint, Ferraro (1995) found that women are typically more afraid of crime. Moon and McCluskey (2020) surveyed 1,628 middle and high school teachers in one school district in the Southwest and found that gender mattered in reporting victimization of sexual harassment and that females were more likely to report than their male colleagues. Previous research confirms this same trend regarding females (Gerberich et al., 2011). As noted earlier, Huang et al. (2020), using a national data set, found that females were more likely to report being attacked than males although males were more likely to report threats than females. None of the research cited in this section considered the sexual orientation of teachers as one of their variables.
Years of Experience. When analyzing perceptions of LGB teachers’ school safety, it is essential to determine whether experience in the classroom is a contributing factor. Survey data show that teachers with fewer than three years of experience reported a greater influence on student misbehavior, contributing to the effectiveness of their teaching (Taie & Goldring, 2017). Additional research supports that less teaching experience can contribute to a greater likelihood of teacher victimization (Moon & McCluskey, 2020). Albeit based on a small sample size, Williams and Corvo (2005) found that inexperienced teachers have more significant concerns regarding their safety than experienced teachers. Conversely, within the research on discriminatory practices, younger professionals were more likely to be aware of explicit bias than older professionals (Boysen et al., 2009). Another data set showed that LGB teachers with 5–11 years of experience reported a higher level of perceived safety than teachers with less than five years of experience.
Race and Ethnicity of the Teacher. Race and ethnicity present a complex problem in the realm of school safety. National data indicate racial disparities in behavior incidents across public schools. Perpetrators of mass school violence are predominately White although Black children, in particular, are the subject of the harshest forms of school discipline (National Threat Assessment Center, 2018; U.S. Department of Education, 2016). An overwhelming majority, 80%, of teachers are White compared with 7% Black and 9% Hispanic (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Using data from the 2003–2004 Schools and Staffing Survey restricted-use data and analyzing a substantial subset of variables specifically focused on how a school’s racial compositions relate to teachers’ perceptions of student problems, Martinez (2020) examined the perceptions of more than 21,000 teachers. The study’s findings suggest that the teachers’ peer groups within a school matter when White teachers perceive student problems. When a White teacher has a majority of colleagues representing people of color, Martinez found that White teachers perceive more student problems. Adding to the complexity, Fairchild et al. (2012) noted the significance of teacher job satisfaction related to teacher-student racial congruence. The stronger the agreement, the higher the job satisfaction ratings. These studies may suggest a widespread problem within cultural differences and a misunderstanding of those cultural expressions (Gay, 2006). Gregory, Skiba, and Noguera (2010) cautioned against drawing a simplistic conclusion from the current research relating specifically to discipline data among racial groups, asking researchers to take a more nuanced approach to the analysis. 
One nuanced approach may be in the literature that approaches the disparity within school discipline by noting that teachers have implicit bias levels concerning the behavior expectations and discipline of children (Dee, 2005; Farkas et al., 1990). The brain is wired for bias levels because it needs to be efficient instead of accurate. As our brains receive information and categorize information based on experiences and familiarity, thoughts and feelings occur “outside of conscious awareness” and “shape social perception, judgment, and action” (Bargh & Chartrand, 1999, p. 462). This occurred during the study by Gilliam et al. (2016) of 135 early educators working in preschool classrooms. The authors’ use of the scientific process of analyzing teachers’ gaze when reviewing free play video clips found that teachers spend significantly more time gazing at Black boys than other children. The researchers also had teachers review a behavior vignette and found a significant difference when presenting the family background to teachers. Black teachers with family background information on a student would reduce their behavioral severity, and White teachers would increase the behavioral severity. Okonofua and Eberhardt (2015) found that teachers are more likely to view multiple behavior “infractions” as a pattern when the student is Black as opposed to White (p. 620).
Beyond the understanding of implicit bias in teacher victimization research, the teacher’s race and ethnicity also seem to result in similar findings compared with similar studies analyzing discipline data and perceptions of safety. McMahon et al. (2014) found significant differences in reporting victimization experiences across racial groups, finding that Black teachers reported fewer incidents of victimization than White teachers. In a large-scale study using nationally representative data from the Schools and Staffing Survey, Curran, Viano, and Fisher (2019) noted within their descriptive statistics analysis that Black teachers were slightly more likely to experience victimization (p. 25). In a recent meta-analysis of 24 studies on student violence toward teachers, Longobardi et al. (2019) noted that most of the studies included did not report demographic information like the teacher’s experience, age, ethnicity, or sexual orientation. Another study revealed that as schools experienced problems, the perception, particularly school climate, varied between teachers and students within the same school instead of in other schools (Gottfredson et al., 2005). These studies suggested that a simplified application of racial congruence may be misleading. Renzulli, Parrot, and Beattie (2011) indicated that a school’s organizational structure and other organizational factors might influence a teacher’s perceptions of their students, as previous studies find on racial congruence. 
School Size. A school’s size has been found to affect rates of crime and violence (Baird et al., 2017). Research suggests that schools, particularly middle and high schools, with large students enrollments (< 600 students) have a higher statistical probability of falling victim to a school shooting (Devoe et al., 2003; de Apodaca, et al., 2012; Kaiser, 2006; Musu-Gillette et al., 2016). Other studies have also suggested that school size matters in terms of student victimization (Gottfredson, 2001). It would be wise to caution against the simplistic conclusion of school size and potential violence but instead focus on what school size means in terms of its relationship to the perception of safety. School climate, a key component to feeling safe in school, could explain that larger school size may result in more challenges building relationships with students, feelings of order, etc. (Bosworth et al., 2011; Lacoe, 2015 ). In terms of teacher victimization rates, Curran, Viano, and Fisher (2019) reviewed teacher victimization and its relationship to teacher turnover. Enrollment was identified as an independent variable but did not end up being statistically significant in the analysis. In another study, school size was used as an anecdotal variable and did not contribute to any findings (Hernandez et al., 2010).
Neighborhood Factors. Neighborhood factors were identified by sampling previous empirical research on disadvantaged urban neighborhoods (Hamlin & Li, 2020; Sampson, 2012). Variables included in the analysis of “neighborhood factors” were selected social conditions, a school district’s county-level crime data, and selected economic conditions. For this study, the “neighborhood” concept is defined by local school zoning. This research is limited to school districts only and does not include identifying local schools within a school district. However, it is important to review the current research on how a given neighborhood, although broadly applied to this research, influences school safety perceptions. 	
Neighborhood factors include parental involvement rates and the overall crime/safety ratings of the surrounding neighborhood. Shumow and Lomax (2001) made a case for connecting the concept of neighborhood quality with perceived feelings of safety. They used Kozul’s (1991) work to support the hypothesis that parents who lived in poor-quality neighborhoods felt their school was worse in terms of education and order than schools in higher quality neighborhoods. The Survey of Parents and Children in 1990 found that neighborhood characteristics matter in terms of predicting perceptions of safety garnered from parents and students (Shumow & Lomax, 2001). Other studies showed no statistically significant relationship between reported neighborhood crimes and perceived school safety among students (Akiba et al., 2002; Hamlin, 2017). However, for educators, perceptions of school safety may be different from perceptions of their own personal safety. For LBG educators, where they lived mattered in reporting on personal safety (Wright, 2010). The theory is that states that are legislatively and culturally more accepting of the LGBT community in general may contribute to a greater sense of personal safety (Wright, 2010).
Parental Involvement. Parental involvement is one variable that has been empirically studied within the realm of school safety perceptions. Specifically, parental involvement has been quantified and used to analyze the use of specific security measures deployed within schools. In addition, previous research on parental involvement has noted it matters in terms of perceptions of school safety (Hamlin & Li, 2020; Kupchik & Ward, 2014; Mowen, 2015). The challenge of including the concept of parental involvement as a variable in studying school safety perceptions is how parental involvement is defined and ultimately measured empirically. Parental involvement is a complex term within the qualitative world and is equally complex as a quantified variable. Kupchik and Ward (2014) relied on a simplified definition of the percentage of parents who participated in either conferences or other open-house events. Kupchik and Ward researched how certain variables influenced school security and found that higher levels of parental involvement in high school resulted in more occasions of a police officer being present compared with elementary schools and was connected to a reduced likelihood of metal detectors. Similar to the dichotomous analysis of race and ethnicity influencing a teacher’s perception of safety, parental involvement has more to do with overall school climate and influencing school policies.
The LGB Experience and Safety 
The final section of the literature review highlights the present state of affairs for LGB teachers and their potential perceptions of school safety. Empirically, a student’s sexual orientation is a well-researched area within school safety. In particular, bullying continues to be a problem reported by students, and homophobia is considered a pervasive bully–victim behavior that leads to high numbers of LGBT students experiencing feelings of being unsafe at school (Birkett et al., 2009; Suicide Prevention Resource Center, 2008). Sexual orientation has been researched within the national research data set on school safety under the guise of hate crimes on college campuses. A recent survey in 2017 found that race, religion, and sexual orientation were the main categories of motivating bias associated with hate crimes (Wang et al., 2020). 
The Present State of Affairs for LGB Teachers
Before the Bostock ruling, one analysis cited Oklahoma as one of five states that allows someone to be fired for being gay (Machado, 2014). Another analysis showed that of the 8.1 million LGBT workers in the United States, approximately 3.9 million live in areas that do not have “statutory protections against discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity in employment (Conron and Goldberg, 2019, p. 1). But to further complicate matters, Valenti (2021) noted that the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and the Department of Justice (DOJ) hold different opinions about how Title VII applies to LGB employees. Both agencies appear to be easily influenced on their stands on gay rights by whoever occupies the federal government’s executive branch. 
When reviewing the history of LGB teachers and school safety, it is important to be mindful of the recent Supreme Court Decision in Bostock, which will likely result in some state changes. Wald et al. (2002) identified 123 school districts across 101 U.S. cities and 25 counties that had antidiscrimination legislation that protected gays in 1993. Their survey asked specifically about openly gay or lesbian individuals who had the position of school board member, school administrator, or teacher (Wald et al., 2002). Their findings showed that the board seats and administrative positions held by openly gay or lesbian individuals were rare (8% and 16%, respectively). More common were self-identified gay teachers, who were represented in nearly 40% of the school districts.
There is literature on the implications of teachers sharing their sexual orientation with their students and the support systems in place for them. Khayatt (1997) explored the struggles she experienced when debating “coming out” to her students. Gray (2013) elaborated on what she identified as a “phenomenon unique to LGB people,” the concept of “coming out.” (p. 703). Using a series of interviews, including a semistructured life-history interview and follow-up interviews, 20 participants located in London, England were asked about their experiences. Although Gray (2013) failed to control for any confounding variables such as grade level, age of participants, or local ordinances or policies, she found a scenario similar to that described by Khayatt (1997), that the concept of negotiating one’s sexual orientation in the classroom is a complicated process. Connell (2012) did seek to control for what she deemed “gay-friendly” policies in California and “gay-hostile” policies in Texas. Connell (2012) had a larger sample size of 45 gay and lesbian teachers and administrators and six allies covering the two aforementioned states. Moving away from previous analysis that relied on “coming out” as a binary process, Connell posited that the process is more complex and based on what she coded as “degrees of outness” (p. 1730). Connell concluded that the occupational context of teaching and the professional demands of teaching, in addition to the individual school’s microculture matter in terms of shaping how comfortable a teacher may feel regarding their sexual expression. Sears (2002) analyzed data from a sample size of 104 lesbian, gay, and bisexual educators in higher education and their perceptions of their institutional climate using a variety of variables to reflect dimensions of their institution: personal support, institutional provisions, anticipatory discrimination, institutional discrimination, lesbian and gay curriculum in education, support for gay/lesbian research; support for gay/lesbian faculty. These dimensions were compared with five aspects of institutional climate characterized by the following: gay affirmative, gay tolerant, gay neutral, gay intolerant, gay hostile (Sears, 2002). Although based on a small sample size, Sears’ (2002) study represented an innovative approach to analyzing an environmental perception by a particular self-identified group.
Toledo and Maher (2021) conducted a case study of two preservice teachers who identified as gay and lesbian during their year-long student teaching placement. Using a qualitative analysis, the theoretical frameworks of queer theory, and the fluid and social nature of identity, the researchers found that both teachers had anxiety around their identify as gay or lesbian and concerns about protections available to them.
LGB Teachers’ Perceptions of School Safety 
Studies have focused explicitly on the factor of a teacher’s sexual orientation, and discussion of safety is rare. One reason is likely that the United States is a predominately heteronormative society and heterosexuality is the standard (Cooper et al., 2019; Loutzenheiser & MacIntosh, 2004; Schilt & Westbrook, 2009). In fact, more than a dozen states currently have or plan to propose legislation barring any discussion of sexual orientation or gender identity in any classroom setting (Jones & Franklin, 2022). 
Nearly three decades ago, Juul and Repa (1993) conducted the first quantitative study on the identity of LGB educators’ “outness” and job satisfaction. The study surveyed 892 LGB educators using snowball sampling through memberships in gay teacher organizations. The analysis found that LGB teachers being open about their sexual orientation suggested higher satisfaction rates and less stress. However, the study cautioned the reader by stating that although certain LGB educators were more “open” about their personal lives, in 1993, it was not recommended to “come out,” and the authors stated, “Those lesbian and gay teachers who are out in states which evoke or instigate new anti-gay laws may suffer extreme consequences” (p. 25). In a more recent study, Smith et al. (2008) surveyed 514 LGBT teachers nationally, modeling their survey on the GLSEN School Climate Survey to understand the current workplace climate for LGBT educators. Their attempts to persuade LGBT teachers to take their survey revealed large amounts of fear and mistrust prevalent in the LGBT teaching community although their study specifically focused on school climate perceptions within certain identified factors: homophobia, principal support, policies regarding bullying language, policies regarding human rights, job safety, personal safety, and outness. The analysis also included personal and school characteristics. The result showed that 35% of the teachers felt unsafe based on their sexual orientation, 42% noted that the school community’s attitude toward LGBT people was unsafe, and approximately 30% of the LGBT teachers had experienced harassment or deliberate property damage (Smith et al., 2008).
The initial findings and warnings from Juul and Repa (1993), coupled with the marked hesitancy of the survey participants of Smith et al. (2008), point to a need to increase the amount of research focused on LGB educators. Leithwood and McAdie (2007) found higher rates of teacher efficacy among those teachers who felt safe. Recent surveys on LGBT students found that nearly 60% of LGBTQ students felt unsafe at school because of their sexual orientation (Kosciw et al., 2020). In addition, LGBTQ students reported higher rates of harassment and physical assault compared with their non-LGBTQ peers (Kosciw et al., 2020). At this point, it is an unknown variable whether LGB teachers’ experience increases teacher victimization or decreases perceptions of safety because of their sexual orientation status. This research advances previous research by analyzing a potential relationship between a teacher’s perceived safety and sexual orientation.


Chapter 3: Conceptual Framework
Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs theorized that individuals must feel safe and secure to reach their fullest potential. This concept of safety can be understood through the lens of physical and emotional safety. Physical and emotional safety are critical factors in understanding how a teacher perceives school safety (Curran et al., 2017; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Thapa et al., 2013; Wright, 2010). This research expanded on the previous conceptualization of teacher perceptions of school safety and identified three composite measures derived from the literature: teacher victimization, teacher perceived physical safety, and teacher perceived emotional safety. In addition, this research added an individual factor, LGB status of teachers, to the analyses of school safety perceptions. LGB status is a commonly explored individual factor in student safety perceptional research but is absent from teacher safety perceptional research. Therefore, this study aimed to understand the relationship between teachers’ sexual orientation and their perceived school safety. 
The conceptual framework was designed using previously studied social ecological frameworks. Bronfenbrenner’s (1977) ecological system theory identified complex, interrelated systems that shape an individual. A variation of Bronfenbrenner’s model, Belsky (1980) identified individual, family, social, and cultural influences that contributed to child abuse. The CDC has adapted Bronfenbrenner’s (1977) and Belsky’s (1980) models and developed a four-level social ecological model to demonstrate the interplay between individual, relationship, community, and societal factors that contribute to experiencing or perpetrating violence (Dahlberg et al., 2002). This study structured the conceptual framework around these previously used social ecological models and the three composite measures used for the study: teacher perceived physical safety, teacher victimization, and teacher perceived emotional safety. The conceptual framework analyzed these three composite measures through individual, relational, and organizational contexts. 
Conceptual Framework #1
The first part of the framework highlights empirically tested individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors. These factors serve as controls to evaluate the relationship a teacher’s self-identified sexual orientation status may have with their perception of school safety. The factors also highlight the individual and organizational contexts that have empirically contributed to developing a teacher’s perception of school safety. The individual factor of a teacher’s sexual orientation is absent from the current literature as it relates to a teacher’s perception of safety.



Table 2. Control Factors 
	Individual Factors


	Factor:
	Relationships With School Safety Perceptions
	Research Studies

	Gender
	Females reported a higher number of physical attacks, experiences of violence, lack of preparedness, and sexual harassment.
	Taie & Goldring (2017); Fisher & Kettl (2003); Williams & Corvo (2005); Gerberich et al. (2011); Curran et al. (2017); Moon & McCluskey (2020)

	Years of Experience
	Teachers with fewer than 3 years’ experience reported behavior of students negatively influenced their teaching; less experience may contribute to teacher victimization and increased concerns about safety.

	
Taie & Goldring (2017); Moon & McCluskey( 2020); Williams & Corvo (2005)

	Race/Ethnicity of Teacher
	White teachers without a majority of white colleagues perceived more student problems; White teachers approached discipline issues differently compared with Black teachers; Black teachers were less likely to report victimization than White teachers; Black teachers were more likely to experience victimization; race may contribute to a different perception of shared experiences within the same school.

	Martinez (2020); Gilliam et al (2016); Okonofua & Eberhardt (2015); McMahon (2014); Curran et al., (2019); Gottfredson et al., (2005).


	School Factors

	Factor:
	Relationships With School Safety Perceptions
	Research Studies

	School Size
	Larger school size has been found to contribute to higher rates of crime and violence, including school shooting events.
	Baird et al., (2017); Devoe et al., (2002); Kaiser (2006); de Apodaca et al. (2012); Gottfredson (2001)

	Grades
	Elementary school teachers were more likely to be assaulted.
	Curran et al. (2017)

	School Climate
	Student perceptions of “fair rules” and norms
	Gottfredson et al. (2005); Thapa et al. (2013)

	Parental Involvement
	Increased levels of parental involvement led to increased positive perceptions of school safety.
	Hamlin & Li (2020); Kupchik & Ward (2014); Mowen (2015)

	Neighborhood Factors

	Factor:
	Relationships With School Safety Perceptions
	Research Studies

	Crime Rates
	Neighborhood quality relates to feelings of safety. No relationships were identified between reported crimes and perceived safety among students.
	Shumow & Lomax (2001); Hamlin (2017); Akiba et al., (2004)

	Societal Factors

	Factor:
	Relationships With School Safety Perceptions
	Research Studies

	Recent Incidents
	“Mediatized” school shootings and quickly fading from memory
	Jones (2018); Cornell & Mayer (2010); Muschert (2002); Schildkraut (2014)
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Conceptual Framework #2
Social ecological theories posits that various factors, processes, organizational structures, and policies can influence outcomes and behaviors (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Belsky, 1980; McLeroy et al., 1988). The second part of the conceptual framework attempts to untangle key concepts within the literature on perceptions of a teacher’s physical safety. A teacher’s perception of physical safety is one of the three composite measures used in this study and is interwoven within the literature around school climate. An aspect of school climate related to school safety is the empirically measured concept of school disorder. School disorder is more broadly identified within an organizational context that may influence the development of perceptions. However, a teacher’s perception of physical safety, should not be limited to an organizational context. The second composite measure used in this study, teacher victimization, is defined as an individual context that likely influences perceptions of safety among teachers.   
School Disorder
Previous research on school safety was developed from the criminal justice literature and focused more on large scale violent offenses (Furlong et al., 2000). Empirically, crime and violence inside and outside the school environment have negative effects on students’ perceptions of safety (Bowen & Bowen, 1999). However, the definition of school safety had expanded to include low-level events or day-to-day disruptions (Cornell & Mayer, 2010). Skiba et al. (2004) analyzed the comprehensive Safe and Responsive Schools Survey and noted that school climate and connection questions had the greatest significance in predicting perceptions of school safety from students thus leading to the empirical conclusion that school climate and school safety research are interconnected (Blum et al., 1989; Bryk et al., 2010; Furlong et al., 1991; Furlong et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2003). School climate is considered a product of interactions between teachers and students. National school safety research studies measure a specific component of school climate research, the concept of order and control (Gottfredson, 2005). Order and control, conceptually, are related to school climate in terms of overall control of the environment and student behavior (Welsh, 2000). Pearson and Toby (1991) noted that student behavior may be influenced by perceptions of school disorder. Previous research suggests that within an organizational context, school disorder influences the perception of physical safety for teachers who identify as LGB (Furlong et al., 2005; Huang et al., 2020; Skiba et al., 2004). 
Teacher Victimization
The second composite measure used in this study, teacher victimization, is considered an individual context that likely influences perceptions of safety among teachers. Teacher victimization is defined in the literature as teachers receiving threats from students or experiencing physical harm (Dinkes et al., 2007; Espelage et al., 2013). Teachers report rates of victimization within schools, and although there is competing evidence on the actual rates of incidences, the research confirms it is a necessary factor to consider in teacher safety research (Curran et al., 2017). Teachers’ sexual orientation status has been a missing individual factor in teacher victimization and school climate research. Research indicates that students who identify as LGBTQ experience higher rates of victimization than their non-LGBTQ peers (Ferfolja, 2009; Gates, 2006; Gray, 2013; Lineback et al., 2016; Musu-Gillette et al., 2018; Smith et al., 2008; Wright & Smith, 2015). This research aimed to explore if experiences of LGBTQ students were the similar to experiences of LGB teachers.
Conceptual Framework #3
Social ecological models highlight the influence of formal and informal networks on behavior (McLeroy et al., 1988). Other theories suggests that relationships with peers, partners, and family can influence a person’s behavior and their perceived experiences (Dahlberg et al., 2001). The third composite measure developed for this study—a teacher’s perception of emotional safety—is another key component within school safety literature. Emotional safety, or the concept of feeling safe, can be analyzed through the construct of self-determination theory (SDT). SDT suggests that when teachers have a sense of emotional safety, they likely feel competent, have autonomy, and feel a sense of relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan et al., 1995). Increased competencies and relatedness are key factors in helping teachers manage student behavior, thwart potential threats of victimization, and create a positive school climate (Astor et al., 2010; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Martin et al., 1999; Thapa et al., 2013). This research uses organizational, relational, and individual contexts to measure perceptions of emotional safety among LGB teachers. A supportive school environment is identified as both an organizational and relational context. Perceptions of job security is identified as an individual context.  
Supportive School Environment 
Previous research on the LGB community at large, combined with school climate research, suggests that a supportive school environment is a key component of a teacher’s perceived emotional safety (Bosworth et al., 2011; Connell, 2012; Lacoe, 2015; Sears, 2002; Smith, et al., 2008). Teaching is not intended to be an isolated profession; it is intended to be collaborative. Previous research on LGB teachers has suggested that teachers are not “open” to their colleagues about their sexual orientation status (Juul and Repa, 1993; Smith et al., 2008; Toledo & Maher, 2021). Keeping one’s sexual orientation undisclosed has been shown to increase depression, anxiety, and other poor health outcomes (Cole et al., 1996; Juster et al., 2013; Pennebaker & Chung, 2011; Schrimshaw et al., 2013). Through the framework of SDT, Legate et al. (2017) examined the environment for individuals who disclose their sexual identity. Their research suggested individuals who perceived others as accepting had higher rates of autonomy, relatedness, and increased mental and physical health. 
Job Security 
Job security is another aspect of a supportive school environment. Varying research on the LGB teacher community regularly notes that teachers may be “fearful” of losing their jobs due to their sexual orientation (Connell, 2012; Kosciw et al., 2020; Jackson, 2007; Wright, 2010). In a small qualitative study, Hooker (2018) found that the idea of “fear” was the emerging theme of LGB educators in public and Catholic schools in varied school settings. Adding to that analysis, if a teacher feels their sexual orientation is a threat to their job or they must attempt to hide their sexual orientation while performing their job, how does that experience affect their perception of safety? The prevailing narrative, curricula, and social stigmatization may place LGB educators in positions in which they feel they must remain silent about their sexual identity (Hooker, 2018; Macintosh, 2007; Russo, 2006). If being LGB increases anxiety about job security and hiding their personal life from others, how does that experience manifest in perceptions of safety?
The current scope of the literature on school safety perceptions of teachers and the experiences of LGB teachers support the development of the conceptual framework used in this research. First, robust research findings support the individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors of school safety perceptions (Table 2). These factors serve as controls when measuring perceptions of safety among LGB teachers within the three composite measures. Second, school climate, a key organizational context, and increasing rates of teacher victimization, a key individual context, suggests this is an essential aspect of analyzing a teacher’s perceived physical safety (Gottfredson et al., 2005; McMahon et al., 2014). Finally, a teacher’s sexual orientation status creates a complex narrative around perceptions of emotional safety within a school environment. Organizational, relational, and individual contexts are essential to consider when analyzing a teacher’s perception of emotional safety. Research and current litigation underscore the concerns LGB teachers may have about being “open” within their school environments (Mallory & Sears, 2018; Wright, 2010). Job security concerns are consistently cited as issues among the LGB workplace community at large (Gruberg et al., 2020). Local and state policies related to the LGB community are also part of the complex narrative (Connell, 2012; Wald et al., 1999). Due to the lack of empirical research around LGB teachers and school safety, it is difficult to determine whether LGB status influences perceived physical or emotional safety.


Chapter 4: Methods
      There is growing research investigating teachers’ perceptions of school safety (Curran et al., 2017; Fisher & Kettl, 2003; Furlong et al., 2005; Hamlin, 2020; McMahon et al., 2014). However, exploring the potential relationship between sexual orientation status and perceptions of school safety has a minimal empirical footprint. Therefore, this study was meant to examine how teachers’ self-identified sexual orientation status related to their perception of school safety while controlling for previously identified individual, district, and neighborhood factors.
           The first section of the methods chapter identifies terms used throughout the research that provide parameters for the research question related to sexual orientation. Next, the chapter outlines the selected research design and ethical considerations employed throughout the study. Then the chapter outlines the population parameters and the sample of teacher respondents. The researcher then details the instrumentation and data collection procedures used. Last, the chapter outlines the data analyses, statistical tests utilized, and the limitations found within the study. 
Defining Terms: Sexual Orientation
To examine the association between sexual orientation and perceived school safety, it was necessary to establish parameters around the concept of sexual orientation. Sexual orientation is the scientific term for an individual’s “physical, romantic and/or emotional attraction to members of the same and/or opposite sex, including lesbian, gay, bisexual, and heterosexual (straight) orientations” (GLADD, n.d.a.). In their comprehensive research of surveys, the Williams Center at UCLA characterized the term “sexual orientation” as having three major dimensions: self-identification, sexual behavior, and sexual attraction (Williams Institute Scholars, 2020). Several terms are used interchangeably within popular culture and media commentary regarding lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender people (GLAAD, n.d.a.). This research project focused solely on sexual orientation through the construct of self-identification. Participants were asked the same series of questions commonly found in surveys measuring participants’ sexual orientation status: 
Do you consider yourself to be
· heterosexual or straight;
· gay or lesbian; or
· bisexual?
The terms used in the research project were defined by the APA Dictionary of Psychology (2015) and GLAAD (n.d.a.). 
· Gay: The adjective used to describe people whose enduring physical, romantic, and/or emotional attractions are to people of the same sex
· Lesbian: Sometimes the preferred term used for women whose enduring physical, romantic, and/or emotional attractions are to people of the same sex 
· Bisexual: A person who has the capacity to form enduring physical, romantic, and /or emotional attractions with those of the same gender or those of another gender  
The study did not collect information on individuals who identified as transgender. Transgender is considered an “umbrella” term that includes people whose gender expression defies social expectations (Mallory & Sears, 2019). More specifically, they are people whose gender identity and/or gender expression differ from what is typically associated with the sex they were assigned at birth (GLAAD, n.d.a.). It is important to note that a person who may identify as transgender may not have changed their physical appearance or have undergone medical procedures to change their external anatomy (GLAAD, n.d.a.). Sexual orientation and gender identity are not the same. 

Research Question
           Is there a relationship between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and their perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
The study was designed to conceptualize individual teacher perceptions of school safety using three lenses: (1) perceived physical safety, (2) teacher victimization, and (3) perceived emotional safety. Then using the three lenses, the researcher explored whether there are any statistically significant differences between LGB and non-LGB teachers when controlling for the vast number of variables already empirically found within the realm of research on school safety. 
Research Design 
Cresswell and Cresswell (2014) explained that survey design research is intended to describe a population by studying a sample of that population. For this research study, the population was identified as educators in Oklahoma, and the sample included Oklahoma educators who self-identified as LGB or non-LGB. The primary purpose of this survey research design was to empirically evaluate whether sexual orientation status is related to individual teacher perceptions of school safety. Perceptions of school safety were categorized as incidents of teacher victimization, perceived physical safety, and perceived emotional safety. The survey was designed using the conceptual framework developed for this study, which highlighted three concepts:
1. Reviewing empirically tested factors that relate to conceptual understanding of school safety
2. Understanding how the concept of school disorder and reported incidents of teacher victimization influence perceptions of physical safety
3. Examining how a supportive school environment relates to perceptions of emotional safety
The study used a single-stage sampling procedure to select survey respondents (Creswell, 2020). The selection process for the survey was consistent with a random sampling procedure. All current Oklahoma teachers were sent emails asking them to participate in a survey on their perceptions of school safety (Appendix B). Emails were sent individually to groups of teachers within the same district through Qualtrics. The researcher used some aspects of stratification during the data collection phase (Cresswell, 2020; Fowler, 2014). However, the research intended to collect a sample of Oklahoma teachers representing the entire state. Therefore, the researcher monitored survey respondents and maintained a list to determine the response levels of school districts. If districts were not responsive, the teachers identified in the district would receive an additional email asking them to complete the survey. Figure 2 shows a reasonably representative sample of Oklahoma school districts whose teachers responded to the survey.


Figure 2
Oklahoma Districts Response Analysis 
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Data Collection
           Permission to collect data was obtained from the University of Oklahoma Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix H). Although this was a voluntary survey, maintaining high levels of confidentiality was a great concern. Therefore, during the IRB process, there was full disclosure that self-reported sexual orientation status was part of the collection process and was reported in the privacy and confidentiality of the IRB application (Appendix I). Survey participants were notified of this in the online consent form and through email notification:
The survey should only take 10 minutes and is intended to measure individual perceptions of school safety. The survey will ask you to share your years of experience as a teacher, your school district, gender, race and ethnicity, and self-identified sexual orientation status. Your responses will be confidential, and under no circumstances will any information about you or your school district be disclosed.
The researcher ensured the confidentiality of survey respondents by limiting identifiable information. The only identifiable information asked of survey respondents was to identify their school district. All data were collected using a secure portal in Qualtrics, and all data were transferred via a secured network connection and encrypted files. All research records were coded and reviewed using a private internet connection. All electronic data were accessed via a secure password and stored on a secured network. The survey was open for responses from October 17, 2021, to January 18, 2022. The survey sample recorded 1,867 teacher responses from 299 school districts. The data clean-up process resulted in a final sample size of 1,605 teacher responses. 
Survey Design
The survey questions included sampled items from The National Teacher and Principal Survey, The Schools and Staffing Survey, and the Survey on School Crime and Safety (U.S. Department of Education, 2017). In addition, the variables were selected from previous literature on school safety (see Table 2). Table 3 outlines the variables selected for analysis, their relationship to the research questions, and the items found on the survey.


Table 3. Variables, Research Questions, and Items on a Survey
	Variable Name
	Research Question
	Item on Survey

	Control variable: Gender
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?

	See section on Demographic Questions, Item 3.

	Control variable: Years of experience
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
 
	See section on Demographic Questions, Item 1.

	Control variable: Race/ethnicity
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?

	See section on Demographic Questions, Item 2.

	Independent variable: Sexual orientation
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?

	See section on Demographic Questions, Item 4.

	Control variable: School district
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
	See Block 5, Item 2. 

	Composite variable: Perceived physical safety
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
	See section on Perceived Physical Safety, Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

	Composite variable: Teacher victimization
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
	See section on Teacher Victimization, Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

	Composite variable: Perceived emotional safety
	Is there a relation between a teacher’s identified sexual orientation and perceived school safety, controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors?
	See section on School Environment, Items 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

See Block 5, Item 1.



Survey Population and Sample 
LGB Status
The population of this study was all Oklahoma public school teachers who identified as both LGB and non-LGB. To determine whether the sample in the survey of LGB teachers was representative of the population of LGB teachers in Oklahoma, the research had limited empirical findings that defined the population of LGB teachers. The widely used General Social Survey has asked survey respondents to self-report their sexual orientation status since 2008; however, the U.S. Census does not ask participants to report sexual orientation status or anything beyond binary gender options of male or female (Wang, 2017). Nationally, however, in July 2021, the U.S. Census Bureau did begin to include questions regarding sexual orientation and gender identity on the Household Pulse Survey (HPS) and noted that 4.4% of respondents identified as bisexual and 3.3% of respondents identified as gay or lesbian (Anderson et al., 2021). Before the HPS, Gallop polling estimated that about 4.5% of the U.S. population identified as LGBT, with 5.1% of women identifying compared with approximately 3.9% of men (Newport, 2018). For a state-level analysis, Mallory and Sears (2019) reported that approximately 114,000 adults reported being LGBT, or 3% of the population in Oklahoma. 
To define a representative sample, the researcher used the statistical information from Gallop’s 2017 polling data, the HPS survey (2021), and the Mallory and Sears calculation (2019) combined with Harbeck’s (1997) theory and determined that teachers within Oklahoma who likely identified as LGB was approximately 1,900 to 4,200 teachers, or 3%–9% of the teaching population (Newport, 2018). The sampled respondents maintained similar results as those previously theorized or statistically analyzed population samples (see Table 4). The raw survey data resulted in 6.8% of respondents identifying as lesbian, gay, or bisexual. When all missing responses were removed, the results indicated that 7% of respondents were LGB (Table 4). 
Table 4. Self-Identified Sexual Orientation Status
	
	n
	%

	Straight
	1492
	92.96

	Gay/lesbian/bisexual
	113
	7.04



Teacher Sample
Gender, years of experience, and race and ethnicity were all self-reported variables. The survey sample was compared to statewide and national variables of public-school teachers (Table 6). The self-reported variable of years of experience was recategorized using a similar categorical structure by the National Center for Education Statistics (National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2021) (Table 6): 
1. Fewer than 3 years of teaching experience
2. Three to 9 years of teaching experience
3. Ten to 20 years of experience
4. More than 20 years of experience 
Most survey respondents reported having 3–9 years of experience (M = 0.32) or ten to twenty years (M = 0.33). The smallest sample in the study were teachers with fewer than three years of experience (M = 0.07). Survey respondents were also asked to self-identify their racial background. The survey allowed teachers to self-select from a standard list of races and ethnicities or write “other.” A significant amount of data clean-up was needed to use this item for analysis because the selection was not limited to one; instead, the survey respondent could have selected multiple items. First, the researcher recoded the responses (see Appendix C), then conducted an analysis to determine the predominant categories reported. Next, the researcher identified responses as “White” in any category and responses that did not include “White.” Then the researcher created dummy variables for teachers who identified as (1) White and teachers who identified as (0) non-White (Table 6).  


Table 5. Percent Comparison Individual Factors 
	 
	Survey Sample
	Oklahoma Population
	U.S. Population

	Individual Factors
	%
	%
	%

	Gender
	
	
	

	Female
	80.4
	78.3 (-2.1)
	76.49 (-3.91)

	Male
	19.0
	21.7 (+2.7)
	23.51 (+4.5)

	Years of Experience
	
	
	

	Fewer than 3 years
	6.9
	9.8 (+2.9)
	9.9 (-3)

	3 to 9 years
	32.3
	33.01 (+0.71)
	28.3 (-4)

	10 to 20 years
	32.6
	36.9 (+4.3)
	39.2 (+6.6)

	Over 20 years
	28.2
	23.3 (-4.9)
	22.5 (-5.7)

	Race and Ethnicity
	
	
	

	Non-White
	21.2
	19.9 (-1.3)
	20.6 (-0.6)

	White
	78.5
	79.8 (+1.3)
	79.3 (+0.8)


Note: Average difference between the survey and U.S. +/- 3.6%; average difference between the survey and Oklahoma +/- 2.5%
U.S. Department of Education (2017); U.S. Department of Education (2021); U.S. Department of Education (2018). 


Table 6. Descriptive Statistics: Control Factors
	
	n
	%
	M
	SD

	Years of Experience
	1605
	
	14.7
	10.26

	Fewer than 3 years
	111
	6.9
	0.07
	.25

	3-9 Years
	518
	32.3
	0.32
	.47

	10 to 20 Years
	524
	32.6
	0.33
	.47

	21 Years or More
	452
	28.2
	0.28
	.45

	Teacher’s Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	

	Non-White Respondents
	340 
	21.2
	
	

	White Respondents
	1260 
	78.5
	
	

	Teachers & Locale
	
	
	
	

	     Urban teachers
	446
	27.8
	
	

	Suburban      teachers
	396
	24.7
	
	

	     Rural teachers 
	763
	47.5
	
	

	District Enrollment (students)
	
	
	
	

	Greater than 10,000
	723
	67.5
	0.45
	0.50

	Fewer than 250
	39
	3.6
	.02
	0.15

	Fewer than 1,000
	309
	28.8
	0.19
	0.39


Note: Five respondents abstained from identifying their race/ethnicity. 
District Sample
Survey respondents were asked to self-identify their school district. This identification allowed the researcher to obtain publicly available data on Oklahoma school district demographics: student race and ethnicities, total enrollment, reading remediation, percentage of English learners, percentage of special education students, drop-out percentages, and free and reduced lunch percentages (Oklahoma School Profiles, 2020). 
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Table 7. Sociodemographic comparison of survey sample to total districts in Oklahoma 
	
	Survey Sample
	
	Total Oklahoma  Districts

	
	n
	Min
	Max
	M
	n
	Min
	Max
	M

	Variables
	300*
	
	
	
	518*
	
	
	

	White
	
	0.9
	87.7
	52.9
	
	0.0
	448.6
	54.10

	Black
	
	0.0
	84.7
	3.81
	
	0.0
	84.70
	3.10

	Asian
	
	0.0
	14.2
	0.98
	
	0.0
	14.20
	0.79

	Hispanic
	
	0.0
	94.8
	12.7
	
	0.0
	116.3
	11.20

	Native American
	
	0.0
	87.4
	19.5
	
	0.0
	89.90
	21.80

	Two or more
	
	0.0
	31.5
	9.44
	
	0.0
	39.70
	9.51

	Total enrollment
	
	74
	35,897
	1971.08
	
	32
	35,897
	1278.21

	Reading Remediation (%)
	
	0
	100
	38.83
	
	0
	100
	38.72

	Drop-Out Rates (%)
	
	0
	33
	6.68
	
	0
	44
	6.50

	EL Students
	
	0
	50
	4.2
	
	0
	57.1
	3.3

	Special Education Students
	
	4.4
	39.8
	18.45
	
	4.4
	43.2
	19.78

	Free & Reduced Lunch
	
	8
	100
	66.10
	
	8
	100
	70.10


Note: Some districts were EC-8 or did not report to the Oklahoma State Department of Education 
The researcher used NCES ratings to analyze all ten types of districts and compare the survey results with the total population of districts in Oklahoma (Table 8). The researcher recoded the NCES identifiers to the three main types: rural, suburban, and urban. These results were compared with the total population of public-school districts in Oklahoma (Table 8). 
Also, total district enrollment was analyzed using NCES groupings (Appendix K), using three dummy variables of less than 250 students, fewer than 1,000 students, and more than 10,000 students. Descriptive statistics were generated for each variable (Table 7). 


Table 8. Geographic comparison of survey sample to total school districts in Oklahoma 
	 
	Survey Sample Districts
	Oklahoma School Districts

	 
	n
	%
	M
	SD
	n
	%
	M
	SD

	NCES Descriptors
	299
	
	7.39
	2.345
	541
	
	7.62
	2.275

	     City large
	12
	4.0
	
	
	24
	4.4
	
	

	     City small
	1
	0.3
	
	
	2
	0.4
	
	

	     Suburban large
	19
	6.3
	
	
	25
	4.6
	
	

	     Suburban midsize
	2
	0.7
	
	
	4
	0.7
	
	

	     Town remote
	24
	8.0
	
	
	32
	5.9
	
	

	     Town distant
	38
	12.7
	
	
	48
	8.9
	
	

	     Town fringe
	10
	3.3
	
	
	11
	2.0
	
	

	     Rural remote
	62
	20.7
	
	
	137
	25.3
	
	

	     Rural distant
	94
	31.3
	
	
	196
	36.2
	
	

	     Rural fringe
	37
	12.3
	
	
	62
	11.5
	
	

	Locale Comparisons
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Urban
	13
	4.3
	
	
	17
	3.3
	
	

	     Suburban
	21
	7.0
	
	
	24
	4.6
	
	

	     Rural
	266
	88.7
	
	
	477
	92.1
	
	



Neighborhood Sample
Neighborhood factors were identified by sampling previous empirical research on disadvantaged urban neighborhoods (Hamlin & Li, 2020; Sampson, 2012). Variables included in the analysis of “neighborhood factors” were selected social conditions, a school district’s county-level crime data, and selected economic conditions. One of the selected social conditions identified was the construct of parental involvement information obtained using two data points within the Oklahoma Educational Quality Reports. First, districts were asked to report the percentage of parents attending parent/teacher conferences. Second, districts were asked to report the ratio of patrons’ volunteer hours per student. These two datasets represent one narrow measure of the larger concept of “parental involvement.” Using this narrow dataset, the researcher generated summary statistics for each variable and a comparison chart (Tables 9). 
The other selected social condition was educational attainment. Educational attainment data were generated using the U.S. Census Bureau, 2016–2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. Education attainment measured in the dataset reflected residents residing in the school district boundaries who had received less than a 9th-grade education, received a high school diploma or GED, completed their associate degree, and completed a graduate or professional degree (Table 9).
           A school district’s county-level crime data were selected from the FBI database. First, the researcher combined all reported crimes by county and generated a variable that represented all reported FBI crimes by county per 1,000 residents. Next, the researcher identified violent crimes (murder and non-negligent manslaughter, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, property crime, burglary, larceny–theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson) and generated a second variable that summed up violent crimes by county per 1,000 residents (Table 9). 
Two selected economic conditions were used for analysis and were generated by data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2016–2020 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. First, the economic conditions measured in the dataset reflected residents residing in the school district boundaries’ median and mean income levels. Therefore, means and standard deviation data were generated for these conditions (Table 9). Next, the researcher added the previously identified district-level factor of students receiving free and reduced lunch and added it to one of the economic factors explored in the economic conditions within neighborhoods. It is notable that there were school districts with no data associated with their district; the researcher used available data in the next closest school district within the county for analysis.
Table 9. Neighborhood Descriptors
	
	M
	SD

	Parental Involvement
	
	

	Parent/Teacher Conferences Attendance (%)
	70.70
	11.40

	Patron Volunteer hours per student
	1.72
	2.02

	Educational Attainment
	
	

	     Less than 9th grade
	4.00
	2.75

	     High school diploma
	87.21
	4.62

	     Associate degree
	8.13
	2.21

	     Graduate/professional degree
	9.80
	5.30

	Income Levels
	
	

	     Median Income
	$51,868
	$13,753

	     Mean Income
	$67,585
	$16,126

	Crime Data
	
	

	     FBI Violent Crimes
	1.73
	1.27

	     FBI All Crimes
	0.66
	7.53


 Note: Survey districts are represented in this data set.
Variable Descriptions 
Dependent variables
Teacher Perceived Physical Safety. Survey language available in the School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS) used a 5-point Likert scale of happens daily, once a week, once a month, on occasion, or never happens to measure disciplinary problems and actions (U.S. Department of Education, 2018a). This research survey sampled language from three of the 11 disciplinary problems and actions identified on the SSOCS: 
(1) student verbal abuse of teachers
(2) student acts of disrespect of teachers other than verbal abuse
(3) widespread disorder 
The National Teacher and Principal Safety Questionnaire used a 4-point Likert scale measuring agreement on statements related to school climate and teacher attitudes (U.S. Department of Education, 2021). This survey sampled two of the seventeen questions for this section of the conceptual framework:
(1) The level of student misbehavior in this school (noise; horseplay; or fighting in the halls, cafeteria, or student lounge) interferes with my teaching.
(2) Rules for student behavior are consistently enforced by teachers in this school, even for students who are not in their classes.
Validity and reliability. I combined responses from the three sample questions from SSOCS and the two sample questions from the National Teacher and Principal Survey to construct the composite variable of Teacher Perceived Physical Safety. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84, supporting combining these items into a single measure (Table 10). 
Table 10. Cronbach’s Alpha for Dependent Variables
	Scale
	No. of Items
	α
	Lower Boundary
	Upper Boundary

	Teacher perceived physical safety
	5
	0.84
	0.83
	0.85

	Teacher victimization
	4
	0.78
	0.77
	0.80

	Teacher perceived emotional safety
	5
	0.71
	0.69
	0.73



Teacher Victimization. The survey sampled questions from Section 7 of the NTPS to measure teachers’ experiences related to threats or physical assaults from students (National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2021). The questions asked teachers to respond yes or no to threats or physical injury incidents: 
1. During your career as a teacher, has a student ever threatened to injure you?
2. Has a student from your current school threatened to injure you?
3. During your career as a teacher, has a student ever physically attacked you?
4. Has a student from your current school physically attacked you? 
Validity and reliability. The researcher combined these variables to create the composite variable of teacher victimization and used historical and current incident reports to adequately measure the potential rates of victimization experienced by teachers. The first subset of responses restricted attacks or threats within the current school; the second subset of responses removed the restrictive language and allowed teacher respondents to report any incidents of victimization during their careers (Curran et al., 2017). Construct validity was established through factor analysis and was at an adequate level, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.78, providing support for combining these results into a single measure (Table 10). 
           Perceived Emotional Safety. Empirically, the concept of school climate is interrelated with the broad conceptual application of school safety and teacher perceptions (Blum et al., 1989; Furlong et al., 1991; Furlong et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2004). Therefore, the third section of the conceptual framework used for this research survey focused on measuring aspects of social-emotional safety, support received from stakeholder groups, and relationships as additional components of perceptions of school safety (Bosworth et al., 2011; Lacoe, 2015). The survey design set out to measure the third composite variable of teacher-perceived emotional safety and the application of “supportive relationships” and applied it to the concept of “outness” expressed by LGB teachers (Connell, 2012; Gray, 2013; Jackson, 2007; Juul & Repa, 1993; Khayatt, 1997; Wright, 2010; Wright & Smith, 2015).
The survey design sampled language from a series of questions from Section 7 of the NTPS focusing on school climate and teacher attitudes using a 5-point Likert scale: 
· I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.
· I am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this school. 
The survey design used the same question measuring support from parents and substituted the stakeholder parent with the stakeholder teacher (Appendix A):
· I receive a great deal of support from teachers for the work I do.
The research survey design sampled language from the NTPS survey related to the concept of job security. The NTPS survey asked teacher respondents to react to the statement,
· I worry about the security of my job because of the performance of my students or my school on state and/or local tests. 
The survey research design sampled the question stem by surveying teacher respondents to measure whether they are concerned about the concept of job security and removed the language related to performance on state testing:
· I worry about the security of my job.
The final question of the survey design used to create the composite variable of emotional safety was a straightforward question related to “feeling safe at school” (Appendix A). This question stemmed from the comprehensive analysis of the literature on measuring teacher perceptions of school safety and LGB teachers’ perceptions of school safety. Previous studies have shown a great deal of inconsistency and complexity when measuring teacher perceptions of safety (Finley, 2003; Fisher & Kettl, 2003; Ricketts, 2007). However, “feeling safe” is central to measuring a teacher’s perception of emotional safety (Astor et al., 2010; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Martin et al., 1999; Thapa et al., 2013). 
	Validity and reliability. The researcher combined the responses to the questions that measured perceived emotional safety to create the third composite variable. The reliability statistic showed adequate validity with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.71, providing support for combining these results into a single measure (Table 10). 
Independent variables 
The survey was designed to collect data on the demographic characteristics of respondents to analyze individual factors previously explored within school safety perceptions (see Table 2). First, the survey asked participants to self-identify what the researcher had selected as individual control factors: gender, years of experience, race/ethnicity, and sexual orientation (Appendix A). For this research, sexual orientation was used as the independent variable. Gender identity was a control factor explored because it had been used in previous research, but the survey asked for gender identity in four ways: male, female, other, or prefer not to answer. The fourth option, “prefer not to answer,” was not intended to analyze gender identity related to transgender identification but served as an optional step for participants to further protect their anonymity and privacy. 
School-level factors were identified as control factors. However, the researcher took steps to maintain the anonymity and privacy of the survey participants and only asked them to identify their school district instead of their school. Although this resulted in a limitation of the analysis, the researcher had to weigh the concerns of ensuring LGB teachers felt comfortable responding to the survey and ensuring that all identifiable information was protected. Therefore, this change resulted in analyzing district-level factors instead of school-level factors. The factors considered possible control variables for district analysis were obtained using publicly available district data (Oklahoma School Profiles, 2020):
· total district enrollment
· type of district 
· student race and ethnicity
· free and reduced lunch percentages
· percentage of students identified as English learners
· percentage of students identified as receiving special education services
· percentage of parents attending conferences per district
· percentage of students identified as drop-outs within a 4-year cohort
· reported discipline offenses tracked by the Office of Civil Rights Data Collection
Neighborhood factors were conceptualized using previous research structures (Hamlin & Li, 2020; Sampson, 2012). The researcher combined county-level and district-level data to select the neighborhood control variables. The neighborhood control factors selected were identified through publicly available data sets (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2019; U.S. Census Bureau, 2020): 
· educational attainment averages per district
· median and mean household income per district
· calculation of all crimes by county per 1,000 residents
· calculation of selected “violent crimes” by county per 1,000 residents  
The research question also identified a final control factor of societal factors. However, this survey collected responses from October 2021 through January 2022. During this time, no significant or “mediatized” school shooting occurred in Oklahoma or nationally (Elsass et al., 2015; School Shootings, 2022). 
LGB Outness. Previous research on the experiences of LGB teachers suggests that teachers are not “open” with their colleagues about their sexual orientation status (Juul and Repa, 1993; Smith et al., 2008; Toledo & Maher, 2021). However, research suggests supportive relationships are a vital component of teacher emotional safety within a school setting (Bosworth et al., 2011; Connell, 2012; Lacoe, 2015; Sears, 2002; Smith, et al., 2008). Although empirical studies are limited, this study set out to measure whether self-identified LGB teachers are “open” about their sexual orientation status and whether this “openness” relates to an increase in perceptions of support by asking two questions related to participants’ levels of “outness” if participants selected gay, lesbian, or bisexual as an option (Connell, 2012; Gray, 2013; Jackson, 2007; Juul & Repa, 1993; Khayatt, 1997; Wright, 2010; Wright & Smith, 2015). 
These “outness” measures were intended to determine how many teachers or school staff know about their sexual orientation and how many students know about their sexual orientation (Appendix A). The survey responses were separated into five categorical options:
· (0) No teachers or students are aware.
· (1) One teacher or student is aware.
· (2) Between two and five teachers or students are aware.
· (3) Between six and ten teachers or students are aware.
· (4) More than ten teachers or students are aware of their sexual orientation status.
Data Analysis
As previously noted, the conceptual framework served as the research design and statistical analysis conduit. The researcher used the IBM software of SPSS to perform all statistical tests on the data. A series of regression models were performed to examine the associations between LGB status and the three dependent variables- perceived physical safety, perceived emotional safety, and teacher victimization- controlling for individual, district, and neighborhood factors.
Teacher Perceived Physical Safety
This study set out to measure whether there was a difference in LGB and non-LGB teachers’ perceptions of physical safety. First, the composite variable of teacher perceived physical safety was generated by standardizing the five survey responses. Then the researcher combined all standardized survey responses to create the composite variable of teacher-perceived physical safety and generated summary statistics (Table 11). The composite dependent variable of perceptions of physical safety should be interpreted with the understanding that the greater the mean, the more positive the perceptions of physical safety.
Teacher Victimization
In this study the researcher set out to measure whether there was a difference between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ experiences with teacher victimization. First, the researcher generated the composite variable of teacher victimization by standardizing the four survey responses. Then, the researcher combined all standardized survey responses to create the composite variable of teacher victimization and generated summary statistics (Table 11). The composite dependent variable of teacher victimization should be interpreted with the understanding that the greater the mean, the greater the incidents of victimization. 
Teacher Perceived Emotional Safety
In this study the researcher set out to measure whether there was a significant difference between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ perceived emotional safety. To measure this, the researcher needed to generate the third composite variable. First, the researcher standardized the five survey responses related to emotional safety. Next, the researcher combined all five standardized variables to create the composite variable of teacher-perceived emotional safety and generated descriptive statistics (Table 11). The composite dependent variable of teachers’ perceptions of emotional safety should be interpreted with the understanding that the greater the mean, the more positive the perception of emotional safety. 
Descriptive Analysis
Individual Factors
Gender. The researcher conducted an independent sample t-test to compare the means of the perceptions of physical safety, teacher victimization, and emotional safety of males and females (Table 12). The researcher tested the empirical consistency of previous studies that found differences in perceptions of school safety between males and females (Fisher & Kettl, 2003; Moon & McCluskey, 2020; Taie & Goldring, 2017; Williams & Corvo; 2005). The literature suggests that females report more physical attacks and violence than their male counterparts (Gerberich et al., 2011; Huang et al., 2020). 
Years of Experience. Survey respondents were asked to self-report their years of experience as a teacher. Using the categorical structure of the National Center for Education Statistics, the researcher created dummy variables for each experience level and generated descriptive statistics for analysis (see Table 6). The researcher conducted an ANOVA test to determine whether there was any variable in the mean responses of each experience category and the three composite variables (Table 13). 
The researcher tested the empirical consistency of previous research studies that hypothesized that less experienced teachers would report more teacher victimization than more experienced teachers and would have lower rates of perceived physical and emotional safety (Moon & McCluskey, 2020; Taie & Goldring, 2017; Williams & Corvo, 2005). A separate ANOVA analysis was completed to analyze the variance between each survey item that constructed the composite variable of teacher victimization to the teacher’s years of experience (Tables 14, 15). 
Race and Ethnicity of Teacher. An independent samples t-test compared the means of White and non-White respondents to the three composite variables (Table 16). The researcher tested the empirical consistency of previous literature on teachers’ race and ethnicity, suggesting that Black teachers were less likely to report victimization incidents than White teachers (McMahon et al., 2014). To test this hypothesis, the researcher created an additional variable for teachers who identified as Black then conducted an independent samples t-test to determine whether there was any statistically significant difference in the mean of teacher victimization of Black teachers compared to non-Black teachers (Appendix D). In addition, the researcher conducted an ANOVA test to analyze the variance of Black and non-Black teachers with each survey item that constructed the composite variable of teacher victimization (Appendix E). 
District Factors
Type of District. For analysis, the researcher generated dummy variables for urban, suburban, and rural teacher respondents. The researcher conducted an independent samples t-test to determine whether there were any statistically significant differences between the mean responses of teachers in each school district type and the three composite variables (Table 16).
Total Enrollment. The researcher used publicly available data to identify the total enrollment of each respondent’s identified school district. Using the three dummy variables the researcher generated a means comparison for the three composite variables to each dummy enrollment variable (Table 16). The researcher also sought to test the empirical consistency of previous research studies on school safety that suggested that school size can contribute to greater incidents of threats and assaults (Baird et al., 2017; Gottfredson, 2001). A regression analysis determined whether any differences in teacher victimization could be explained by district size (Table 17). The researcher conducted a separate ANOVA analysis to analyze the variance between each survey item that constructed the composite variable of teacher victimization and teachers in districts with more than 10,000 students and districts with less than 1,000 students (Tables 20). 
Student Demographics. Using all demographic data and dummy variables created, the researcher grouped the district control factors into four categories: district size, demographics, academic, socio-economic, and discipline data. The researcher conducted a regression analysis to determine any statistically significant differences in survey respondents’ perceptions of school safety that could be explained by district-level control factors (Table 18). 
Neighborhood Factors
The researcher conducted a regression analysis to determine any statistically significant differences in survey respondents’ perceptions of school safety that could be explained by the selected neighborhood-level control factors (Table 19). 
Analysis of Dependent Variables  
Perceived Physical Safety 
To determine whether there was a relationship between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ perceptions of physical safety, the researcher constructed a series of regression models that included control factors introduced into the models by individual, district, and neighborhood controls (Table 19). Model 1 added selected individual factors of gender, years of experience, and racial background. Model 2 added the selected district-level factors of urban schools, rural schools, percentage of non-white students, percentage of students receiving special education services, and OCR offenses. Model 3 added the selected neighborhood factors of percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch, percentage of parents attending conferences, educational attainment of patrons living within the district boundaries, and county-level violent crime data. Many of the control factors were highly correlated. The researcher therefore selected control factors for each model that ensured empirical consistency and maintained collinearity statistics with a tolerance of less than 0.20 or VIF over 5.0. 
Teacher Victimization  
To determine whether there was a relationship between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ experiences with victimization, the researcher constructed a series of regression models. The regression models included control factors introduced into the models by individual, district, and neighborhood controls (Table 20). Model 1 added selected individual factors gender, years of experience, and racial background. Model 2 added the selected district-level factors of urban schools, rural schools, percentage of non-white students, percentage of students receiving special education services, and OCR offenses. Model 3 added the selected neighborhood factors of percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch, percentage of parents attending conferences, educational attainment of patrons living within the district boundaries, and county- level violent crime data. Because many of the control factors were highly correlated, the researcher selected control factors for each model that ensured empirical consistency and maintained collinearity statistics with a tolerance of less than 0.20 or VIF over 5.0. 
Perceived Emotional Safety
To determine whether there was a relationship between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ perceptions of emotional safety, the researcher constructed a series of regression models. The regression models included control factors introduced into the models by individual, district, and neighborhood controls (Table 21). The same selected controls used in previously identified regression models were applied to perceived emotional safety to ensure empirical consistency and collinearity statistics with a tolerance of less than 0.20 or VIC over 5.0. 
Sexual Orientation Status. A significant component of the research was to determine any statistically significant difference between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ perceptions of school safety. However, there is limited empirical evidence available on LGB teachers, specifically in Oklahoma. Therefore, the researcher sought to add to the empirical findings on the experiences of LGB teachers by generating comparison charts related to the previously identified individual factors: type of district and years of experience (Table 22). 
Next, the researcher sought to test the empirical consistency of previous research studies on LGB teachers that focused on the awareness of their sexual orientation status by staff and students. The survey asked LGB teacher respondents to identify the number of staff and students who were aware of their sexual orientation status (Figure 3 and Figure 4). The researcher also generated frequency tables to reflect student and staff awareness (Table 23). Additional variables were generated for analyses that included identifying LGB teachers who reported at least one student compared with more than ten students and LGB teachers who reported at least one staff member compared with more than ten staff members (Table 23).
Using the sexual orientation status awareness data, the researcher explored the potential of a statistically significant relationship with the three composite variables without adding individual, district, or neighborhood controls. A series of independent sample t-tests were performed using LGB awareness variables and the three composite variables for perceptions of physical safety (Table 24). 
Finally, the researcher reconstructed the previously used regression model to explore the relationship between teacher victimization and LGB status. The researcher substituted the LGB status variable with the awareness variable that reflects LGB teachers who taught in an environment in which more than ten staff and students were aware of their sexual orientation status. The regression analysis explored whether there were statistically significant differences in the mean of teacher victimizations experienced by LGB teachers who were more open with their sexual orientation status compared with LGB teachers who were not open when controlling for the selected individual factors (Table 20).          
Job Security. The concept of a supportive school environment is a complex understanding of several important variables. One individual variable the researcher used was job security. First, survey respondents were asked whether they worried about job security (Appendix A). Then, using the Likert-scale data generated by the survey responses, the researcher generated a cross-tabulation using the individual survey question of job security and LGB and non-LGB teacher responses (Table 26). Finally, the researcher conducted an independent samples t-test to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in the mean of non-LGB teachers’ responses to job security compared to LGB teachers (Table 26). 
Feeling Safe. Survey respondents were asked whether they felt safe in school (Appendix A). Using the Likert-scale data generated by the survey responses, the researcher standardized the responses and generated an independent samples t-test to compare the mean of feeling safe of straight teachers to that of LGB teachers (Table 27). Then the researcher replaced the LGB status variable with the LGB awareness variable and regenerated the t-test to compare the means (Table 27). 
Limitations
          In this study the researcher aimed to understand the experiences of LGB teachers in Oklahoma, but the research was contingent on teachers’ being willing to identify their sexual orientation status. Although there are limited amounts of quantitative data on LGB teachers and safety, the current research suggests a great deal of hesitancy around identifying someone’s sexual orientation status in surveys and other modes (Wright, 2010). In addition, there have been documented historical efforts to dissuade members of the LGB community from becoming teachers (Harbeck, 1997; Williams, 1977). Currently, no laws within the Oklahoma statute provide legal protection for teachers who are identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (Warbelow et al., 2020). The feeling of being not accepted or stigmatized is still prevalent in 2022; however, national polling data has shown an increased acceptance of lesbian, gay, and same-sex couples in the U.S. (Gates, 2006). However, recent polling data from Accelerating Acceptance highlights the limited acceptance of children’s exposure to the LGBT community in a school context. One poll revealed that 30% of non-LGBTQ respondents were “somewhat or very uncomfortable” with their child having a teacher who identified as LGB (GLADD/Harris Poll, 2019). A quick snapshot of Oklahoma and its relationship with the LGB community reveals that although state laws are limited, local ordinances, large corporations within the state, and local universities all have policies related to antidiscrimination for the LGB community (Mallory & Sears, 2019). In addition, an overwhelming number of Oklahoma residents reported feeling that the LGB community is discriminated against in various circumstances (Mallory & Sears, 2019). 
The research project gained insight from LGB teachers; however, because of previous empirical warnings, the researcher limited the survey respondents to only identifying their school district and no other personal identifiable factors. In hindsight, the researcher could have asked teachers to identify their school site as opposed to only their district. Without additional quantitative studies, an attempt to normalize the sampling of LGB teachers and efforts to establish a correlational relationship are minimal. 



Chapter 5: Results
Introduction
           This research study explored the relationship between a teacher’s self-identified sexual orientation and their perceptions of school safety. School safety was conceptualized using a three-pronged framework of perceived physical safety, perceived emotional safety, and teacher victimization (Table 11). The research also relied on previous literature to identify factors related to perceptions of school safety and categorized the factors as individual, district, and neighborhood. 


Table 11. Composite Variables
	Item description
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	Loading

	Perceived Physical Safety
	Standardized Variables

	The level of student misbehavior in my class (e.g., noise, horseplay, or fighting) interferes with my teaching.
	0
	1
	-1.33
	1.56
	0.79

	I am able to enforce the rules for student behavior consistently.
	0

	1
	-2.76
	0.95
	0.69

	How often do you feel your class is difficult for you to control?
	0

	1
	-1.51
	1.39
	0.83

	How often do students verbally abuse you?
	0
	1
	-2.50
	0.82
	0.77

	Teacher Victimization
	
	
	
	
	

	During your career as a teacher, has a student ever threatened to injure you?
	0
	1
	-1.1
	0.93
	0.74

	Has a student from your current school threatened to injure you?
	0

	1
	-0.61
	1.60
	0.78

	During your career as a teacher, has a student ever physically attacked you?
	0

	1
	-0.66
	1.50
	0.80

	Has a student from your current school physically attacked you?
	0
	1
	-0.44
	2.30
	0.79

	Perceived Emotional Safety
	
	
	
	
	

	I receive a great deal of support from teachers for the work I do.
	0
	1
	-3.12
	0.82
	0.69

	I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.
	0

	1
	-1.86
	1.36
	0.67

	I am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this school.
	0

	1
	-2.46
	0.85
	0.81

	I worry about the security of my job.
	0
	1
	-2.16
	0.84
	0.45

	All in all, I feel safe in school.
	0
	1
	-2.80
	0.75
	0.76




Individual Factors 
Gender, years of experience, and racial backgrounds of teachers were identified as individual controls for the regression models estimating the relationship between perceived school safety and LGB status. Females reported statistically significantly more incidences of teacher victimization compared to males (P<.009) (Table 12). Compared with teachers with more than 3 years’ experience, teachers with fewer than three years have a statistically significant negative perception of physical safety (M = -0.39, P < .001) (Table 13). Teachers with 3–9 years of experience are associated with statistically significantly more negative perceptions of physical safety (M = -0.12, P < .001) (Table 13). Teachers with more than 20 years’ experience, compared with less experienced teachers, are associated with statistically significantly more positive perceptions of physical safety (M = 0.19; P < .001) (Table 13). Compared with teachers with more and less experience, teachers with 3–9 years of teaching show a statistically significant more negative perception of emotional safety (M = -0.10, P < 0.001) (Table 13). Conversely, teachers with more than 20 years’ experience reported a statistically significantly more positive perception of emotional safety than teachers with less experience (M = 0.11, P < 0.001) (Table 13).     
Table 12. Composite Variables and Gender T-Test
	
	Physical Safety
	Teacher Victimization
	Emotional Safety

	Gender
	M
	SD
	p
	M
	SD
	p
	M
	SD
	p

	
	
	
	.38
	
	
	.009**
	
	
	.552

	Male
	0.04
	0.80
	
	-0.10
	0.73
	
	0.17
	0.70
	

	Female
	0.005
	0.77
	
	0.03
	0.79
	
	0.009
	0.189
	


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).


Table 13. Analysis of Variance with Years of Experience and Dependent Variables
	Physical Safety
	Teacher Victimization
	Emotional Safety

	
	
	M
	SD
	p
	ηp2
	M
	SD
	p
	ηp2
	M
	SD
	p
	ηp2

	Fewer than 3 years
	
	
	
	<.001***
	.018
	
	
	.007**
	.004
	
	
	.653
	.000

	
	0
	0.03
	.77
	
	
	0.14
	0.77
	
	
	0.002
	0.69
	
	

	
	1
	-0.39
	.80
	
	
	-0.19
	0.78
	
	
	-0.03
	0.63
	
	

	3–9 years
	
	
	
	<.001***
	.011
	
	
	.064
	.002
	
	
	<.001***
	.01

	
	0
	.058
	0.77
	
	
	0.24
	0.77
	
	
	0.05
	0.67
	
	

	
	1
	-0.12
	0.78
	
	
	-0.52
	0.80
	
	
	-0.10
	0.70
	
	

	10–20 years
	
	
	
	.229
	.001
	
	
	.011*
	.004
	
	
	.816
	.000

	
	0
	-0.16
	0.79
	
	
	-0.34
	0.77
	
	
	-0.003
	0.69
	
	

	
	1
	0.03
	0.77
	
	
	0.07
	0.77
	
	
	0.006
	0.67
	
	

	More than 20 years
	
	
	
	<.001***
	.024
	
	
	.435
	.000
	
	
	<.001***
	.011

	
	0
	-0.08
	0.79
	
	
	-0.009
	0.79
	
	
	-0.45
	0.68
	
	

	
	1
	0.19
	0.73
	
	
	0.02
	0.75
	
	
	0.11
	0.66
	
	


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).

The results of the ANOVA analysis of each survey item that constructed teacher victimization show less experienced teachers reported statistically significantly fewer threats and assaults (M = -0.19, P = 0.007) (Table 14). In addition, the results, which must be interpreted with caution, indicate that when asked whether students had ever threatened or assaulted them, teachers with fewer than 3 years’ experience reported a statistically significant difference in experiencing far fewer threats and assaults by students (P < 0.001 and P = 0.001) (Table 14). This difference is likely a factor of teaching experience rather than actual threats or assaults. When isolating whether a student has ever threatened a teacher, teachers with more than 21 years’ experience reported a statistically significant difference in threats compared with teachers with 20 or fewer years (M = 0.133; P < 0.001) (Table 15).
Table 14. Analysis of Variance for Threats and Attacks by Less than Three Years
	
	0-3 years
	More than three years
	

	
	M
	SE
	M
	SE
	p

	Student ever threatened you
	-0.42
	0.89
	0.03
	.026
	<.001***

	
Current students ever threatened you
	-0.22
	0.91
	0.002
	.026
	.811

	
Student ever physically attacked you
	-0.30
	.077
	0.22
	.026
	.001**

	
Current students ever attacked you
	-0.03
	.093
	0.002
	.026
	.754


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests)




Table 15. Analysis of Variance for Threats and Attacks by Teachers With More Than 20 Years’ Experience
	
	21 Years or More
	Fewer Than 21 Years
	

	
	M
	SE
	M
	SE
	p

	Student ever threatened you
	0.133
	0.046
	-0.05
	0.03
	<.001***

	
Current students ever threatened you
	-0.01
	0.047
	0.005
	0.03
	.755

	
Student ever physically attacked you
	0.4
	0.048
	-0.16
	0.03
	.293

	
Current students ever attacked you
	-0.067
	0.044
	0.03
	0.03
	.096


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).
Table 16 presents empirical findings related to a teacher’s self-identified racial background and found a statistically significant difference between non-White and White teachers in their perceptions of physical safety and teacher victimization (Table 16). There were statistically significant differences between the perceptions of physical safety between White and non-White teachers (P = .018). Non-White teachers were statistically significantly associated with more positive perceptions of physical safety (M = 0.11) compared with White teachers, who reported more negative perceptions (M = -0.017). Non-White teachers reported statistically lower teacher victimization rates (M = -0.10) than White teachers (M = 0.016, P=0.041).
District-Level Factors 
School locale, percentage of white students, percentage of special education students, and Office of Civil Rights reported discipline offenses were identified as district controls for the regression models estimating the relationship between perceived school safety and LGB status. Table 16 shows that teachers in urban school districts showed a statistically significant difference in their perceptions of school safety compared with teachers in rural and suburban districts. Urban teachers reported a more negative perception of physical and emotional safety and higher rates of teacher victimization (P=<.001). Rural teachers had a statistically significant difference in their perceptions of school safety compared with teachers in urban and suburban schools. They reported higher rates of physical safety, fewer incidents of threats at assaults, and higher rates of emotional safety than their urban and suburban counterparts (P=<.001). 
District enrollment was also analyzed but was removed for the full regression model as a district control. However, the results of the means comparisons showed a statistically significant difference in teachers at schools with more than 10,000 students compared with teachers at schools with fewer than 10,000 students (P=<.001). Teachers at larger schools reported more negative perceptions of physical and emotional safety and more incidents of teacher victimization. Teachers in schools with fewer than 1,000 students reported a more positive perception of physical and emotional safety and fewer incidents of teacher victimization. 

Table 16. Independent Samples T-Tests
	
	Physical Safety
	Teacher Victimization
	Emotional Safety

	
	M
	SD
	p
	M
	SD
	p
	M
	SD
	p

	Teacher Race
	
	
	.018*
	
	
	.041*
	
	
	.735

	Non-White
	0.11
	0.72
	
	-0.10
	0.74
	
	0.015
	0.69
	

	White
	-0.017
	0.79
	
	0.016
	0.78
	
	-0.002
	0.68
	

	Urban Teachers
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***

	Non-urban
	.070
	0.75
	
	-0.52
	0.76
	
	0.05
	0.66
	

	Urban
	-0.18
	0.83
	
	0.14
	0.81
	
	-0.14
	0.71
	

	Suburban Teachers
	
	
	.256
	
	
	.213
	
	
	.651

	Non-sub.
	0.012
	0.79
	
	-0.014
	0.77
	
	-.004
	0.69
	

	Sub.
	-0.39
	0.77
	
	0.042
	0.80
	
	0.013
	0.67
	

	Rural Teachers
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***

	Non-rural 
	-0.11
	0.80
	
	0.09
	0.80
	
	-0.07
	0.69
	

	Rural 
	0.13
	0.73
	
	-0.10
	0.73
	
	0.07
	0.66
	

	Enrollment- 10K
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***

	Fewer than 10K 
	0.12
	0.72
	
	-0.10
	0.72
	
	0.08
	0.65
	

	More than 10K
	-0.15
	0.82
	
	0.13
	0.82
	
	-0.10
	0.70
	

	Enrollment- 1K
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***
	
	
	<.001***

	More than 1K
	-0.06
	0.78
	
	0.05
	0.80
	
	-0.35
	0.68
	

	Fewer than 1K
	0.24
	0.72
	
	-0.21
	0.65
	
	0.15
	0.65
	

	Enrollment- 250
	
	
	.274
	
	
	.034*
	
	
	.101

	More than 250 
	-0.003
	0.78
	
	0.006
	0.78
	
	-.0040
	0.68
	

	Fewer than 250
	0.14
	0.83
	
	-0.26
	0.60
	
	0.18
	0.65
	


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).

	The regression results presented in Table 17 showed that the effect of district size on teacher victimization increases as the district size increases. Not controlling for other factors, school districts with more than 10,000 students show a statistically significant difference in teacher victimization compared with small school districts and reported more incidents of threats and assaults (B=.109, P=<.001). Districts with fewer than 1,000 students had statistically significantly lower teacher victimization rates than larger schools (B=-.078l, P=.006).
Table 17. Regression Analysis of Teacher Victimization and District Size 
	[bookmark: _Hlk108872636]
	B
	SE
	p

	More than 10K
	.109
	.032
	<.001***

	Fewer than 1K
	-.078
	.057
	.006**

	Fewer than 250
	-.012
	.131
	.642


*P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).
Using only district-level controls in the regression model, physical safety is negatively influenced by larger schools, as previously cited (Table 18). In addition, teachers at larger districts reported higher rates of teacher victimization and lower rates of emotional safety. Drop-out rates also influenced teachers’ emotional safety and negatively affected the perception of emotional safety.



Table 18. District Demographic Data and Composite Variables 
	
	Physical Safety
	Teacher Victimization
	Emotional Safety

	
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p

	District Size

	More than 10K   students
	-0.123
	0.06
	<.002**
	.09
	.06
	.024*
	-0.127
	.05
	.001***

	Fewer than 1K students
	0.07
	0.07
	.03*
	-0.08
	0.07
	.016*
	0.03
	.06
	.411

	Fewer than 250 students
	-.003
	.18
	.89
	-0.03
	0.18
	.207
	0.03
	.16
	.349

	District Demographics

	% of White
	-0.13
	.004
	.22
	-0.001
	.004
	.992
	0.14
	.004
	.165

	% of non-White
	-0.12
	.004
	.28
	0.05
	.004
	.653
	.09
	.004
	.396

	Academic

	% reading remediation
	-.041
	.002
	.314
	-.064
	.002
	.117
	-.007
	.002
	.867

	% drop-out rates
	-.035
	.004
	.377
	.05
	.005
	.211
	-.097
	.004
	.016*

	% EL students
	.078
	.004
	.193
	.026
	.004
	.661
	.113
	.003
	.06

	% special education students
	.020
	.008
	.570
	.029
	.008
	.416
	.05
	.007
	.154

	Socioeconomic

	Free and reduced lunch
	-.028
	.002
	.618
	-.012
	.002
	.831
	-.074
	.002
	.189

	Discipline Data

	Ratio– suspension 10 or fewer days 
	.050
	.000
	.065
	-.005
	.000
	.865
	.008
	.000
	.758

	Ratio– 10 or more days 
	-.020
	.000
	.447
	-.032
	.000
	.229
	.000
	.000
	.998

	OCR offenses
	-.008
	.000
	.879
	-.006
	.000
	.907
	.055
	.000
	.326


*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001


Neighborhood Factors 
The controls used as neighborhood factors resulted in no statistically significant influence on survey respondents’ perceptions of school safety (Appendix G).
Perceived Physical Safety
Table 19 presents the results of three regression models estimating the relationship between perceived school safety and LGB status. In Model 1, the regression model uses individual controls for gender, years of experience, and racial background. With these controls, the coefficient for LGB status is not a statistically significant predictor of perceived school safety (β = -0.4, P = 0.136). Although it is not statistically significant, there is a small negative association. Teacher experience and race are statistically significant predictors of perceived school safety. Teachers with fewer than three years of experience are associated with a decreased perception of physical safety (β = -0.12, P < 0.001). Teachers with more than 20 years’ experience were associated with an increased perception of physical safety (β = 0.3, P < 0.001). White teachers were associated with a decreased perception of physical safety (β = -0.07, P = 0.005). 
In Model 2, district-level sociodemographic background controls are added. With these controls added, there remained no statistical relationship between LGB status and perceived physical safety (β = -0.02, P = 0.544). However, with district and individual controls, teacher experience and race remained statistically significant predictors of perceived physical safety. Teachers with fewer than 3 years’ experience are associated with decreased perceptions of physical safety (β = -0.11, P < 0.001). Teachers with more than 20 years’ experience are associated with an increased perception of physical safety (β = 0.122, P < .0001). White teachers are associated with a decreased perception of physical safety (β= -0.09, P < 0.001). In addition, with district and individual controls, teachers in rural schools are associated with a more positive perception of physical safety (β = 0.96, P = 0.002).
Model 3 introduces neighborhood factors to the regression model. With these controls added, LGB status is not statistically related to perceptions of physical safety (β = -0.01, P = 0.600). However, with the neighborhood, district, and individual controls, teacher experience remains a statistically significant predictor of perceived physical safety. Teachers with fewer than 3 years’ experience are associated with decreased perceptions of physical safety (β = -0.11, P < .001). Teachers with more than 20 years’ experience are associated with an increased perception of physical safety (β = 0.12, P < 0.001). White teachers are associated with a decreased perception of physical safety (β = -0.09, P < 0.001). In addition, with the neighborhood, district, and individual controls, teachers in districts with a surrounding population of educational attainment lower than 9th grade are associated with more positive perceptions of physical safety (β = 0.113,  P = 0.002).





Table 19. Regression Models Predicting Perceived Physical Safety
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Variable
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p

	LGB status
	-.04
	.078
	.136
	-.02
	.078
	.544
	-.01
	.078
	.600

	Individual Factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender–female
	-.02
	.050
	.435
	-.02
	.049
	.385
	-.03
	.049
	.291

	Fewer than 3 years’ experience
	-.12
	.080
	<.001***
	-.11
	.078
	<.001***
	-.11
	.078
	<.001***

	More than 20 years’ experience
	.13
	.044
	<.001***
	.122
	.044
	<.001***
	0.12
	.044
	<.001***

	Race Ethnicity: White
	-.07
	.057
	.005**
	-.09
	.057
	<.001***
	-.09
	.057
	<.001***

	District Factors 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban schools
	
	
	
	-.06
	.084
	.245
	-.06
	.085
	.206

	Rural schools
	
	
	
	.096
	.050
	.002
	0.05
	.065
	.254

	% non-White (district-wide students)
	
	
	
	-.03
	.002**
	.488
	-.07
	.002**
	.207

	% special education
	
	
	
	.011
	.005
	.677
	.015
	.006
	.628

	OCR 0ffences
	
	
	
	.004
	.000
	.933
	.009
	.000
	.851

	Neighborhood Factors 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% free and reduced lunch
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.07
	.002
	.186

	% attending parent-teacher conferences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.014
	.002
	.598

	Education: less than 9th grade
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.113
	.010
	.002**

	Education: college degree or higher
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.005
	.144

	Violent crimes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.03
	.020
	.391

	Constant
	.141 (.066)
	
	
	.340 (.140)
	
	
	.382 (.237)
	
	

	R2
	.044
	
	
	.071
	
	
	.078
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	.041
	
	
	.065
	
	
	.069
	
	


N = 1605 *P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001 - Reference category: Suburban 

Teacher Victimization
Table 20 presents the results of three regression models estimating the relationship between teacher victimization and LGB status. In Model 1, the regression model uses individual controls for gender, years of experience, and racial background. With these controls, the coefficient for LGB status is not a statistically significant predictor of teacher victimization (β = 0.44, P = 0.084). Gender and teacher experience are statistically significant predictors of incidents of teacher victimization. Females are associated with reporting statistically significantly more incidents of teacher victimization than males (β = 0.058, P = 0.022). Teachers with fewer than three years’ experience reported statistically significantly fewer incidents of teacher victimization (β = -0.057, P = 0.027).
	In Model 2, district-level sociodemographic background controls are added. With these controls added, there remained no statistical relationship between LGB and teacher victimization (β = 0.019, P = 0.454). However, with district and individual controls, gender and teacher experiences remain statistically significant predictors of teacher victimization. Females are associated with reporting statistically significantly more incidents of teacher victimization than males (β = 0.059, P = 0.018). Teachers with fewer than 3 years’ experience made statistically fewer teacher victimization reports (β = -0.063, P = 0.014). In addition, with district and individual controls, White teachers reported statistically more incidents of teacher victimization than non-White teachers (β = 0.058, P = 0.022). Also, teachers working in rural schools reported statistically significantly fewer incidents of teacher victimization than teachers in urban and suburban schools (β = -0.092, P = 0.004). Lastly, teachers in districts with a higher percentage of non-White students reported statistically significantly more incidents of teacher victimization (β = 0.104, P = 0.010).
Model 3 introduces neighborhood controls to the regression model. With these controls added, LGB status is not statistically related to teacher victimization (β = 0.013, P = 0.616). However, with neighborhood, district, and individual controls, a teacher’s gender, experience, race, and student race remain a statistically significant predictor of teacher victimization. Females are associated with reporting statistically significantly more incidents of teacher victimization than males (β = 0.060, P = 0.016). Teachers with fewer than 3 years’ experience report statistically fewer teacher victimizations (β = -0.06, P = 0.017). White teachers reported more incidents of teacher victimization than non-White teachers (β = 0.060, P = 0.018). Teachers in districts with a higher percentage of non-White students reported statistically significantly more incidents of teacher victimization (β = 0.16, P = 0.004). In addition, with the neighborhood, district, and individual controls, an increase in parent-teacher conference rates indicates an increase in teacher victimization (β = 0.06, P = 0.023). It is important to note that this relationship should be interpreted with caution. Parent-teacher conferences were part of a more extensive set of controls related to neighborhood factors. 





Table 20. Regression Models Predicting Teacher Victimization and LGB Status
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Variable
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p

	LGB Status
	.044
	.08
	.084
	.019
	.08
	.454
	.013
	.08
	.616

	Individual factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender–female
	.058
	.05
	.022*
	.059
	.05
	.018*
	.060
	.05
	.016*

	Fewer than 3 years’ experience
	-.057
	.08
	.027*
	-.063
	.079
	.014*
	-.06
	.079
	.017*

	More than 20 years’ experience
	.014
	.045
	.593
	.019
	.044
	.468
	.021
	.044
	.417

	Race ethnicity–White
	.039
	.058
	.125
	.058
	.058
	.022*
	.060
	.058
	.018*

	District Factors 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban schools
	
	
	
	-.050
	.085
	.311
	-.05
	.087
	.323

	Rural schools
	
	
	
	-.092
	.050
	.004**
	-.06
	.066
	.165

	% non-White (district-wide students)
	
	
	
	.104
	.002
	.010*
	.160
	.002
	.004**

	% special education
	
	
	
	-.026
	.005
	.323
	-.001
	.006
	.974

	OCR offences
	
	
	
	.042
	.000
	.331
	.07
	.000
	.128

	Neighborhood Factors 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% free and reduced lunch
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.02
	.002
	.684

	% attending parent-teacher conferences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.06
	.002
	.023*

	Less than 9th grade education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.010
	.239

	College or graduate degree 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.02
	.005
	.660

	Violent crimes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.02
	.028
	.540

	Constant
	-.172 (.067)
	
	
	-.429 (.156)
	
	
	-.769 (.241)
	
	

	R2
	.011
	
	
	.038
	
	
	.043
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	.008
	
	
	.032
	
	
	.034
	
	


N = 1605 *P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001 - Reference category: suburban 

Teachers’ Perceived Emotional Safety
Table 21 presents the results of three regression models estimating the relationship between perceived emotional safety and LGB status. In Model 1, the regression model uses individual controls for gender, years of experience, and racial background. With these controls, the coefficient for LGB status is a statistically significant predictor of perceived emotional safety (β = -0.56, P = 0.021). Along with LGB status, teachers with more than 20 years’ experience are associated with an increased perception of emotional safety (β = 0.93, P < 0.001). 
In Model 2, district-level sociodemographic background controls are added. With these controls added, LGB status did not have a statistical relationship with perceived emotional safety (β = -0.04, P = 0.120). However, with district and individual controls, teacher experience remained statistically significant predictor of perceived emotional safety. Teachers with more than 20 years’ experience are associated with an increased perception of emotional safety (β = 0.89, P < 0.001). 
Model 3 introduces neighborhood factors. With these controls added, LGB status remained not statistically related to perceptions of emotional safety (β = -0.042, P = 0.102). However, teacher experience remained a statistically significant predictor of perceived emotional safety. Teachers with more than 20 years’ experience are associated with an increased perception of emotional safety (β = 0.88, P < 0.001). 









Table 21. Regression models predicting perceive emotional safety and LGB status
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Variable
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p

	LGB Status
	-.059
	.069
	.021*
	-.040
	.070
	.120
	-.042
	.070
	.102

	Individual Factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender–female
	.012
	.044
	.623
	.011
	.044
	.675
	.008
	.044
	.760

	Fewer than 3 years’ experience
	.006
	.070
	.804
	.011
	.069
	.655
	.011
	.070
	.657

	More than 20 years’ experience
	.093
	.039
	<.001***
	.089
	.039
	<.001***
	.088
	.039
	<.001***

	Race ethnicity–White
	-.020
	.051
	.421
	-.036
	.051
	.164
	-.036
	.051
	.157

	District Factors 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban schools
	
	
	
	-.046
	.075
	.357
	-.044
	.076
	.384

	Rural schools
	
	
	
	.036
	.044
	.261
	.039
	.058
	.363

	% non-White (district-wide students)
	
	
	
	-.064
	.001
	.110
	-.045
	.002
	.417

	% special education
	
	
	
	.017
	.005
	.517
	.045
	.006
	.153

	OCR offences
	
	
	
	.002
	.000
	.967
	.022
	.000
	.632

	Neighborhood Factors 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% free and reduced lunch
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.094
	.002
	.096

	% attending parent-teacher conferences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.035
	.002
	.203

	Less than 9th grade education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.062
	.009
	.106

	College or graduate degree 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.018
	.005
	.616

	Violent crimes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.001
	.025
	.976

	Constant
	-.009 (.059)
	
	
	.236 (.137)
	
	
	-.042 (.211)
	
	

	R2
	.014
	
	
	.032
	
	
	.036
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	.010
	
	
	.026
	
	
	.027
	
	


N = 1605 *P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001- Reference category: suburban 

Sexual Orientation Status 
The LGB status of teachers was identified as a key independent variable in the research. Limited demographic data are available on teacher sexual orientation status. Because this is the first research project in Oklahoma specifically asking teachers to self-identify their sexual orientation status, it was important to examine the results of Oklahoma teachers who identified as lesbian, gay, or bisexual. The survey respondents were categorized as LGB or non-LGB and by type of district (Table 22). The results indicated that almost all types of districts had at least one survey respondent who identified as LGB, except for “rural remote.” 
Table 22. LGB Distribution
	
	Non-LGB
	LGB

	District Type
	
	

	City Large
	354
	53

	City Small
	40
	5

	Suburb Large
	297
	21

	Suburb Midsize
	80
	8

	Town Remote
	118
	5

	Town Distant
	196
	9

	Town Fringe
	28
	1

	Rural Remote
	98
	0

	Rural Distant
	190
	6

	Rural Fringe
	107
	6

	Experience
	
	

	Fewer than 3 Years
	91
	20

	3–9 years
	461
	57

	10–20 years
	502
	22

	More than 20 years
	438
	14




The survey respondents were categorized as LGB or non-LGB and by years of experience (Table 22). The results indicated that all categories of years of experience had survey respondents who were LGB and non-LGB. 
	One of the research questions asked LGB teachers to measure their levels of “outness” with their students and school staff (Figures 3 and 4). The results indicate that LGB teachers are more open with their colleagues than with their students (Figures 3 and 4).
Figure 3
LGB “Outness” Among School Staff



Figure 4
LGB “Outness” Among Students

The frequency of staff awareness indicates that approximately 21% of survey respondents have not shared their sexual orientation status with their colleagues, and a similar percentage of survey respondents, 23%, were considered open about their LGB status (Table 23). For analysis purposes, LGB survey respondents who shared their LGB status with at least one staff member were compared to respondents who did not share their status (Table 23). Seventy-eight percent of LGB teacher respondents shared their LGB status with at least one staff member, compared with 21.2% who remained silent about their status. 


Table 23. LGB Awareness 
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Staff
	
	

	No Staff 
	24
	21.2

	One staff member
	12
	10.6

	Two to five staff members
	36
	31.9

	Six to ten staff members
	15
	13.3

	More than ten staff members
	26
	23

	Comparisons
	
	

	At least one staff member knows (compared to none)
	89
	78.8


	More than 10 staff members know (compared to fewer than 10)
	26
	23

	Students
	
	

	No students
	69
	61.1

	One student
	0
	0

	Two to five students
	11
	9.7

	Six to ten students
	3
	2.7

	More than ten students
	30
	26.5

	Comparisons
	
	

	At least 1 student knows
	44
	38.9

	More than 10 students know
	30
	26.5


Note: 61% of LGB teacher respondents did not share their LGB status with students
The frequency of student awareness indicates that more than 60% of survey respondents have not shared their sexual orientation status with their students (Table 23). For analysis purposes, LGB survey respondents who shared their LGB status with at least one student were compared to respondents who did not share their status (Table 23). About 39% of LGB teacher respondents shared their LGB status with at least one student compared with 61.1% who remained silent about their status to their students. In addition, only 26.5% of LGB teacher respondents shared their LGB status with more than 10 students compared to more than 70% who were not considered open to their students.
LGB teachers’ perceptions of school safety indicate a statistically significant difference in reports of teacher victimization when comparing LGB respondents who are “out” to the LGB respondents who are not “out” (P = 0.014; Table 24). In addition, the results suggest that teachers who were more “out” with staff and students reported lower levels of teacher victimization than LGB teachers who had not disclosed their sexual orientation status. 
Table 24. Outness and perceptions of school safety  
	
	Physical safety
	Teacher Victimization
	Emotional Safety

	
	M
	SD
	p
	M
	SD
	p
	M
	SD
	p

	Fewer than ten staff and students

	-0.25
	.77
	
	0.168
	0.79
	
	-.021
	.66
	

	More than ten staff and students

	-0.21
	.90
	
	-0.34
	.59
	
	-.22
	.81
	

	Between groups
	
	
	.848
	
	
	.014*
	
	
	.965



The previous model (Table 20) did not show a statistically significant difference between LGB and non-LGB teachers and their relationship to incidents of teacher victimization. However, without adding any additional control variables, Model 1 indicates that LGB teachers who were “out” in their teaching environments reported fewer incidents of teacher victimization (β = -0.25, P = 0.011) (Table 25). Furthermore, in Model 2, when individual controls were introduced, LGB awareness remained statistically significantly associated with a decrease in reports of teacher victimization (β = -0.252, P = 0.007).

Table 25. Regression model predicting teacher victimization and LGB awareness
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Variable
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	P

	LGB awareness among staff and students
	-.25
	.213
	.011*
	-.252
	.206
	.007**

	Individual factors
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Gender–Female
	
	
	
	.030
	.202
	.750

	     Fewer than 3 years’ experience
	
	
	
	-.129
	.196
	.173

	     More than 20 years’ experience
	
	
	
	.141
	.213
	.132

	     Race ethnicity–White
	
	
	
	.250
	.239
	.009**


N = 113 *P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).
For this research study, survey respondents were asked if they worried about the security of their job (Appendix F). Results indicate that LGB teachers, compared with non-LGB teachers, are statistically significantly more worried about their job security than their non-LGB colleagues (M = -0.19; P = 0.038; Table 26). 
Table 26. T-Test of Job Security and LGB Status
	LGB Status
	M
	N
	SD
	T
	p

	
	
	
	
	2.080
	.038*

	Non-LGB
	0.014
	1492
	.999
	
	

	LGB
	-0.19
	113
	.993
	
	



Feeling Safe. The second concept of emotional safety was defined as feeling safe. Survey participants responded to “All in all, I feel safe at school” (Appendix A). When comparing non-LGB to LGB teachers, the results indicate a statistically significant difference in LGB teachers reporting lower levels of feeling of safety than non-LGB teachers (M = -0.42; P < 0.001; Table 27).


Table 27. Feeling Safe Among LGB and Non-LGB Teachers
	
	M
	SD
	SEM
	p

	LGB Status
	
	
	
	<.001***

	      Non-LGB
	.032
	.99
	.026
	

	      LGB
	-.42
	1.06
	.099
	

	LGB Awareness (10)
	
	
	
	.904

	Fewer than 10 staff and students
	-.41
	1.05
	.11
	

	 More than 10 staff   
 and students
	-.45
	1.13
	.271
	

	LGB Awareness (1)
	
	
	
	.419

	At least someone knows LGB status (one person)
	-.37
	1.01
	.11
	

	No one knows LGB status
	-.60
	1.22
	.25
	



Results indicated that although there is a statistically significant difference between LGB and non-LGB teachers’ reported feelings of safety, no such difference exists between LGB teachers and their student and staff awareness. 

Chapter 6: Discussion
	A teacher’s perception of school safety is a broad concept with overarching definitions that are critical for appropriate analysis. Many scholarly studies have sought to understand individual, school, neighborhood, and societal characteristics associated with teachers’ perceptions of school safety. Yet, very few studies have attempted to explore how LGB status among teachers relates to school safety perceptions. This gap in knowledge is significant because LGB teachers represent a large subgroup within the teacher workforce. To address this gap in the literature, this study analyzed survey responses from 1605 teachers, including 113 LGB teachers, in Oklahoma, investigating the association between LGB status and perceived school safety, perceived emotional, and teacher victimization. With individual controls added, LGB status was not a statistically significant predictor of perceived physical safety (see Table 19). With individual, district-level, and neighborhood controls added, LGB status had no statistical relationship with teacher victimization (see Table 20). With individual controls added, LGB teachers were associated with more negative perceptions of emotional safety compared to their non-LGB teachers while controlling for gender, years of experience, and racial background (see Table 21). 
In addition, any findings obtained from the research should be viewed narrowly and not broadly applied because this is one of the first research surveys to ask survey respondents to self-identify their sexual orientation status. Therefore, the discussion chapter will begin with the key component of the research question, sexual orientation status. Then the researcher discusses findings related to LGB teacher status and two essential conceptual understandings of perceived school safety: physical and emotional safety. Then the researcher will highlight the significant findings within the survey relating to years of experience. Finally, the researcher concludes with policy recommendations although these should be interpreted cautiously because of the ever-changing political climate. 
The LGB Teacher
There are three significant considerations when attempting to understand the experiences of LGB teachers in Oklahoma. First, LGB teachers are in all types of school districts in Oklahoma. Second, LGB teachers have varying levels of experience. Third, LGB respondents in this survey reported that they do not broadly share their sexual orientation status within their work environment, and more than 60% of the LGB teacher respondents were not open with their students. This finding aligns with previous research that suggests LGB teachers are typically not “open” at school (Ferfolja, 2009; Jackson, 2006; Juul & Repa, 1993; Smith et al., 2008). 
McLeroy’s (1988) social ecology model highlighted the significance of community factors and public policy. McLeroy defines community factors as relationships among organizations, institutions, and informal networks with defined boundaries. It is important to consider that Oklahoma is informally defined as a religious state; according to Pew Research, 79% of residents identify as Christian and more than 40% of adults reported attending church at least once a week (Fadel, 2019). Most of the churches attended by Oklahoma residents actively condemn LGB individuals by calling their lifestyle sinful, barring them from leadership, and refusing to marry them (Barnes & Meyer, 2012). Public policy is defined by McLeroy (1988) as local, state and national laws and policies. The only public policy explicitly protecting LGB teachers in Oklahoma was the Supreme Court decision in Bostock. As cited previously, Oklahoma is a state that has passed legislation barring any discussion of sexual orientation or gender identify in any classroom setting (Jones & Franklin, 2022). Because of the community factors and public policy, it is not surprising that although there are LGB teachers in all types of schools, a large majority of those teachers are not public about their LGB status. 
The LGB Teacher and Emotional Safety 
Although not statistically significant, emotional safety exhibited the strongest negative relationship for LGB teachers. Legate, Ryan, and Rogge (2017) suggested that people who were open about their sexual orientation reported higher rates of autonomy, relatedness, and increased mental and physical health. Conversely, LGB people who are not “out” or feel the need to “hide” something about themselves may experience increased depression or anxiety (Cole et al., 1996; Juster et al., 2013; Pennebaker & Chung, 2011; Schrimshaw et al., 2013). This study did not assess mental or physical health components but narrowly looked at the concept of feeling safe. Isolated findings indicated that LGB survey respondents had a more negative perception of emotional safety, particularly feeling safe at work, compared with non-LGB survey respondents (see Table 27). Another isolated analysis showed that when teachers were asked explicitly about job security, there were statistically significant differences between the responses of LGB teachers and non-LGB teachers. LGB teacher respondents in the survey reported statistically significantly more concerns regarding job security than non-LGB teachers. These findings are similar to broader workplace research that has found increased job security concerns among LGB workers, an increase in discriminatory practices toward LGB workers, and limited state-level protections of LGB workers (Button, 2001; Gray, 2013; King et al., 2008). However, in the full regression model individual, district, and neighborhood controls were added, there was not a statistically significant relationship between LGB status and perceptions of emotional safety (see Table 21). When the additional controls are added to the analysis of LGB teacher’s perceived emotional safety, selection of districts becomes a factor. Additional research would be needed to determine if LGB teachers are choosing to work in districts where they feel safe, and the isolated results related to job security are a reflection of the lack of public policy protections for LGB teachers in the state of Oklahoma. 
The LGB Teacher and Physical Safety 
As previously noted, most of the survey respondents who identified as LGB in this study had not disclosed their sexual orientation status to their education community. However, it is important to take a step back and consider how a teacher’s identity is formed. First, one’s identity is likely influenced by broader constructs of identity: age, race, religion, and cultural upbringing (Abes, 2012; Mohr & Kendra, 2011). Second, one’s sexual orientation is often “invisible” (Nielsen & Alderson, 2014, p. 1086). Third, a teacher’s identity is a professional construct influenced by the experiences and processes involved in becoming a teacher (Meijer et al., 2014). Cooper (2019) suggested that some argue that sexuality and being an educator are not related. However, there is reason to explore the relationship when considering the heteronormative environment of education: educators are known to celebrate heteronormative norms like marriages and baby showers. It was also noted in the research that there is a toll taken on LGB teachers by their not disclosing any personal information and the potential fear of job loss if they do disclose their identity (Gruberg et al., 2020; Mallory & Sears, 2018; Wright, 2010). However, this study found when adding individual, district, and neighborhood controls, LGB status was not a statistically significant factor in perceptions of physical safety. This research defined perceptions of physical safety through an organizational context, i.e. school disorder. The results suggests because the LGB status is likely unknown, an LGB teacher’s perception of physical safety is likely more related to individual factors like teacher experience and racial background.  
The LGB Teachers and Incidents of Victimization
The other component of the research related to perceptions of school safety was teacher victimization. This study found no statistically significant difference between survey respondents identifying as LGB and non-LGB. However, statistically significant differences were found when analyzing the survey respondent’s disclosure of their sexual orientation status among their students and colleagues. In addition, this study found that being more open, or as the research suggests, teaching as one’s authentic self, reported statistically significant fewer incidents of teacher victimization. One conclusion may be tied to previous research that suggests that remaining closeted can lead to negative perceptions of the work environment (Cummings, 2009). For LGB teachers, disclosing their identity to staff and students is a constant, day-to-day process (Cummings, 2009). Conversely, LGB teachers who are open with staff and their students reported far fewer incidents of teacher victimization. These data may suggest that when teachers have relationships and autonomy and feel a sense of connection within their school community, they appear to have fewer victimization incidents. On the other hand, the data could also suggest that their LGB status is largely unknown and hidden, compared to individual factors that are likely more visible to the student population. 
This research finding suggested that teachers who are more open with their sexual orientation status experience lower rates of teacher victimization—however, previous LGBT student research has suggested that students who are open about their sexual identity reported an increase in victimization rates (Ferfolja, 2010; Gates, 2006; Gray, 2013; Lineback et al., 2016; Musu-Gillette et al., 2018; Smith et al., 2008; Wright & Smith, 2015). This comparison may be why many researchers note the importance of the representation of diverse teachers and ensuring that LGBT students have an ally in a teacher.
The Experienced Teacher
	The results of this research study were highly consistent with previous research that underscored the importance of experience in perceptions of school safety. This study found that when controlling for individual, district, and neighborhood factors, years of experience have a statistically significant relationship with a teacher’s perception of physical safety (see Table 19). In addition, when controlling for individual, district, and neighborhood factors, teachers with fewer than three years’ experience were statistically significantly associated with fewer incidents of victimization. The conclusion that needs to be drawn from these results is not that less experienced teachers are somehow preventing incidents of victimization. The more logical conclusion is that incidents of victimization continue to happen, and the more experience teachers have, the more likely they are to have been threatened or assaulted by a student. However, this study suggests that although experience may lead to more incidents of threats and assaults, this does not mean that an increase in victimization means a teacher has a negative perception of school safety. For example, teachers with more than twenty years’ experience were statistically associated with a more positive perception of emotional safety. These findings appear to be empirically aligned with previous research that found teaching experience to be a control variable associated with more positive perceptions of school safety (Cornell & Huang, 2016; Huang et al., 2020). 
Implications and Limitations
One component of this research was to explore the importance of a supportive school environment and its relationship to perceived school safety. The supportive school environment was conceptualized through the concept of emotional safety and is underscored by applying previous findings relating to the benefits of a collaborative and supportive teaching environment (Bosworth et al., 2011; Connell, 2012; Lacoe, 2015; Sears, 2002; Smith et al., 2009). Another component of this research study explored school disorder and teacher victimization and their relations to perceived physical safety. The concept of perceived physical safety was connected to previous empirical findings that suggested teachers who experience more risks to their safety have increased emotional distress and concerns regarding job performance; such issues contributed to teachers leaving the profession (Curran et al., 2015; Galand et al., 2007; Moon et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2011). This was underscored by ample empirical findings related to the relation of individual, district, and neighborhood control factors to perceptions of school safety. 
This entire body of research added one additional variable, LGB status. The study sampled previously used national surveys and selected control factors grounded in empirical findings relating to school safety to explore whether a teacher’s self-identified sexual orientation status was related to perceptions of school safety. It is essential to return to one researcher’s hypothesis that “many argue that sexuality and being an educator have no correlation” (Cooper, 2019, p. 13). However, scores of national research studies ask questions that, when compared without context, have limited correlation to being an educator, questions related to marital status, household income, birth year, student loan debt, stress levels, health perceptions, and hours of sleep per night (National Teacher and Principal Survey, 2021). These research strands were selected because of their importance in broader research studies and their ultimate contribution to more robust research findings intended to inform educators and policymakers. 	 
The likelihood of sexual orientation status being broadly applied to national research studies is minimal. First, the most recent 2020 U.S. Census did not add the variable of self-identified sexual orientation status to its research. Conversely, notable teachers have resigned from the profession because of their LGBT status and negative experiences (Lavietes, 2022; Natanson, 2022; Will, 2022). However, this study, although using a representative sample of Oklahoma teachers, should be applied cautiously. First, several factors likely contributed to a teacher’s perception of school safety, including a worldwide pandemic and students returning to school. Second, there is a great deal of concern around anonymity and confidentiality. The steps to ensure teacher anonymity resulted in the trade-off of not collecting more school-specific data like class size, grade level, certification routes, and school identification (as opposed to district identification). These additional factors may have contributed to more robust findings. 
Contributions and Recommendations
	There is limited empirical evidence on how experiences change based on sexual orientation (Savin-Williams, 2009). This research intersection shows the gap in understanding how a teacher’s sexual orientation is part of their school safety perceptions. Maslow (1943) noted that physical safety is a basic human need. Ryan and Frederick (1997) added that emotional safety, as a psychological need, is associated with higher rates of integrity and well-being. Leithwood and McAdie (2007) noted that teachers who feel safe perform better. Ensuring that teachers are physically and emotionally safe is an important consideration for a positive school climate and increased teacher efficacy (Bosworth et al., 2011; Lacoe, 2015; Leithwood & McAdie, 2007). This research applied the previous findings related to physical and emotional safety and filtered the analysis through the lens of sexual orientation status. 
The findings, albeit limited, should contribute to the body of research in two ways—first, the experiences of teachers matter. Educational researchers should be committed to exploring the factors necessary to keep teachers working in the profession. For example, this study consistently found statistically significant more positive perceptions of physical and emotional safety based on the increased experience of teachers. Second, schools should be committed to ensuring an accepting and inclusive environment for their students; however, the same level of commitment should be shown to the teachers.
Controversial and mediatized laws around any display or discussion of one’s sexual orientation, gender identity claims around participation in athletics, gender-based bathrooms, banning books in school libraries because of concerns around LGBT topics, and even false claims around critical-race theory wreak havoc on school communities that should be inclusive, accepting, and diverse in thought and experience. However, a teacher’s sexual orientation status notwithstanding, a representative sample of Oklahoma teachers in this study did report negative perceptions of physical and emotional safety. One of the most important factors that significantly changed a negative perception to a more positive perception of school safety was teacher experience. Unfortunately, one Oklahoma study found in 2019 that 30,000 teachers would leave the profession in six years (Alcala, 2018). Oklahoma University educator preparation programs reported a 25% decrease in the number of teacher college graduates (Korth, 2022a). In addition, Oklahoma is experiencing a record high number of emergency certified teachers (Korth, 2022b).  
Conclusion 
           This study measured perceptions of school safety through three composite measures: physical safety, teacher victimization, and emotional safety. These composite measures were conceptualized through individual, relational, and organizational contexts. Within these contexts, the individual factor of LGB status, was added to the breadth of individual factors that likely influence a teacher’s perception of school safety. This study found that when controlling for individual, district, and neighborhood factors, LGB status did not have a statistically significant relationship with perceptions of school safety. This study also found that LGB teachers are not open about the sexual orientation status to their students and majority of their colleagues. In isolated models, this study found that when LGB teachers were open about their sexual orientation status, they experienced fewer incidences of teacher victimization, were statistically more worried about their job security, and reported feeling less safe at school compared to non-LGB teachers. However, when individual, district, and neighborhood controls were added to the analyses, it suggested that LGB teachers may be attempting to self-select in districts or avoiding disclosure of their sexual orientation status.     
It is important to note this survey took place prior to legislation in Oklahoma barring discussion of sexual orientation or gender identity in schools. The survey also occurred prior to public resignations of teachers over their LGB status. Kentucky’s 2022 teacher of the year, Willie Carver, resigned and cited the toll the discrimination and attacks were taking on his mental health (Lavietes, 2022). He testified in front of congress about the need to protect LGBTQ teachers. During his speech, he shared valuable insight on the experiences of being a gay educator (Appendix J):
I’ve always faced discrimination as a gay teacher, and I’ve weathered the storm because my presence saves lives. Forty percent of trans people attempt suicide, nearly all before they are 25 years old. Just one affirming adult cuts suicide attempts almost in half…Few LGBTQ teachers will survive this current storm. Politicizing our existence has darkened schools…. Strong public schools are an issue of national security and moral urgency. Political attacks are exacerbating teacher shortages, harming our democracy and, above all, hurting our children. 
Including a standard sexual orientation self-identification measure on the vast amount of research conducted in education must be considered. The current lack of data, combined with the politicization of teachers, will negatively affect a teacher's perceptions of school safety and result in a negative school experience for children.






Appendix A
Survey 
Teacher's Perception of School Safety

Survey Flow
Standard: Consent Form (5 Questions)
Standard: Demographic Questions (7 Questions)
Block: School Environment (5 Questions)
Standard: Teacher Victimization (7 Questions)
Standard: Perceived Physical Safety (7 Questions)
Standard: Block 5 (3 Questions)
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Start of Block: Consent Form

  Online Consent to Participate in Research 
 
 Would you like to be involved in research at the University of Oklahoma?
 I am Lindsay Smith from the Educational Administration, Curriculum, and Supervision Department, and I invite you to participate in my research project entitled Teacher's Perception of School Safety. This research is being conducted at the University of Oklahoma. You were selected as a possible participant because you are a public school teacher in Oklahoma. You must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this study.



How long will this take? 
Your participation will take about 10 minutes.



How many participants will be in this research? 
About 2,000 public school teachers will take part in this research.


What will I be asked to do? 
If you agree to be in this research, you will be asked to complete a 10-minute online survey.  The survey is intended to measure individual perceptions of school safety. 


 Please read this document and contact me to ask any questions that you may have.
 
 What is the purpose of this research?  This research aims to measure individual teacher perceptions of school safety controlling for individual, school, neighborhood, and societal factors. The research will include analyzing participant's self-identified sexual orientation status, teaching experience, race/ethnicity, gender, and school district.  It is important to note that participants will be asked to self-identify their sexual orientation and may be asked questions related to their sexual orientation status.  All participants' responses will be confidential and under no circumstances will the teacher or school district's identity be disclosed.    
 

 What are the risks and/or benefits if I participate? Due to the sensitive nature of disclosing one's self-identified sexual orientation status and school district, there is an elevated risk of participation. Therefore, there will be extensive efforts made to maintain strict confidentiality of the school district and participants.  Individual school districts and the self-identified sexual orientation status of individual participants will not be a part of any analyses or published data.    
 
 Will I be compensated for participating? Unfortunately, you will not be reimbursed for your time and participation in this research.
 
 Who will see my information? In research reports, there will be no information that will make it possible to identify you. All research records will be stored securely, and only approved researchers and the OU Institutional Review Board will have access to the records.
 Data are collected via an online platform not hosted by OU that has its own privacy and security policies for keeping your information confidential. Please note that no assurance can be made as to the use of the data you provide for purposes other than this research. Data obtained will be encrypted and only viewed by the researcher.  
 
 What will happen to my data in the future? After removing all identifiers, we might share your data with other researchers or use it in future research without obtaining additional consent from you. 
 
 Do I have to participate? No. If you do not participate, you will not be penalized or lose benefits or services unrelated to the research. If you decide to participate, you do not have to answer any questions and can stop participating at any time.
 
 Who do I contact with questions, concerns or complaints? If you have questions, concerns or complaints about the research or have experienced a research-related injury, contact me at:
 
 Lindsay Smith- Lindsay.J.Smith-1@ou.edu
 
 Dr. Daniel Hamlin- Daniel_Hamlin@ou.edu
 
 You can also contact the University of Oklahoma – Norman Campus Institutional Review Board (OU-NC IRB) at 405-325-8110 or irb@ou.edu if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, concerns, or complaints about the research and wish to talk to someone other than the researcher(s) or if you cannot reach the researcher(s).
 Please print this document for your records. By providing information to the researcher(s), I am agreeing to participate in this research.
 
 This research has been approved by the University of Oklahoma, Norman Campus IRB.
 IRB Number: 13642                    Approval date: August 18, 2021
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  After reviewing the online consent to participate in research: 
I agree to participate  (1) 
I do not want to participate  (2) 



  Are you 18 years or age or older?
Yes  (1) 
No  (2) 



  Are you a public school teacher in Oklahoma?
Yes  (1) 
No  (2) 


Display This Question:
If Are you 18 years or age or older? = No
Or Are you a public school teacher in Oklahoma? = No
Or After reviewing the online consent to participate in research:  = I do not want to participate

  Thank you for your interest in completing the survey.  Based on your responses, you are unable to participate in the survey.  

Skip To: End of Survey If  Thank you for your interest in completing the survey. Based on your responses, you are unable to... Is Displayed
End of Block: Consent Form

Start of Block: Demographic Questions

  Please answer the following questions.  Your answers are entirely confidential and stored securely.  



1. How many years have you been a teacher (e.g.3 years)?  If this is your first year as a teacher, please write "1 year" on the line below. 
________________________________________________________________

2. 
What is your race/ethnicity? Please select one or more races/ethnicities to indicate what you consider yourself to be. 
Black or African American  (1) 
Asian American (including East Asian, Southeast Asian, or South Asian)  (2) 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  (3) 
Native American, American Indian or Alaska Native   (4) 
Hispanic or Latino/Latina/Latinx  (5) 
White/Caucasian  (6) 
Arab American, Middle Eastern, or North African (for example, Lebanese, Syrian, Iraqi, Egyptian)  (7) 
Other (please specify)  (8) __________________________________________________



3. How do you describe yourself?
Male  (1) 
Female  (2) 
Other  (4) __________________________________________________
Prefer not to say  (3) 



4. Do you consider yourself to be 
Heterosexual or straight  (1) 
Gay or lesbian  (2) 
Bisexual  (3) 


Display This Question:
If Do you consider yourself to be  = Gay or lesbian
Or Do you consider yourself to be  = Bisexual
5. 
Your answers are entirely confidential and stored securely.  


How many teachers or school staff know your sexual orientation status?
None  (1) 
One  (2) 
Between 2 and 5  (3) 
Between 6 and 10  (4) 
More than 10  (5) 


Display This Question:
If Do you consider yourself to be  = Gay or lesbian
Or Do you consider yourself to be  = Bisexual

6. How many students know your sexual orientation status?
None  (1) 
One  (2) 
Between 2 and 5  (3) 
Between 6 and 10  (4) 
More than 10  (5) 

End of Block: Demographic Questions

Start of Block: School Environment

  Please respond to the following questions related to your school environment using the scale- disagree, somewhat disagree, neutral, somewhat agree, or agree. 



7. I receive a great deal of support from teachers for the work I do.
Disagree  (1) 
Somewhat disagree  (2) 
Neutral  (3) 
Somewhat agree  (4) 
Agree  (5) 



8. I receive a great deal of support from parents for the work I do.
Disagree  (1) 
Somewhat disagree  (2) 
Neutral  (3) 
Somewhat agree  (4) 
Agree  (5) 



9. I am generally satisfied with being a teacher at this school.
Disagree  (1) 
Somewhat disagree  (2) 
Neutral  (3) 
Somewhat agree  (4) 
Agree  (5) 



10. I worry about the security of my job?
Disagree  (1) 
Somewhat disagree  (2) 
Neutral  (3) 
Somewhat agree  (4) 
Agree  (5) 


	Page Break
	


End of Block: School Environment

Start of Block: Teacher Victimization

  Please answer the following questions related to any threats you have experienced as a teacher:



11 During your career as a teacher, has a student ever threatened to injure you? 
Yes  (1) 
No  (2) 

Skip To: 14. If During your career as a teacher, has a student ever threatened to injure you?  = No
Skip To: End of Block If During your career as a teacher, has a student ever threatened to injure you?  = No


12. Has a student from your current school threatened to injure you? 
Yes  (1) 
No  (2) 



13. How many times has a student threatened to injure you? 
________________________________________________________________



14. During your career as a teacher, has a student ever physically attacked you?
Yes  (1) 
No  (2) 


Display This Question:
If During your career as a teacher, has a student ever physically attacked you? = Yes

15. Has a student from your current school physically attacked you? 
Yes  (1) 
No  (2) 


Display This Question:
If Has a student from your current school physically attacked you?  = Yes

16. How many times has a student physically attacked you? 
________________________________________________________________

End of Block: Teacher Victimization

Start of Block: Perceived Physical Safety

  Please respond to the following statements related to student behavior using the scale: strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.



17. The level of student misbehavior in my class (e.g. noise, horseplay, or fighting) interferes with my teaching.
Strongly agree  (1) 
Somewhat agree  (2) 
Somewhat disagree  (3) 
Strongly disagree  (4) 



18. I am able to enforce the rules for student behavior consistently.
Strongly agree  (1) 
Somewhat agree  (2) 
Somewhat disagree  (3) 
Strongly disagree  (4) 


 
Please indicate the frequency of the following statements related to student behavior using the scale: Daily, Once a week, Once a month, On a occasion, or Never happens


19. How often do you feel that your class is difficult for you to control? 
Daily  (1) 
Once a week  (2) 
Once a month  (3) 
On occasion  (4) 
Never  (5) 



20. How often do students verbally abuse you? 
Daily  (1) 
Once a week  (2) 
Once a month  (3) 
On occasion  (4) 
Never happens  (5) 



21. How often do students disrespect you for reasons other than verbal abuse? 
Daily  (1) 
Once a week  (2) 
Once a month  (3) 
On occasion  (4) 
Never happens  (5) 

End of Block: Perceived Physical Safety

Start of Block: Block 5

Q35 Please respond to the following question related to your feelings of safety:



22. All in all, I feel safe at school. 
Disagree  (1) 
Somewhat disagree  (2) 
Neutral  (3) 
Somewhat agree  (4) 
Agree  (5) 


Please select your s Please select the county and school district you work in using the list below. Your answers are entirely confidential and stored securely.
County (1) 
School District (2) 
▼ ADAIR (1) ... WOODWARD ~ FORT SUPPLY (618)
End of Block: Block 5


Appendix B
Email to Teachers
[bookmark: _olk_replyheader]From: Smith, Lindsay J.
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 8:26 AM
Subject: Perception of School Safety
My name is Lindsay Smith from the Educational Administration, Curriculum, and Supervision Department, and I wanted to invite you to participate in my doctoral research project entitled Teacher's Perception of School Safety. 
This research is being conducted at the University of Oklahoma. You were selected as a possible participant because you are a public-school teacher in Oklahoma.
The survey should only take you 10 minutes and is intended to measure individual perceptions of school safety. The survey will ask you to share your years of experience as a teacher, your school district, gender, race and ethnicity, and self-identified sexual orientation status.   Your responses will be confidential and under no circumstances will any information about you or your school district be disclosed.                                       
To participate in the survey, please visit:
https://ousurvey.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1TFiJlFd3DSdGBg

Lindsay J. Smith
Doctoral Candidate- University of Oklahoma
Jeannine Rainbolt College of Education
4502 E. 41st Street
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74135
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Appendix C
Frequency Table for Self-Reported Race and Ethnicity
	
	n
	%

	Asian American
	9
	0.6%

	Asian American _Hispanic
	2
	0.1%

	Asian American _White
	6
	0.4%

	Asian American _ White _ Arab American
	1
	0.1%

	Arab American
	2
	0.1%

	Arab American _Pacific Islander_ White
	1
	0.1%

	Black
	31
	1.9%

	Black _ Arab American
	1
	0.1%

	Black _Hispanic
	4
	0.2%

	Black _ Hispanic _ White
	1
	0.1%

	Black _Native American
	3
	0.2%

	Black _ Native American _ Hispanic _ White
	1
	0.1%

	Black _ Native American _ White
	2
	0.1%

	Black _ White
	7
	0.4%

	Hispanic
	43
	2.7%

	Hispanic _ Arab American
	1
	0.1%

	Hispanic _ White
	15
	0.9%

	Missing
	5
	0.3%

	Native American
	107
	6.7%

	Native American _ Black _ White
	1
	0.1%

	Native American _ Hispanic
	1
	0.1%

	Native American _ Hispanic _ White
	5
	0.3%

	Native American _ White
	85
	5.3%

	White
	1260
	78.5%

	White _ Native American
	1
	0.1%



Appendix D
Black Teachers and Teacher Victimization
	
	M
	SD
	p

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	0.13

	· Not Black
	0.005
	0.78
	

	· Black
	-0.16
	0.71
	


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P < 0.01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).



Appendix E
Analysis of Variance for Black Teachers and Threats and Assaults 
	
	Non-Black
	Black
	

	
	M
	SE
	M
	SE
	p

	Student ever threatened you
	-0.05
	0.30
	0.133
	0.04
	<.001***

	Current students ever threatened you

	0.005
	0.030
	-0.012
	0.05
	.755

	Student ever physically attacked you
	-0.02
	0.030
	0.42
	0.05
	.293

	Current students ever attacked you
	0.03
	0.030
	-0.067
	0.44
	.096


N = 1605 * P < 0.05; ** P <0 .01; *** P < 0.001 (two-tailed tests).



Appendix F
Cross Tabulation of Responses
	
	LGB Status

	
	Non-LGB
	LGB

	I worry about the security of my job
	Agree
	83
	9

	
	Somewhat agree
	252
	20

	
	Neutral
	152
	13

	
	Somewhat  disagree
	251
	33

	
	
Disagree
	754
	38























Appendix G
Neighborhood Data and Composite Variables
	
	Physical Safety
	Teacher Victimization
	Emotional Safety

	
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p
	β
	SE B
	p

	% parents at conferences
	-0.06
	.005
	.360
	0.07
	.005
	.260
	-0.05
	.005
	.431

	Less than 9th grade education
	-0.09
	.027
	.327
	0.15
	.024
	.107
	-0.18
	.023
	.053

	Graduate degree
	0.06
	.031
	.642
	0.08
	.028
	.528
	-0.09
	.026
	.468

	Median household income
	0.15
	.000
	.579
	0.24
	.000
	.368
	-0.35
	.000
	.189

	Mean household income
	-0.11
	.000
	.697
	-0.29
	.000
	.330
	0.48
	.000
	.104

	FBI violent crimes
	0.09
	.084
	.445
	-0.26
	.076
	.029
	0.04
	.072
	.711

	FBI all crimes
	0.04
	.013
	.787
	-0.27
	.012
	.046
	-0.03
	.011
	.803


*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001
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Appendix J
Testimony of Willie Carver on LGBTQ+ Protections
Testimony of Willie Carver Before the Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Civil Liberties U.S. House of Representatives May 18, 2022 Chairman Raskin, Ranking Member Mace, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to come before you to offer my testimony on such an important issue. My name is Willie Carver. I’m a seventeen-year teaching veteran. I sponsor multiple school groups, am published in dozens of professional organizations, am a 2021 Teacher who Made a Difference, and was chosen from 42,000 teachers as the 2022 Kentucky Teacher of the Year. I was born to teach, and I’m good at it. I transform students’ thinking, abilities, and lives. I’ve always faced discrimination as a gay teacher, and I’ve weathered the storm because my presence saves lives. Forty percent of trans people attempt suicide, nearly all before they are 25 years old. Just one affirming adult cuts suicide attempts almost in half. But that was before. Few LGBTQ teachers will survive this current storm. Politicizing our existence has darkened schools. I’m made invisible. We lost our textbooks during lockdown, so I co-wrote and found free printing for two textbooks. I wasn’t allowed to share them. Other schools celebrate similar work, but my name is a liability. I’m from Mt. Sterling, KY and met the President of the United States. My school didn’t even mention it in an email. This invisibility extends to all newly politicized identities. Our administrators’ new directive is “nothing racial.” Parents now demand alternative work when authors are black or LGBTQ; we are told to accommodate them, but I can’t ethically erase black or queer voices. We ban materials by marginalized authors, ignoring official processes. One parent complaint removes all students’ books overnight. Students now use anti-LGBTQ or racist slurs without consequence. Hatred is politically protected now. My Gay-Straight Alliance, or GSA, a campus group dedicated to LGBTQ issues and safety, couldn’t share an optional campus climate survey with classmates. I was told it might make straight students uncomfortable. When posters were torn from walls, my principal responded that people think LGBTQ advocacy is “being shoved down their throats” Inclusive teachers are thrown under the bus by the people driving it. During a teacher shortage crisis, gay educators with perfect records are getting fired. A Kentucky teacher’s message of “You are free to be yourself with me. You matter” with pride flags resulted in wild accusations and violent threats. During this madness, his superintendent wrote to a parent, “This incident … is unacceptable and will not be tolerated.” The situation became unimaginably unsafe. The teacher resigned. Last month, one parent’s dangerous, false allegations that my GSA was “grooming” students were shared 65 times on Facebook. I felt my students and I were unsafe. Multiple parents and I asked the school to defend us. One father wrote simply, “Please do something!” The school refused to support us. There are 10,000 people in my town. The fringe group attacking us doesn’t represent most parents, who trust us. School is traumatic; LGBTQ students are trying to survive it. They often don’t. Year after year, I receive suicidal goodbye texts from students at night. We’ve always struggled to save those students, but now I panic when my phone goes off after 10:00. Meryl, a gentle trans girl from Owen County High, took her life in 2020. She always wanted a GSA. Her friends tried to establish one, but the teachers who wanted to help were afraid to sponsor it. Meryl’s mother, Rachelle, runs an unofficial group, PRISM, from the local library. Forty five percent of LGBTQ youth seriously considered suicide this year. We chip away at their dignity and spaces to exist. The systems meant to protect them won’t even acknowledge them. I recently attended Becky Oglesby’s TED Talk. She described surviving a tornado with first graders, how they huddled, her arms around them, as school walls lifted into the darkness. I sobbed uncontrollably. I realized that for fifteen years, I have huddled around students, protecting them from the winds, and now the tornado’s here. As the walls rip away, I feel I’m abandoning them. But I’m tired. I’ve fought so long, for kids to feel human, to be safe, to have hope. I don’t know how much longer I can do it. I need you. We need you. To be brave. To face the storm with us. Strong public schools are an issue of national security and moral urgency. Political attacks are exacerbating teacher shortages, harming our democracy and, above all, hurting our children. We need you to pass the Equality Act, to make discrimination against LGBTQ people illegal. We need you to pass the Safe Schools Improvement Act, to protect all students from harassment. We’re not asking for special treatment. We’re asking for fundamental human decency, dignity, freedom from fear, and the same opportunity to thrive as everyone else. Thank you.


Appendix K
Categorized District Enrollment by Survey Respondents
	# of Students
	n
	%
	M
	SD

	Categories
	
	
	4.51
	1.64

	0–249 
	39
	2.4
	
	

	250–999
	270
	16.8
	
	

	1,000–1,999
	176
	11
	
	

	2,000–4,999
	191
	11.9
	
	

	5,000–9,999
	205
	12.8
	
	

	10,000 or more
	723
	45.0
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Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
Approval of Initial Submission — Exem pt from IRB Review - AP01

Date: August 18, 2021 IRB#: 13642

Principal Approval Date: 08/16/2021
Investigator:  Lindsay Joann Srith

Exempt Category: 2

Study Ti
safety?

Isthere a relationship between a teacher’ s sexual orientation and perceived school

On behalf of the Institutional Review Board (IRE), | have reviewed the above-referenced research study
and determined that it meets the criteria for exemption from IR review. To view the documents approved
for this submission, open this study from the My Studies option, go to Subwission History, 9o to
Completed Submissionstab and then click the Details icon

As principal investigator of this research study, you are responsible to

 Conduct the research study in a manner consistent with the requirements of the IRB and federal
regulations 45 CFR 46

«  Requestapproval from the IRB prior to implementing any/all modifications as changes could
affect the exempt status determination

o Maintain accurate and complete study records for evaluation by the HRPP Quality Improvement
Prograrm and, if applicable, inspection by regulatory agencies andfor the study sponsor

o Notify the IRE at the completion of the project

If you have questions about this notification or using iRIS, contact the IRE @ 405-325-8110 or
irb@ou edu

Cordially,

S Wt

Lara Mayeux, Ph.D.
Chair, Institutional Review Board
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Norman Campus Application (Version 1.0)

1.0  General Information

Relationship between a teacher’s sexual orientation and perceived school safety?
* This field allows you to enter an abbreviated version of the Study Title to quickly identify this
study.

‘ 2.0  Add Department(s)

Primary
Dept?

{*  NC - NC - Education

Department Name

3.0 Assign key study personnel(KSP) access to the study

Lindsay Joann Smith

A) Additional Investigators

B) Research Support Staff

Smith, Lindsay Joann

The Study Contact(s) will receive all important system notifications along with the Principal
Investigator. (e.g. The project contact(s) are typically either the Study Coordinator or the Principal
Investigator themselves).

Daniel E Hamlin

4.0 25 - Type of Submission
| R A A A,
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4.1 Select the type of submission you wish to complete:

s\ Study Application/Research Application
™ Protocol Development Application
" Determination of Human Research Worksheet

5.0 50 - Primary Focus / Nature of Research

5.1 The primary focus/nature of the research is:

{7 Bio-Medical/Clinical
% Social/Behavioral

5.2 Does your study involve any of the following? Check all that apply.

[ Interactions with participants who have a medically diagnosed condition
[ Procedures involving ionizing radiation

[ Procedures involving blood-flow restriction

[ FDA controlled substances, supplements, and/or devices

[~ The use of human cell line(s) and/or human cloned DNA/RNA

[ The administration or transfer of recombinant DNA, microorganisms, viruses, or biological toxins to
humans

[~ The review/analysis of pre-existing data/records

5.3 Does your research ONLY involve the review and analysis or pre-existing research records/data? If so, you may respond N/A to any
questions regarding interactions with participants.

C Yes @ No

6.0 100 - Participant Information

6.1 In this section, you will need to add rows for each participant group you will include in your research design. For example, you will
need to add two rows if your study involves interviewing both children and adults. If you are having only one, broad group participants
complete an online survey, you would only add one row. Click the "Add a Row" button below to begin.

Type_ t.,f Age Range & Vulnerable Racial/Ethnic
Participant i o
Gender Population Origin
Group
Provide a brief From Is this participant Is this Do these
description of group being participant participants speak
this participant = 21 specifically group being Jread/write in
group: To targeted because specifically English?
they fall into one targeted
Public school 80 of the following because they If not, you must
teachers in Gandar: vulnerable fall into one of submit all translated
Oklahoma. ) populations? If you  the following documents that
i are not specifically  racial/ethnic have been reviewed

WhaF is the © Male targeting members = groups? Check by a native speaker
maximum ' Female of these vulnerable  all that apply. If  to their language.
num.b.er of " Transgender populations, do you are not You must also
partlapgnts or Gender not check any of specifically submit a signed
from this Fluid the boxes. targeting Translator

group to t.’e members of Statement (found
recruited into Al [7] Children these racial on our website,

the study? (under 18) Jethnic groups, here:

43000 [ Pregnant but your study http://compliance.

Women may include ouhsc.edu/hrpp

members of the  /Norman
[T Elderly (65 & groups - do not
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older) check any of /Resources

[ Decisionally the boxes. /ApplicationForms.
Impaired aspx)
(unable to [ Hispanic or
consent) Latino @ ves ' No

[T Psychologically [T Native
Impaired (able American
to consent) or Alaskan

[ Prisoners Native

[T Fetuses Il Black or

- ’ African

| | Speaflc Native ST
American i
Tribes and/or [” Caucasian
Tribal [~ Asian
Organizations [ Native

[T Other Hawaiian or
Vulnerable Other
Populations Pacific

If OTHER, Islander

describe: [77 Other

If OTHER,
describe:

6.2 If you noted above that any of the participant groups will be specifically targeted due to their inclusion in a certain vulnerable
population or racial/ethnic group, please use the text box below to describe the additional safeguards included in the research design to
protect their rights and welfare.

7.0 150 - Research Design

7.1 Provide a description of the purpose of your study and your research design.

This description should be short and written for a lay reader, not for someone in your field. Also, your
response should be understandable without the reader having to refer to another study document. Do
not cut and paste your thesis/dissertation research abstract.

The purpose of the study is to measure individual teacher perceptions of school safety through self-
identified teacher victimization experiences, perceived physical safety, and perceived emotional safety
measures. Teachers completing the survey will be asked to self-identify their sexual orientation status,
gender identification, race/ethnicity, years of experience, and the school district where they are
employed. In addition, teachers who self-identify their sexual orientation status as not heterosexual will
be asked two additional questions regarding if other staff members or students are aware of their sexual
orientation status.

In addition, teachers who elect to participate in the survey will answer questions related to teacher
victimization, school climate, relationships with school colleagues, and job security. The questions on the
survey were adapted from the National Teacher and Principal Survey and the School Survey on Crime and
Safety.

7.2 Add a row for each task participants may complete.

will
medical
clearance
Which
participants Howlong o Will this :zreening
will What is the will the /How will taskbe Be fequired
task? task take to the task be
complete recorded? for

complete? completed?
this task? 2 B participants
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to complete
this task?

No records have been added

7.3 Does your research design include any of the following elements?

¥ Research for a thesis/dissertation
[ International research

[ Deception/Concealment

[ Research involving the military

7.4 1If you are using an online survey, enter the URL's (links) for the survey(s) in the box below and upload a hard-copy version in the
upload screens that are displayed after you complete the application.

https://ousurvey.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1TFilIFd3DSdGBg

8.0 160 - Student Research

8.1 Note: Students who are serving as Principal Investigator on the study must submit a signed Student as Principal Investigator form.
Please go to the IRB website (irb.ou.edu) and click on Application Forms under "Resources' to access this form. You will be asked to

upload it at the end of the application.

Provide the name of the student who is writing the thesis/dissertation:

Lindsay Joann Smith
8.2 Provide five (5) references from the literature to support your hypothesis:

Curran, F. Chris, Viano, Samantha L, & Fisher, Benjamin W. (2017). Teacher victimization, turnover, and
contextual factors promoting resilience. Journal of School Violence, 18(1), 21-38.

Gottfredson, G. D., Gottfredson, D. C., Payne, A. A., & Gottfredson, N. C. (2005). School climate
predictors of school disorder: Results from a national study of delinquency prevention in schools.

Journal of Research in crime and delinquency, 42(4), 412-444.
Juul, T. P., & Repa, T. (1993). A Survey To Examine the Relationship of the Openness of Self-Identified
Lesbian, Gay Male, and Bisexual Public School Teachers to Job Stress and Job Satisfaction.
Mcmahon, S. D., Martinez, A., Espelage, D., Rose, C., Reddy, L. A., Lane, K., ... & Brown, V. (2014).

Violence directed against teachers: Results from a national survey. Psychology in the Schools, 51(

7), 753-766.
Wright, T. E., & Smith, N. J. (2015, October). A safer place? LGBT educators, school climate, and
implications for administrators. In The Educational Forum (Vol. 79, No. 4, pp. 394-407).

Routledge.

8.3 Whatis the proposed end date for this research project?
05/01/2022

9.0 200 - Study Sites

9.1 Describe your study site(s):

I am proposing to conduct the online survey for Oklahoma public school teachers.
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9.2 Are there multiple data collection sites, with different investigators conducting research at those sites?

C Yes @ No

If YES, enter the names of each site and the lead investigator at each site, and respond to the
questions below.

Describe the management plan for monitoring the conduct of research activities at each site.
Describe how research data will be transferred to the Principal Investigator’s site.

Describe how the Principal Investigator will be notified of the need for modifications, and of any
unanticipated problems and/or protocol deviations.

Describe how the Principal Investigator will confirm information for Continuing Reviews and notify all
study sites of study closure.

10.0 250 - Key Study Personnel Roles

10.1 Click the "Add a row" button to add a row, then select a member of your KSP and list the research responsibilities and

availability. Click the button again to add another row until you have a row for each KSP. This table must reflect each person listed
in Section 3.0, induding your faculty sponsor (if aj

licable).

Name and What will this
Information person do?
mith, Lindsay ill this uman ot- is researcher  Is this
Smith, Lind! Will thi H Not-HSR Thi h Is thi
Joann person Subjects’ Activities will be involved  person
Position at directly Research in the following  associated
institution: interact (HSR) Activities [ Analyze activities with
with De- (check all that another
[ Faculty participants? [T Recruit Identified apply): institution?
Data
7] Adjunct Faculty ["] Consent ;
B Graduat 0 Yes [ Collect I Advise [~ Conducting 0 Yes
! Shudent © ne Lata petmselh Stlé'dyt' © o
; activities
[ Undergraduate This person [ Manage [V Manuscript atou If YES,
i i Preparation lease
Student Is /Monitor . P! >
adequately Identifiable [ Other r (S:t‘; r:jduc“”g provide the
[T staff trained and Data B . . name of
I Research Has If "Other", activities the
Center sufficient O Analy.z.e please akanother institution
Employee tirie for Identifiable  describe: institution ard
Data .
these [V Conducting  contact
activities. study information
activities for the
®ves O No in the field HRPP/IRB
office at
that
institution.
Hamlin, Daniel E Will this Human Not-HSR This researcher  Is this
Position at person Subjects’ Activities will be involved  person
institution: directly Research in the following  associated
interact (HSR) Activities [T Analyze activities with
ith - (check all that another
¥ Facult witn: | De another
. AdjunZt n— participants? [T Recruit Identified apply): institution?
g [~ Consent Data _
O Graduate O ves [ Collect ¥ Advise [T Conducting € Yes
Student & No Data /Consult study & No
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[T Undergraduate  This person [ Manage [ Manuscript activities If YES,

Student is /Monitor Preparation at OU please
[ Staff adequ;ltel);I Identifiable [ Other [ Conducting providefthe
trained ani Data name o
[7] Research has If "Other", study the
Center - [T Analyze - activities e
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10.2 Describe the key study personnel management process and continuing interaction between the Principal Investigator and research
team/faculty sponsor to assure that the protocol is being carried out as approved by the IRB. For example: How often will you meet
with your research team? Who is responsible for notifying the IRB of any deviations or unanticipated problems?

Dr. Daniel Hamlin will serve as my committee chair for this dissertation research project. As the principal
investigator for this survey, I plan to utilize Dr. Hamlin in an advisory role. Because I am the sole
investigator on this research project, there will be no regularly scheduled meetings. However, both Dr.
Hamlin and I will notify the IRB of any deviations or unanticipated problems.

10.3 Are there any non-OU collaborating researchers involved with this study?

 Yes @ No

11.0 300 - Risks and Benefits

11.1 Investigator's Risk / Benefit Assessment

Select the appropriate option for your study:

{+ Research not involving greater than minimal risk.

" Research involving greater than minimal risk, but presents the prospect of direct benefit to individual
participants.

(" Research involving greater than minimal risk and there is no prospect of direct benefit for the
individual participant; however, it is likely to yield generalizable knowledge about the participants'
disorders or conditions.

11.2 If the research exposes participants to risks that are greater than those they would experience in their daily lives, check all of the boxes
for risks that apply:

[~ Economic/Financial Risks

[~ Employment/Occupational/Professional Risks
[ Legal Risks

[~ Physical Risks

[ Psychological Risks

[~ Social Risks

[~ Other

If OTHER, please describe:

11.3 If you selected risks above, what is the possibility that these risks will occur and what is the likely severity if they do?
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11.4 Explain what steps will be taken to minimize risks and to protect participant welfare.

11.5 Describe the anticipated benefits research participants will experience directly. Do not include compensation here. If none, state
"None."

None.

12.0 350 - Recruitment

12.1 Describe your proposed recruitment procedures:

For example, consider the following questions:

- Who will approach potential participants?

- What information are potential participants given about the study?

- What safeguards are in place to minimize coercion?

- If the researcher(s) is also the participants' supervisor/instructor, how will you assure that the
identities of the research participants remain unknown to the researchers until after (1) the data have
been gathered and de-identified or (2) the class grades have been assigned?

Guidance

- If the participants are under the direct supervision of the researcher(s) [such as employees or students
of the researcher(s)], someone other than the researcher must conduct all recruitment and identifiable
data collection activities.

As the principal investigator, I plan to utilize targeted social media posts for public school teachers in
Oklahoma. Also, I plan to email teachers using their publically available email information via their school
district website to contact them about completing the survey.

12.2 Indicate how potential participants will be approached:

[~ Direct Contact / Verbal Script
[ Telephone Script

¥ Email

[ Recruitment Flyer

[¥ Web Posting

[~ Other

If OTHER, please describe:

13.0 400 - Compensation to Participants

13.1 Select the form of compensation:

[V None, No Compensation
[~ Cash

[" Gift/Gas Card

[ Food

[~ Class Credit Hours

[~ Extra Credit

[~ Other

If OTHER, please describe:

13.2 Provide the total amount of compensation a participant is eligible to receive for the research:
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13.3 When and how often will the participant receive compensation?

14.0 450 - Informed Consent

14.1 Check each method that applies:

[ Signed consent

[¥ Online consent via the internet or email

[~ Verbal consent

[ Unsigned consent document handed out with data collection instruments

[ Deception consent with debriefing document

[ Authorized concealment where participants are warned about possible deception

[ Informed consent will not be obtained because this research studies pre-existing data

14.2 Who will be consenting to participate in the research? (Check all that apply)

[V Participant

[ Child

[" Parent of Child

[~ Guardian

[ Legally Authorized Representative

[T Child, Parent, Guardian, or Legally Authorized Representative outside of the state of Oklahoma

14.3 Describe the measures instituted to minimize undue influence and/or coercion during the recruitment and consent process. Be sure to
note when consent will be obtained and any waiting period between informing the participant about the study and obtaining consent.

The survey will be available for teachers to access. There will be no incentives used to encourage
completing the survey.

14.4 1If the researcher is also the participants' supervisor or instructor, how will you assure that the identity of the participant remains
unknown until after 1) the data have been gathered and have been de-identified or 2) the class grades have been assigned?

15.0 475 - Waiver of Signed Consent

15.1 You have indicated that your study may qualify for a waiver of signed consent. Please note the most applicable justification for this
waiver from the options below.

" Category 1 - The only record linking the participant and the research is the consent document and the
principal risk would be potential harm resulting from a breach of confidentiality. Each participant will
be asked whether they want documentation linking them with the research and their wishes will
govern. The research is not subject to FDA regulations.

{#' Category 2 - The research present no more than minimal risk of harm to participants and involves no
procedures for which written consent is normally required outside of the research context.

" Category 3 - The participant is a member of a distinct cultural group or community in which signing
forms is not the norm, the research presents no more than minimal risk, and there is an appropriate,
alternative mechanism for documenting that informed consent was obtained.

16.0 550 - Funding

16.1 Check all of the appropriate boxes for funding / support sources for this research. Include pending funding source(s).

[V Not externally funded
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[ External funding [Industry, Government (Non-Federal), Non-Profit]

[ Funding from one of these federal agencies: Departments of Defense, Energy, Justice, Education, or
Environmental Protection Agency

[ Funding from any other federal program not listed above

If you are receiving funding from a federal program not listed below, please describe here:

16.2 Has this research proposal been routed through the Office of Research Services (ORS)?
" Yes / In progress
& No

If "Yes / In progress", enter the ORS proposal/award number:

' 17.0 600 - Privacy and Confidentiality

17.1 What identifying information will you collect from research participants?

[~ Name

[~ Contact Information

[~ Employer and Job Title

[¥ Demographic Identifiers

[~ Health Status Identifiers

[ Direct Quotations

[¥ Other Identifiable Information
[~ No Identifying Information

If you selected "Other Identifiable Information" above, please describe:

Self-reported sexual orientation status.

17.2 Will you provide a copy of identified research data to anyone outside of the research team?

 Yes @ No

If YES, explain why and to whom:

17.3 How will you transfer the data to other investigators, outside entities, or devices?

[¥ Data transfer via a secured network connection

[V Data transfer via encrypted files or devices

[ Data transfer via secure cloud network hosted by OU

[ Data transfer via secure cloud network not hosted by OU
[ Other

If OTHER, please describe:

17.4 How will you protect the identity of your participants?

[ Interactions are held in a private area.

[~ Only designated personnel are present during discussions.
[¥ Research records are reviewed in a private area.

[~ Data are coded; data key is destroyed at end of study.
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[V Data are coded; data key is kept separately and securely.
[~ Other

If OTHER, describe:

Describe other persons who are not participants who will be present for the research, and note what
they will be doing during the research activities.

17.5 How will participants be recorded?

[ Audio-Recording

[ Video-Recording

[ Photographs

[ Electronic Monitoring
[~ Other

[¥ No Recordings

If OTHER, please describe:

Who will transcribe those files and how will participants' identities be protected in the transcripts and in
transferring the data to the transcriptionist?

17.6 How will you store data during the research project?

[~ Data are kept in a locked filing cabinet.

[T Data are kept in a locked office or suite.

¥ Electronic data are protected with a password.
[¥ Data are stored on a secure network.

[~ Other

If OTHER, please describe:

17.7 How long will you retain data and how will you dispose of it? Provide justification if you plan to retain data indefinitely.

After my doctoral degree program ends and I have successfully defended my dissertation, I will delete
the data file obtained from the survey and delete the survey via Qualtrics.

17.8 Will you obtain a Federal Certificate of Confidentiality for this research?

 Yes @ No

If YES, please see the IRB website for more information about Certificates of Confidentiality and
additional consent requirements.

17.9 Does your research involve any of the following activities with participants or collaborating researchers in countries associated
with the European Economic Area (EEA)? If so, check all that apply.

(Countries included in the EEA: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.)

[ Recruiting and collecting data specifically from EEA participants
[ Analyzing data specifically from EEA participants
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[ Sharing identifiable data with EEA collaborators
[ Sharing de-identified data with EEA collaborators when a key exists

If so, please contact the IRB/HRPP office (405-325-8110 or irb@ou.edu) for language that must be
included in your consent form template.

18.0 650 - Application Type
18.1 What level of review is appropriate for your research?
{7 Full Board/Committee

{*' Expedited
{7 Exempt

19.0 700 - Conflict of Interest

19.1 Do you or any key study personnel, including non-OU collaborators, have a Conflict of Interest (as defined in the OU COI Policy — see
help bubble) that could possibly affect or be perceived to affect the results of the research, educational, or service activities proposed?

 Yes @ No

If you answered 'Yes' to the COI question, click the bar to complete the COI Disclosure Form. If your
campus's Office of Research has provided you with a COI management plan, upload it along with your
other study documents -OR- upload documentation from that office that a management plan is not
required.

20.0 750 - HIPAA

20.1 Does your research involve the collection, use, or sharing of Protected Heal th Information from medical diagnoses or medical records?

© Yes @ No

If Yes, you are required to store PHI on a secure data server or on an encrypted device, and to transmit
the PHI using only secure transmissions (e.g., University approved portal, encrypted email, secure file
transfer). Please contact IT for assistance.

Please note: Storing Protected Health Information (PHI) in the cloud (Office 365, Qualtrics,
Surveymonkey, etc.,) is not permitted.

HIPAA templates are located on the OU IRB website (irb.ou.edu), under Resources - Application Forms.
You will have the opportunity to upload HIPAA documents at the end of the application.

21.0 800 - Final Assurances

21.1 Use the text box below to add any other information you would like to include in this application.

21.2 Principal Investigator Certifications

[V 1 certify that all information provided in this submission, including support materials, is complete and
accurate.

¥ 1 certify that all investigators have completed the education requirements of the Norman Campus IRB
("NC IRB") as applicable and required for conducting human subjects research.

[¥ I assure that I have obtained all necessary approvals from external entities, as applicable and
required for conducting human subjects research.

v
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I assure compliance of all investigators to this submission as approved; relevant OU IRB policies and
procedures; applicable federal, state and local laws; and, ethical conduct of the research and
protection of the rights and welfare of human participants, as applicable and required for conducting
human subjects research.

[¥ I agree that all participants entered onto the master list of participants for the study must sign a
consent document prior to undergoing any study related interactions or interventions, unless the IRB
has granted a waiver of informed consent or a waiver of signed consent.

[¥ 1 agree to promptly report protocol deviations and/or unanticipated problems as defined by OU IRB
policy to the OU IRB, as applicable.

[¥ 1 assure that I have documentation of encryption for all electronic devices used in conducting human
subjects research.




