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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS’ OPINIONS OF LGBT-INCLUSIVE 
INSTRUCTION: A POLICY CASE STUDY OF CALIFORNIA’S FAIR EDUCATION 
ACT IMPLEMENTATION 

 
Anthony Garces-Foley, Ph.D. 

George Mason University, 2017 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Penelope Earley, Professor 

 

This study explores the opinions of 42 California superintendents on the LGBT-inclusive 

instructional provisions and the implementation needs of the FAIR Education Act with 

school district enrollment size as a considering factor.  Few studies have explored the 

provisions of the FAIR Education Act inclusive of the instructional approaches to 

integrating LGBT content in K-12 curricula.  None have explored superintendents' 

opinions on the matter. Results indicated that superintendents of small school district 

enrollments (less than 1000) were more likely to have the opinion that LGBT-inclusive 

instruction and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act are unnecessary.  The 

findings also reveal that superintendents of small school districts are more likely than 

superintendents from middle to large school districts to hold the opinion that LGBT-

bullying does not occur in schools.  This study lays beginning groundwork for 



 

further research on the implementation of the FAIR Education Act and LGBT-inclusive 

instruction in small, medium and large school districts in California. 

 Keywords: LGBT, LGBT-bullying, LGBT-inclusive instruction, FAIR Education 

Act 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Horn, Koskiw, and Russell (2009) contend that misunderstandings about lesbian, 

gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) issues have led to the victimization and 

disenfranchisement of LGBT youth or those perceived to be LGBT in schools.  

Researchers have found that access to LGBT-related curricula can be effective at 

influencing the decline of LGBT student harassment and bullying and provide safer 

learning environments for LGBT students (Kosciw, Greytak, Palmer, & Boesen, 2014; 

O’Shaughnessy, Russell, Heck, Calhoun, & Laub, 2004; Toomey, McGuire, & Russell, 

2012).  Equipped with these findings and faced with the high rates of youth absenteeism, 

depression, substance abuse, and suicide attempts symptomatic of LGBT-bullying 

(Kosciw, Greytak, & Diaz, 2009; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2004; Robinson & Espelage, 

2011; Romero, Rosky, Badgett, & Gates, 2008) California legislators passed the Fair, 

Accurate, Inclusive, and Respectful Education Act (Fair, Accurate, Inclusive, and 

Respectful (FAIR) Education Act, SB 48, Ch. 81., 2011).  In doing so, California became 

the first state in the union to enact legislation that authorizes schools to teach LGBT-

inclusive curricula. Effective January 2012, FAIR mandates California teachers to ensure 

that the important contributions of LGBT persons are included in social studies lessons 

and prohibits teachers from teaching about sexual orientation or gender-nonconformity in 

an adverse way.  
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Bullying is a Problem 

Contemporary scholars of bullying define it as repetitive, proactive, 

disproportionate, undeserved and unprovoked harm inflicted upon individuals or groups 

of people within a familiar, albeit hostile, social setting (Atik & Güneri, 2013; Demaray, 

Malecki, Secord, & Lyell, 2013; Shaw, Dooley, Cross, Zubrick, & Waters, 2013).  

Scholars also generally agree that bullying is intentional, aggressive, conscious and 

negative, with the aim of damaging a person’s social standing, peer relationships and/or 

self-esteem (Demaray et al., 2013; Shaw et al., 2013).  Targeted victims of bullying tend 

to be lonely individuals whose parents lack strict involvement in their lives (Atik & 

Güneri, 2013).  

 Bullying can take different forms – physical, psychological, or emotional – and is 

usually based on defining characteristics, identity and demographic factors, such as race, 

ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, ability, gender, class, social status, age, size, or 

intelligence (Green, Felix, Sharkey, Furlong, & Kras, 2013; Simplicio, 2013).  Physical 

bullying is directed toward body or property and is perpetrated in person (Shaw et al., 

2013).  Psychological bullying, such as excluding, ignoring, playing mind games, 

spreading rumors, coercing, etc., does not require any personal encounters and can be 

perpetrated in cyber space and through third parties (Shaw et al., 2013).  Emotional 

bullying, which may involve verbal assault, negative teasing, making snide remarks, 

yelling, name-calling, or threatening words, like psychological bullying, is also relational 

but bends toward causing continual fear, anger, and melancholy in the victims (Shaw et 
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al., 2013).  All three forms are meant to degrade or hurt the victim (Demaray et al., 

2013).   

  Bullying is habitual (Atik & Güneri, 2013).  It is not a one-time type of abuse, 

but is repetitive, occurring within familiar, socially, developmentally and culturally 

constructed contexts that are nearly impossible to escape, such as a neighborhood or 

school setting (Allen, 2013).  It is for this reason, albeit affected by the mental, 

psychological, and emotional developmental stage of the victim, that some adolescents 

have found that the only way out of being bullied for them was through suicide or violent 

retaliation (Atik & Güneri, 2013; Bauman, Toomey, & Walker, 2013; Bullying Statistics, 

2010). 

Effects of bullying.  Bullying is a problem that affects millions of lives annually.  

A study with fifteen thousand primary through secondary school children and adolescents 

discovered that nearly one out of four of these students had been victimized in one form 

or another by bullies (Bradshaw, Sawyer & O’Brennan, 2007). Furthermore, several 

statistical studies reveal that 12 through 18 year olds, in particular, are bullied nationwide 

at staggering rates—2.7 million in 2010 (Bullying Statistics, 2010) and 4.8 million in 

2015 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2017).  Among those being bullied, it is 

projected that up to 17.6% of certain subgroups are being physically injured as a result of 

bullying victimization (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). 

The adverse effects of bullying range from health problems (Demaray et al., 2013; 

Gini & Pozzoli, 2013; Roman & Taylor, 2013; Shaw et al., 2013) and substance abuse 

(Hopkins, Taylor, Bowen, & Wood, 2013) to a downturn in long-term well-being.  
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People bullied in early childhood on average are lonelier and have more relational 

difficulties in adulthood than their non-bullied counterparts (Atik & Güneri, 2013; 

Espelage, Hong, Rao, & Low, 2013; Hopkins et al., 2013; Strøm, Thoresen, Wentzel-

Larsen, & Dyb, 2013).  Furthermore, studies have found that victims of childhood 

bullying have overall lower educational attainment, diminished earning potential in 

adulthood, and greater propensity toward violence (Hammig & Jozkowski, 2013; 

Lawson, Alameda-Lawson, Downer, & Anderson, 2013) than children who were not 

bullied.  

The societal and economic cost of millions of children being bullied each year is a 

topic of great interest, as well (Wolke, Copeland, Angold, & Costello, 2013). Bullying 

directly affects those being physically, psychologically, or emotionally bullied, but the 

ripple effects of bullying are magnified as millions of American children grow up to 

become ill-contributing members of society. Research shows that childhood bullying has 

an impact on the wider circles of GDP, crime, wealth, public health, and social good 

(Wolke, et al., 2013), and that it is a group phenomenon that, rather than solely involving 

the victim and the bully, negatively affects the bystanders and communities in which the 

bullies and victims reside (Strøm et al., 2013). 

Research by Mehta, Cornell, Fan, and Gregory (2013) shows that when children 

think or feel that bullying is becoming commonplace in their schools or neighborhoods, 

they become withdrawn and feel less safe resulting in a decreased commitment to 

contributing to school and community activities.  If not attended to, these feelings 

compound, leading to greater disciplinary and academic problems at school. These 
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include frequent absences and class disruptions, lower grade point averages and 

standardized test scores, greater youth risk behavior, suspensions, and expulsions (Baly, 

Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2014). Qualitative data suggest that a focus on taking responsive 

action toward all forms of bullying and actively paying attention to and listening to the 

needs of students can help stem the cumulative effects of bullying (Pryce & Frederickson, 

2013).  Recent findings have linked school and community connectedness to decreased 

bullying victimization, highlighting the need for adults to consistently intervene in all 

forms of bullying—relational, physical or otherwise (Goldweber, Waasdorp, & 

Bradshaw, 2013). 

 Regardless of settlement type—urban, suburban or rural locale (Smokowski, 

Cotter, Robertson & Guo, 2013), youth in authoritative but constructive home and school 

settings were found to do better in school and less likely to engage in or be victimized by 

bullying behavior (Hatzenbuehler & Keyes 2013; Lereya, Samara, & Wolke, 2013).  On 

the other hand, a small school setting was found to be a contributing factor in bullying 

occurrences (O’Moore & Minton, 2003).  Absent or adverse adult guidance and/or 

parental conflict has also been found to change stress responses in children, which in turn 

make them more likely to become victims or perpetrators of bullying (Belsky & de Haan, 

2011; Georgiou & Stavrinides, 2013).  Further, research finds that bullying behaviors are 

mimicked and based on the conduct of parents, guardians or other adults with whom 

children consistently encounter.  For example, if a trusted teacher or guardian bullies then 

their wards will also learn to bully (Garby, 2013).  
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LGBT-bullying.  Because of their sexual orientation, nonconformity to 

traditional heterosexual roles, or perceived sexual orientation, lesbian, gay, bisexual, or 

transgender youth are particularly vulnerable to bullying (Patrick, Bell, Huang, Lazarakis, 

& Edwards, 2013; Roberts, Rosario, Slopen, Calzo, & Austin, 2013).  Recent findings 

affirm the research that LGBT youth are more likely to be harassed and physically, 

psychologically, and emotionally violated because of how they are perceived at school 

(Horn et al., 2009; Kosciw et al., 2009; Kumashiro, 2003; Linné, 2003; Mayberry, 2006; 

Nichols, 1999; Swartz, 2003).  Further, the effects of LGBT bullying are long-lasting, 

putting LGBT youth at greater risk for depression and other psychological disorders in 

adulthood (Roberts et al., 2013) than their heterosexual counterparts.  

 The pervasive nature of LGBT bullying stems from the notion that elementary, 

middle, and high schools are “…microcosms of the larger society in which they are 

embedded, (and they) recreate and enforce the heterosexist, sexist, homophobic, and 

transphobic characteristics of the larger culture” (Savage & Schandling, 2013, p. 2).   

LGBT adolescents are reported to have higher rates of drug and alcohol use, depression, 

harassment, marginalization, engagement in risky sexual acts, school absenteeism and 

attempted suicide than heterosexual youths (Savage & Schandling, 2013).  Furthermore, 

when placed in rural or small-town contexts, LGBT students are often presented with 

even bleaker environments—more so than larger settings (Swank, Frost & Fahs, 2012).  

O’Moore and Minton (2003), in an exploratory study of small, medium and large schools 

in Ireland, found that bullying occurred most often in small schools.  Swank et al.’s 

(2012) research found that “…rural contexts and small towns often presented harsher 
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climates for sexual minorities compared with urban (larger) locales” (p. 226).  A 

heterosexist society does nothing to abate these higher victimization rates and harsher 

discriminatory climates.   

Various peer-reviewed studies (Birkett, Espelage, & Koenig, 2009; Bouris, 

Guilamo-Ramos, Pickard, Shiu, Loosier, Dittus, Gloppen, & Waldmiller, 2010; Coker, 

Austin, & Schuster, 2010; Eisenberg & Resnick, 2006; Espelage, Aragon & Birkett, 

2008; Goodenow, Szalacha, & Westheimer, 2006; Kosciw et al., 2009; Russell & Joyner, 

2001) and statistics from the latest Centers for Disease Control (CDC) report (Kann, et 

al., 2016) on high school students offer evidence that LGBT children are getting bullied 

at higher rates than heterosexually conforming children.  However, as students mature 

beyond middle school, the prevalence of bullying and victimization seems to decline. 

Thus, the Gay, Lesbian, & Straight Education Network (GLSEN) and the CDC 

recommend early LGBT-bullying prevention efforts by schools and school districts.  As 

data regarding middle school youth suicide determine (Haas, Eliason, & Mays, 2011; 

Marshal, Dietz, & Friedman, 2011), waiting until youth are in high school to discuss 

LGBT bullying prove to be too late.  Therefore, advocates argue it is critical that school 

policymakers, administrators, parents and teachers begin to consider seriously assessing 

the prevalence of homophobia and transphobia in their schools and what they can do to 

create a responsive environment for their LGBT students (Savage & Schandling, 2013).  

The FAIR Education Act is California’s attempt to address these issues.    

Legislative History 
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In some respects, the California legislature and the courts have gotten ahead of the 

schools.  The education system is trailing workplaces, civil, and government entities 

where LGBT concerns are outwardly discussed.  Initially introduced as Senate Bill 48 

(Senate Bill 48: SB 48 Introduced, 2010) by California’s first gay male senator, Mark 

Leno (D-San Francisco), the FAIR Education Act provides a platform from which 

classroom teachers, students, parents, local school boards, textbook companies, and 

teachers’ unions can engage LGBT material without fear of legal reprisal. This new 

policy requires California public school teachers to instruct students about the historical 

contributions of lesbian, gay, bisexual and/or transgender people.  But to what extent is it 

being implemented? 

In 2007, Senator Sheila Kuehl (D-Inland Empire) successfully pushed through 

both houses and the governor’s office Senate Bill 777 (Safe Place to Learn Act, 2007).  

SB 777 required California departments of education to monitor compliance with the 

Penal Code and the California Student Safety and Violence Prevention Act of 2000.  In 

addition to providing an unambiguous definition of sexual orientation and anti-LGBT 

discrimination, it also paved the way for the introduction of Senate Bill 48, subsequently 

known as the FAIR Education Act. 

SB 48, as chaptered, expands protections against LGBT discrimination.  It 

mandates a revision of instruction inclusive of the historical, social, political, and 

economic contributions of all LGBT people and people with disabilities to the 

development of California.  It states that teachers must emphasize the role that LGBT 

people and people with disabilities play in contemporary society.   It also maintains that 
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all school personnel are strictly prohibited from sponsoring any activities that 

discriminate against LGBT people or people with disabilities.   

Furthermore, the law bans school boards from using any instructional materials 

that contain anything that reflects negatively on LGBT people or people with disabilities.  

Any and all new adoptions must include material that accurately portrays a diverse 

society inclusive of LGBT people and people with disabilities.  These key provisions are 

ultimately intended to prohibit discrimination on the basis of gender, sexual orientation or 

disability.  

Governor Edmund G. Brown (D) signed SB 48 into law on July 13, 2011 as he 

issued the following statement:   

History should be honest.  This bill revises existing laws that prohibit 

discrimination in education and ensures that the important contributions from all 

backgrounds and walks of life are included in our history books.  It represents an 

important step forward for our state, and I thank Senator Leno for his hard work 

on this historic legislation. (Brown, 2011, p. 1) 

For a full text of SB 48 and all its requirements, refer to Appendix B.   

Federal legislation.  In October 2008, the U.S. Supreme Court decided to deny a 

review of Parker v. Hurley (Parker v. Hurley. 514 F. 3d 87, 2008) affirming a school 

district’s decision to promote tolerance of LGBT-inclusive instruction.  The high court’s 

decision not to hear the case means that the lower federal court’s judgment stands.  The 

court concluded that students’ and parents’ rights to exercise their First Amendment 

rights to freedom of religion is not burdened by the school district’s decision to teach 
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LGBT tolerance.  The court found that students’ exposure to concepts offensive to their 

religious beliefs would not burden them from being instructed differently by their parents 

or church community.  Moreover, Parker v. Hurley determined that because there is no 

such thing as a right to be free from the existence of LGBT people, the complaint that the 

students’ rights were being infringed upon is unsound.  In the opinion, the court stated 

that “…public schools are not obligated to shield individual students from ideas which 

potentially are religiously offensive, particularly when the school imposes no requirement 

that the student agree with or affirm those ideas, or even participate in discussions about 

them…” (Parker v. Hurley, 2008, p. 106). 

This ruling sent widespread LGBT policy ripple effects throughout the country. 

Per Sadowski (2017), from 2008 to 2012, all except for one state in the union have either 

expanded or introduced anti-bullying legislation inclusive of sexual orientation.  

Sadowski points out that “…many of these bills use the language of safety in their names 

such as the Iowa Safe Schools Law, which protects students from bullying and 

harassment based on ‘any of the following traits or characteristics: age, creed, national 

origin, race, religion, marital status, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity….’” (p. 6).   

In January 2015, U.S. Representatives Linda Sanchez (D-CA) and Chris Gibson 

(R-NY) and U.S. Senators Robert Casey (D-PA) and Mark Kirk (R-IL) introduced a 

similarly-named bill to the United States Congress.  The S.311—Safe Schools 

Improvement Act (SSIA) (2015) would “…amend the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 to address and take action to prevent bullying and harassment of 

students” (p.1, Safe Schools Improvement Act, 2015).  Stated in section 4402.b.2 of this 
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bill, “…a state that receives a grant under this title shall require all local educational 

agencies in the State to … include a prohibition of bullying or harassment conduct based 

on … a student’s actual or perceived race, color, national origin, sex, disability, sexual 

orientation, gender identity, or religion” (p.2, Safe Schools Improvement Act, 2015).  The 

bill was not voted on by the 114th Congress.  The outlook of SSIA remains tenuous 

considering that similarly purposed bills, such as the S.439—Student Non-Discrimination 

Act of 2015, failed to receive the necessary votes to become law despite gaining the 

support of seven Republicans and every Democrat in the U.S. Senate (Human Rights 

Campaign, 2017). 

California state legislation. As with other state legislators across the nation, 

California policymakers responded to Parker v. Hurley with an LGBT safe schools bill of 

their own.  The historic failure of federal legislators to pass a comprehensive act that 

offers educational protections for LGBT students prompted state education legislators to 

promote policies that offer protections for LGBT students.  The Fair Education Act of 

2011, on which this study is based, was one of those acts.   

With principal coauthors California Senator Christine Kehoe (D-San Diego) and 

Assembly Members Tom Ammiano (D-San Francisco), Toni Atkins (D-San Diego), Rich 

Gordon (D-Menlo Park), and Ricardo Lara (D-Bell Gardens) along with several other 

Democratic Senate and Assembly secondary coauthors, Leno introduced Senate Bill 48 

(SB 48, 2010) on December 13, 2010.  Among other tangential changes, the bill proposed 

to: 1) include the contributions and roles of LGBT Americans to the political, social, 

economic, and historical development of California to all social science instruction 
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(California Education Code §§ 51204.5, 2013), 2) disallow school districts and teachers 

to reflect negatively upon people based on their religion or sexual orientation (California 

Education Code §§ 51500-51501, 2013), 3) prohibit state and local school boards and any 

governing board (public, charter or alternative) from adopting any propaganda, textbook 

or instructional materials that include adverse portrayals of people on the basis of their 

religion or sexual orientation (California Education Code §§ 51500-51501, 2013; 

California Education Code §§ 60040, 2013), and 4) direct schools and school districts to 

adopt instructional materials that accurately depict the role and contributions of LGBT 

Americans to California’s development (California Education Code §§ 60040, 2013).   

The bill was presented to the California Senate Committee on Education on 

March 23, 2011 where it was approved 6-3. On March 29, 2011, it was amended to also 

include the contributions of persons with disabilities to California social studies 

instruction and subsequently referred to the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 5, 2011 

for further deliberation where it passed 3-2.  An amended SB 48 (2010) was put to a vote 

on the Senate Floor on April 14, 2011 where it passed 24-14.  SB 48 then made its way 

from the Senate Floor to the California Assembly Committee on Education on June 22, 

2011 where it garnered approval and returned to the Assembly for a final vote. On July 5, 

2011, SB 48 passed in the California Assembly.  Apart from a few abstentions, the 

Assembly votes were split along party lines with zero Republican Senators or Assembly 

Members voting to approve the measure.  

Differing opinions.  On one hand, FAIR had been opposed by nearly all the 

Republicans in both houses of the California legislature.  Although a few of them 
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abstained, no Republican Senators or Assembly Members supported it.  In general, 

Republican policymakers and socially conservative private or non-profit institutions, such 

as Roman Catholic or Evangelical churches, opposed FAIR mainly for their parishioners’ 

canonical or catechism-based convictions that homosexuality and transsexuality are 

lifestyle choices contrary to natural law and the churches’ teachings.  Organizers of the 

failed referendums to overturn FAIR have pressed that the new law would infringe upon 

parents’ rights, discriminate against religiously held beliefs, and expose children as 

young as five to developmentally inappropriate representations of sex and sexuality (Leff, 

2011).  

FAIR, as chaptered, does not allow parents to opt their children out of LGBT-

inclusive lessons.  Conservative Republicans and their constituents believe that the 

mandate is an affront to religious freedoms protected by the first amendment 

(SaveCalifornia.com, 2012), claiming that the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011) is 

nothing more than sexual indoctrination that pushes immorality on impressionable youth; 

it would teach children that homosexuality is biological and natural, which are 

contradictory to biblical teachings (SaveCalifornia.com, 2012).  Other socially 

conservative groups also believe that FAIR has avoided budgetary scrutiny because 

Democratic legislative leaders have simply passed the decision-making down to local 

school boards.  Opponents of FAIR (Catholics for the Common Good, n.d.) claim that the 

unspecified costs of requiring new textbooks, new trainings, and other additional 

expenditures are being ignored. 



 

 

14 

On the other hand, FAIR was supported by nearly all the Democrats in both 

houses of the California legislature.  Although a few of them abstained in the voting that 

led up to its eventual authorization, no Democratic Senators or Assembly Members 

opposed it. Since its passage in July 2011, FAIR supporters, including LGBT rights 

groups, disability rights advocates, social justice and civil rights organizations, and 

progressive and mainstream Protestant church communities and coalitions, such as 

California Church Impact, have coalesced to implement FAIR (Senate Committee on 

Education, SB 48 Bill Analysis, 2011; Senate Judiciary Committee, SB 48 Bill Analysis, 

2011).  Other democratic public institutions and left-leaning agencies such as teachers’ 

and labor unions support FAIR because they view discrimination against people with 

disabilities and LGBT people as a civil-rights issue that ought to be prohibited (California 

Teachers’ Association, 2012).  To ensure that lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 

Americans and people with disabilities are included in a comprehensive study of 

California history for K-12 students, these groups have worked toward defending it 

against continual failed referendums to repeal the law (Equality California, 2011).   

The strongest advocates for anti-LGBT-bullying legislation have been groups, 

such as GLSEN, that believe that enumeration or “…the explicit listing of factors for 

which students might be subject to harassment or assault,” (Sadowski, 2017, p.6), is 

essential for policy.   Enumeration, Sadowski (2017) and GLSEN (2017) suggest, 

strengthens school districts’ abilities to protect LGBT students or anyone else who might 

be targeted from bullying.  With it, Sadowski argues “…there is no ambiguity about the 

fact that anti-LGBTQ harassment and bullying are unacceptable—regardless of any 
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religious or political beliefs that a student, teacher, administrator, parent or community 

member might hold—and that educators have a nonnegotiable responsibility to address it 

if it occurs” (p. 6).   

In addition to enumeration, proponents of anti-LGBT-bullying legislation have 

claimed, in rebuttal to opponent’s beliefs, that the added costs of reprinting social science 

textbooks to include LGBT concerns would not take state monies away from the core 

content areas of math and language arts.  The Senate Rules Committee’s SB 48 Analysis 

(2011) explicitly states that FAIR would have no fiscal impact on the state budget; any 

costs incurred toward adoption of new curricula would be budgeted by local agencies as 

they update history and social science curricular materials.  Advocates of FAIR have also 

pointed out that schools may opt toward digital resources (The FAIR Education Act, n.d.; 

GSANetwork, n.d.), which, aside from teacher training, would not incur any extraneous 

additional costs toward instructional implementation. 

U.S. Department of Education. Then U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan 

was candid in his support of LGBT-inclusive instruction, citing evidence that LGBT 

students continue to be “the targets of disproportionate shares” of harassment and 

bullying in schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2011, p.1).  In 2011, the U.S. 

Department of Education’s General Counsel, Charles Rose, issued a set of legal 

guidelines intended to “…provide schools with the information and resources they need 

to help ensure that all students, including LGBT and gender nonconforming students, 

have a safe place to learn, meet, share experiences, and discuss matters that are important 

to them” (U.S. Department of Education, 2011, p. 1).  In the key policy letter introducing 
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the issuance of these guidelines, Duncan urged every school district to make sure that its 

students, parents, faculty, staff and administrators protect the educational rights of all 

students regardless of sexual orientation or gender identity.  He reminded his readers that 

the Equal Access Act “…requires public schools to afford equal treatment to all non-

curricular student organizations, including GSAs and other groups that focus on issues 

related to LGBT students, sexual orientation, or gender identity” (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2011, p. 1).   

In 2014, the Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR) issued 

further clarification that LGBT students are protected under Title IX.  Signed by 

Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights Catherine Lhamon, the guidance stated that “…Title 

IX’s sex discrimination prohibition extends to claims of discrimination based on gender 

identity or failure to conform to stereotypical notions of masculinity or femininity and 

OCR accepts such complaints for investigation” (U.S. Department of Education, 2014, p. 

5).  Further, White House conference materials on at risk-groups echoed OCR’s 

statement urging the “…inclusion of LGBTQ role models or issues in school curricula, 

including bullying-prevention programming, and access to information and resources 

through the library, school-based health centers, and other avenues” (White House 

Conference Materials, 2015, p. 65) as a practice that school districts need to adopt. 

Under the Trump administration, however, support for LGBT rights has waned. 

On January 20, 2017, the day President Donald Trump and Vice-President Mike Pence 

took their oaths of office, all pages dedicated to LGBT rights, including reports on LGBT 

rights, disappeared from the WhiteHouse.gov site (Buhr, 2017; Itkowitz, 2017).  On 
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February 22, 2017, Trump’s administration revoked the Obama-era guidance (U.S 

Department of Education, 2011) that afforded non-discrimination guidelines toward 

LGBT students in public schools, including allowing transgender students the use of 

bathrooms of their choice (Somashekhar, Brown, & Balingit, 2017).  Further, Trump’s 

appointment of Betsy DeVos, a financial backer of LGBT conversion therapy, to the 

office of Secretary of Education further reveals the President’s views against LGBT 

rights.  In a letter arguing against her confirmation, U.S. Representative Mark Pocan (D-

WI) said of DeVos: “She and her family have donated extensively to groups which 

promote the idea that students who identify as LGBT must undergo ‘conversion’ therapy 

and have also affiliated with groups that oppose anti-bullying legislation” (Opoien, 

2017).  The lack of support for LGBT rights under the Trump administration puts the 

onus of advocating for LGBT-inclusive education on individual states and local 

governments. 

Problem Statement 

School can be a harsh environment for lesbian, gay, bisexual and/or gender non-

conforming children and adolescents (Kosciw, Palmer, Kull, & Greytak, 2013).  

Comprehensive LGBT curricula can remedy the climate of harassment, bullying, and 

prejudice in which LGBT youth are situated as students begin to see normative 

representations of gay, lesbian, transgender and gender non-conforming people reflected 

in their classroom lessons (Burdge, Snap, Laub, Russell, & Moody, 2013; Cahill & 

Cianciotto, 2004; Kosciw et al., 2013; O'Shaughnessy et al., 2004).  That is why the 
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passage of the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011) has been such an important milestone 

in public education.   

Although the burden for fulfilling the tenets of FAIR ultimately lies within the 

charge of classroom teachers, school district superintendents need to carry out the 

important task of monitoring implementation, especially if this law is to mitigate 

instances of LGBT youth victimization as intended.  Yet, since FAIR’s passage in 2011, 

nothing has been done to document the opinions of superintendents regarding its 

implementation in California’s school districts.  One way to determine superintendents’ 

opinions on the implementation of the FAIR Education Act is through a survey study of 

their thoughts about the implementation of FAIR in their respective school districts.  

The aim of this exploratory study has been to do just that by determining a 

sampling of California superintendents’ opinions on the implementation of the LGBT-

inclusive instructional provisions of the FAIR Education Act and its needs for successful 

implementation.  This study answers the research questions: 1) What are school 

superintendents’ opinions of the implementation of the LGBT-inclusive instructional 

provisions of the FAIR Education Act? Are there significant differences in opinions 

about LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act 

among superintendents from small, medium and large school districts? 2) What are their 

opinions of its needs, if any?  Are there significant differences in opinions among 

superintendents from small, medium and large school districts regarding their school 

districts’ FAIR implementation needs?  Implications and recommendations for future 
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research on LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of FAIR’s provisions in 

all of California’s schools are offered at the conclusion of this study.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

The purpose of this literature review is to postulate a conceptual framework and 

build an argument for the need to conduct research on the implementation of the LGBT-

inclusive provisions of the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011).  Six years since its 

legislative passing, relatively little is known about FAIR’s implementation and none 

about superintendents’ opinions on the matter.  On one hand, much is known about the 

importance of LGBT-inclusive education. It is well documented that educational 

establishments’ ignorance of the higher rates of depression, abuse, and suicide among 

LGBT youth leads to further compounding of the problems that LGBT students face. 

(Atkinson & DePalma, 2009; DePalma & Jennett, 2010; Potter, 2012).  Research has also 

found that schools that have implemented LGBT-inclusive education initiatives have seen 

a decrease in substance abuse and suicide rates among LGBT students (Bower & Klecka, 

2009; DePalma & Atkinson, 2009; Szalacha, 2003).  On the other hand, little is known 

about the school districts that have adopted LGBT-inclusive curricula to emulate the 

successes reported in these studies (Filax, 2006; Lindley & Reininger, 2001; Nichols, 

1999; Rienzo & Button, 1996; Vega, Crawford, & Van Pelt, 2012).  California is the first 

state, thus far, to enact legislation and guidance mandating LGBT inclusive instruction 

for K-12 students.  This review of literature: 1) proposes a means of understanding local 

implementation of state requirements, 2) uncovers what is known about the integration of 
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LGBT issues into school curricula, and 3) initiates discussion on the necessities of 

conducting further research on the fidelity of implementation of the FAIR Education Act 

in California. 

Local Implementation of State Requirements 

Significance of effective implementation. Interweaving his experience as an 

education reform consultant to over 1700 schools throughout the United States, Evans 

asserts in an essay that authentic transformation in schools only happens when the 

teachers support the changes (Evans, 1993).  According to Evans, classroom teachers are 

exceptionally cynical about policies passed down to them from state and local 

policymakers.  He believes that if faculty and staff are not conferred with in the 

construction of an anti-bullying policy, they will not go along with its implementation. 

Biegel (2010), a professor of educational policy and law at UCLA, cites several court 

cases that elucidate the difficulties of being out in school. Conducting a meta-analysis of 

court victories, Biegel found that courtroom triumphs did not always make it into the 

classroom to produce the intended transformations, and that coming out did not always 

result in fewer cases of harassment or anti-LGBT discrimination.  He argues that, in 

general, educational establishments are resistant to any type of change.  Even small 

changes, such as a proposal for a new extracurricular club, are met with reticence.   

Suffice it to say, implementing new LGBT-inclusive curricula so that LGBT 

students feel safe and accepted will not be minor, as the undercurrents involved in 

changing a school community are strong and difficult to sway (Beigel, 2010).  

Implementing a law that tells teachers that they have one more thing to teach in addition 
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to the myriad of lessons already expected of them will pose a great challenge that many 

teachers and administrators might skirt until heavier impositions are placed.  

Furthermore, Biegel emphasizes that legislative victories do not always translate into 

changes on the local level.  This is especially true for school districts that have been faced 

with tight budgetary constraints and textbook adoption freezes.  Although FAIR passed in 

2011 and took effect January 1, 2012, teachers eager to put the new law into practice 

received little to no guidance as California state boards of education continued their 

suspension of instructional material adoptions through July 2015. Per California 

Department of Education’s (2017) Instructional Materials Adoptions website, new 

adoptions of LGBT-inclusive materials only began taking effect at the start of the 2017-

2018 academic year—6 years after the law passed.   

Other studies have shown that the simple passage of a law, including the hype that 

is linked with its passage, does not change the culture of the establishment or the 

behavior of people associated with said establishment (Deyle & Smith, 1998; Streib & 

Willoughby, 2005; Terry, 2010).  In a survey study of South Carolina teachers’ 

perspectives of the efficacy of the South Carolina Safe School Climate Act of 2006, 

Terry (2010) found that although nearly all the teachers surveyed knew about the law, 

most felt that not enough was being done at the legislative or local level to ensure its 

success.  His open-ended survey data cite the lack of staff development and information 

about the law at the district level.  Teachers surveyed also point to the ineffectiveness of 

action to change social behavior at the state level.  Terry’s research is an affirmation of 

the idea that without effective implementation of policies, the policies have little effect.   
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Streib and Willoughby (2005) also discuss that without adequate support, a new 

policy’s implementation can merely become symbolic rather than substantive.  In an 

analysis of the existing literature on local government implementation of technology, 

they list a number of issues that lead to dispositional problems if not addressed. These 

include the need for an abundance of resources, equitable distribution of these resources, 

knowledgeable leadership, supportive and skilled staff, good communication, protection 

of privacy, and security of information.  Streib and Willoughby further discuss that the 

temperament of the implementers can either effectively promote or discourage 

implementation of a policy.  When the implementers either do not want to or are not able 

to do what they are supposed to do, the implementation can stop in its tracks.  In sum, if 

privacy, security, functionality or equity is not handled appropriately, dissension in the 

ranks can ensue—leading to ineffective implementation. 

Effective policy implementation requires that the implementers know what they 

are supposed to do and how to do it.  Studying the effects of implementation in Florida’s 

State Department of Community Affairs, Deyle and Smith (1998) found that much of the 

variation in compliance with policies was attributable to how the planning mandate was 

implemented. Although not a study on implementation of education policy, Deyle and 

Smith’s work, as it is research on the compliance of Florida’s communities on a state 

mandate in 1998, is easily transferrable to the study of education policy implementation.  

Concerns about the influence of local conditions and local governments’ responses to 

coercive mandates are universal.  In tackling the question, “How are local communities 

complying?” Deyle and Smith discovered that some mandate requirements were 
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emphasized over others, and “…the extent to which local communities have complied 

with these requirements has a high degree of variation” (Deyle & Smith, 1998, p. 462).    

Referencing an expansive literature on policy implementation, Deyle and Smith 

(1998) indicate that the Department of Community Affairs’ lack of compliance with 

policy mandates is not an isolated phenomenon when it comes to policy implementation.  

How a designated local agency (such as a state funded public school) implements a 

mandate is likely substantially influenced by political feasibility and administrative 

practicality (Deyle & Smith, 1998).  According to Deyle and Smith, if the policy mandate 

agrees with the political leanings of the community in which it is supposed to be 

implemented and there are no issues among the stakeholders affected by the policy, then 

it is more likely than not that the policy will be expediently implemented.  However, the 

flipside remains true.  A mandate that is perceived to be toxic to a local community in 

terms of its feasibility and practicality will most likely be faced with delays or roadblocks 

in implementation.  The takeaway, offer Deyle and Smith, is that “…state mandates 

should not be viewed as monolithic entities that are uniformly implemented” (p. 467).  

The passage of state laws in and of themselves do not effect change in local 

agencies’ culture, climate, and safety.   An analysis of Terry’s (2010) study of South 

Carolina’s Safe School Climate Act of 2006 further supports this claim.  Terry found that 

although the School Climate Act afforded the opportunity for administrators, teachers, 

and parents to contribute to the formation of the policies at their schools, most of the 

stakeholders were ambivalent about how to do so. Ineffective implementation can come 

about when policymakers do not clearly communicate what they expect the policy to 
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accomplish.  As such, if stakeholders hold inconsistent views on the intended purpose of 

the legislation, the lack of clarity from the policymakers muddles the implementation 

process even further. 

In a qualitative study of the local implementation of new state assessments in 

North Carolina and Kentucky in 1993-1994, McDonnell and Choisser (1997) found that 

instructional change through the introduction of a new policy is neither automatic nor 

fast.  McDonnell and Choisser’s study analyzed face-to-face interviews, telephone 

interviews, and teacher artifacts from Kentucky and North Carolina school districts.  The 

face-to-face sessions consisted of interviews with four teachers, the principal, and the 

counselor in each of six schools in three districts in Kentucky and three districts in North 

Carolina.  Ninety-five total teachers and administrators were interviewed in separate 45-

minute one-on-one meetings in October and December 1993 using an open-ended, 

structured protocol.  Forty-four additional principals and counselors in Kentucky and 

North Carolina were telephone interviewed in February and May 1994 using the same 

protocol.  Teacher artifacts consisted of formative and summative assignments and 

assessments and anecdotal records of teachers who were interviewed.  In all, data were 

gathered from 139 teachers and administrators in both states.  An analysis of the 

interviews and corresponding teacher artifacts revealed to McDonnell and Choisser a 

salient theme—if communities want to bring about change in schools, they need to ensure 

that sufficient teacher retraining and adequate and abundant materials accompany the 

policy changes.  

 McDonnell and Choisser’s (1997) interviewees were selected from a 
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representative sample of Kentucky and North Carolina schools.  The sample was evenly 

divided among twelve school districts from six different geographic urban, suburban, and 

rural regions: two from eastern Appalachian Kentucky, two from central Pennyrule, 

Kentucky, two from suburban Louisville, Kentucky, two from the western mountain 

region of North Carolina, two from the eastern coastal region of North Carolina, and two 

from North Carolina’s central Piedmont area.  The North Carolina sample included four 

elementary schools and two middle schools, and the Kentucky sample included two 

elementary schools, two middle schools, and two high schools.  The principals from each 

school selected the participating teachers who altogether had an average of 16 years of 

teaching experience.  McDonnell and Choisser consulted with the states’ teachers’ 

organizations, the state departments of education, university faculty and staff of 

independent groups working on education reform in Kentucky and North Carolina to 

make sure that none of the sites selected were atypical of how schools adapt to externally 

mandated change. 

McDonnell and Choisser (1997) employed coders to determine response 

characteristics that were common across the two states.  The coders analyzed 

instructional artifacts to compare what teachers said about changes in their instruction 

with what they actually assigned.  McDonnell and Choisser then assessed each 

assignment over a two-week period to establish how consistent teachers were with the 

instructional goals specific to their respective state. In their analysis, they learned that 

teachers in North Carolina and Kentucky were granted little-to-no professional training to 

administer the assessments that were mandated by their respective states.  Moreover, 
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because of a lack of clarity of the policies’ intent and a deficiency of fiscal and temporal 

support, the top-down mandates failed to instill a sense of ownership within the local 

agents (local administrators, teachers, and parents).  In sum, McDonnell and Choisser’s 

report illustrates the point that education policies “…hobbled by vague or conflicting 

policy intent” (p. 17) can result in financial and time constraints that ultimately shape the 

policy’s implementation.   

In their inability to convince those in local schools that the policy mandates could 

in fact be adapted to meet their respective situations, policymakers cast a dark shadow on 

the implementation process.  One reason North Carolina teachers gave for their lack of 

buy-in into the new policy, assert McDonnel and Choisser (1997), was the fear and 

cynicism that the state would simply discontinue the assessments and implement a 

different mandate as it has done in the past.  Other scholars of policy implementation 

have pointed out that change really cannot occur unless those on the front lines are given 

sufficient time to learn and adapt to new approaches.  One such scholar, McLaughlin 

(1987), offers an analysis of what has been learned from policy implementation, mainly 

that local capacity and will are the two most critical factors that determine success of 

policy implementation.  In her review of literature on policy implementation, 

McLaughlin iterates that policy-directed change is essentially a problem for the smallest 

unit of implementation—teachers.   If they are not clear on the intent of the policies they 

are being asked to implement, teachers will stall implementation. 

Furthermore, if teachers are not convinced that the policy addresses their 

community’s values and meets their needs, they will give minimal, symbolic support at 
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best.  Without proper training, resources, expertise and time to implement the policy, the 

policy will stagnate.  If policymakers do not work with teachers in translating the policy’s 

goals into practice, the implementation will fail (McLaughlin, 1987).   

Local implementation of a major policy—NCLB.  The No Child Left Behind 

Act (NCLB) was proposed in 2001 with the ambitious goal of 100% proficiency in 

reading and math for all students by 2014.  Within five years of officially becoming law, 

nearly all states were implementing its technical tenets.  State officials were tasked with 

ensuring that school districts and ultimately each classroom in those districts 

implemented NCLB’s requirements, which included identifying and implementing 

curricula, instructional strategies, and/or school reform models that have been shown to 

increase students’ achievement.  In addition, the states moved to help districts develop 

and implement detailed curriculum guides, frameworks, pacing sequences and model 

lessons aligned with state standards in that five-year time span. 

In the final report based on two longitudinal studies of NCLB—National 

Longitudinal Study of NCLB and the Study of State Implementation of Accountability 

and Teacher Quality Under NCLB—it was revealed that the percentage of districts that 

reported providing technical assistance to their schools in 2006-2007 to help them 

achieve their goals was 73.5% (Le Floch, Naftel, O’Day, Stecher, & Taylor, 2010, p. 

253).  An impressive number that gives the overall impression that most schools were on 

the way toward successfully achieving what NCLB set out to do.  A closer look at the 

data, however, details a different picture.   
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The percentage of districts that were implementing strategies for increasing 

parents’ involvement in their children’s education was a mere 28% (Le Floch et al., 2010, 

p. 254).  Likewise, only 28% of districts implemented focused test preparation materials 

or activities (Le Floch et al., 2010, p.262).  Furthermore, in that same year, of all the 

school districts needing assistance to identify and implement strategies to address the 

instructional needs of limited English proficient (LEP) students and students with 

disabilities, only 67% and 73% received assistance respectively (Le Floch et al., 2010, 

p.263).  In other words, hundreds of schools did not receive the help they needed to be in 

compliance, yet they were still expected to meet annual measurable objectives (AMO) or 

else face accountability measures. 

Moreover, according to Le Floch et al. (2010), although the majority of states 

provided technical assistance to improve education for LEP students in their districts in 

the first five years of NCLB implementation, “…half of all schools that reported needing 

such assistance did not have their needs met” (p. 99).  For example, many of the 

assessments used by states to gauge AMOs were not reliable or valid to measure the 

progress of LEP students as required by NCLB (Le Floch et al., 2010).  Considering the 

misalignment of assessments and standards, states scrambled to revise their AMOs in 

order to be aligned with the assessments.  In essence, states implemented standards and 

assessments but ultimately failed at meeting the needs of local schools.  Schools received 

assistance, but the assistance was not sufficient to address the schools’ concerns.   

Schools not meeting their AMOs were eventually identified for improvement.  

This meant that if they did not make at least one change, they would face restructuring.  
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Allowable changes included replacing staff, implementing a new curriculum, decreasing 

management authority at the school, appointing an outside expert, extending the school 

day or year, or restructuring the school’s internal organization (Le Floch et al., 2010).  

After failing to make annual yearly progress for five years, however, schools then were 

mandated to restructure their governance. 

The following year, if no improvements were made, these declining schools were 

supposed to be prompted by the state to close and then reopen as charter schools, replace 

all or most of the school staff, or turn management over to the state or a private agency.  

But these drastic consequences rarely occurred or took a decade or more to develop, as in 

the case of Normandy School in Ferguson, MO.  Normandy was on probation for fifteen 

years as featured on National Public Radio’s This American Life (Glass & Hanna, 2015).  

It had a poverty rate of 92% during the time it was on probation, yet nothing was done to 

close down or restructure its governance during that entire time.  Per the State and local 

implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (Le Floch et al., 2013), “…many states 

were not yet imposing required consequences due to the extended time needed for 

standards and assessment development and to recent changes in the assessments used to 

measure progress” (p. xx).  Thousands of Normandy School children over a fifteen-year 

time span fell victim to a system that acted too slowly to impose consequences on non-

compliance. 

On the surface, NCLB looks to have prompted schools to make significant gains 

in students’ reading and math proficiency levels.  Yet, digging deeper, it becomes clear 

that if schools did nothing to meet the mandates of NCLB, little-to-no consequences were 
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imposed.  Upon reflection, if states are unable to enforce the consequences of as forceful 

a mandate as NCLB, how can policymakers hold schools accountable to implement other 

less over-arching policies, such as the FAIR Education Act?  

Time Needed to Change and Implement New Curriculum 

 Effectively implementing a new curriculum takes time and resources.  In a paper 

written for the American Educational Research Association, Jett-Simpson, Pugach, and 

Whipp (1992) stated that “…changing the soul of a school is a slow process marked by 

gradual approximations of the school vision.  Recognition of the nature of deep level 

change implies that there must be long term commitment to the process” (p. 24).  Jett-

Simpson et al. based their conclusions on interviews of thirty-four teachers and their 

perceptions of school-wide change after an implementation was initiated at their 

respective school.  Drawing on their research and on a meta-analysis of others, Fullan 

(1993) concludes that complex changes often take five years or more to be implemented.  

According to Fullan, stakeholders need to undergo iterations of the implementation 

before they can begin to judge its value and start to take ownership of it.  Although policy 

mandates prompt changes, the changes do not happen without reeducation of the teachers 

and administrators—a lengthy process that, if done well, can positively influence these 

stakeholders’ attitudes, beliefs and values.  In other words, simply mandating change is 

not enough; stakeholders need time to understand the reasoning behind the mandates and 

training to begin to value their intended purposes.  

Implementers need to completely buy-in to the importance of the changes in order 

for implementation to take hold.  Even under the most agreeable of circumstances, 
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countless administrative and pedagogical supports are necessary to facilitate the required 

changes that make implementation successful (Hord & Huling-Austin, 1986). Based on a 

one-year study of nine elementary school principals involved in curriculum 

implementation, Hord and Huling-Austin found that despite the importance of school 

administration, principals and other administrative heads were not the sole change-

faciliators.  In every school, additional people played a major role in supplying 

implementation interventions – requiring a significant outlay of financial and logistical 

supports. 

Further, in an earlier literature review and meta-analysis of curriculum and 

instruction implementation, Fullan and Pomfret (1977) found that problems in 

implementation are complex and do not simply exist in curriculum creation or getting 

buy-in from major stakeholders such as teachers and administrators.  Convincing the 

various stakeholders to teach the curriculum in certain ways delays implementation even 

further.  Passing a law and then telling people what they are required to teach are just the 

initial steps.  The difficulty in implementation mainly resides in the ongoing struggle to 

teach the curriculum with fidelity. And, this struggle is multi-dimensional, as Fullan and 

Pomfret point out, with aspects that need careful consideration: changes in instructional 

materials; structure of the class; role/behavior of the students, teachers and 

administrators; knowledge and understanding of the instructors; and value internalization 

of all stakeholders.   

Because multiple interventions in the first three years of implementation often 

need to take place (Hord & Huling-Austin, 1986), orchestrating a policy implementation 
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that affects thousands of students, parents, teachers and itinerant educators takes several 

years.  The first three years are so wrought with coming to terms with the changes and 

obtaining buy-in from stakeholders that new curriculum materials are often considered an 

after-thought.   Hord and Huling-Austin’s data “…paint a clear picture of how complex 

implementing a new curricula is, considering the large number and variety of 

interventions by many persons” (p. 112).  Continual consultation and reinforcement of 

the policy tenets and ongoing monitoring of front-line implementers can eventually lead 

to effective curriculum implementation; nonetheless, it is imporant to reiterate Hord and 

Huling-Austin’s point that none of this will happen without shared leadership among all 

the stakeholders and a great deal of patience. 

In essence, after curricular materials are agreed upon, figuring out how to 

structure and teach the class and determining whether the instructors are knowledgeable 

and willing enough to teach the material are the major hurdles.  Structural and personal 

impediments to full implementation can take years to overcome.  Teachers and 

administrators will be required to alter their usual ways of thinking about themselves, 

each other and their students.  Notwithstanding, some instruction will still fall through the 

cracks and only appear to implement the material when confronted with evaluation.  As 

Fullan and Pomfret (1977) iterate, “Implementation is not simply an extension of 

planning and adoption processes.  It is a phenomenon in its own right” (p. 336).  

Nonetheless, just because it can take multiple years to accomplish does not mean school 

leaders should not go forward with implementation.  

Integration of LGBT Issues into School Curricula 
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 Several research studies show the positive effects that LGBT curricula can have 

on school environment and conditions (Burdge et al., 2013; Kosciw et al., 2014; 

O’Shaughnessy et al., 2004).  Burdge et al. (2013) conducted case-study research on four 

California high schools that implemented LGBT-inclusive curriculum in 2011-2012 and 

found that the curriculum had positive effects on the students’ performance and behavior.  

Kosciw et al. (2014) highlighted the positive findings on their meta-analysis of the 2013 

National School Climate survey—a report published on the experiences of lesbian, gay, 

bisexual and transgender students in the United States.  O’Shaughnessy et al. (2004) 

analyzed data from the 2002 California Health Kids Survey and the 2003 Preventing 

School Harrassment survey and discovered that school climate based on sexual 

orientation and gender non-conformity had also improved. 

 From October 2011-June 2012, Burdge et al. (2013) observed, surveyed, and 

interviewed key informants from one suburban and three urban high schools in San 

Francisco, Oakland, Los Angeles, and San Diego, California respectively.  Their study 

began shortly after SB 48 passed and revealed that implementation in these schools 

varied widely from one school to another.  The suburban San Francisco Bay Area school 

had the most far-reaching implementation of the four—providing LGBT-inclusive 

lessons in health classes to 234 out of 550 9th -12th grade students.  The school also had 

the wealthiest population of students of the four high schools studied, with only 30% of 

the students eligible for free or reduced lunch.  That year, nearly 43% of the student 

population received formal classroom instruction on LGBT-inclusive health concerns.  

The urban high schools, however, did not implement instruction as widely as the 
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aforementioned suburban school.  The urban Bay Area Title 1 high school case study 

revealed that only 95 out of 850 students received LGBT-inclusive instruction.  The 

lessons in this school were part of a few 10th and 11th grade history classes. No 9th grade 

or 12th grade LGBT-inclusive classes were taught.  The San Diego urban high school case 

study was even less LGBT-inclusive, offering only a two-day LGBT workshop to 160 out 

of 2500 students that year.  Lastly, the urban Los Angeles high school’s case study 

showed a lack of formal implementation, with only a few LGBT-inclusive events 

conducted throughout the year and no formal classess or workshops.  The surveys and 

interviews conducted in the schools show an overall increase in feelings of safety where 

LGBT-inclusive curriculum was more widely implemented.  For example, students in the 

suburban high school case study reported a decrease in LGBT-related bullying and 

harrassment.  Students in the urban case studies also reported an increase of support for 

LGBT people and concerns, despite the fewer LGBT-instructional opportunities that 

year.   

 Using an online survey that generated a representative sample of 7,898 6th-12th 

grade students from 2,770 unique school districts from all 50 states and Washington D.C. 

in 2013, Kosciw et al. (2014) documented the continued prevalence of anti-LGBT 

language and victimization in schools throughout the country.  Their eighth biennial 

report examined how school policies and practices may contribute to negative 

experiences for LGBT students, explored the effects that an LGBT-hostile school climate 

may have on LGBT students’ well-being and educational outcomes, and evaluated the 

utility and availability of LGBT-related school supports and resources that may promote 
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positive learning experiences of LGBT students.  The survey consisted of questions that 

revealed experiences of LGBT students with regard to school safety, climate, and 

academic acheivement.  The survey asked about anti-LGBT remarks, harassment, assualt 

and discriminatory practices at school.  It also disclosed the experiences of LGBT 

students in schools with gay-straight alliance (GSA) groups, LGBT-inclusive lessons or 

resources at school, LGBT-supportive staff, and comprehensive harrassment policies.   

 Kosciw et al. (2014) selected their nearly 7900 respondents via outreach to 

national, regional, and local LGBT advocacy organizations and through social 

networking sites such as Reddit and Facebook.  About 68% of the sample was Caucasian 

and approximately 59% identified as gay or lesbian.  Participants were between the ages 

of 13 and 21, with the largest numbers in the 15-16 age group.  Kosciw et al. conducted 

an analysis of the results by comparing the students’ school climate responses to their 

demographic ones and juxtaposed the results with the 1999, 2001, 2003, 2007, 2009, and 

2011 national climate surveys.  In sum, they found that although the prevalence of LGBT 

discrimination and harrassment in schools throughout the country has declined 

consistently since 2001, the results were more dramatic in schools with the presence of 

supportive educators, GSAs, and LGBT-inclusive curricula and resources.  These schools 

had over-all lower incidences of bullying, harrassment, and assault, greater attendance 

records of LGBT student, and higher overall GPAs of LGBT students than schools 

without LGBT-inclusive student supports. 

 O’Shaughnessy et al. (2004) extrapolated data from the combined survey results 

of the annual California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) (WestEd, 2016) and the 
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Preventing School Harassment Survey (PSH) of 2003 (O’Shaughnessy et al., 2004). 

CHKS is survey of California students’ resilience and health risk factors.  The survey 

includes a question about harassment based on perceived or actual sexual orientation.  

O’Shaughnessy et al. culled data from the 2003 survey, which was administered to 7th, 

8th, and 11th grade students and garnered over 230,000 respondents. The 2003 PSH 

targeted mainly LGBT students in California through outreach to LGBT allied 

organizations, youth groups, and GSAs.  In all, 634 middle and high school aged youth 

completed the survey.  O’Shaugnessy et al.’s analysis of CHKS and PSH reveals that 

7.5% of California students—roughly a quarter of a million youth—are targets of LGBT 

harassment.  These students are more than twice as likely as non-LGBT students to be 

depressed or consider suicide and more than three times as likely to miss school or report 

carrying a weapon to school. 

  More importantly as it relates to implications for future research in LGBT-

inclusive instruction and FAIR implementation, the survey results from CHKS and PSH 

show a greater sense of self-worth from students whose schools have LGBT-inclusive 

school climates.  Sixty-seven percent of students who have learned about LGBT issues at 

school said they felt safe at school compared to forty-percent of students who have not 

been taught LGBT-inclusive curricula.  The percentage of students who feel valued goes 

up even higher—to 75%—for students whose schools have a GSA group on campus 

(O’Shaugnessy et al., 2004). 

The findings in these studies (Burdge et al., 2013; Kosciw et al., 2014; 

O’Shaughnessy et al., 2004) show an increase in feelings of well-being and security 
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among LGBT youth as well as feelings of being supported by staff in schools that have 

inclusive curricula.  In addition, they appear to justify a need to create an inclusive 

curricular environment that allows LGBT students to see themselves as depicted in their 

textbooks and classroom lessons.  Altogether, they make the point that teachers and 

school administrators may need more professional development in LGBT-inclusive 

instruction in all subject areas and grade levels. 

As McGarry (2013) iterates, in his review of LGBT-inclusive curriculum 

development, “…many forms of bias can be found in school curriculum, but the most 

basic form is the complete or relative exclusion of individuals who represent certain 

groups, including LGBT people” (p. 31).  In other words, when LGBT students see 

themselves reflected in classroom instruction, they develop identities on par with the 

dominant heteronormative culture and consequently feel more a sense of greater self-

worth.  McGarry’s sentiment mirrors Banks’ (2009) model on approach to multicultural 

reform which is introduced later in the conceptual framework.   

 LGBT-inclusive curricula give non-LGBT students, parents and staff the tools to 

examine their own heteronormative worlds (McGarry, 2013).   Higher levels of prejudice 

against LGBT people persist in environments that have non-LGBT-inclusive curricula 

when compared to those that have updated their instruction to reflect the issues and 

concerns of LGBT people (Cahill & Ciancotto, 2004). Citing a growing body of research 

that show curricular interventions are helping to make LGBT students feel safer, Cahill 

and Ciancotto (2004) argue that the implementation of gay-straight alliances in schools 

and explicit non-discrimination policies intended to counteract LGBT discrimination are 
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warranted.  Additionally, they argue that the next level of implementation ought to come 

from the federal government as a tie-in to existing federal non-discrimination policies.  

Blumenfeld (2010) also makes a case for the inclusion of LGBT topics in classroom 

instruction, primarily in discussions surrounding multiculturalism, stating that schools 

need to treat LGBT people as an integral part of the fabric of multicultural education.  

According to Blumenfeld, to ignore LGBT people as a people with a unique culture and a 

unique social identity is to jeopardize not only the progress our country has made in civil 

rights in the past half decade, but it threatens to maintain the privileges that dominant 

cultures have over marginalized ones.  The work of Blumenfeld (2010), Burdge, et al. 

(2013), Cahill and Ciancotto (2004), Kosciw et al. (2014), McGarry (2013), and 

O’Shaughnessy et al. (2004) all point to the positive impact of LGBT-inclusive 

instruction.  They all agree that an inclusive policy, such as FAIR, if implemented, can be 

a positive instrument to help bring about a safer school environment for faculty, staff, 

students and parents alike.  

Confronting the culture of heteronormativity in schools.  Using participatory 

action research as the method for understanding the role of educational institutions in 

maintaining heteronormativity in schools, DePalma and Atkinson (2010) explore the 

possible ways that primary school teachers can disrupt dominant discourses on sexual 

orientation through purposeful anti-heterosexist action and instruction.  They argue that 

although heteronormativity is and has been for centuries a socio-cultural phenomenon, 

educational policies and teachers that abide by them do not have to maintain this 

discriminatory perspective.  DePalma and Atkinson (2010) push for the questioning, 
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deconstruction and reconceptualization of education policies that shed light on latent 

forms of sexual and gender expression.  Despite being limited to only a few schools in 

the United Kingdom, their study opens the door for further exploration of school-based 

homophobia and literature that addresses its prevalence. 

 Several other studies have found that teachers at all levels (pre-service, novice, 

and veteran) earnestly want more information about how to teach LGBT issues, 

especially as they relate to the spectrum of liberal gay-straight alliances (GSA) to 

conservative Christian ideologies (Donahue, 2007; Kitchen & Bellini, 2012; Schmidt, 

Chang, Carolan-Silva, Lockhart, & Anagnostopoulos, 2012; Wyatt, Oswalt, White, & 

Peterson, 2008).  Donahue (2007), in his action research paper, examined the results of 

matching homosexual student teachers with homosexual cooperating teachers in their 

student teaching placements and found that cooperating teachers either dodged 

meaningful conversation about their identities as gays or lesbians or, in one case, tried to 

shield the student teacher from possible future harm by dissuading the student teacher 

from coming out.  According to Donahue’s research, the sexual identity of the 

cooperating teachers was not a factor in motivating student teachers to challenge the 

hetero-normative cultures in their future placements.  In fact, the action research shows 

that the supervising teachers’ internalized heterosexism might actually have been a 

detriment to challenging the institutional bias against homosexuality in their respective 

schools.  Donahue’s data also suggest that the student teachers were given no 

encouragement to follow in the footsteps of their openly gay cooperating teachers.  Both 

sets of teachers (novice and veteran) in these cases show a need for greater professional 



 

 

41 

development in the area of addressing LGBT concerns, such as internalized heterosexism 

and homophobia in schools. 

 Wyatt el al.’s (2008) study corroborates the findings that attitudes toward LGBT 

persons are moderate at best.  Although a neutral perception of gays and lesbians is 

progress from the negative attitudes against homosexuals and transsexuals that 

historically has been maintained in the United States, it is still indication that more 

education about the inherent dignity and worth of LGBT people is necessary.  Wyatt et 

al. surveyed 485 pre-service teachers (83% of whom were female) and discovered that 

their attitudes toward LGBT people, though not negative, were lacking in appreciation of 

the challenges that lesbian, gay, bisexual and transsexual youth face in America.  Wyatt 

et al. (2008), therefore suggest that pre-service teachers be encouraged to take at least one 

course on sexual orientation to increase their knowledge of the various issues that 

marginalized LGBT youth face today. 

 Kitchen and Bellini (2012), in a smaller-scale survey study of in-service teachers 

who participated in an LGBT-inclusive professional development in Ontario, Canada, 

found that a workshop as short as two hours on LGBT issues helped teachers develop a 

better understanding of how to teach LGBT concerns and topics in their respective 

schools.  The 150 teachers who participated in the survey acknowledged that schools 

remain places in which LGBT people experience harassment and homophobia and that 

teachers play a critical role in making schools safer for all LGBT youth.  Most teachers’ 

statements in the open-ended surveys identified examples of gross mislabeling and 

misrecognition of heterosexism in their schools.  In Schmidt et al.’s (2012) study of 
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classroom dialogues of 84 pre-service teachers in twelve class sessions, most of the 

teachers shared that they were unsure of the proper response to injustices and 

homophobic remarks toward LGBT persons that they witnessed. They were sure, 

however, that teachers have an indelible responsibility toward addressing homophobia.  

They just need to be given the proper training. 

Moreover, Jennings and Macgillivray (2011), in their study of education 

coursework syllabi and textbooks, found that 40% of secondary and 44.4% of elementary 

teacher preparation programs failed to include LGBT issues in the curriculum.  They also 

discovered that the pre-service education coursework that managed to include LGBT 

issues did so using texts that failed to define terms appropriately or excluded discussion 

of the relationships and differences among homosexuality, bisexuality, transgender 

identity and intersexuality.  “The portrayal of LGBT people tended to focus on them as 

hapless victims,” assert Jennings and Macgillivray (p. 179).  In their analysis, they 

discovered that LGBT topics, when they were addressed, were frequently placed 

alongside the topics of drug and alcohol abuse, HIV/AIDS, violence, depression and 

suicide in the syllabi.  This type of partial instruction could pathologize, through 

association, LGBT identities—akin to discussing other specific social identities, such as 

race, in context of criminal or disenfranchised activity.  

Yet, Jennings and Macgillivray’s (2011) research must be viewed with caution.   

Their statistics may help to buttress recommendations to increase inclusion of LGBT 

topics in teacher professional development, however, omission of LGBT topics in syllabi 

should not be viewed as an automatic indication of the lack of pre-service teacher 
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programs’ sensitivity to LGBT-inclusive instruction for a couple of reasons.  First, syllabi 

creators may consider their work proprietary and, thus, leave out coursework details that 

they do not want published.  Second, states vary in their legislation and regulation of 

teacher education curricula, setting limits on education course requirements.  Regardless 

of the reason behind why LGBT topics are largely omitted from syllabi, however, 

Jennings and Macgillivray’s (2011) findings prompt further exploration.  

Data that uncover the extent toward which California schools are preparing 

teachers to address LGBT concerns since the passing of the FAIR Education Act in 2011 

has yet to surface. Some evidence shows that teacher preparation programs have thus far 

inadequately prepared teachers to discuss and confront LGBT issues, institutional 

homophobia, and transphobia in California schools.  Studies of teachers’ responses to 

heterosexism in schools reveal that pre-service, novice and veteran teachers have 

misidentified and mislabeled heterosexist behavior and have been unsure of the proper 

response to injustices toward LGBT persons that they witnessed (Donahue, 2007; 

Kitchen & Bellini, 2012; Schmidt et al., 2012; Wyatt et al., 2008).  Further study is 

warranted to determine if any changes in teacher responses to LGBT issues in California 

has changed in the past five years since the most recent of these studies were conducted. 

It is interesting to note that although K-12 teachers throughout the United States 

and Canada have been largely unprepared to teach students to work against LGBT 

bullying and discrimination, two separate research studies in the Midwest and California 

respectively (Clark, 2010; Flores, 2009) on the responsiveness of teachers to LGBT-

inclusive instruction revealed positive attitudes toward LGBT-friendly literature in their 
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classrooms.  Most teachers were simply not ready to advocate for it; instead, choosing to 

stay neutral despite most being personally anti-homophobia.  Clark’s (2010) interview 

findings revealed that LGBT issues have been viewed almost exclusively as political 

ones, and as one would not debate the rightness or wrongness of political affiliations, the 

choice to stay neutral on the topic of LGBT issues seemed apropos.  Flores (2009) found 

that nearly sixty percent of teachers he surveyed in Los Angeles believed that gay-themed 

literature should be implemented in classrooms.  Others were unsure or felt that it was the 

parents’ responsibility and right to introduce the sensitive topics associated with sex 

education (sexual orientation being a part of that); that these topics should not be 

broached via literature in the classrooms.  

Applying LGBT-inclusive curricula.  The political climate in relation to LGBT 

issues has significantly changed since the passing of the FAIR Education Act in 2011—

evidence that political attitudes in California toward the need for inclusion of LGBT 

topics in schools has changed for the positive.  Further evidence shows that children in 

California are receptive to LGBT-inclusive instruction.  In a study of young children’s 

level of emotional, cognitive and behavioral engagement of LGBT-inclusive curriculum, 

Fystrom (2010) found that elementary school children (grades 2-5) in the San Francisco 

Unified School District are able to emotionally and intellectually engage in LGBT 

lessons.  Fystrom’s (2010) findings reveal there is not a significant difference between 

levels of student engagement when comparing LGBT-inclusive and non-LGBT-inclusive 

lessons.  The results of her study provide evidence that elementary school aged children 

in a large urban and suburban sampling of California are developmentally ready to learn 
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about LGBT issues and are not psychologically damaged by incorporating LGBT topics 

into primary school curricula.  If children are developmentally ready to receive 

instruction on LGBT issues and teachers are willing to teach them, the timing of LGBT-

inclusive education in California appears to be right.   

Moreover, in addressing the legal and ethical concerns associated with 

establishing a safe environment of LGBT students, Jacob (2013) asserts that to foster a 

safer school setting for LGBT youth, it is necessary that all teachers, parents and school 

personnel receive training on LGBT youth concerns and anti-LGBT-bullying 

interventions.  Jacob further iterates that if school district policies are to effectively 

mitigate LGBT bullying in schools, the ideas for anti-bullying and LGBT-inclusive 

education legislation must be put into practice.  These and the aforementioned research 

findings on the negative effects of LGBT bullying in schools and the positive effects of 

LGBT-inclusive curricula buttress the importance of implementing the FAIR Education 

Act (FAIR, 2011).  

Guidance from the State 

On June 14, 2011, State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Torlakson 

released the following statement which left unclear at the time how districts should 

implement the law: 

I applaud Governor Brown’s decision to sign SB 48 into law, and I congratulate 

Senator Leno for authoring this important legislation. Our history is more 

complete when we recognize the contributions of people from all backgrounds 

and walks of life. As the result of ongoing budget reductions, the state process for 
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the development and review of K-8 instructional materials is [sic] currently 

dormant, but the California Department of Education looks forward to curriculum 

that reflects the diversity of our state (Torlakson, 2011).   

Since that statement was made in 2011, significant progress has been made by the state 

superintendent’s office toward crafting a state-mandated curriculum on LGBT topics.  

The budget freeze has thawed.  Further, as of October 3, 2017 key word searches of 

“LGBT” or “FAIR Education Act” on the California Department of Education (CDE) 

webpage http://www.cde.ca.gov/ reveal direct links to firm instructional guidance on 

these topics, the most important of which is the updated 2014-2016 California History-

Social Science Curriculum Framework http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/cf/sbedrafthssfw.asp. 

History of the curriculum framework adoption. In 2014, over two years after 

FAIR became law, a FAIR-compliant curriculum framework was finally drafted. The 

guidelines presented within the draft (Romesburg, Rupp, & Donahue, 2014) provided a 

great deal of flexibility from which school districts could develop and approve lessons.  

Approved for field review as of September 19, 2014, the framework draft recommended 

that students in elementary, middle and high school learn that: 1) LGBT families are a 

historical and current reality, 2) gender and sexuality issues have played a central role in 

the development of California, 3) there has been variation in regional and cultural 

practices and laws with regard to gender and sexuality, 4) industrialization and 

urbanization as far back as the nineteenth century have played a part in transforming how 

people viewed gender and sexuality, 5) sexual and gender minorities have faced 

sanctioned persecution as recent as the twentieth-century, and 6) the growth of the LGBT 
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civil rights and the evolution of modern LGBT communities and identities stem from 

these experiences.   

In 2016, after two years of deliberation, the History-Social Science Curriculum 

Framework field review concluded.  The draft was then approved by the California State 

Board of Education on July 14, 2016, making California the first ever state to offer 

official curriculum guidance on LGBT-inclusive K-12 instruction.  Nonetheless, the 

delivery of the content remains up to the local school officials and classroom instructors, 

which begs the following questions: Have superintendents put the necessary pieces in 

play to ensure the successful and expedient implementation of FAIR now that the official 

guidance has been released?  Have teachers been prepared to comply with FAIR?  Have 

local communities been tapped to assist with FAIR’s implementation?  Have 

superintendents considered the financial and human resource provisions that need to be 

employed to successfully implement the explicitly framed tenets of the FAIR Education 

Act? 

Conceptual Framework 

Three theories on policy implementation can frame how California school district 

superintendents have prepared for the integration of LGBT-inclusive curricula as 

provisioned by the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011).  The first is Evans’ (1993) theory 

on humans’ capacity to adapt to change. Evans is an organizational psychologist and a 

longtime consultant to K-12 schools throughout the United States.  His perspective on the 

human side of change and resistance to it helps to situate the challenges that 

superintendents may have faced in implementing the FAIR Education Act the local level. 
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The second is Bolman and Deal’s (1991) theory on how organizations enact reforms. 

Two frames of their four-frame model are used to examine questions surrounding the 

implementation of the FAIR Education Act in school districts throughout California. The 

third is Banks’ (2009) theory on approaches to reform. His four levels to multicultural 

reform gives credence to the notion that LGBT issues are multicultural issues as 

important as those related to race and ethnicity.  Banks’ (2009) levels frame an approach 

to curricular implementation that may have implications for education policy in 

California.  Put together, these three theories form the conceptual framework upon which 

an analysis of superintendents’ opinions of LGBT-inclusive education and FAIR 

implementation are organized. 

Evans’ model.  According to Evans (1993), genuine implementation of any 

curricular reform cannot happen if local actors, from superintendents to teachers, do not 

buy into the content of the law and abide by its tenets.  Evans (1993) posits that when 

school systems reform, the efficacy of their reform does not lie with the reform but rather 

with the school leaders who are held responsible for making the reforms happen.  Evans 

insists that the following dimensions of change need to be thoughtfully considered in any 

type of educational reform: 1) the content of the reform, 2) the capacity of the educators 

to enact the reform, 3) the strength of the school environment, 4) professional 

development, and 5) leadership (Figure 1).  According to Evans’ (1993) ideas, 

policymakers can pass policy after policy but none of them will have any effect unless 

the responsible actors make good on the policies.  Just because a California state law 

passed does not mean that change will be effected.  Change can only happen if district 
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officials put the new laws into practice in their schools.  In addition, there may exist a 

difference in the letter of the law and the spirit in which district-level administrators view 

it. This is why this study has asked superintendents, for whom the FAIR Education Act 

(FAIR, 2011) mandates curricular changes, what their opinions have been on LGBT-

inclusive education and FAIR implementation.  Evans’ five dimensions (Evans, 1993) act 

as the foundation on which this study’s questions are based.  

 

 

Figure 1. Evans’ five dimensions of change.  Adapted from The human face of reform, by 
Evans, R., 1993, Educational Leadership 51(1), 19-23.  
 
 
 

Bolman and Deal’s model.  If implementers were to think of FAIR 

implementation in terms of Bolman and Deal’s (1991) four frames (Figure 1), they might 

be able to envision: 1) a structural school system that issues a standardized set of LGBT-
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inclusive curricula in the same way an efficient factory produces a standardized set of 

necessary machine parts, 2) a human resource organization that prides itself on its 

diversity of unique cultures, inclusive of LGBT people, that all positively contribute to 

the larger school family, 3) a political entity that ensures LGBT issues are not ignored 

and are allocated adequate resources as an important part of the educational agenda of 

California, and 4) a symbol of educational equity and progress for all other states to 

follow.  These frames, nonetheless, do not capture the difficulties associated with 

implementing a law that has been religiously controversial and an additional wear on 

schools that are continually struggling to make adequate yearly progress in language, 

science, and math core subjects.  How implementers decide to frame FAIR ultimately 

affect how LGBT-inclusive instruction is received at the local level.   
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Figure 2. Bolman and Deal’s four frames.  Adapted from Reframing organizations: 
Artistry, choice, and leadership, by Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E., 1991, San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 
 
 
Bolman and Deal (1991) call attention to the idea that organizational change can 

inspire people.  The inspiration, however, will not always be in sync with the catalyst’s 

original intent—which, in the case of the FAIR policy, is the marginalization and 

disenfranchisement of LGBT youth in schools.  According to Bolman and Deal (1991), 

organizational change can be framed structurally, relationally, politically, or 

symbolically, however, these frames do not necessarily work in conjunction with one 

another and may even work in opposition to each other.  Thus, this study analyzes survey 

data using only two of the frames as a reference: structural and relational/human 

resources.   

The survey questions posed in this study examine superintendents’ opinions on 

the implementation and organizational needs of their respective districts as they relate to 

LGBT-inclusive education and FAIR implementation.  The goal of this study has not 

been to determine which superintendents advocate for or against LGBT-inclusive 

education and FAIR implementation.  Nor has been the goal of this study to learn about 

the cultural mores that regulate approaches to the implantation of the FAIR Education 

Act.  Advocacy and cultural mores align more closely with Bolman and Deal’s (1991) 

political and symbolic frames. The purpose of this study has been to determine 

superintendents’ opinions on the policy and organizational and human needs of FAIR 

implementation in their respective districts.  The conceptual framework used for this 
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study’s analysis thus uses only the structural and human resources frames as lenses 

through which questions related to Evan’s (1993) dimensions are examined. 

 

 

Figure 3. Bolman and Deal’s structural and human resources frames. Adapted from 
Reframing organizations: Artistry, choice, and leadership, by Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. 
E., 1991, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 
 
 
Banks’ model.  Banks’ (2009) research shows that students benefit emotionally 

and intellectually when they see themselves reflected in instructional materials.  This was 
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one reason FAIR was enacted.  As written, the law states that California’s schools must 

instruct about the contributions of LGBT people.  However, how a school district 

superintendent approaches this and other LGBT-inclusive curricula can vary widely.   

Some superintendents may do nothing.  Others may simply use what Banks 

(2009) terms the contributions approach, requiring the least amount of involvement in 

LGBT-inclusive instruction, in their attempt to follow FAIR guidelines.  In this low-level 

approach, taking one class session to tell students about Harvey Milk on the anniversary 

of his death, could be argued as sufficiently addressing the tenets of the law.  Other 

school district superintendents might enforce instruction on LGBT people using Banks’ 

(2009) additive approach, which would involve incorporating literature by and about 

LGBT people into the mainstream social studies curriculum.  Still, others might go 

beyond simply including the contributions of LGBT people.  Some school district 

superintendents might actually aim to transform the way students think about sexual 

orientation and gender identity, prompting them to take action against LGBT bigotry in 

their community and beyond.  This study uses Banks’ (2009) four-level approach to 

multicultural curriculum reform (Figure 4) as a way to evaluate superintendents’ opinions 

on the structural and organizational needs of their respective school districts as they relate 

to LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act. 
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Figure 4. Banks’ four-level approach to multicultural curriculum reform. Adapted from 
Multicultural education: Issues and perspectives, by Banks, J.A. & Banks, C.A., 2009, 
Hoboken, N.J.: Wiley. 

 
 
 
The three sets of aforementioned contributors provide lenses through which 

educational reform, organizational structure, and LGBT-inclusive education can be 

viewed. When combined, these three models of reform implementation form the 

conceptual framework upon which the questions, findings and analyses of this survey 

research on the implementation of the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011) are scaffolded. 

Further, the concept map (Figure 5) demonstrates how the five dimensions of change 

(Evans, 1993) fit into the larger framework of curricular reform decision-making.  It 

shows how the five dimensions as related to FAIR are filtered through two frames 

(Bolman & Deal, 1991) and constitute the platform from which approaches (Banks, 

2009) to LGBT-inclusive curricular reform can be analyzed.   

In sum, as I considered how FAIR has been implemented or modified to meet 

California school districts’ specific needs and community sensitivities, I used a model of 
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curricular reform analysis adapted from the theories of Evans (1993), Bolman and Deal 

(1991), and Banks (2009).  The model, named Filtered Curricular Reform Decision-

Making, or FCRD, filters each of Evans’ five dimensions of reform through Bolman and 

Deals’ structural and human resources frames.  The filtering process thus provides me the 

two frames through which I can analyze: 1) the content of the FAIR reform at the district 

level, 2) the capacity of district administrators and teachers to enact FAIR, 3) the strength 

of the school district as an organization and a community to implement FAIR, 4) 

leadership within the school district, and 5) the availability of LGBT-inclusive curricular 

support and training for teachers and administrators.  The school districts’ 

implementation of FAIR can then be further evaluated using Banks’ (2009) four 

approaches.  Using this FCRD framework, I can interpret the implications for future 

research and current California education policy that superintendents ought to examine as 

they continue with the implementation of the FAIR Education Act and LGBT-inclusive 

education in their respective school districts.  
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Figure 5. Filtered curricular reform decision-making.  Adapted from The human face of 
reform, by Evans, R., 1993, Educational Leadership 51(1), 19-23; Reframing 
organizations: Artistry, choice, and leadership, by Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E., 1991, 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass; and Multicultural education: Issues and perspectives, 
by Banks, J.A. & Banks, C.A., 2009, Hoboken, N.J.: Wiley. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 
 

This chapter describes the method and research design of this study.  First, I 

discuss my role as the researcher, the research questions, the research design and the 

rationale of the study.  Next, I explain the survey pilot results, data collection, survey 

approach, and issues surrounding my response rate.  Then, I discuss my analysis, the 

reliability of the data, the limitations of the study, and the perceived significance of this 

research to the community at large. 

Role of the Researcher 

I am a both a product and a factor of large school district instruction.  I attended 

K-12 schools in San Diego County, taught for eight years in Ventura County, and am 

currently a teacher in Fairfax County Public Schools—all large public-school districts.  

As an 18-year veteran of classroom teaching and a supporter of public education, I have 

long been interested in issues of curricular inclusion and teacher implementation in the 

K-12 public educational system. Despite my ties to education in California and K-12 

public school education, in general, I have no relationship to or professional association 

with any of the California school district superintendents who participated in this study. 

When my first child was born in 2001, my wife and I purchased a home located 

within the boundaries of the large Oxnard Unified School District but adjacent to the 

much smaller Rio School District.  As a parent, I wondered whether the size of a school 
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district would make a difference in the frequency and effects of bullying on school-aged 

children.  After five years of living in the neighborhood, I became attuned to the 

financial, political and social disturbances occurring within the Rio School District.  The 

children who attended the smaller Rio District actually seemed to fare worse than their 

Oxnard school district peers.  In those five years, there was frequent infighting among 

school board members and a revolving door of superintendents—three in five years’ 

time.  

The issue of safe schools for LGBT students also became a concern for me while 

living in Oxnard.  As a teacher in Oxnard, I knew about the lack of protections for LGBT 

students facing bullying and harassment in schools.  In 2008, Larry King, an eighth 

grader at E.O. Green Middle School in Oxnard, just a few miles away from where I 

taught, was shot in the back of the head during his first period class.  He was killed by 

then 14-year-old Brandon McInerney whom King had asked to be his Valentine two days 

prior.  Learning about the establishment of anti-LGBT-bullying laws and the FAIR 

Education Act in California propelled me to pursue a study of it in hope that instances of 

LGBT victimization as the one faced by King would be addressed by those with the 

power and means to do so.  As such, I have researched and provide data from school 

superintendents that may be used to determine implementation needs of the FAIR 

Education Act and formulate hypotheses that may support a need for further research on 

the merits of LGBT-inclusive education in schools throughout California and the 

implementation of the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011). 

Research Questions 
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This study explores California public school superintendents’ opinions on LGBT-

inclusive education and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act in their respective 

school districts. This study explores two primary research questions and two secondary 

questions.  The two research questions are: 1) What are school superintendents’ opinions 

on the implementation of the LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of the FAIR 

Education Act? Are there significant differences in opinions about LGBT-inclusive 

education and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act among superintendents 

from small, medium and large school districts? 2) What are school superintendents’ 

opinions on the implementation needs of the FAIR Education Act? Are there significant 

differences in opinions on the implementation needs of the FAIR Education Act among 

superintendents from small, medium and large school districts?  The study opens the door 

for future descriptive research on LGBT-inclusive classroom instruction and the fidelity 

of superintendents’ implementation of the FAIR Education Act in school districts across 

California. 

I conducted a study of California school superintendents to determine their 

opinions on LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of the FAIR Education 

Act.  I researched and defined the sampling frame from the entire California school 

district population (Appendix C), and I crafted a questionnaire to explore 

superintendents’ opinions about the implementation of the FAIR Education Act in their 

respective school districts.  Framed in the contexts of curricular reform (Evans, 1993), 

structural and human resource needs (Bolman & Deal, 1991), and inclusion (Banks, 

2009) the questions asked in this study shed light on superintendents’ opinions of LGBT-
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inclusive education and the structural and organizational effects that the FAIR Education 

Act’s implementation have on it.  The survey results also provide information about 

California school superintendents’ approaches to LGBT-inclusive education and FAIR 

implementation in their respective school districts that merit further descriptive research. 

Research Design 

The purpose of this study has been to gain familiarity with California school 

district superintendents’ opinions about the value of LGBT-inclusive instruction and their 

opinions of how well the implementation of the FAIR Education Act is going in their 

respective school districts.  Because the issue of FAIR implementation is relatively new, 

knowledge garnered from this research may help future researchers formulate hypotheses 

to problems that might not yet have come to light throughout the early stages of 

implementing the FAIR Education Act.  The research is primarily exploratory in nature 

and entails an anonymous survey distributed to school superintendents throughout the 

state.  This study provides significant insight into what superintendents think about the 

FAIR Education Act and its implementation process. The main aim of this research is to 

identify the salient factors revealed in the superintendents’ opinions relevant to the 

research questions.   

Categorizing school districts into small, medium or large can become quite 

arbitrary.  Instead of just randomly assigning numbers to each of these categories, 

however, this study uses the National Center for Education Statistics (1997) report on the 

characteristics of small and rural school districts as a guide in defining districts as small, 

medium or large.  NCES reports that in 1993-1994, the median public-school enrollment 
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in the United States was 1,000 students. NCES makes clear in its report that when the 

term “large” is applied, “…it is an abbreviation for ‘not small’” (p.4).  Therefore, per 

NCES (1997) “small” is less than 1,000 and “large” is more than 1,000.  This study 

adopts a version of that definition and categorizes small as 0-1,000, medium as 1,001-

5,000, and large as 5,001 or more. 

Rationale 

Being that the goal of this exploratory study is to guide future survey design and 

aid researchers in understanding issues associated with FAIR implementation more 

thoroughly, I aimed for a sample size of thirty school districts.  Exploratory research aims 

simply to explore questions and create hypotheses (Singh, 2007).  It does not propose to 

answer problems.  Instead it allows the researcher to determine what the problems are, if 

any, and the extent to which these problems need further exploration.  A small sample 

size, therefore, is adequate to become familiar with basic details, concerns, and settings 

of an undefined problem (Nargundkar, 2007).  Since a problem with FAIR 

implementation has not yet been clearly defined, thirty samples would have been 

sufficient to get a snapshot of the target respondents’ opinions associated with FAIR.   

Nargundkar (2007) and Singh (2007) are simply expressing what has essentially 

been common practice in exploratory research.  According to Hill (1998), in cases of 

exploratory research, sample sizes of thirty are indeed sufficient.  “They are large enough 

to test the null hypothesis and small enough to overlook weak treatment effects…,” 

comments Hill (p.7), although “…statistical significance is unlikely to be obtained on this 

sample size.”  Per the parameters of my research, a small sample size is apropos.  There 
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has been no attempt in my part to quantify any of the responses into statistically 

generalizable data.  There has been considerable effort on my part, however, to extract 

precise research problems that can be hypothesized, quantified and rigorously analyzed 

and described in future research. I received forty-two completed surveys—sufficient data 

to conduct my exploratory study.  

Survey Pilot 

Before conducting the study, I piloted it.  Per Bullen (2014), piloting a survey on 

five people is sufficient to determine any of the major issues of the survey including the 

amount of time it takes respondents to complete it.  The purpose of the pilot is to provide 

feedback on the clarity and consistency of the question and answer choices. Based on 

Bullen’s suggestions, I asked five administrators (two retired Southern California 

administrators, two current Southern California administrators and one former Southern 

California educator turned Northern Virginia administrator) to complete the survey in 

June 2016.  They took notes on exactly what came into their minds each time they read 

and answered a question and noted whether they hesitated or changed their mind on any 

of the responses. Both the draft and revised surveys can be perused in Appendix E and F.  

Reasons for changes to the survey draft are described below. 

Initially consisting of twenty-eight questions laid out in a Likert-type table, the 

layout and wording of the draft survey were revised.  The survey now includes a detailed 

description at the beginning of the survey, including explanations, disclaimers and 

contact information.  All respondents commented that they hesitated during at least one 

portion of the draft survey, indicating that the survey layout needed improvement 
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(Bullen, 2014).  Two of the respondents were irritated that questions 7-10 of the draft 

survey were essentially repetitions of questions 1-6.  All five respondents were unclear on 

the differences among the terms transsexual, transgender, and intersex and thus had 

difficulty answering questions 3 and 9.   

The respondents also felt that the questions tended to jump around from universal 

to state to district-specific questions.  They questioned who “we” referred to in questions 

14, 16, 17 and 18, and made it clear in their notes that the survey needed a preamble and 

an explanation of their rights as human subjects.  One of the respondents was also unclear 

about whether the findings of the survey were going to be shared publicly and if the data 

would be aggregated to ensure anonymity.  Reflecting on the feedback I garnered from 

the respondents who felt that the questions were not as clearly presented on the initial 

draft survey, I clarified, eliminated, and added questions and explanations.   The revised 

survey (Appendix F) currently has twenty-seven questions including questions suggested 

by members of my dissertation committee.  Its layout has also been changed to a user-

friendly online answer choice format. 

Data Collection 

According to Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2008), barriers to motivating people 

to complete surveys can be reduced by personalizing the requests for questionnaire 

completion, establishing multiple follow-up communications with the respondents, 

clearly communicating the saliency of the topic to the potential respondents, and making 

sure that the questionnaire is concise and easy to complete.  To that end, I crafted three 

notification templates (Appendix D) consisting of a cover letter, a reminder letter, and a 
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follow-up thank you letter.  I created a draft survey instrument (Appendix E) for my pilot 

study including questions that attempted to communicate the value of the survey as it 

addresses policy implementation.  And, based on the feedback from the pilot survey, I 

revised and created the final version of the survey (Appendix F) that I ultimately emailed 

to all California school district superintendents.  

Per the California Department of Education (2016) and CCSESA (2017) there 

were 1,025 California school districts with an enrollment size ranging from 5 to 639,337 

in the school year 2015-2016.  I aggregated the data provided by online databases 

(Kidsdata.org, 2016; National Center for Education Statistics, 2016) and created a table 

of the school districts numbered in order of enrollment size from smallest to largest 

(Appendix C).  Survey data was gathered through an open and closed-ended electronic 

questionnaire (Appendix F) accessible online at 

http://www.esurveyspro.com/Survey.aspx?id=58458158-238d-45be-805a-ed79254a2758.  

I emailed the initial survey invitation using mailchimp.com, an online email marketing 

service, to all California superintendents (Appendix C) on Monday July 25, 2016.  I 

decided to use mailchimp.com because it provided free basic emailing services and 

detailed reports of successful email deliveries.  I wanted to know the rate at which the 

emails and survey links were being opened and mailchimp.com provides this information 

in a brief report at the conclusion of every email campaign. 

I copied and pasted the names and email addresses of the superintendents to 

mailchimp.com, which mail-merged each superintendent’s contact information onto my 

survey letters (Appendix D).  The email addresses are available on the public domain 
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(California Department of Education, 2017). The first email attempt resulted in 1,020 

successful deliveries – a nearly 100% successful delivery rate. Of those 1,020 emails 

delivered, 333 were opened.  Eighty-four of the superintendents who opened the emails 

clicked on the survey link embedded within the July 25 letter. 

On Friday, July 29, 2016 and Monday, August 15, 2016 respectively, I sent 

reminder emails/thank you letters (Appendix D) using mailchimp.com again. The second 

email delivery resulted in 370 total opens and 63 unique clicks.  The third email netted 

another 177 unique opens and 12 clicks, the last of which occurred on September 8, 2016.  

In total, 880 of the successfully delivered emails were opened between July 25 and 

September 8, 2016.  Of those 880 successfully delivered emails, 159 of the embedded 

survey links were opened.  Forty-two of those 159 clicked survey links were completed.  

Survey Approach 

Because a complete list of all population units—all California school districts and 

their respective enrollment sizes in 2015-2016—is made available through the California 

Department of Education (2016), I decided to define my study in terms of school 

enrollment demographics, assembling the data into sets akin to Thompson’s (2012) 

stratified random sampling design.  Approximately 3% of small school district 

superintendents, 5% of medium size school district superintendents, and 6% of large 

school district superintendents completed the survey.  The breakdown of the number of 

school districts in each stratum and the total number of respondents from each stratum is 

displayed in Table 1 below.   
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Table 1 

Number of Responses from Each School District Stratum 
Stratum Number of 

School Districts 
% of Total School 
Districts out of 1,025 

Number of 
Respondents 

Small 426 Approximately 41.6% 12 out of 426 
 

Medium 429 Approximately 41.9% 20 out of 429 
 

Large 170 Approximately 16.6% 10 out of 170 
 

Total 1,025 100% 42 (4% response rate) 
 

 

I clustered all 42 district superintendent survey responses into strata of small (1 to 

1,000 students), medium (1,001 to 5,000 students), and large (more than 5,000 students) 

enrollment sizes.  Then, I compared the respondents’ opinions of the implementation of 

the FAIR Education Act in their respective school districts per enrollment size clusters—

the results of which are discussed in chapter four.  Hypotheses regarding FAIR’s 

implementation across strata are further discussed in chapter five.  

Response Rate 

Although it may be expected that a higher survey response rate adds strength to 

the findings, research by Keeter et al. (2006) suggests otherwise.  In their study, they 

found that surveys with low response rates delivered equal and, at times, more accurate 

results than questionnaires with higher response rates.  Visser, Krosnick, Marquette, and 

Curtin (1996) discovered this same phenomenon a decade earlier, concluding that higher 

response rates do not necessarily improve results.  In general, a high or near perfect 

response rate will be more favorable as it would mitigate or eliminate non-response bias.  
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I recognize, however, that a low response rate does not necessarily mean that my survey 

sample will be skewed.  If the survey respondents look like the target population in terms 

of demographics, such as job title, level of education or age, then even a low response 

rate can still produce informative data. 

In the chance that I would not receive at least thirty responses, I considered the 

possible alternatives to a strictly electronic survey.  Per Porter and Whitcomb (2003), 

response rates among mail and telephone surveys are generally higher than online ones.   

However, their study also suggests that the techniques commonly used to increase 

response rates, such as increasing the authority of the researcher through personal 

contact, do not seem to increase response rates for online surveys.  More time and money 

would have been required to conduct mail, telephone or in-person surveys.  Given that I 

received forty-two responses, enough for the purpose of this exploratory study, I found 

no further need to consider the alternative methods.  The electronic survey results provide 

enough analyzable data from which I form hypotheses and draw conclusions beneficial to 

future studies of FAIR.    

Data Analysis 

My research goal has been to identify the salient factors revealed in the 

superintendents’ opinions relevant to the research questions.  To that end, I decided to run 

a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test and the Kruskal-Wallis version of 

ANOVA to explore how small, medium, and large school district superintendents differ 

from one another in their opinions about the implementation of the FAIR Education Act 

in their school districts.  Because the sample size of 42 is relatively small in comparison 
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to the total population of 1,025 superintendents, it has been difficult to determine any 

significant differences among the responses of the superintendents that come from 

different size school districts.  The small overall sample size has also made it difficult to 

meet the assumption that the responses are normally distributed.  The risk of getting a 

skewed distribution has been greater given the relatively small number of data points in 

comparison to the total population. 

I have addressed the problem of getting non-normally distributed results or a 

flatter platykurtic distribution by conducting the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H Test 

version of ANOVA (Spurrier, 2003).  Platykurtosis can occur when the study contains a 

relatively small sample size (Stevens, 2012).  As the name suggests, platykurtosis is a 

plateauing of the crest in a normal bell-curve distribution. The fewer school district 

superintendent n’s in my study stretch the data points which lead to a decrease in the 

power of the test and give the study a lesser chance of finding any significant differences 

within the spectrum of small to large California school districts.  

The Kruscal-Wallis statistic addresses this limitation because it allows for non-

normality, offering “…a distribution-free alternative to the one-way analysis of variance 

F test” (Spurrier, 2003, p. 685). Like the standard univariate ANOVA, the Kruskal-

Wallis test is an omnibus statistic, which means it does not describe which specific 

superintendent groups were significantly different from each other.  It does, however, 

rank the groups, and in every practical sense, serves the purpose of this study in that it 

still tests the null hypothesis Ho: µ1 = µ 2= µ3 for the three school district sizes.   
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Because the anticipated responses to the open-ended portion of the questionnaire 

required definitive answers, a Pearson Chi-Square test would have also been appropriate 

as an additional tool in analyzing the results of the data, however because of the relatively 

small sample size of the data, I would not have been able to prevent a Type II error. The 

Pearson Chi-Square analysis would have determined how the categorical variables in the 

open-ended portion of my questionnaire differed from one another (Appendix E).  I 

would have used IBM SPSS Statistics 24 to conduct a statistical analysis of various null 

and alternative hypotheses, such as: 1) There is no relationship between school district 

size and fidelity in implementation of FAIR (null hypothesis) or 2) There is a relationship 

between school district size and fidelity in FAIR implementation (alternative hypothesis). 

The information this analysis would have provided would have allowed me to make 

inferences about the effect of one or more explanatory variables related to the FAIR 

Education Act. 

Per Field (2013), the conditions that I needed to make sure were present to 

conduct a viable Chi-Square analysis are the following: 1) the random sampling must 

come from a fixed population, 2) the sample size must be sufficiently large enough to 

prevent a Type II error, which fails to reject a null hypothesis, 3) the expected cell count 

in the 2-by-2 tables must be 5 or more, and 4) the observations needed to be independent 

of one other.  Although 3 out of 4 of the conditions were met, one of them—condition 

2—was not.  The relatively small sample size was not sufficient to prevent a Type II 

error; thus, the Chi-Square test was not a viable option and will need to be tabled for a 

future study when all the conditions are met.  
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Reliability 

Using IBM SPSS Statistics 24, I ran Cohen’s kappa for inter-rater reliability to 

test the reliability of the coding and interpretation of survey results.  Cohen’s kappa is a 

measurement tool that provides researchers a quantitative measure of the agreement 

between two independent raters thereby giving the principal researcher an insight into the 

presence of researcher bias in his or her study (Cohen, 1960; Viera & Garrett, 2005).  I, 

the principal researcher, and another rater, Gina Amenta, a George Mason University 

Ph.D. candidate in Education, independently examined and coded the results of questions 

19-22 of the survey which were open-ended and dealt specifically with the FAIR 

implementation areas critical to answering the research questions: teacher training 

(question 19), community involvement (question 20), problems or opposition to 

implementation (question 21), and resources needed for implementation (question 22). 

Superintendents were asked to explain their yes or no answers to each of these questions 

which were categorical (yes/no) but also open-ended.  Their responses, which will be 

discussed in chapter four, provide insight into their opinions of FAIR’s needs, successes 

and/or problems in their respective school districts.  Cohen’s kappa assessed whether the 

independent raters, Amenta and I, agree on the coding and interpretation of the 

superintendents’ responses. 
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Table 2 

Interpretation of Cohen’s Kappa 
Poor Slight Fair Moderate Substantial Almost 

perfect 
< 0.00  
Less than 
chance 
agreement 

0.00-0.20 
Slight 
agreement 

0.21-0.40 
Fair 
agreement 

0.41-0.60 
Moderate 
agreement 

0.61-0.80 
Substantial 
agreement 

0.81-1.00 
Almost 
perfect 
agreement 

 

 

The results of the Cohen’s kappa test determined that there was substantial to 

almost perfect inter-coder agreement between the two raters on the ratings of these four 

questions.  A frequently referenced scale used to qualify this determination is represented 

in Table 2 above (Landis & Koch, 1977; Viera & Garrett, 2005).  Question 19, which 

asked if the school district experienced problems or opposition to the implementation of 

the FAIR Education Act since the law passed in 2011, had a kappa value of .909.  

Question 20, which asked if the communities in the school district play a role in the 

implementation of the FAIR Education Act, had a kappa value of .893.  Question 21, 

which asked if teachers in the school district have received training on the provisions of 

the FAIR Education Act, had a kappa value of .803.  Question 22, which asked if the 

school district needs resources to meet the provisions of FAIR, had a kappa value of .952.  

The symmetric measures of the kappa values for these four questions per SPSS are 

represented in Table 3 below.  Based on the excellent strength of agreement between the 

two independent ratings, I feel confident that researcher bias has not influenced the 

coding and interpretation of the findings.  It is worth noting, nonetheless, that just 
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because Amenta and I agree, this does not necessarily mean that our interpretations are 

correct.  

 

Table 3 

Symmetric Measures of Agreement between Amenta and Garces-Foley on Ques 19-24 
 Kappa 

Valuea 
Asymptotic 
Standard 
Errorb 

Approx. 
Tc 

Approx. 
Sig. 

19. Has your school district experienced 
problems or opposition to the 
implementation of the FAIR Education 
Act since the law passed in 2011?  Please 
write yes or no. If yes, please explain. 
 

.909 .089 5.916 .000 

20. Do the communities in your school 
district play a role in the implementation 
of the FAIR Education Act?  If so, in 
what capacity? 
 

.893 .073 5.821 .000 

21. Have teachers in your district received 
training on the provisions of the FAIR 
Education Act?  Please write yes or no.  If 
yes, in what form? 
 

.803 .093 5.228 .000 

22. Does your school district need 
resources to meet the provisions of 
FAIR?  Please write yes or no.  If yes, 
please describe the types of resources you 
think are needed. 

.952 .048 6.175 .000 
 
 
 
  

Note. N of valid cases = 42; p<0.05 indicates statistically significant Cohen’s kappa. 
aMeasure of agreement between two raters 
bNot assuming the null hypothesis 
cUsing the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis 
 
 
 
Limitations 
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The primary limitation of this study is the possibility that the survey respondents 

may not have been entirely honest about their thoughts about the FAIR Education Act 

and the implementations their respective school districts are actually enacting.  Further 

limitations of this study include the possibility of an increased chance of error as the 

sampling is merely a snapshot of the variables, the inability to measure change as the 

survey is a one-time data collection event, a lack of a causal link to establish cause and 

effect as the data is static, and the reality that the survey findings may not be 

generalizable to the entire population of California school districts or any other district in 

the country, due to its limited scope.  Simply put, the survey may not be able to measure 

incidences of actual FAIR implementation in all of California’s schools.  Using this 

particular static research design also makes it difficult to interpret any identified 

associations with the success or failure of FAIR implementation.  Rival hypotheses to the 

success or failure of FAIR implementation cannot be ruled out with this one-time survey.  

Additionally, although they are all a part of the fabric of the FAIR Education Act 

(FAIR, 2011), the study does not delve into teacher preparation, parental involvement, 

FAIR’s efficacy toward mitigating LGBT bullying, LGBT students’ experiences in 

school, California's education system, how curricular legislation is mandated, and what 

the consequences of non-implementation are.  The aim of this research study has been to 

objectively look at superintendents’ opinions of the ways in which FAIR has been 

implemented in California schools during the 2015-2016 school year.  How FAIR is 

actually being implemented will need to be tabled for a future study.  Therefore, my 

research is mostly useful for establishing grounds for further descriptive research on 
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LGBT-inclusive education and FAIR implementation and not act as an extension of the 

extant literature on heterosexism in educational establishments. 

This research does not attempt to bring to light the basis for decisions made by 

California educators regarding education on LGBT issues.  It does not evaluate or push 

for any curricula, nor does it discuss the role of teachers in the LGBT-inclusive curricular 

decision-making and implementation process.  My hope, however, is that as a follow-up 

to this study, a more in-depth qualitative research plan inclusive of thematic coding of 

independent journal exercises, one-on-one interviews with participants, and focus group 

sessions of California schools implementing or not implementing the FAIR Education 

Act (FAIR, 2011) will reveal questions related to FAIR and address pertinent concerns 

that affect classroom implementation of this law. Although this research does not, at this 

juncture, uncover truths behind California teachers’ concerns and beliefs, especially with 

how they relate to LGBT-inclusive education policies, I hope that it opens the door for 

further discussion that can examine fidelity of implementation of the FAIR Education 

Act.  

Significance 

This research investigation is important because it reveals superintendents’ 

opinions toward FAIR implementation and subsequently contributes to the knowledge of 

structural and organizational needs and/or impediments to LGBT-inclusive education and 

the implementation of the FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011).  The exploratory research 

herein can break ground on further descriptive research of FAIR’s implementation and 

efficacy and lead to mapping out FAIR implementation in California.  Although not 
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designed to be generalizable, this study is still valuable, as it may suggest results that can 

be applied to groups similar to those who responded.  Ultimately, it is my hope that the 

data I have gathered can provide inferences about the target population and give 

evaluators generalizable information that can be used to conduct further research on the 

fidelity of implementation of the FAIR Education Act.  

Further, my study is useful for generating hypotheses for future research in other 

states across the country, which might prove useful to educators, administrators, 

practitioners, and researchers alike.  School superintendents are ultimately the ones who 

will be held responsible for making the FAIR Education Act reforms come to fruition.  

By deciding to focus solely on the fidelity of implementation of FAIR per 

superintendents and consequently generating answers to my research questions, I hope to 

provide data to implementers of the FAIR Education Act, state legislators, and 

researchers on LGBT-inclusive instruction that may help them make better decisions for 

the future. 

The FAIR Education Act (FAIR, 2011) carries the dichotomous intent of a) 

creating safer school climates and b) confronting ignorance about LGBT people and their 

concerns.  California is the first state in the country to legislate LGBT-inclusive 

instruction, and thus undertakes the onerous task of modeling for the other states.  An 

analysis of the existing scholarship on legislated LGBT-inclusive instruction shows some 

literature on the two aforementioned issues that FAIR is attempting to address.  However, 

in order for California to move forward successfully with implementation of LGBT-

inclusive instruction in all of its schools, the following gaps need to be attended to: 1) an 
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understanding of the role of school districts, administrators, and teachers in maintaining 

heteronormativity in California schools, 2) collection of data that reveals how and to what 

extent teacher preparation programs are getting pre-service teachers ready to teach 

LGBT-inclusive material now that FAIR is mandated, 3) an exposition of the availability 

and use of LGBT-inclusive teaching material and other print or web resources in 

California school classrooms and libraries, and 4) awareness of superintendents’ opinions 

regarding LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act.  

The fourth gap is where this research rests. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 
 
 This chapter is organized based on the research questions presented in the 

previous chapter: Q1) What are school superintendents’ opinions on the implementation 

of the LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of the FAIR Education Act? Are there 

significant differences in opinions about LGBT-inclusive education and the 

implementation of the FAIR Education Act among superintendents from small, medium 

and large school districts? Q2) What are school superintendents’ opinions on the 

implementation needs of the FAIR Education Act? Are there significant differences in 

opinions on the implementation needs of the FAIR Education Act among superintendents 

from small, medium and large school districts?  Chapter three outlines the methods used 

to collect and analyze data to explore these research questions.  I address these questions 

by describing the superintendents’ opinions of the importance of LGBT-inclusive 

instruction, the implementation of the FAIR Education Act, and the implementation 

needs of FAIR in their respective districts.  The results of the survey and an analysis of 

the variance of responses per school district student enrollment sizes in 2015-2016 inform 

the above descriptions.  

  The results are organized into four sections.  The first section provides a 

breakdown of the respondents’ demographics. The second and third sections present 

reports of superintendents’ opinions of a) the LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of 
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the FAIR Education Act and b) the human resource or financial needs associated with 

FAIR’s implementation at the district level.  Included in each of these sections is a 

discussion of the analysis of variance results (ANOVA) of the null hypothesis tests.   The 

second section’s discussion reveals that there is a statistically significant difference 

among the opinions of superintendents of different school district sizes on the 

implementation of the LGBT-inclusive provisions of FAIR.  The third section’s 

discussion indicates that there is a lack of statistically significant difference among 

superintendents’ opinions of the human resource or financial needs associated with 

FAIR’s implementation.  Both the second and third sections are informed by the data 

collected from open-ended and closed-ended survey questions described in chapter three. 

Both of these sections are also informed by IBM SPSS 24 calculations of ANOVA, 

including the Kruskal-Wallis H test version, of the responses of the forty-two California 

superintendents who make up the sample of small, medium and large enrollment size 

school district superintendents. I close this chapter with the last section—a summary of 

the findings.  

Section 1: Respondent Demographics 

The forty-two superintendents who responded to the survey fit into a spectrum of 

demographic backgrounds (Appendix G). Twenty-four (57.1%) of the responding 

superintendents are male, and eighteen (42.9%) are female.  In terms of sexual 

orientation, most (73.8%) admit to being heterosexual, whereas some (16.7%) admit to 

being homosexual or bisexual.  Nearly ten percent (4 out of 42) declined to respond to the 

question that asked about their sexual orientation.  Some of the superintendents (45.2%) 
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have held their current position for four years or more, whereas a little over half (52.4%) 

have held this position for only 1-4 years.  

Twelve of the superintendents (28.6%) are from small school districts of less than 

1000 enrolled students, twenty (47.6%) represent middle size school districts of 1001 to 

5000 enrollees, and ten (23.8%) work in large school districts of more than 5,000 

students.  Exactly half of the respondents claim that their school districts are rural, 

whereas approximately 38% and 12% respectively hail from suburban and urban 

settlements. A little more than half (54.7%) of the respondents come from Northern 

California, which includes the San Francisco Bay Area.  Nearly 29% come from 

Southern California, which includes Los Angeles County.  About 17% come from 

Central California, which includes Fresno.  

Income and achievement levels of the respondents’ school districts varied widely 

(Table 4).  Approximately 43% of the respondents replied that less than half of their 

students qualify for free or reduced breakfasts during the school year, whereas about 57% 

claimed that over half of their students are low-income and qualify for free or reduced 

meals.  In terms of achievement, the results were also across the spectrum.  Only 19.1% 

of the respondents claimed that the third-graders in their school district were high 

achievers on the annual California Standards Test (CST), whereas over 57% of the 

respondents replied that a majority of their third-grade students failed the CST, the results 

of which provide a snapshot of the achievement level of the students in the school 

districts. 
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Table 4 

School District Income and Achievement Levels 2015-2016 
 0-30% 31-40% 41-50% 51-60% 61-

100% 
What is the percentage of 
students who are low income 
or eat free or reduced-price 
breakfasts during the school 
year in your school district? 
 

8 
19.1% 

5 
11.9% 

5 
11.9% 

4 
9.5% 

20 
47.6% 

What is the percentage of 
students who scored 
proficient to advanced on the 
3rd grade CST Reading test 
in your school district? 

11 
26.2% 

9 
21.4% 

4 
9.5% 

7 
16.7% 

8 
19.1% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42. Three superintendents (7.1%) did not respond to 
the second question. CST refers to the annual California Standards Test.  The 3rd grade 
test is the first standardized test taken by students in California. 
 
 

Section 2: Superintendents’ Opinions on the Implementation of the LGBT-Inclusive 

Instructional Provisions of the FAIR Education Act 

Of the forty-two superintendents who completed the study, twenty-nine 

(approximately 69% of the respondents) expressed enthusiastic support of the 

implementation of the LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of the FAIR Education 

Act.  In contrast, thirteen (approximately 31% of the respondents) expressed, at best, 

lackluster support of them.  These superintendents on average had the opinion that anti-

LGBT-bullying and LGBT-inclusive classroom instruction are less than somewhat 

important.  These findings were determined by coding and calculating the mean 

responses of the superintendents to closed and open-ended questions related to anti-

LGBT-bullying and LGBT-inclusive instruction.  On the questions related to support of 
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anti-LGBT-bullying classroom instruction and the implementation of the LGBT-inclusive 

instructional provisions of the FAIR Education Act, thirteen superintendents had a mean 

response of less than 2 in response to Likert-type questions on a scale of 0 to 4 with 0 

being not at all important and 4 being extremely important. Table 5 below shows a 

breakdown of how the superintendents responded to the Likert-type questions regarding 

support of LGBT-inclusive classroom and anti-LGBT-bullying classroom instruction.  

 
 
Table 5 
 
Superintendent Responses to Questions Related to LGBT-Inclusive and Anti-LGBT-
Bullying Instruction  
 Not at all 

important 
Not very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Very 
important 

Extremely 
important 

How important do you 
think it is for K-12 
students to learn about 
gays or lesbians? 
 

0 
0.0% 

3 
7.1% 

10 
23.8% 

17 
40.5% 

12 
28.6% 

How important do you 
think it is for K-12 
students to learn about 
people who are 
transgender? 
 

0 
0.0% 

5 
11.9% 

8 
19.0% 

17 
40.5% 

12 
28.6% 

How important do you 
think it is for California 
students to learn about 
the contributions of 
LGBT people to the 
development of 
California? 
 

0 
0.0% 

4 
9.5% 

10 
23.8% 

17 
40.5% 

11 
26.2% 

How important do you 
think it is to devote 
instructional time to 
learning about LGBT 

0 
0.0% 

8 
19.0% 

12 
28.6% 

14 
33.4% 

8 
19.0% 
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history? 
 
How important do you 
think it is to address 
harassment of LGBT 
students in schools 
across California? 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

2 
4.8% 

9 
21.4% 

31 
73.8% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42. Each row lists the number of superintendents 
that answered each question as an approximate percentage of the total number of valid 
respondents. 
 
 
 

Superintendents who on average were less than neutral about prioritizing LGBT-

inclusive instruction, expressed no need of resources, and saw no issues or problems with 

LGBT bullying also made up approximately 31% of the 42 superintendents.  These 

findings were determined by calculating the superintendents’ mean responses to 

questions related to their opinions of the implementation needs of the FAIR Education 

Act in their respective school districts.  On the questions related to the need for full 

implementation of FAIR’s provisions, the same thirteen superintendents had a mean 

response of less than 2 in response to Likert-type questions on a scale of 0 to 4 with 0 

being strongly disagree and 4 being strongly agree. Table 6 below shows a breakdown of 

how the superintendents responded to the Likert-type questions regarding issues related 

to the implementation of the FAIR Education Act. 
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Table 6 

Superintendent Responses to Issues Related to the FAIR Education Act’s Implementation 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 
slightly 

Neutral Agree 
slightly 

Strongly 
agree 

LGBT-inclusive instruction 
is a priority in my school 
district. 
 

1 
2.4% 

2 
4.8% 

13 
31.0% 

10 
23.8% 

16 
38.0% 

My school district needs to 
allocate more financial 
resources toward LGBT-
inclusive curriculum and 
instruction. 
 

6 
14.3% 

5 
11.9% 

11 
26.2% 

12 
38.6% 

8 
19.0% 

I am familiar with the 
provisions of the FAIR 
Education Act. 
 

1 
2.4% 

4 
9.5% 

9 
21.4% 

15 
35.7% 

13 
31.0% 

My school district needs to 
put policies in place to 
teach the provisions 
outlined in the FAIR 
Education Act. 
 

4 
9.5% 

3 
7.1% 

12 
38.6% 

13 
31.0% 

10 
23.8% 

My school district has had 
difficulty implementing the 
FAIR Education Act. 
 

7 
16.7% 

10 
23.8% 

17 
40.5% 

5 
11.9% 

3 
7.1% 

My school district needs to 
allocate more human 
resources toward the 
implementation of the 
FAIR Education Act. 

5 
11.9% 

7 
16.7% 

14 
33.3% 

11 
26.2% 

5 
11.9% 

Discrimination against 
LGBT people is a problem 
in my school district. 

13 
31.0% 

13 
31.0% 

7 
16.6% 

8 
19.0% 

1 
2.4% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42. Each row lists the number of superintendents 
that answered each question as an approximate percentage of the total number of valid 
respondents. 
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About one-third of the superintendents have the opinion that bullying or 

harassment of students because of their sexual orientation or gender identity is not a 

problem in their school district, and that LGBT-inclusive and anti-LGBT-bullying 

classroom instruction is not a priority concern for them.  In response to the question of 

whether LGBT bullying is an issue at the school district, one female, heterosexual 

superintendent from a small school district in a rural part of northern California said, 

“No, we do not have any students in this category.”  Another superintendent, a 

heterosexual male from another small school district in a rural part of central California, 

commenting on the quality of his students in his school district, said, “They (students) are 

very accepting of their friends and we have never had an issue regarding this topic 

(LGBT bullying or harassment).”   

Approximately two-thirds of the superintendents, on the other hand, feel that 

LGBT-bullying and bullying of any kind is enough of a concern in their school districts 

that they either a) recognize the need to implement the provisions of FAIR or b) they 

have been proactive about doing so already.  When asked if they consider bullying or 

harassment of students because of their sexual orientation or gender identity a problem in 

their school district, a male, heterosexual superintendent from a middle size school 

district in a rural part of northern California remarked, “Bullying and harassment is a 

problem no matter to what degree or to whom. Acceptance and inclusion of all ethnic, 

religious and sexual orientations is a priority.”  A female, homosexual superintendent 

from a large suburban school district in Southern California also commented: 
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Of course!  GLBTQ (gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, questioning) students are 

over-represented as targets of bullying or harassment in every district of this 

country.  Our school district prides itself on being ardent advocates for LGBT 

students, staff and family members.  I hope the implementation of FAIR Ed 

transforms the country.  

Asked the same question, yet another heterosexual male superintendent from a middle 

size school district in a rural part of northern California said: 

It is a problem here and everywhere. Anyone who says it isn't a problem may only 

be considering a point in time. This, as with any discrimination may submerge but 

is always just beneath the surface. Respectful and accepting cultures can be 

developed and we have worked to create such cultures in our schools, however 

new students come in, confrontations occur, and societal and local community 

ideologies will always penetrate such cultures. It is for these reasons that we must 

continue to tend to the messages and lessons of respect and acceptance while 

having critical conversations at opportune moments. 

In the following sub-section, I discuss the school district sizes of the forty-two 

responding superintendents and whether the null hypothesis that there are no differences 

among the means of the school district superintendents per enrollment size is true. 

Discussion: Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) test on the 

implementation of the LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of FAIR.  The results 

of this study show that school district enrollment size might make a difference in 

determining whether a superintendent may be supportive of FAIR implementation and 
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LGBT-inclusive classroom instruction at the K-12 level.  Three school district sizes of 

California school district superintendents (small = under 1001 enrolled students, medium 

= 1001-5000 enrolled students, and large = over 5000 enrolled students) were compared 

on their support of LGBT-inclusive instruction and the implementation of the provisions 

of the FAIR Education Act in 2015-2016.  Table 7 below contains a crosstabulation of 

two variables—1) school district enrollment size (see Appendix G) and 2) superintendent 

support of FAIR implementation—the second of which is aggregated from the 

respondents’ opinions (see Table 5 and 6) on LGBT-inclusive instruction and issues 

related to FAIR’s implementation: 

 

Table 7 

School District Size * Support of FAIR Implementation Crosstabulation 
Superintendent is supportive 
of FAIR implementation 

  No Yes Total 
School district 
enrollment size 

Small (1-1000) 
 

8 4 12 

 Medium (1001-5000) 
 

4 16 20 

 Large (5001 or more) 1 9 10 
 
 
 
The interaction of the two variables reveals that FAIR implementation is supported by a) 

33% (4 out of 12) of the respondents from small size school districts, b) 80% (16 out of 

20) of the respondents from medium size school districts, and c) 90% (9 out of 10) of the 

respondents from large size school districts.  Contrary to small school districts where 

FAIR implementation appears to lack support from over 66% of its superintendents, the 
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majority of medium to large school district superintendents who participated in the 

survey express near enthusiastic support for the implementation of the FAIR Education 

Act in their respective school districts. 

IBM SPSS Statistics 24 was used to test the null hypothesis Ho: µ1 = µ2 = µ3 for 

the three school district sizes at the .05 level of significance. The data consists of the 

responses of 42 California school district superintendents on a 30-item questionnaire 

(Appendix F). The ANOVA was performed with Supportive of FAIR as the dependent 

variable and School District Size as the independent variable (factor).  The results are 

described and interpreted in Table 8. 

 

Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations for Three School District Sizes on Support of FAIR 
Implementation by California School Superintendents 
School District Size N M SD 

Small (1-1000 enrolled 
students) 
 

12 
 

.33 .492 

Medium (1001-5000 enrolled 
students) 
 

20 .80 .410 

Large (5001 or more enrolled 
students)  

10 .90 .316 

Note. The mean was based on a categorical scale of 0 = no and 1 = yes.   
 
 
 

The means and standard deviations of FAIR implementation support scores for 

the three school district sizes are given in the Means and Standard Deviations table 

(Table 8) above.  The results of the one-factor ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects 
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Effects of School District Size Groups on Superintendents’ Support of LGBT-Inclusive 

Instruction and FAIR Implementation are provided in Table 9 below. As the population 

means and error standard deviations of the three groups are not calculated in SPSS, I 

replaced them with their sample means (M) (Table 8) and the mean squares within (MSW) 

(Table 9) estimates provided by the SPSS ANOVA calculation (Dimitrov, 2009).  I then 

calculated the sample effect sizes using a commonly accepted statistical formula d1,2= |Yi-

Yj | / √MSW (Dimitrov, 2009) for calculating effect sizes where Y represents the sample 

mean for each school district size and MSW represents the pooled variance of the sample 

variances of the three school district size groups.  The results of the pairwise effect size 

calculations for the three school district sizes (1 = small, 2 = medium, 3 = large) are as 

follows: d1,2= |.33-.80| / √.174 = 1.13, d1,3= |.33-.90| / √.174 = 1.37, d2,3= |.80-.90| / √.174 

= .24.   

 

Table 9 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of School District Size Groups on Superintendents’ 
Support of LGBT-Inclusive Instruction and FAIR Implementation 
School District 
Groups 

Sum of 
Squares 

df MS F Sig. Eta 
Squared 

Between Groups 
(Combined) 
 

2.21 
 

2 1.105 
(MSB) 

6.367 .004 .246 

Within Groups 
 

6.77 39 .174 (MSW)    

Total 8.98 41     
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Based on these calculations, it appears that compared to medium and large school 

district superintendents, small school district superintendents are less likely to support 

LGBT-inclusive education and FAIR implementation by an effect size of large 

magnitude (1.13 and 1.37, respectively) (Cohen, 1988).  The effect size for the difference 

between medium and large school district superintendents, on the other hand, was 

relatively small (.24) meaning that although medium size school districts would appear to 

be less supportive of LGBT-inclusive instruction and FAIR implementation than large 

size school district superintendents, the magnitude is small (Cohen, 1988) as compared to 

the large magnitude lack of support of small size school district superintendents. 

The omnibus F-test result in the ANOVA (Table 9) also shows that there are 

statistically significant differences among the responses of superintendents from different 

school district sizes (small, medium, and large), F (2, 39) = 6.367, p < .05.  The F-

statistic for the mean squares between (MSB) equaling 1.105 and the mean squares within 

(MSW) equaling .174 was computed as follows: F = 1.105/.174 = 6.367.  The omnibus 

effect size for the sample data is n2 = .246, thus indicating that 24.6% of the variance in 

superintendents’ FAIR support scores is accounted for by score differences among the 

three school district sizes.  By Cohen’s guidelines for interpreting n2 (Cohen, 1988), the 

effect size of .246 is large.  

  Further, the results from the Tukey post hoc multiple comparisons test (Table 10) 

indicate that there are statistically significant differences between the small school district 

group and the other two school districts sizes (p < .05), but not between the medium and 

large size school districts (p = .810).  The 95 percent confidence intervals for the 
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differences show that superintendents from small school districts (less than 1001 student 

enrollment) were much less supportive LGBT-inclusive instruction and the 

implementation of the provisions of the FAIR Education Act than superintendents of 

middle size school districts (1001-5000 student enrollment) by a score between -.84 and -

.10.   The 95 percent confidence intervals also show that small school districts were much 

less supportive of LGBT-inclusive instruction and the implementation of the provisions 

of the FAIR Education Act than superintendents of large size school districts (greater 

than 5000 student enrollment) by a score between -1.00 and -.13.   

 

Table 10 

Multiple Comparisons of School District Size Groups on Superintendents’ Support of 
LGBT-Inclusive Instruction and FAIR Implementation using Tukey Post Hoc in ANOVA 
Contrast Comparison 

(I) (J) 
 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
   Lower                Upper  
  Bound                Bound      

Small       Medium 
                Large 
 

-.47* 
-.57* 

.152 

.178 
.011 
.008 

-.84                   -.10 
-1.00                 -.13 
 

Medium   Small 
                Large 

.47* 
-.10 

.152 

.161 
.011 
.810 

 .10                    .84 
-.49                    .29 
 

Large       Small 
                Medium 

.57* 

.10 
.178 
.161 

.008 

.810 
 .13                   1.00 
-.29                   .49 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.  The error term is Mean Square 
(Error) = .174.  
 
 
 

When it comes to the opinions of superintendents on FAIR implementation and 

LGBT-inclusive instruction, it appears that school district size might matter.  The 

findings reveal that superintendents of small school districts in California are generally 
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not in support of implementing the LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of the FAIR 

Education Act.  The results from the Levene’s test indicate that the score distribution may 

not be homogenous, F (2, 39) = 3.68, p = .034, making it easier to reject the null 

hypothesis than it should be (Dimitrov, 2009); so, I conducted the Kruskal-Wallis version 

of ANOVA test which ranked the three school size groups, ultimately serving the purpose 

of my study.  The Kruskal-Wallis tested the null hypothesis Ho: µ1 = µ2 = µ3 for the three 

school district sizes regardless of score distribution.  The results of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test (Table 11) show that the small size school districts are ranked lower than medium 

and large size school districts in terms of superintendents’ support of LGBT-inclusive 

instruction and the implementation of FAIR’s provisions in their respective school 

districts.  

 

Table 11 

Ranking of School District Size Groups on Superintendents’ Support of LGBT-Inclusive 
Instruction and FAIR Implementation using the Kruskal-Wallis Test in ANOVA 
School District Size N Mean Rank 

Small (1-1000 enrolled students) 
 

12 
 

14.80 

Medium (1001-5000 enrolled students) 
 

20 23.80 

Large (5001 or more enrolled students 10 25.90 
 

 
Section 3: Superintendents’ Opinions on the Implementation Needs of the FAIR 

Education Act 
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Of the forty-two superintendents who completed the study, approximately forty-

five percent of the respondents (19 out of 42) admitted to needing additional resources to 

implement the provisions of the FAIR Education Act in their respective school districts 

(see Table 12 below).  Nearly fifty-five percent (23 out of 42) of the respondents, on the 

other hand, expressed no need of additional resources for FAIR implementation (Table 

12).  Eight out of these twenty-three superintendents (about 19% of the total 42 

respondents) stated that they have been proactive about LGBT-inclusive education and 

have sufficient resources in their districts to meet the provisional needs of FAIR 

implementation, whereas fifteen superintendents (nearly 36% of the total 42 respondents) 

expressed no need of human or financial resources despite admitting that they have not 

tried to implement the provisions of the FAIR Education Act and therefore do not know 

of any problems or needs yet associated with its implementation.  
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Table 12 

Superintendent Responses to Questions Related to the Areas of Need or Concern 
Regarding the Implementation of the LGBT-Inclusive Provisions of the FAIR Education 
Act 
 Yes No No 

Response 
Do you consider bullying or harassment of 
students because of their sexual orientation or 
gender identity a problem in your school district? 
Why or why not? 
 

11 
26.2% 

30 
71.4% 

1 
2.4% 

Do any of your schools have Gay-Straight 
Alliance (GSA) groups?  Please write yes or 
no.  If yes, please list approximately the number 
of schools with GSAs. 
 

18 
42.9% 

24 
57.1% 

0 
0.0% 

Has your school district experienced problems or 
opposition to the implementation of the FAIR 
Education Act since the law passed in 
2011?  Please write yes or no. If yes, please 
explain. 
 

6 
14.3% 

36 
85.7% 

0 
0.0% 

Do the communities in your school district play a 
role in the implementation of the FAIR Education 
Act?  If so, in what capacity? 
 

15 
35.7% 

25 
59.5% 

2 
4.8% 

Have teachers in your district received training on 
the provisions of the FAIR Education 
Act?  Please write yes or no.  If yes, in what 
form? 
 

16 
38.1% 

26 
61.9% 

0 
0.0% 

Does your school district need resources to meet 
the provisions of FAIR?  Please write yes or 
no.  If yes, please describe the types of resources 
you think are needed. 

19 
45.2% 

23 
54.8% 

0 
0.0% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42. Each row lists the number of superintendents 
that answered each question as an approximate percentage of the total number of valid 
respondents. 
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Table 12 above shows a breakdown of how the superintendents responded to 

categorical (yes/no) questions regarding the FAIR provision implementation needs of 

their respective school districts. The table does not show, however, how each individual 

superintendent responded to the questions.  Superintendents who responded “no” to the 

last question on Table 12 fall into two camps: a) those who answered “yes” to all the 

questions except for the one asking if they need resources to implement FAIR, and b) 

those who answered “no” to all or nearly all the questions.  Eight of the superintendents 

fall into camp a, and fifteen of the superintendents fall into camp b.   

Based on their responses to the closed and open-ended questions, the respondents 

were separated into three distinct groups: 1) those who expressed a need for additional 

instructional resources, inclusive of additional financing of curriculum, professional 

development, facility space, and community involvement, 2) those who expressed no 

need for additional resources outside of the ones they have already incorporated into their 

implementation of FAIR, and 3) those who expressed no need of resources as they do not 

view the implementation of FAIR’s provisions to be necessary for their school district.  

Groups 1 and 2 consisted of 45% and 19% of the respondents respectively, whereas, 

group 3 made up 36% of the total respondents.  Superintendents in Groups 2 and 3 are the 

same ones that make up the a and b camps explained above. 

Group 1. When asked if LGBT bullying was a substantial enough concern in 

their school district that additional educational resources were deemed necessary in order 

to confront it, one heterosexual male superintendent from a suburban part of southern 

California, as identified on the survey, remarked: 
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I believe bullying of all types to be a problem that requires attention. Any 

differences which result in harassment or discrimination need to be taken 

seriously and addressed immediately to insure [sic] that all students have access to 

a safe, appropriate education.  This is a Constitutional right in the State of 

California.  I do not know whether there has been specific training, but there will 

be this year.  Facilities will continue to be an issue in addressing the needs of 

students: retrofitting restrooms, etc., is extremely expensive in California…the 

cost of providing for the needs of trans-gender students is a challenge for 

resource-strapped schools. 

 Another superintendent, a heterosexual female from suburban northern California, 

said:  

I know our campuses are not always safe for GLBTQ youth.  We have 

implemented policies, have gender neutral facilities and have begun a GLBTQ 

task force to work to improve safety for all kids.  We have not had any opposition. 

Our challenge is always resources.  We don't have money and time for all the 

needed Professional learning with Common Core, NGSS, Fair Act and many 

other competing needs.  The Diversity Center has been a resource.  They are 

helping to seek grant funding to support professional learning.  Our County Office 

has also been a support.  There has been some training for social studies teachers. 

It has been limited. 

Others in this group mentioned a need for more online resources and other 

instructional materials that promote equity, more time for staff development and 
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instruction, and a motion for the state to release the updated textbook materials.  One 

urban southern California superintendent who expressed a need for additional LGBT-

inclusive instruction and anti-LGBT-bullying resources started an annual safe schools 

conference in her school district designed (in her own words) “to promote safe places and 

positive learning for LGBT youth.”  She said, “As a Superintendent, I am insistent upon 

supporting LGBT staff and students…. Bullying and harassment of LGBT youth was a 

big issue in my former district.  I got involved (in leading an annual safe schools 

conference) when an LGBT student committed suicide after being harassed.” 

Group 2. Asked the same question as group 1, one heterosexual male 

superintendent from suburban northern California remarked: 

We do not consider this a problem in the district as our district has a long history 

of purposefully educating students, families and staff on these issues and has 

taken a proactive approach in allocating district resources to address these 

important issues.  We have Climate Committees at every school site that address 

these issues and include stakeholders from the school and larger community. We 

have provided training at site staff meetings on the administrative regulations 

governing this issue for our district. 

Another male heterosexual superintendent from suburban southern California also said, 

I am good friends with a superintendent in Los Angeles County who had some 

very significant issues at one of his schools.  He did a great job of dealing with 

this issue and was very gracious in sharing all of his information.  We have a very 

inclusive school culture at all of our schools so while we have isolated cases 
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where a particular family's values come into play, bullying and harassment are not 

at all pervasive.  Middle School tends to be the most challenging but we have 

made significant progress in diminishing bullying at our middle school.  We have 

parent advocates who are ever vigilant in ensuring that we are compliant.   

Other superintendents from this group who expressed no need for additional 

resources to implement the FAIR provisions mentioned that in addition to the free 

resources already available online, they have extensive character education and anti-

bullying and LGBT diversity training for students and staff.  One such GLSEN trained 

superintendent, a heterosexual female from urban southern California, said, 

We work hard to support our students and their families.  All of our 

administrators have attended training, and we now have counselors and psych 

interns at each of our schools whose focus is on providing supports for learning.  

Their focus is in the following arenas: classroom-based learning supports; 

supports for transitions; home involvement, engagement and re-engagement in 

schooling; community outreach and collaborative engagement; crises assistance 

and prevention; and student and family assistance. LGBT issues are addressed in 

each arena. We also have PBIS at each of our schools. We are a K-8 district with 

two middle schools, but we do make overt efforts to include all students in our 

clubs, including traditionally gender-specific organizations, such as flag and drill 

teams. There are no LGBT community organizations in our area, but we have 

reached out to county-wide organizations to provide training. I recently spent 

some time sharing with my Superintendent-Parent Advisory Council (SPAC) 
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about the recent transgender bathroom legislation controversy taking place in 

North Carolina and how we support transgender students in our district. Parents 

were genuinely interested, asked great questions, and expressed their support for 

taking care of our transgender students. Teachers will be receiving training as part 

of the upcoming school year. 

Group 3. When asked if anti-LGBT-bullying education was enough of a concern 

in their school district that educational resources are deemed necessary in order to 

educate students about it, most of the superintendents in this group commented that it is a 

non-issue.  “We are a small rural K-8 school district where the students for the most part 

have been together since kindergarten. They are very accepting of their friends and we 

have never had an issue regarding this topic,” remarked a heterosexual male 

superintendent from a rural part of central California. Another male superintendent, also 

from rural central California commented that the “…opinions in the community vary as 

to the need and/or motivations for it (LGBT-inclusive instruction).” 

Others in this group mentioned the importance of addressing bullying but did not 

go so far as stating that anti-LGBT-bullying education specifically (as outlined in FAIR’s 

provisions) is important enough to put instructional resources into it.  “It’s (LGBT 

bullying) a concern, but not a problem,” commented one heterosexual male 

superintendent from a rural school district in northern California.  A heterosexual female 

superintendent from a suburban part of northern California further explained that 

although “…funding for professional development would provide teachers with more 
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time to collaborate and review their standards, assessments, lessons…I do not perceive a 

huge need for resources to meet the provisions of FAIR.”  

Discussion: Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) test on 

superintendents’ opinions on the FAIR implementation needs of their district.  The 

results of this ANOVA show that school district enrollment size may not make a 

difference in determining whether a superintendent needs resources for FAIR 

implementation and LGBT-inclusive classroom instruction at the K-12 level.  The three 

school district sizes of California school district superintendents (small = under 1001 

enrolled students, medium = 1001-5000 enrolled students, and large = over 5000 enrolled 

students) were once again compared—this time on the superintendents’ admission of a 

need for FAIR implementation resources.  Again, IBM SPSS Statistics 24 was used to 

test the null hypothesis Ho: µ1 = µ2 = µ3 for the three school district sizes at the .05 level 

of significance. The data consists of the responses of the same 42 California school 

district superintendents on the same 30-item questionnaire (Appendix F).  The ANOVA 

was performed with Admits to Needing FAIR Resources as the dependent variable and 

School District Size as the independent variable (factor).  The results are described and 

interpreted in Table 13.  
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Table 13 

Means and Standard Deviations for Three School District Sizes on Admission to Needing 
FAIR Resources by California School Superintendents 
School District Size N M SD 

Small (1-1000 enrolled 
students) 
 

12 
 

.67 .985 

Medium (1001-5000 enrolled 
students) 
 

20 1.15 .875 

Large (5001 or more enrolled 
students) 

10 1.50 .707 

Note. The mean was based on a categorical scale of 0 = no because they do not view the 
implementation of FAIR’s provision necessary, 1 = no because they have been proactive 
about FAIR-inclusion education and have no need of additional resources, and 2 = yes, 
they need more resources in order to implement the provisions of FAIR. 
 
 
 

The means and standard deviations of FAIR implementation support scores for 

the three school district sizes are given in the Means and Standard Deviations table 

(Table 13) above.  The results of the one-factor ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects 

Effects of School District Size Groups on Superintendents’ Admission to Needing 

Resources for FAIR implementation are provided in Table 14 below. As the population 

means and error standard deviations of the three groups are not calculated in SPSS, I 

replaced them with their sample means (M) (Table 13) and the mean squares within 

(MSW) (Table 14) estimates provided by the SPSS ANOVA calculation.  The sample 

effect sizes were then calculated using the same formula used for the previous ANOVA 

d1,2= |Yi-Yj | / √MSW (Dimitrov, 2009) for calculating effect sizes where Y represents the 

sample mean for each school district size and MSW represents the pooled variance of the 

sample variances of the three school district size groups.  The results of the pairwise 
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effect size calculations for the three school district sizes (1 = small, 2 = medium, 3 = 

large) are as follows: d1,2= |.67-1.15| / √.762 = 1.15, d1,3= |.67-1.50| / √.762 = .95, d2,3= 

|1.15-1.50| / √.762 = .40  

 

Table 14 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of School District Size Groups on California School 
Superintendents’ Admission to Needing FAIR Resources 
School District 
Groups 

Sum of 
Squares 

df MS F Sig. Eta 
Squared 

Between Groups 
(Combined) 
 

3.902 
 

2 1.951 
(MSB) 

2.561 .090 .116 

Within Groups 
 

29.717 39 .762 (MSW)    

Total 33.619 41     
 

 
Based on these calculations, it appears initially that compared to medium and 

large school district superintendents, small school district superintendents are more likely 

to admit to needing resources for LGBT-inclusive education and FAIR implementation 

by an effect size of large magnitude (1.15 and .95, respectively) (Cohen, 1988).  The 

effect size for the difference between medium and large school district superintendents, 

on the other hand, was small to medium (.40) meaning that although medium size school 

districts would appear to need more resources for LGBT-inclusive instruction and FAIR 

implementation than large size school district superintendents, the magnitude is small 

(Cohen, 1988) as compared to the large magnitude of admission of FAIR resource needs 

of small size school district superintendents. 
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Table 15 

Multiple Comparisons of School District Size Groups on California School 
Superintendents’ Admission to Needing FAIR Resources using Tukey Post Hoc in 
ANOVA 
Contrast Comparison 

(I) (J) 
 

Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
    Lower               Upper  
    Bound              Bound      

Small      Medium 
               Large 
 

-.48 
-.83 

.319 

.374 
.294 
.079 

-1.26                  -.29 
-1.74                  -.08 
 

Medium   Small 
                Large 

 .48 
-.35 

.319 

.338 
.294 
.559 

  -.29                 1.26 
-1.17                   .47 
 

Large       Small 
                Medium 

 .83 
 .35 

.374 

.338 
.079 
.559 

  -.08                 1.74 
  -.47                 1.17 

Note. The mean differences are not significant at the .05 level.  The error term is Mean 
Square (Error) = .762.  
 
 
 

The omnibus F-test result in the ANOVA (Table 14), however, shows that there 

are not statistically significant differences among the responses of superintendents from 

the different school district sizes (small, medium, and large) at the .05 level of 

significance, F (2, 39) = 2.561, p = .09. The F-statistic for the mean squares between 

(MSB) equaling 1.105 and the mean squares within (MSW) equaling .174 was computed as 

follows: F = 1.951/.762 = 2.561. Further, the results from the Tukey post hoc multiple 

comparisons test (Table 15) also indicate that there are no statistically significant 

differences at the .05 level between the small and medium school districts (p = .294), 

small and large schools (p = .079), and medium and large school districts (p = .559).  

Thus, the null hypothesis of Ho: µ1 = µ2 = µ3 for the three school district sizes at the .05 

level of significance is retained.   
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Table 16 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances of California School Superintendents’ 
Admission to Needing FAIR Resources 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.803 2 39 .178 
Note. Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal 
across groups. 
 
 
 

When it comes to the opinions of superintendents on their school districts’ FAIR 

implementation needs, it appears that size might not matter. As shown in Table 16 above, 

the results from the Levene’s test indicate that the homogeneity of variance assumption is 

met, F (2, 39) = 1.803, p = .178 (Dimitrov, 2009).  The results indicate that there is no 

reason to expect that some of the smallest differences between µ1 (small school district 

superintendent response means) and the other sample means (medium and large school 

district superintendent response means) would be statistically significant.  Therefore, 

there is no need to continue the multiple comparisons. 

Section 4: Chapter Summary 

This chapter presented the results of the closed and open-ended survey of 

California superintendents and offered answers to the research questions initially posed in 

chapter three: 1) What are school superintendents’ opinions of the implementation of the 

LGBT-inclusive instructional provisions of the FAIR Education Act? Are there 

significant differences in opinions about LGBT-inclusive education and the 

implementation of the FAIR Education Act among superintendents from small, medium 
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and large school districts? 2) What are their opinions of its needs, if any?  Are there 

significant differences in opinions among superintendents from small, medium and large 

school districts regarding their school districts’ FAIR implementation needs?  

 Research question one findings.  The findings reveal that 69% (29 out of 42) of 

the respondents have the opinion that LGBT-inclusive instruction and the implementation 

of the FAIR Education Act is either very important or extremely important.  The results 

also show that 31% (13 out of 42) of them have the opinion that LGBT-inclusive 

instruction and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act is either somewhat 

important or not very important at all.  The analysis of variance of the superintendents’ 

responses show that those who agree more strongly with LGBT-inclusive instruction and 

the implementation of the FAIR Education Act for their respective school districts by and 

large come from medium to large school districts, whereas those who were neutral or 

disagreed with LGBT-inclusive instruction and the implementation of the FAIR 

Education Act as a priority for their school district come from small school districts (less 

than 1,000 student enrollees). 

Research question two findings.  The findings reveal that 45% of the California 

superintendent respondents (19 out of 42) admit to needing additional human or financial 

resources to implement the provisions of the FAIR Education Act in their respective 

school districts.  The findings also show that 36% of the respondents (15 out of 42) 

express no need of resources despite also admitting that they have not tried to implement 

the provisions of the FAIR Education Act.  The analysis of variance of the 

superintendents’ responses show no significant differences among the responses of 
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superintendents from varying school enrollment district sizes.  It appears, per the 

findings, that size does not matter when it comes to opinions about a school district’s 

needs for FAIR Education Act implementation. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Prior to February 13, 2008, little had been published in mainstream media or 

scholarly journals about bullying, harassment or victimization of LGBT students in 

schools.  A Boolean search for the keywords LGBT and bullying on EBSCO’s Education 

Research Complete garnered 41 total hits prior to 2008 and 343 total hits since then, 

octupling the number of publications on the topic.  The murder of 15-year old Lawrence 

“Larry” King by 14-year old Brandon McInerney, may have been a catalyst that spurned 

the media attention that LGBT victimization deserved (Setoodeh, 2008).  King asked 

McInerney to be his Valentine date at E.O. Green Junior High school in Oxnard, 

California two days prior to McInerney’s decision to murder King on February 13, 2008. 

E.O. Green, like most schools in California at the time, had no anti-LGBT-bullying 

educational program in place.  King’s murder shed light on an area of need that 

subsequently led to a series of scholarly articles and legislative attempts at exposing the 

role that LGBT-ignorance has played at furthering LGBT victimization. 

King was a victim of LGBT-ignorance, but so was McInerney, who is currently 

serving a 21-year sentence without chance of parole for King’s murder.  Did the 

California school system let both King and McInerney down?  Per the literature discussed 

in chapter one, the answer is likely.  Hatzenbuehler (2011), in a study of over 30,000 

LGBT youth on the west coast, found that LGBT youth in a school or social environment 
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that adopted anti-bullying and anti-discrimination policies supportive of LGBT people 

were 25% less likely to attempt suicide than LGBT students in school environments that 

were not as supportive. This study, among others previously mentioned in the opening 

chapter, fueled legislation that would eventually become the FAIR Education Act (Leno, 

2013). 

Chapter four presented the findings of this research study that sought the opinions 

of California superintendents on LGBT-inclusive education and the provisions of the 

FAIR Education Act and its implementation needs.  Some of the respondents claimed on 

the survey that they have been proactive about LGBT-inclusive education and have 

sufficient resources in their districts to meet the provisional needs of FAIR 

implementation and therefore do not need additional resources.  These superintendents 

appear to be in earnest support of LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of 

FAIR legislation.   

In the survey, they describe ways in which they have already put conditions in 

place that reduce potential LGBT-bullying.  One such respondent mentions creating an 

LGBT task force to work on educating and improving safety for all students.  Another 

superintendent reveals that his school district has invested in the formation of climate 

committees at every school site to address LGBT-bullying issues and concerns.  A few 

bring up the need for further implementation of gender-neutral facilities and LGBT-

friendly safe spaces in their school district that aim to decrease the potential for LGBT-

harassment.  
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Other respondents report difficulty in implementing the provisions of the FAIR 

Education Act and express wanting additional resources.  These respondents, however, 

may not have done the challenging community-building necessary to create an LGBT-

inclusive culture in their school districts.  It might have been easier for these 

superintendents to claim on the survey that they need additional resources or that LGBT-

inclusive education is not a high priority for their school district than admit that they have 

not done the demanding work of communicating with teachers, students and parents 

about the importance of this legislation and how it can save LGBT children’s lives.   

These dichotomous responses prompt further quantitative or qualitative research. 

The reasons behind why superintendents from small, medium or large school districts 

express differing opinions about LGBT-inclusive education and the provisional needs of 

the FAIR Education Act require deeper digging.  Descriptive research, beyond the scope 

of this dissertation, may shed light on why some superintendents voiced positive opinions 

about LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation needs of FAIR and others did 

not.  

In this chapter, I revisit how the literature and conceptual framework form a basis 

for this dissertation, investigate themes that have come out of this study, suggest 

recommendations for such future research and conclude this research study.  The study’s 

findings produced three themes that reveal California superintendents’ opinions on 

LGBT-bullying: 1) Is it a situation, case, issue or problem? 2) Does it matter if a school 

district is small? and 3) How do schools provide LGBT-inclusive instruction?  The 

recommendations addressed in this chapter invite educational researchers and 
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practitioners to take the proverbial baton and delve further into California’s schools to 

determine how and to what extent schools are implementing the LGBT-inclusive 

educational provisions of the FAIR Education Act.  I close the chapter with an allegory 

that may be useful for deepening an understanding of what it might take to ensure the 

success of the FAIR Education Act’s implementation in all of California’s schools. 

Conceptual Framework Revisited 

The Filtered Curricular Reform Decision-Making (FCRD) framework (Banks, 

2009; Bolman & Deal, 1991; Evans, 1993) outlined in chapter two (Figure 5), helped to 

determine what units to analyze, what survey questions to ask and how to understand the 

results of those questions.  I could have chosen to conduct a study on any number of 

demographic differences and variations of responses among students, teachers, school 

leaders or community members.  Instead, I chose school district size and superintendents 

as my units of analyses, because a) the data were readily available and b) school district 

size is a factor that policymakers can affect through redistricting or boundary changes. 

Data on school district enrollment sizes and superintendents were easily 

attainable.  Both school district sizes and superintendents’ contact information are 

available for public consumption online, and a survey of superintendents seemed a more 

realistic and manageable task than a survey of students, parents or classroom teachers.  

An analysis of variance on superintendent opinions according to gender, race, ethnicity, 

age, sexual orientation, socio-economic level, ability, geography or settlement type would 

have been feasible—something I recommend for future survey, ethnographic or case 

study research.  However, those areas are more politically-charged and not as malleable 



 

 

110 

as school district size.  A small school district can be consolidated into a large one.  A 

large school district can be broken up into smaller ones.  That type of policy change is not 

as easily done for the other demographics mentioned.   

I wanted to conduct research on an area that policymakers could realistically do 

something about without eliciting claims of racism, sexism, homophobia or the like.  So, 

more than any other demographic, school district size was the logical choice as the focus 

of a study.  And, based on FCRD, I decided to conduct a study on superintendents as they 

are the highest-ranking leaders of any school division.  Therefore, in consideration of the 

FCRD framework, I decided to study superintendents as they are in the likely position to 

effect curricular reform in their respective school districts, and their opinions have the 

potential of influencing FAIR curricular reform decisions on a local level.  Their opinions 

provide insight into if, how, and where California schools enact FAIR Education reform.  

The questions I posed in the survey come out of FCRD as they deal with FAIR reform 

content, the capacity of educators and leaders to enact it, and professional development 

(Evans, 1993) and structural and human resource (Bolman & Deal, 1991) considerations 

that are critical in effecting the successful implementation of the FAIR Education Act in 

California’s schools.  The first set of questions (2-9) contend with how much of a priority 

or importance superintendents place on LGBT-inclusive instruction (Appendix F).  The 

second set of questions (10-29) contend with the implementation of FAIR’s provisions 

and the demographics associated with the superintendent responding to the survey 

(Appendix F). 
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The survey results show that, by and large, superintendents need resources, time 

and professional development to enact FAIR’s provisions.  These superintendents and 

their school educators’ capacity to enact FAIR reform are impeded by these wants.  The 

findings also show that, aside from a handful of the middle to large school district 

superintendents who claim to have established LGBT-inclusive instruction committees, 

started GSAs in their schools, and instituted trainings on the tenets of FAIR, most 

superintendents (62% of the respondents) have not even approached FAIR reform at the 

contributions level (Banks, 2009).  Without putting the structures of planning, 

organization, and training in place, one can logically assume that these superintendents’ 

approach to FAIR reform in their respective school districts has not even begun.   

Per Evans (1993), to successfully reform a school districts’ curriculum, 

stakeholders will need to consider the implications of a) the curricular content, b) 

leadership, c) professional development, d) strength of the school community, and e) the 

capacity of educators to enact the reform.  School district reform that meets the 

provisions of FAIR may not be successful unless these five dimensions are carefully 

taken into account (Evans, 1993).  When superintendents, as the lead stakeholders, make 

decisions for district reform that attempt to meet the provisions of the FAIR Education 

Act, they can conduct reform via 1) a contributions approach, 2) an additive approach, 3) 

a transformation approach, or 4) a social action approach (Banks, 2009).  Put less 

succinctly, superintendents can implement FAIR in one of the following ways: 1) 

contribute—do the absolute minimal amount that meets the letter of the law, 2) add—do 

slightly more than what is minimally required to meet the law’s provisions, 3) 
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transform—change the way schools operate so that LGBT students’ concerns become 

normative and no longer marginal, or 4) socially act—become a leader in the wider 

community, challenging pre-conceived notions of what it means to be LGBT and actively 

doing something to lessen instances of LGBT victimization in churches, homes and 

businesses of which the school district is inextricably linked.  For the well-being of their 

students, inclusive of out-in-the-open and closeted LGBT youth, superintendents ought to 

filter their structural and human resource decisions through a model that considers these 

elements. 

This dissertation has essentially been an exploration and analysis of California 

district superintendents’ opinions on FAIR and LGBT-inclusive education to determine 

areas for further study.  Set within the FCRD conceptual framework, this study’s results 

give rise to practical implications for school district FAIR reform, especially when it 

comes to school district size.  The findings of this study reveal that whereas, for the most 

part, middle to large school districts acknowledge the importance of LGBT-inclusive 

education and FAIR implementation to lessen LGBT-bullying, small school districts are 

less likely to acknowledge neither the existence of LGBT-bullying nor the importance of 

LGBT-inclusive education as a means of reform that tackles head-on the reality of LGBT 

discrimination.   

California policymakers crafted the FAIR Education Act because they deemed it 

critical for stemming the tide of LGBT victimization in schools.  The law only 

accomplishes what it has set out do, however, if the structures set forth by the primary 

actors, in this case superintendents, accommodate the concerns that prompted these 
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policymakers to create FAIR to begin with.  Superintendents must put structures in place 

to enforce legislation, and the school districts’ human resource plan must follow suit in 

shoring up these structures.  The underlying feature of this dissertation is to answer the 

logical question that follows: Are superintendents from small, medium and large 

California school districts putting the structures and human resources in place for the 

successful implementation of LGBT-inclusive education and the provisions of the FAIR 

Education Act?  

This question has structural and human resource implications for California 

education policy.  The opinions revealed in the findings provide insight into whether 

superintendents are putting the structures and human resources in place for successful 

FAIR reform in their respective school districts.  The literature reveals that LGBT-

bullying is a problem (Theme 1).  Per the findings, and for reasons yet explored, small 

school district superintendents naively think that it is not (Theme 2).  LGBT-inclusive 

education via the implementation of FAIR provisions may bring to light the reality that 

LGBT students do indeed exist in small school districts and that they face discrimination 

by means of exclusion (Theme 3).  By the nature of their positions as executive heads of 

the school districts, superintendents are implicated in the establishment and enforcement 

of the structures required to make FAIR implementation a success. As they work out the 

details of the implementation of LGBT-inclusive education and anti-LGBT-bullying 

reform in their respective school districts, superintendents ought to make sure that their 

plans accommodate the concerns reflected in the founding of FAIR and the salient 

themes that come out of this study.  
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Theme 1: Situation, Case, Issue, or Problem 

Bullying, inclusive of LGBT-bullying, is a problem that continues to plague 

America’s schools.  Statistical data suggest that it occurs regularly to millions of kids 

nationwide (Bullying Statistics, 2010; National Center for Education Statistics, 2017).  

The personal and societal costs of bullying have been well documented (Atik & Güneri, 

2013; Baly et al., 2014; Demaray et al., 2013; Espelage et al., 2013; Gini & Pozzoli, 

2013; Hammig & Jozkowski, 2013; Hopkins et al., 2013; Lawson et al., 2013; Roman & 

Taylor, 2013; Shaw et al., 2013; Strøm et al., 2013; Wolke, et al., 2013).   

There is ample evidence that LGBT children are getting bullied at higher rates 

than heterosexually conforming children (Birkett et al., 2009; Bouris et al., 2010; Coker 

et al., 2010; Eisenberg & Resnick, 2006; Espelage et al., 2008; Goodenow et al., 2006; 

Kann et al., 2016; Kosciw et al., 2009; Russell & Joyner, 2001).  Yet, in this study, only 

one out of forty-two respondents—a heterosexual male superintendent from a high-

performing middle-class suburban Southern California school district—acknowledged it 

as such.  In contrast, in response to my question, “Do you consider bullying or 

harassment of students because of their sexual orientation or gender identity a problem in 

your school district? Why or why not?” 13 out of 42 called bullying a situation, case or 

issue and not a problem that needs to be solved or overcome.   

Nowhere in my survey are the words situation, case or issue used yet many 

superintendents refrained from calling bullying a problem—my purposeful choice of 

words. Regardless of socio-economics, achievement, gender, sexual orientation, 

settlement type, geographic area, or years in office, 31% of the respondents referred to 
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bullying as a situation, case or issue.  These superintendents toned down their language in 

response to the harms of LGBT bullying and the legislative necessity of the FAIR 

Education Act to instigate educational policies that will diminish unequal treatment of 

LGBT students.  

I consulted the Oxford English dictionary for clarification on a common 

understanding of these four words.  Situation was first defined as “…a set of 

circumstances in which one finds oneself” (Situation, 2012) with the first four 

corresponding synonyms as “circumstances, (state of) affairs, state, condition” (Situation, 

2012).  Definition 1 of case was “…an instance of a particular situation” (Case, 2012) 

with the first four corresponding synonyms as “instance, occurrence, manifestation, 

demonstration” (Case, 2012).  The definition of issue was first listed as “…an important 

topic or problem for debate or discussion” (Issue, 2012) with the first four corresponding 

synonyms as “matter, matter in question, question, point” (Issue, 2012).  Oxford English 

dictionary defined problem primarily as “…a matter or situation regarded as unwelcome 

or harmful and needing to be dealt with and overcome” (Problem, 2012) with the first 

four corresponding synonyms listed as “difficulty, trouble, worry, complication” 

(Problem, 2012). 

By common definition, therefore, the superintendents who expressed in their 

survey responses that bullying is a situation, case or issue regard bullying as a set of 

circumstances in which students find themselves or an important topic for debate or 

discussion.  Calling bullying a situation, case or issue is akin to seeing it is an 

inconvenience—a distraction and not something to take with greater, utmost seriousness.  
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If LGBT children are physically and verbally assaulted, attempt suicide, abuse drugs and 

drop out of school at greater rates than heterosexual children, that is a problem and not 

merely an issue to sidestep or discuss at a more convenient time. 

Soft and absent words fail our LGBT children.  The FAIR Education Act is an 

important piece of legislation in that it mandates schools to include the contributions of 

LGBT people in the development of California and the United States and by doing so 

educate them about LGBT people. Its implementation in California is a small, yet 

significant step toward solving the problem of bullying, harassment and victimization of 

LGBT students in our country.  The superintendents’ choice of words reveals resistance 

to acknowledging that LGBT bullying is a real problem that needs to be solved.  Bullying 

is not a situation.  It is not a case.  It is not an issue.  Those who refrained from 

acknowledging LGBT bullying as a real problem ignore the fact that California’s LGBT 

children continue to languish.  

Theme 2: Small as a Factor 

School district size might be a factor when it comes to bullying and 

discrimination (O’Moore & Minton, 2003; Swank et al., 2012).  O’Moore and Minton 

(2003) and Swank et al. (2012) found that LGBT bullying occurred more often in small, 

rural settings than in middle or large suburban/urban ones.  Yet, all twelve small school 

district superintendents who participated in this study disagreed with the survey 

statement, “Discrimination against LGBT people is problem in my school district.”  Their 

responses reveal that they do not consider bullying or harassment of students because of 

their sexual orientation or gender identity a problem in their school districts.  The 
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reasoning behind their opinions primarily rests on their comments that their school 

districts are rural, small, and conservative.  

Although a few of the middle and large size enrollment school district 

superintendents expressed that LGBT bullying is not a concern in their respective school 

districts, none denied the existence of LGBT people.  Assuming that these small school 

district professionals are educated and hired to lead schools because of their 21st century 

California qualifications, the excuses that come from some of them are disconcerting.  

“We are a small rural K-8 school district where the students for the most part have been 

together since kindergarten. They are very accepting of their friends and we have never 

had an issue regarding this topic,” commented one superintendent.  Another went as far 

as stating, “We do not have any students in this category.”  If it were not for the serious 

tone of the survey, it would appear that these school leaders are at best joking and at 

worst ignorant.  It makes sense that one would deny LGBT bullying ever happens if one 

does not believe LGBT students even exist in their locale.  Nonetheless, I surmise that in 

the opinions of policymakers who pushed for FAIR legislation, the dismissiveness of 

these small school district superintendents is inexcusable as it adversely affects the lives 

of children.  

Theme 3: LGBT-Inclusion 

Victimization of all students regardless of sexual orientation occurs less 

frequently in schools with LGBT-inclusive anti-bullying policies in place (Hatzenbuehler 

& Keyes, 2013). The positive, mitigating effects that LGBT-inclusive school settings 

have on bullying have been verified through peer-reviewed research (Hatzenbuehler & 
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Keyes 2013; Lereya, Samara, & Wolke, 2013), bringing to light a constructive method of 

lessening the frequency and effects of bullying.  Simply put, if school district 

superintendents accept the fact that LGBT-bullying exists and want to do decrease the 

number of bullying occurrences in schools, they need to implement curricula that is 

inclusive and representative of LGBT people and their historical experiences.   

When California legislators in 2011 approved the measure that would eventually 

become the FAIR Education Act, they legitimized instruction inclusive of the social, 

economic and developmental contributions of LGBT people and people with disabilities. 

Based on the salient remarks of the survey respondents, however, it is highly doubtful 

that inclusion has happened in the majority of school districts throughout California.  

Small, rural school districts most likely have not enacted any LGBT-inclusive curricular 

implementations despite receiving guidance in 2016.  Some middle to large suburban and 

urban school districts have begun or are in the midst of expanding their LGBT-inclusive 

curricula, but none appear to be nowhere near Banks’ social action level (Banks, 2009).  

At best, the largest and most inclusive school districts have enacted an additive approach 

to their FAIR implementation—incorporating LGBT-inclusive material in social studies 

lessons.  Again, based on their remarks and survey responses, none appear to be 

transforming the way their students think about lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender 

people.   

Recommendations for Future Study 

This is what is known about the status of LGBT-inclusive instruction in California 

in 2017 and the implementation of the provisions of the FAIR Education Act: 1) 
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Curricular guidance that meet the provisions of FAIR has been issued; 2) superintendents 

anticipate a release of the new social studies adoptions that reflect the recommendations 

in this guidance in the 2017-2018 school year; 3) Along with the upcoming adoption, 

superintendents need to authorize professional development on the tenets of FAIR and 

LGBT-inclusive instruction.  Two out of five dimensions of educational reform (Evans, 

1993)—content of the reform and professional development—are in the process of being 

enacted.  Per the research on the effects of LGBT-inclusive instruction on LGBT 

victimization in schools, LGBT-inclusive instruction and the implementation of FAIR 

provisions will most likely reduce instances of LGBT-bullying and provide the 

institutional protections against victimization that LGBT students deserve, especially 

when approached at Banks’ (2009) social action level.  If students, parents, educators, 

policymakers and community members want to see this happen, the other three 

dimensions of educational reform (leadership, strength of the school community, and 

educator capacity) are also needed. 

Although this study of California superintendents’ opinions of the implementation 

of the FAIR Education Act per school district sizes has been exploratory, a cursory 

review of the gender and sexual orientation make-up of the participants show that the 

sample of superintendent responses in terms of gender and sexual orientation is nearly 

representative of California school district superintendents as a whole.  As mentioned in 

chapter three, survey research with low response rates do not necessarily equate to non-

representation.  In some instances, low response rates from survey respondents that 

resembled the target population actually delivered more accurate results than other survey 
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research with higher response rates (Keeter et al., 2006).  Nonetheless, if this study were 

to become representative of all California superintendents’ opinions on LGBT-inclusive 

instruction and the implementation of FAIR’s provisions, a readministration of the 

survey, with the goal of gaining a greater response rate, would be warranted.  

Gender, sexual orientation and geographic region.  One area that merits further 

research is how gender, sexual orientation and geographic region and the interaction 

among the three factors may influence opinions on LGBT-inclusive instruction and FAIR 

implementation.  In terms of gender, approximately 58% (599 out of 1,025) of current 

California school superintendents are male and 42% (426 out of 1,025) of current 

California superintendents are female (California Department of Education, 2017).  

Likewise, of the forty-two total responses in my study, twenty-four (approximately 57%) 

were male and eighteen (approximately 43%) were female.   

Because the sexual orientation of California school superintendents has not been 

made public, one cannot make a similar comparison of representation in terms of sexual 

orientation identification.  However, based on the 2005 American Community Survey 

published by the Williams Institute (Gates, 2006), the percentage of respondents 

identifying as LGBT might also be on par with the actual number of California 

superintendents who identify as LGBT.  Per the Williams Institute study (Gates, 2006), 

an estimated 15.4% of adults in the San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont northern California 

urban and suburban regions are gay, lesbian or bisexual.  That is 1.3% shy of the 16.7% 

LGB representation in this study, which might make the case that the sample of 42 
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surveys garnered for this study might actually be representative of the entire 

superintendent population in terms of sexual orientation, as well.   

Furthermore, bullying appears to be more prevalent in certain geographic regions 

than others.  Thirty-one percent of the respondents believe that LGBT students do not 

exist in their school district and that bullying of LGBT people is a non-issue.  A 

breakdown of the survey data revealed the following:  

• 26% of the total respondents from northern California (6 out of 23) have the 

opinion that FAIR implementation and LGBT-inclusive instruction is not a 

priority. 

• 17% of the total respondents from southern California (2 out of 12) have the 

opinion that FAIR implementation and LGBT-inclusive instruction is not a 

priority. 

• 71% of the total respondents from central California (5 out of 7) have the opinion 

that FAIR implementation and LGBT-inclusive instruction is not a priority. 

If this study were representative of the total California population, it would appear that 

whereas northern and southern California superintendents from urban and suburban areas 

are generally supportive of FAIR implementation, central California superintendents 

from rural areas are generally not.  Thus, future research into the opinions of 

superintendents from different geographic settlements (northern, central, southern, urban, 

suburban, or rural) might be warranted in addition to research on the interaction of 

gender, sexual orientation and geographic settlement as influential factors of opinions on 

LGBT-inclusive instruction and FAIR implementation.   
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Small school district reform. The dimensions of leadership, capacity of 

educators to enact reform and strength of school environment all fall within the purview 

of the human resource and structural frames of organizational change (Bolman & Deal, 

1991).  Unlike the other two dimensions, these three are not so easily legislated.  State 

legislators can push down content and sanction professional development, but they would 

be hard-pressed to force reform in leadership, educator capacity and school environment 

strength.  These reforms need to come from within the school district organizations lest 

the implementation fails (Fullan, 1993; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Hord & Huling-Austin, 

1986; McDonnel & Choisser, 1997; McLaughlin, 1987).   

The results of this study show that many middle to large school district 

superintendents are willing to make these reforms.  The findings reveal, however, that 

superintendents of small size school districts have the opinion that LGBT-bullying is a 

non-issue in their school districts and that meeting the provisions of FAIR is not a 

priority for their school districts.  Moving forward with research that investigates 

incidences of LGBT-bullying in small size school districts throughout California to 

discern whether small school district superintendents are telling the truth about their 

respective school districts would be a natural extension of this study.  To determine that 

LGBT-bullying happens (or not) in communities with smaller student enrollment might 

be helpful in motivating future policymakers to do something about the inadequacies of 

small school district education.   

Further, per Taylor (2011), small school districts in California have spent more on 

overhead costs, have slightly lower student achievement compared to medium and large 
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size school districts, and have been more difficult to hold accountable for student 

outcomes.  In theory, it appears to make no sense to keep school districts small.  Yet, they 

remain as such in practice.  Consolidating small school districts into medium or large 

sized ones would eliminate inefficiencies, allow for a larger share of monies to go toward 

instruction instead of overhead, and increase the achievement of students who would be 

welcomed into a greater network of LGBT-inclusive instructional resources that meet the 

provisions of FAIR.  A study into the reasons behind why California’s policymakers 

continue to allow certain school districts to be as small as they are when findings (Taylor, 

2011) show that the fiscal and instructional advantages for consolidation far outweigh 

arguments against it would be valuable.  

Additionally, conducting research on the strength of the environment and the 

FAIR reform efficacy of school leaders and classroom teachers in California’s small 

school districts would be another worthy expansion of this study.  The research would fill 

in another gap left unattended by this dissertation research and address salient themes that 

have come forward.  The findings assert that small school superintendents likely do not 

recognize that LGBT-bullying exists in their respective schools.  Questions for further 

study could include the following: What type of structural or human resource (Bolman & 

Deal, 1991) changes would need to take place in order for school districts to approach 

LGBT-inclusive instruction and the implementation of the FAIR Education Act at Banks’ 

(2009) social action level?  Are small school district superintendents naïve about LGBT 

student victimization in their school districts? Or are these superintendents basing their 

assertions on the reality that students in their school districts have not come out or come 
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forward with the truth about their sexual orientation or gender identity in fear of being 

victimized?  Future research can fashion hypotheses based on these questions.   

If indeed the issue of the small school district superintendents’ responses lay not 

with their naivety but with their truthful assessment of their school districts’ LGBT 

student climate, then a natural extension of this exploration would be to determine if, 

how, and why LGBT-bullying is not acknowledged by students in small school districts.  

A case study of a small school district to investigate the notion that LGBT students exist 

and experience LGBT discrimination in their school district would make sense as a 

follow up to this exploratory survey study.  A qualitative case study may provide a reason 

why small school superintendents voiced that LGBT bullying does not occur in their 

schools.  For example, LGBT students may be afraid to tell the truth in small school 

districts as their expression may result in deliberate victimization.  An in-depth case study 

inclusive of student observations, interviews, anonymous surveys and focus groups 

would make sense. 

If the findings of a case study reveal that there might be LGBT students in a small 

California school district and that fear of reprisal/LGBT-victimization is one underlying 

reason behind why LGBT students have not come out, a quasi-experimental study can 

also be conducted.   Quasi-experimental research within a small school district might 

determine if and to what extent the implementation of LGBT-inclusive lessons and co-

curricular programs in a small school result in an improved climate for LGBT students 

and their heterosexual gender-conforming allies.  For example, a hypothesis of such a 

study might be, “If gay-straight alliance (GSA) groups are established in schools 
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throughout a small California district, students who are LGBT will feel more comfortable 

to come out.”  Piloting a GSA in a small school district and determine its effects on the 

school district environment would make a worthy future study in such a scenario. 

Conclusion 

The superintendents’ survey responses provide insight into their opinions of the 

inclusion of LGBT-sensitive curricula for K-12 instruction and the implementation needs 

of the FAIR Education Act in their respective districts. I started this dissertation with 

evidence from numerous peer-reviewed studies that bullying is an ongoing problem that 

affects the physical, emotional, social and psychological well-being of nearly 3 million 

children annually in the United States (Atik & Güneri, 2013; Bradshaw, Sawyer & 

O’Brennan, 2007; Bullying Statistics, 2010; Demaray et al., 2013; Espelage, Hong, Rao, 

& Low, 2013; Gini & Pozzoli, 2013; Hopkins, Taylor, Bowen, & Wood, 2013; Hopkins 

et al., 2013; Roman & Taylor, 2013; Shaw et al., 2013; Strøm, Thoresen, Wentzel-

Larsen, & Dyb, 2013; U.S. Department of Education, 2015).  Per the most recent 

statistics on bullying of students ages 12 through 18 (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2017), on average 20 to 28 percent are bullied nationwide. That’s over 5 

million 6th-12th graders a year.  The statistics on bullying of LGBT students are even 

more staggering.  Per the most recent National School Climate Survey (Koskiw et al., 

2014), 74% of LGBT students are bullied because of their sexual orientation or gender 

expression. 

I decided to undergo a study of superintendents’ opinions of the FAIR Education 

Act’s implementation because LGBT-bullying continues to be a problem in schools.  
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LGBT-bullying is particularly disconcerting in that the effects of bullying are 

exacerbated in LGBT youth.  Higher cases of drug and alcohol abuse, dropouts, and 

suicide attempts among LGBT youth supports the claims that LGBT-bullying has a 

negative effect on LGBT youth.  The literature shows LGBT-inclusive education is 

needed.  Unfortunately for LGBT students who continue to be victimized by LGBT 

bullying and discrimination, the federal government under Trump’s administration has 

shown that it will not support LGBT-inclusive instructional mandates.  California state 

legislation to include the contributions of LGBT people to the history and development of 

the United States, backed by federal cases justifying the need to legislate statewide 

curricula that mandates confrontation of LGBT ignorance in schools, is in effect and has 

been since 2012.  The FAIR law was put in place to address the lack of LGBT-inclusive 

instruction that has led to the victimization of LGBT students.  The fight for LGBT-

inclusive legislation will therefore need to be sustained on the state, county and district 

levels, and the research to buttress this legislation will continue to be warranted. 

Drywall ceiling metaphor.  FAIR puts provisions in place to allow educators to 

overcome LGBT bullying, harassment and victimization.  Imagine LGBT-bullying as 

several large pieces of drywall loosely attached to the school ceiling.  At any moment, 

drywall pieces could come crashing down on students or staff alike.  Without tools or 

screws available for repair, not much could be done about the dangling pieces other than 

to either physically hold them up in place or evade them as they crash down.  Tasked 

with holding up the ceiling, school personnel and students would be prevented from 
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doing other important work, such as teaching and learning the prescribed program of 

studies.   

Suppose, however, that people tasked with holding up the ceiling are provided a 

set of drywall screws and electric drills.  Screws and drills in the hands of capable 

operators could keep the ceiling pieces from crashing and causing harm to those beneath 

them.  The people of the school and the tools they possess are important in keeping that 

dry wall ceiling from crashing down.  The drills, nonetheless, could be missing drill bits, 

have ill-fitting bits or damaged ones.  Without willing school community members and 

the appropriate tools, the ceiling would come down.  But even with the right people and 

the best tools, the task of keeping the ceiling up and in place would be unmanageable 

without a functioning electrical outlet to provide power to the drill.   

FAIR is the outlet.  LGBT-bullying is the falling dry wall ceiling.  The tools are 

the LGBT-inclusive curriculum and implementation resources.  Put in the hands of 

capable educators, these tools may, as research suggests, help school districts achieve a 

decline in the instances of LGBT bullying, harassment and victimization (Goldweber, 

Waasdorp, & Bradshaw, 2013; Pryce & Frederickson, 2013).  But, they would still need 

to plug in. 

Implications for future research.  In conclusion, in the words of Senator Mark 

Leno (2013), the principal author of SB 48, there has been and continues to be a bullying 

epidemic in America’s schools.  California’s FAIR Education Act addresses “…the 

bullying epidemic by ending exclusion of LGBT people and historical events in 

textbooks and classrooms” (Leno, 2013, p. 105).  How this critical reform is conducted 
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underneath the falling ceiling, however, depends on numerous factors: 1) the content of 

the FAIR reform at the district level, 2) the capacity of district administrators and 

teachers to enact FAIR, 3) the strength of the school district as an organization and a 

community to implement FAIR, 4) leadership within the school district, and 5) the 

availability of LGBT-inclusive curricular support and training for teachers and 

administrators (Evans, 1993). 

FAIR’s primary function is to put an end to LGBT-bullying via mandated LGBT-

inclusive curricula. How a school district superintendent approaches FAIR can influence 

how much or how little LGBT-bullying and its ill consequences ban be abated.  As 

California’s school and community leaders consider incorporating LGBT-inclusive 

instruction into their K-12 schools’ curricula, they will need a framework, such as FCRD, 

to filter their reform decisions so that the move toward full implementation of the 

provisions of the FAIR Education Act is successful.   

The impetus behind the FAIR legislation is clear: exclusion of the history and 

contributions of LGBT people and people with disabilities in school curricula is 

discrimination.  And this discrimination by omission forms the foundation of LGBT-

victimization which continues to endanger the lives of LGBT students throughout the 

country. Through the FAIR Education Act, California policymakers are showing the rest 

of the country’s legislators a way toward making things better for LGBT youth who face 

bullying at much higher rates than their heterosexual counterparts. School district 

superintendents are just one part of the reform.  More research, therefore, is needed to 

determine how the other factors play a part in local district FAIR implementation.  
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Whatever form this research takes, quantitative or qualitative, statistical or ethnographic, 

it ought to consider how FAIR is being implemented in schools to meet students’ needs 

and ultimately save LGBT children’s lives. 
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California School Districts (2015-2016) K-12 Enrollment 

1 Alpine County Office Of Education 5 
2 Union Joint Elementary 6 
3 Little Shasta Elementary 6 
4 Colusa County Office Of Education 8 
5 Blake Elementary 8 
6 Panoche Elementary 8 
7 Jefferson Elementary 9 
8 Green Point Elementary 10 
9 Coffee Creek Elementary 10 

10 Trinity Center Elementary 10 
11 Lincoln Elementary 11 
12 Maple Creek Elementary 12 
13 Kashia Elementary 14 
14 Indian Springs Elementary 15 
15 Elkins Elementary 15 
16 Trinity County Office Of Education 15 
17 Silver Fork Elementary 16 
18 Orick Elementary 16 
19 Willow Grove Union Elementary 16 
20 Bogus Elementary 16 
21 Forks Of Salmon Elementary 17 
22 Klamath River Union Elementary 18 
23 Hot Springs Elementary 18 
24 Mountain House Elementary 19 
25 Indian Diggings Elementary 19 
26 Laguna Joint Elementary 19 
27 Flournoy Union Elementary 22 
28 Big Lagoon Union Elementary 23 
29 Plumas County Office Of Education 24 
30 Desert Center Unified 24 
31 Kneeland Elementary 25 
32 Lassen County Office Of Education 25 
33 Linns Valley-Poso Flat Union 26 
34 Fort Ross Elementary 28 
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35 Death Valley Unified 29 
36 Cienega Union Elementary 29 
37 Junction Elementary 31 
38 Seiad Elementary 32 
39 Bridgeville Elementary 34 
40 Peninsula Union 34 
41 Lake County Office Of Education 34 
42 Bitterwater-Tully Elementary 35 
43 Montgomery Elementary 35 
44 Belridge Elementary 36 
45 Manchester Union Elementary 38 
46 Hughes-Elizabeth Lakes Union Elementary 39 
47 Graves Elementary 39 
48 Modoc County Office Of Education 40 
49 French Gulch-Whiskeytown Elementary 41 
50 Gazelle Union Elementary 41 
51 Mariposa County Office Of Education 42 
52 Willow Creek Elementary 44 
53 Delphic Elementary 46 
54 California School For The Blind 47 
55 Horicon Elementary 47 
56 Nicasio 50 
57 Pope Valley Union Elementary 51 
58 Caliente Union Elementary 53 
59 Mccloud Union Elementary 53 
60 San Lucas Union Elementary 54 
61 Sbe - Paramount Collegiate Academy 55 
62 Hornbrook Elementary 55 
63 Lewiston Elementary 55 
64 Santa Clara Elementary 55 
65 Pioneer Union Elementary 57 
66 Castle Rock Union Elementary 58 
67 Igo, Ono, Platina Union Elementary 58 
68 Big Creek Elementary 59 
69 Garfield Elementary 60 
70 Feather Falls Union Elementary 65 
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71 San Benito County Office Of Education 67 
72 Dunsmuir Joint Union High 67 
73 Canyon Elementary 70 
74 Mountain Union Elementary 71 
75 Sbe - Onepurpose 72 
76 Owens Valley Unified 75 
77 Mckittrick Elementary 75 
78 Mulberry Elementary 76 
79 Sbe - The New School Of San Francisco 77 
80 Junction City Elementary 78 
81 Alpine County Unified 80 
82 Howell Mountain Elementary 80 
83 Bradley Union Elementary 81 
84 Sbe - San Francisco Flex Academy 82 
85 Oak Run Elementary 82 
86 Snelling-Merced Falls Union Elementary 83 
87 Pine Ridge Elementary 85 
88 Monte Rio Union Elementary 85 
89 Allensworth Elementary 86 
90 Saucelito Elementary 86 
91 Lakeside Joint 88 
92 Dunsmuir Elementary 89 
93 Raymond-Knowles Union Elementary 90 
94 Knights Ferry Elementary 91 
95 Big Sur Unified 92 
96 Alta-Dutch Flat Union Elementary 92 
97 Mendocino County Office Of Education 93 
98 Whitmore Union Elementary 93 
99 Midway Elementary 94 

100 Burnt Ranch Elementary 97 
101 Stony Creek Joint Unified 98 
102 Lagunita Elementary 98 
103 Kirkwood Elementary 98 
104 Outside Creek Elementary 102 
105 San Ardo Union Elementary 103 
106 Mt. Baldy Joint Elementary 103 
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107 Bolinas-Stinson Union 105 
108 Twin Ridges Elementary 105 
109 Pleasant Valley Joint Union Elementary 110 
110 Bangor Union Elementary 111 
111 Napa County Office Of Education 111 
112 Southern Trinity Joint Unified 113 
113 Pacific Elementary 115 
114 Leggett Valley Unified 116 
115 Plainsburg Union Elementary 119 
116 Burrel Union Elementary 120 
117 Cuddeback Union Elementary 120 
118 Happy Camp Union Elementary 120 
119 Alexander Valley Union Elementary 123 
120 Roberts Ferry Union Elementary 123 
121 Belleview Elementary 123 
122 Magnolia Union Elementary 124 
123 Ballard Elementary 124 
124 Vista Del Mar Union 124 
125 Mountain Elementary 124 
126 Shasta Union Elementary 124 
127 Baker Valley Unified 125 
128 Sbe - Olive Grove Charter 125 
129 Mission Union Elementary 128 
130 Happy Valley Elementary 132 
131 Round Valley Joint Elementary 134 
132 Tres Pinos Union Elementary 135 
133 Latrobe 136 
134 Surprise Valley Joint Unified 137 
135 Gratton Elementary 137 
136 Kenwood 141 
137 Merced River Union Elementary 143 
138 Three Rivers Union Elementary 143 
139 Clear Creek Elementary 144 
140 Sbe - Magnolia Science Academy Santa Ana 144 
141 Point Arena Joint Union High 145 
142 Reeds Creek Elementary 145 
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143 Big Springs Union Elementary 146 
144 Browns Elementary 146 
145 Fieldbrook Elementary 147 
146 Valley Home Joint Elementary 147 
147 Cold Spring Elementary 151 
148 General Shafter Elementary 153 
149 El Nido Elementary 153 
150 Two Rock Union 157 
151 Shiloh Elementary 158 
152 Ducor Union Elementary 158 
153 San Antonio Union Elementary 163 
154 Julian Union High 163 
155 Princeton Joint Unified 164 
156 Big Valley Joint Unified 164 
157 Bonny Doon Union Elementary 165 
158 Monroe Elementary 172 
159 Big Pine Unified 172 
160 Los Olivos Elementary 172 
161 Winship-Robbins 173 
162 Lake Elementary 174 
163 Blue Lake Union Elementary 175 
164 Trinidad Union Elementary 177 
165 Paradise Elementary 177 
166 Chicago Park Elementary 178 
167 West Side Union Elementary 179 
168 Golden Feather Union Elementary 180 
169 Douglas City Elementary 180 
170 Grenada Elementary 181 
171 Alvina Elementary 183 
172 Shaffer Union Elementary 184 
173 Capay Joint Union Elementary 189 
174 Plaza Elementary 190 
175 Montague Elementary 191 
176 Sbe - Synergy 194 
177 Sbe - Thrive Public 194 
178 Dunham Elementary 194 
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179 Elk Hills Elementary 196 
180 New Hope Elementary 196 
181 Columbine Elementary 196 
182 Hydesville Elementary 197 
183 Buena Vista Elementary 197 
184 Black Butte Union Elementary 201 
185 Johnstonville Elementary 204 
186 Tuolumne County Superintendent Of Schools 208 
187 Cayucos Elementary 210 
188 Traver Joint Elementary 210 
189 Richmond Elementary 212 
190 Di Giorgio Elementary 213 
191 Pleasant Grove Joint Union 213 
192 Semitropic Elementary 214 
193 Pond Union Elementary 219 
194 Butteville Union Elementary 220 
195 Somis Union 221 
196 Scotia Union Elementary 222 
197 Tehama County Office Of Education 228 
198 Amador County Office Of Education 231 
199 Sbe - Mission Preparatory 231 
200 Cuyama Joint Unified 234 
201 Wilmar Union Elementary 235 
202 Clay Joint Elementary 236 
203 North Cow Creek Elementary 238 
204 Waukena Joint Union Elementary 239 
205 South Fork Union 241 
206 Southside Elementary 241 
207 Weed Union Elementary 241 
208 Richfield Elementary 241 
209 Geyserville Unified 242 
210 Millville Elementary 249 
211 Hope Elementary 251 
212 Lucerne Elementary 255 
213 Trona Joint Unified 255 
214 Marin County Office Of Education 257 
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215 Sbe - Baypoint Preparatory Academy 264 
216 Vallecitos Elementary 265 
217 Cinnabar Elementary 270 
218 Twain Harte 271 
219 Junction Elementary 273 
220 Mountain Valley Unified 275 
221 Manzanita Elementary 276 
222 Lagunitas Elementary 276 
223 Potter Valley Community Unified 276 
224 Santa Barbara County Office Of Education 276 
225 Nuestro Elementary 276 
226 Sunol Glen Unified 281 
227 Guerneville Elementary 281 
228 Upper Lake Union High 282 
229 East Nicolaus Joint Union High 284 
230 Maple Elementary 288 
231 Shandon Joint Unified 289 
232 Loleta Union Elementary 291 
233 Butte Valley Unified 299 
234 Springville Union Elementary 299 
235 Lakeside Union Elementary 301 
236 Pioneer Union Elementary 304 
237 Big Oak Flat-Groveland Unified 305 
238 San Mateo County Office Of Education 308 
239 Fort Sage Unified 309 
240 Sequoia Union Elementary 310 
241 Sbe - Barack Obama Charter 315 
242 Lassen View Union Elementary 317 
243 Freshwater Elementary 318 
244 Rio Dell Elementary 325 
245 Colfax Elementary 327 
246 Elverta Joint Elementary 328 
247 Maxwell Unified 329 
248 La Honda-Pescadero Unified 329 
249 Seeley Union Elementary 337 
250 Arena Union Elementary 340 
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251 Lone Pine Unified 342 
252 Forestville Union Elementary 344 
253 Chualar Union 345 
254 California School For The Deaf-Riverside 345 
255 Sunnyside Union Elementary 348 
256 Janesville Union Elementary 351 
257 Bella Vista Elementary 351 
258 Westmorland Union Elementary 359 
259 Sbe - Anahuacalmecac International Univ Prep 368 
260 Rockford Elementary 370 
261 Island Union Elementary 375 
262 Eastern Sierra Unified 377 
263 Buttonwillow Union Elementary 379 
264 Sierra-Plumas Joint Unified 381 
265 Ballico-Cressey Elementary 382 
266 Alview-Dairyland Union Elementary 384 
267 Ross Elementary 385 
268 Bayshore Elementary 386 
269 Kings County Office Of Education 387 
270 Pacific Union Elementary 388 
271 Westwood Unified 388 
272 California School For The Deaf-Fremont  392 
273 Laytonville Unified 395 
274 Foresthill Union Elementary 399 
275 Le Grand Union Elementary 402 
276 Summerville Elementary 403 
277 College Elementary 408 
278 Woodside Elementary 409 
279 Arcohe Union Elementary 412 
280 Oak View Union Elementary 413 
281 Gerber Union Elementary 415 
282 Sbe - Ridgecrest Charter 421 
283 Washington Colony Elementary 425 
284 Round Valley Unified 427 
285 Jacoby Creek Elementary 432 
286 San Francisco County Office Of Education 432 
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287 Sutter County Office Of Education 435 
288 Sbe - Academia Avance Charter 437 
289 Brisbane Elementary 438 
290 Montecito Union Elementary 438 
291 Humboldt County Office Of Education 441 
292 Jamestown Elementary 442 
293 Kings River Union Elementary 449 
294 Monson-Sultana Joint Union Elementary 451 
295 California Education Authority (Cea) Headquarters 453 
296 Glenn County Office Of Education 458 
297 Meadows Union Elementary 459 
298 Woodville Union Elementary 459 
299 Tulelake Basin Joint Unified 462 
300 Curtis Creek Elementary 462 
301 Brittan Elementary 466 
302 San Luis Obispo County Office Of Education 477 
303 Franklin Elementary 477 
304 Gold Oak Union Elementary 479 
305 Liberty Elementary 485 
306 Pleasant View Elementary 486 
307 Solano County Office Of Education 488 
308 Loma Prieta Joint Union Elementary 491 
309 Happy Valley Union Elementary 501 
310 Soulsbyville Elementary 501 
311 Le Grand Union High 504 
312 Siskiyou County Office Of Education 504 
313 Upper Lake Union Elementary 509 
314 Mono County Office Of Education 511 
315 Camino Union Elementary 512 
316 Shoreline Unified 513 
317 Columbia Union 516 
318 Yolo County Office Of Education 519 
319 Sausalito Marin City 521 
320 Anderson Valley Unified 522 
321 Ferndale Unified 525 
322 Luther Burbank 528 



 

 

147 

323 Camptonville Elementary 529 
324 Knightsen Elementary 534 
325 Mt. Shasta Union Elementary 534 
326 Palo Verde Union Elementary 536 
327 Mendocino Unified 543 
328 Lost Hills Union Elementary 554 
329 Ackerman Charter 556 
330 San Pasqual Union Elementary 558 
331 Oak Valley Union Elementary 558 
332 Tipton Elementary 562 
333 Vallecito Union 564 
334 Calaveras County Office Of Education 569 
335 Solvang Elementary 570 
336 Alta Vista Elementary 572 
337 Los Molinos Unified 574 
338 Briggs Elementary 575 
339 Pacific Union Elementary 579 
340 Sbe - Lifeline Education Charter 581 
341 Mupu Elementary 584 
342 Imperial County Office Of Education 585 
343 Del Norte County Office Of Education 588 
344 Yuba County Office Of Education 595 
345 Pacheco Union Elementary 598 
346 Siskiyou Union High 599 
347 Biggs Unified 602 
348 Cutten Elementary 605 
349 Buellton Union Elementary 612 
350 Kit Carson Union Elementary 613 
351 Grant Elementary 614 
352 Sonoma County Office Of Education 615 
353 Chatom Union 615 
354 Union Hill Elementary 624 
355 West Park Elementary 627 
356 Portola Valley Elementary 627 
357 Gold Trail Union Elementary 634 
358 Shasta County Office Of Education 641 
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359 Yreka Union High 645 
360 Scott Valley Unified 647 
361 Richgrove Elementary 651 
362 Stone Corral Elementary 664 
363 Placer County Office Of Education 673 
364 Rancho Santa Fe Elementary 675 
365 Trinity Alps Unified 676 
366 Penn Valley Union Elementary 683 
367 Sonora Elementary 693 
368 Coast Unified 694 
369 Pollock Pines Elementary 697 
370 Emery Unified 698 
371 Laton Joint Unified 701 
372 Harmony Union Elementary 702 
373 Ravendale-Termo Elementary 708 
374 Wheatland Union High 710 
375 Bret Harte Union High 716 
376 Mattole Unified 721 
377 San Pasqual Valley Unified 725 
378 Cardiff Elementary 730 
379 Gravenstein Union Elementary 730 
380 Sbe - The School Of Arts And Enterprise 733 
381 Hamilton Unified 738 
382 Alpaugh Unified 740 
383 Sutter Union High 753 
384 Columbia Elementary 755 
385 Antelope Elementary 758 
386 North County Joint Union Elementary 760 
387 El Tejon Unified 764 
388 Placer Hills Union Elementary 769 
389 Borrego Springs Unified 772 
390 Kings River-Hardwick Union Elementary 790 
391 Vineland Elementary 795 
392 Southern Humboldt Joint Unified 800 
393 Planada Elementary 800 
394 Mark Twain Union Elementary 804 
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395 Sundale Union Elementary 812 
396 Mcswain Union Elementary 822 
397 Sbe - New West Charter 823 
398 Modoc Joint Unified 832 
399 Lassen Union High 839 
400 Strathmore Union Elementary 841 
401 Liberty Elementary 854 
402 Bass Lake Joint Union Elementary 865 
403 Calistoga Joint Unified 866 
404 Nevada City Elementary 874 
405 Jamul-Dulzura Union Elementary 874 
406 Kernville Union Elementary 877 
407 San Miguel Joint Union 882 
408 Washington Union Elementary 888 
409 Raisin City Elementary 891 
410 Orchard Elementary 908 
411 Waugh Elementary 908 
412 Terra Bella Union Elementary 923 
413 Corning Union High 924 
414 Sebastopol Union Elementary 927 
415 South Bay Union Elementary 933 
416 Needles Unified 937 
417 Madera County Office Of Education 958 
418 El Dorado County Office Of Education 959 
419 Yreka Union Elementary 962 
420 Orange Center 963 
421 Westside Elementary 964 
422 Spreckels Union Elementary 970 
423 Esparto Unified 971 
424 Durham Unified 983 
425 Santa Ynez Valley Union High 997 
426 Hope Elementary 998 
427 Meridian Elementary 1032 
428 Susanville Elementary 1035 
429 Bennett Valley Union Elementary 1035 
430 Sonora Union High 1036 
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431 Rio Bravo-Greeley Union Elementary 1040 
432 Summerville Union High 1042 
433 Taft Union High 1048 
434 Hickman Community Charter 1061 
435 Mother Lode Union Elementary 1063 
436 Arcata Elementary 1067 
437 Oak Grove Union Elementary 1068 
438 Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified 1073 
439 Edison Elementary 1074 
440 Chawanakee Unified 1075 
441 Chowchilla Union High 1087 
442 Cottonwood Union Elementary 1097 
443 Keyes Union 1099 
444 Cascade Union Elementary 1103 
445 Pixley Union Elementary 1109 
446 Butte County Office Of Education 1116 
447 Evergreen Union 1116 
448 Fortuna Union High 1134 
449 Hart-Ransom Union Elementary 1142 
450 Calipatria Unified 1144 
451 Warner Unified 1145 
452 Aromas/San Juan Unified 1150 
453 Mckinleyville Union Elementary 1156 
454 Valle Lindo Elementary 1160 
455 Merced County Office Of Education 1173 
456 Fall River Joint Unified 1184 
457 Kingsburg Joint Union High 1186 
458 Mammoth Unified 1193 
459 Pleasant Ridge Union Elementary 1196 
460 Banta Elementary 1202 
461 Heber Elementary 1218 
462 Saint Helena Unified 1230 
463 Palermo Union Elementary 1233 
464 Kentfield Elementary 1233 
465 Plumas Lake Elementary 1235 
466 Blochman Union Elementary 1242 
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467 Twin Hills Union Elementary 1256 
468 Guadalupe Union Elementary 1269 
469 Denair Unified 1276 
470 Placerville Union Elementary 1277 
471 Wilsona Elementary 1307 
472 Sierra Unified 1311 
473 Black Oak Mine Unified 1317 
474 Lakeside Union 1318 
475 Mesa Union Elementary 1332 
476 Wheatland 1340 
477 Williams Unified 1345 
478 Santa Cruz County Office Of Education 1352 
479 Mccabe Union Elementary 1364 
480 Fortuna Elementary 1374 
481 Las Lomitas Elementary 1382 
482 Cloverdale Unified 1396 
483 Piner-Olivet Union Elementary 1415 
484 Caruthers Unified 1424 
485 Hermosa Beach City Elementary 1430 
486 Willows Unified 1435 
487 Thermalito Union 1445 
488 Colusa Unified 1462 
489 Mark West Union Elementary 1465 
490 Pierce Joint Unified 1486 
491 Hillsborough City Elementary 1495 
492 Winters Joint Unified 1525 
493 Reed Union Elementary 1540 
494 Pioneer Union Elementary 1549 
495 Larkspur-Corte Madera 1550 
496 Lakeport Unified 1558 
497 Holtville Unified 1585 
498 Red Bluff Joint Union High 1600 
499 Armona Union Elementary 1608 
500 Riverdale Joint Unified 1610 
501 Wright Elementary 1638 
502 Middletown Unified 1654 
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503 Healdsburg Unified 1674 
504 Kelseyville Unified 1694 
505 Central Union Elementary 1706 
506 Alpine Union Elementary 1707 
507 Los Nietos 1720 
508 Grass Valley Elementary 1745 
509 John Swett Unified 1754 
510 Golden Plains Unified 1778 
511 Beardsley Elementary 1782 
512 Northern Humboldt Union High 1790 
513 Live Oak Unified 1810 
514 Wasco Union High 1826 
515 Anderson Union High 1844 
516 Willits Unified 1870 
517 Mariposa County Unified 1871 
518 Winton 1872 
519 Golden Valley Unified 1880 
520 Brawley Union High 1885 
521 Moraga Elementary 1886 
522 Gustine Unified 1888 
523 Bellevue Union Elementary 1910 
524 Muroc Joint Unified 1916 
525 Bishop Unified 1932 
526 Fort Bragg Unified 1934 
527 Old Adobe Union 1935 
528 Monterey County Office Of Education 1943 
529 Earlimart Elementary 1961 
530 Soquel Union Elementary 1979 
531 Dixie Elementary 1989 
532 Saratoga Union Elementary 2000 
533 Inyo County Office Of Education 2014 
534 West Sonoma County Union High 2015 
535 Sacramento County Office Of Education 2039 
536 Yosemite Unified 2040 
537 Auburn Union Elementary 2042 
538 Gridley Unified 2068 
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539 Corning Union Elementary 2074 
540 Pacific Grove Unified 2078 
541 Taft City 2099 
542 Newcastle Elementary 2102 
543 Silver Valley Unified 2104 
544 Live Oak Elementary 2106 
545 Hughson Unified 2121 
546 Maricopa Unified 2138 
547 South Monterey County Joint Union High 2159 
548 Chowchilla Elementary 2168 
549 Robla Elementary 2170 
550 Plumas Unified 2172 
551 Red Bluff Union Elementary 2178 
552 Orland Joint Unified 2183 
553 Byron Union Elementary 2198 
554 Linden Unified 2223 
555 Oroville Union High 2227 
556 Carpinteria Unified 2227 
557 Galt Joint Union High 2234 
558 Kingsburg Elementary Charter 2252 
559 Fresno County Office Of Education 2253 
560 Marcum-Illinois Union Elementary 2254 
561 Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified 2266 
562 Lemoore Union High 2275 
563 Woodlake Unified 2277 
564 Hilmar Unified 2291 
565 Dos Palos Oro Loma Joint Unified 2293 
566 Santa Cruz City Elementary 2294 
567 Bear Valley Unified 2296 
568 Fallbrook Union High 2312 
569 Ross Valley Elementary 2330 
570 Stanislaus County Office Of Education 2332 
571 Gorman Elementary 2339 
572 Lucerne Valley Unified 2346 
573 Jefferson Elementary 2346 
574 Castaic Union 2354 
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575 River Delta Joint Unified 2386 
576 Savanna Elementary 2397 
577 Helendale Elementary 2400 
578 San Rafael City High 2420 
579 Gonzales Unified 2423 
580 Millbrae Elementary 2431 
581 Mount Pleasant Elementary 2445 
582 Templeton Unified 2447 
583 Petaluma City Elementary 2452 
584 Salida Union Elementary 2502 
585 Sbc - High Tech High 2505 
586 Carmel Unified 2510 
587 Mountain View Elementary 2528 
588 Fowler Unified 2531 
589 Orinda Union Elementary 2537 
590 Fairfax Elementary 2540 
591 Scotts Valley Unified 2545 
592 Livingston Union 2558 
593 Cucamonga Elementary 2563 
594 Farmersville Unified 2580 
595 Rosemead Elementary 2611 
596 Reef-Sunset Unified 2612 
597 Keppel Union Elementary 2627 
598 King City Union 2632 
599 Ojai Unified 2639 
600 Tulare County Office Of Education 2652 
601 Oroville City Elementary 2654 
602 Delhi Unified 2669 
603 Piedmont City Unified 2708 
604 Mojave Unified 2713 
605 Ocean View 2717 
606 San Bruno Park Elementary 2727 
607 Spencer Valley Elementary 2736 
608 Alameda County Office Of Education 2753 
609 Roseland 2805 
610 Weaver Union 2815 
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611 Mountain Empire Unified 2831 
612 Escalon Unified 2835 
613 Riverbank Unified 2854 
614 Nuview Union 2866 
615 San Bernardino County Office Of Education 2872 
616 Exeter Unified 2886 
617 Newman-Crows Landing Unified 2940 
618 Menlo Park City Elementary 2943 
619 Nevada Joint Union High 2947 
620 Bonsall Unified 2959 
621 Calaveras Unified 2996 
622 San Benito High 3010 
623 Laguna Beach Unified 3029 
624 Lamont Elementary 3034 
625 Washington Unified 3045 
626 Empire Union Elementary 3049 
627 South Whittier Elementary 3067 
628 Standard Elementary 3068 
629 Arvin Union 3069 
630 Ventura County Office Of Education 3100 
631 San Marino Unified 3136 
632 Solana Beach Elementary 3139 
633 Palo Verde Unified 3149 
634 Coronado Unified 3150 
635 Lowell Joint 3185 
636 Lemoore Union Elementary 3190 
637 Pacifica 3205 
638 Southern Kern Unified 3214 
639 Mendota Unified 3215 
640 Mill Valley Elementary 3228 
641 Fruitvale Elementary 3237 
642 Konocti Unified 3244 
643 Eureka Union 3279 
644 Corcoran Joint Unified 3300 
645 Los Gatos-Saratoga Joint Union High 3311 
646 Cabrillo Unified 3334 
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647 Los Gatos Union Elementary 3335 
648 Redding Elementary 3345 
649 Burlingame Elementary 3353 
650 Cambrian 3358 
651 Parlier Unified 3381 
652 Stanislaus Union Elementary 3405 
653 Eastside Union Elementary 3424 
654 Santa Rita Union Elementary 3425 
655 Gateway Unified 3429 
656 El Segundo Unified 3471 
657 San Diego County Office Of Education 3486 
658 Richland Union Elementary 3508 
659 Greenfield Union Elementary 3510 
660 Nevada County Office Of Education 3520 
661 San Carlos Elementary 3524 
662 Mcfarland Unified 3544 
663 Rincon Valley Union Elementary 3571 
664 Del Norte County Unified 3572 
665 Lafayette Elementary 3576 
666 San Joaquin County Office Of Education 3585 
667 Rim Of The World Unified 3608 
668 Walnut Creek Elementary 3613 
669 Wasco Union Elementary 3641 
670 Galt Joint Union Elementary 3651 
671 Romoland Elementary 3659 
672 Rescue Union Elementary 3672 
673 Enterprise Elementary 3678 
674 Goleta Union Elementary 3684 
675 Oro Grande Elementary 3711 
676 Eureka City Schools 3734 
677 Dixon Unified 3746 
678 Fillmore Unified 3757 
679 Hanford Joint Union High 3772 
680 Bassett Unified 3789 
681 Albany City Unified 3822 
682 Amador County Unified 3829 
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683 Lemon Grove 3831 
684 Duarte Unified 3853 
685 Waterford Unified 3877 
686 Dehesa Elementary 3883 
687 Brawley Elementary 3911 
688 Cypress Elementary 3942 
689 Ripon Unified 3960 
690 Lake Tahoe Unified 3996 
691 Tahoe-Truckee Unified 4010 
692 Loomis Union Elementary 4027 
693 Mountain View-Los Altos Union High 4028 
694 Imperial Unified 4036 
695 Ravenswood City Elementary 4058 
696 Lammersville Joint Unified 4062 
697 Norris Elementary 4073 
698 Belmont-Redwood Shores Elementary 4083 
699 Valley Center-Pauma Unified 4087 
700 La Canada Unified 4093 
701 Cutler-Orosi Joint Unified 4095 
702 Placer Union High 4104 
703 Central Union High 4120 
704 Wiseburn Unified 4129 
705 Beverly Hills Unified 4144 
706 Contra Costa County Office Of Education 4192 
707 Martinez Unified 4199 
708 Julian Union Elementary 4201 
709 Delano Joint Union High 4205 
710 Tehachapi Unified 4232 
711 Lindsay Unified 4237 
712 Paradise Unified 4289 
713 Del Mar Union Elementary 4334 
714 Little Lake City Elementary 4382 
715 Centralia Elementary 4437 
716 Coalinga-Huron Unified 4447 
717 Kern County Office Of Education 4468 
718 Burton Elementary 4470 
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719 Tamalpais Union High 4483 
720 Center Joint Unified 4523 
721 Banning Unified 4527 
722 North Monterey County Unified 4555 
723 Sonoma Valley Unified 4610 
724 Los Altos Elementary 4638 
725 Oak Park Unified 4638 
726 Santa Cruz City High 4643 
727 San Lorenzo Valley Unified 4644 
728 Central Elementary 4682 
729 Atascadero Unified 4701 
730 South Pasadena Unified 4733 
731 San Rafael City Elementary 4749 
732 San Ysidro Elementary 4808 
733 Moreland 4810 
734 Soledad Unified 4861 
735 Buena Park Elementary 4869 
736 Garvey Elementary 4890 
737 Atwater Elementary 4899 
738 La Habra City Elementary 4913 
739 Jefferson Union High 4926 
740 Benicia Unified 4947 
741 Charter Oak Unified 4954 
742 Sierra Sands Unified 4963 
743 Oakley Union Elementary 5008 
744 New Jerusalem Elementary 5015 
745 Rio Elementary 5026 
746 Orange County Department Of Education 5037 
747 Fallbrook Union Elementary 5056 
748 Kerman Unified 5064 
749 Mountain View Whisman 5084 
750 Buckeye Union Elementary 5218 
751 Orcutt Union Elementary 5266 
752 Oakdale Joint Unified 5300 
753 Encinitas Union Elementary 5319 
754 Petaluma Joint Union High 5337 
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755 Windsor Unified 5349 
756 Tulare Joint Union High 5358 
757 Sulphur Springs Union 5383 
758 Travis Unified 5395 
759 Santa Rosa Elementary 5422 
760 Rosedale Union Elementary 5514 
761 Acalanes Union High 5546 
762 Santa Paula Unified 5557 
763 Ramona City Unified 5593 
764 Hollister 5654 
765 Shasta Union High 5672 
766 Union Elementary 5692 
767 Monrovia Unified 5838 
768 Brea-Olinda Unified 5856 
769 Perris Elementary 5882 
770 Hanford Elementary 5890 
771 Temple City Unified 5893 
772 Alta Loma Elementary 5906 
773 Newark Unified 6013 
774 Barstow Unified 6024 
775 Patterson Joint Unified 6031 
776 National Elementary 6050 
777 Whittier City Elementary 6091 
778 Lawndale Elementary 6192 
779 El Centro Elementary 6231 
780 Lakeside Union Elementary 6265 
781 Fountain Valley Elementary 6371 
782 Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified 6372 
783 Magnolia Elementary 6418 
784 San Gabriel Unified 6430 
785 Ukiah Unified 6511 
786 Selma Unified 6541 
787 Moorpark Unified 6599 
788 Dinuba Unified 6638 
789 Sunnyvale 6640 
790 Newhall 6650 
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791 El Dorado Union High 6688 
792 Dry Creek Joint Elementary 6694 
793 Santee 6695 
794 Paso Robles Joint Unified 6714 
795 Culver City Unified 6763 
796 Manhattan Beach Unified 6774 
797 Lennox 6913 
798 Claremont Unified 6973 
799 Huntington Beach City Elementary 7008 
800 Jefferson Elementary 7137 
801 Mountain View Elementary 7216 
802 Pleasant Valley 7388 
803 Delano Union Elementary 7415 
804 Berryessa Union Elementary 7452 
805 Acton-Agua Dulce Unified 7475 
806 South Bay Union 7587 
807 Campbell Union 7600 
808 Glendora Unified 7607 
809 San Luis Coastal Unified 7638 
810 Campbell Union High 7676 
811 Centinela Valley Union High 7682 
812 Los Angeles County Office Of Education 7687 
813 Snowline Joint Unified 7798 
814 Santa Maria Joint Union High 7900 
815 Washington Unified 7967 
816 Novato Unified 7973 
817 Liberty Union High 8185 
818 Riverside County Office Of Education 8368 
819 Hueneme Elementary 8458 
820 Sylvan Union Elementary 8484 
821 San Leandro Unified 8560 
822 Davis Joint Unified 8562 
823 San Mateo Union High 8626 
824 Hawthorne 8689 
825 El Monte City 8709 
826 Ocean View 8725 
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827 Brentwood Union Elementary 8738 
828 El Rancho Unified 8866 
829 East Whittier City Elementary 8891 
830 Azusa Unified 8900 
831 South San Francisco Unified 8941 
832 Westside Union Elementary 9070 
833 Western Placer Unified 9092 
834 Redwood City Elementary 9101 
835 Salinas City Elementary 9105 
836 El Monte Union High 9115 
837 Morgan Hill Unified 9135 
838 Calexico Unified 9266 
839 Greenfield Union 9271 
840 Alisal Union 9282 
841 Lincoln Unified 9298 
842 Castro Valley Unified 9366 
843 Westminster 9401 
844 Arcadia Unified 9523 
845 Redondo Beach Unified 9529 
846 Escondido Union High 9567 
847 Tulare City 9583 
848 Beaumont Unified 9627 
849 Kings Canyon Joint Unified 9717 
850 Sequoia Union High 9762 
851 Marysville Joint Unified 9804 
852 Yucaipa-Calimesa Joint Unified 9889 
853 Los Alamitos Unified 9948 
854 Dublin Unified 9965 
855 Saugus Union 9984 
856 Roseville City Elementary 10084 
857 Woodland Joint Unified 10137 
858 Roseville Joint Union High 10200 
859 Merced Union High 10203 
860 Lompoc Unified 10215 
861 Morongo Unified 10265 
862 Bonita Unified 10269 
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863 Milpitas Unified 10291 
864 Berkeley Unified 10462 
865 Los Banos Unified 10520 
866 Oak Grove Elementary 10632 
867 Monterey Peninsula Unified 10633 
868 Lucia Mar Unified 10704 
869 Fremont Union High 10736 
870 Perris Union High 10744 
871 Santa Clara County Office Of Education 10795 
872 Merced City Elementary 10888 
873 Adelanto Elementary 10970 
874 San Jacinto Unified 11054 
875 Pittsburg Unified 11076 
876 Carlsbad Unified 11077 
877 Alameda Unified 11101 
878 Franklin-Mckinley Elementary 11114 
879 Upland Unified 11138 
880 Menifee Union Elementary 11226 
881 Santa Monica-Malibu Unified 11249 
882 Santa Rosa High 11295 
883 Las Virgenes Unified 11374 
884 Sanger Unified 11438 
885 Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified 11499 
886 Gilroy Unified 11852 
887 Covina-Valley Unified 11906 
888 San Lorenzo Unified 11965 
889 San Mateo-Foster City 11977 
890 Alum Rock Union Elementary 12068 
891 New Haven Unified 12171 
892 La Mesa-Spring Valley 12197 
893 Evergreen Elementary 12282 
894 Victor Elementary 12306 
895 Palo Alto Unified 12485 
896 Whittier Union High 12510 
897 Bellflower Unified 12678 
898 San Dieguito Union High 12726 
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899 Vacaville Unified 12841 
900 Rocklin Unified 12985 
901 Inglewood Unified 13162 
902 Yuba City Unified 13374 
903 Fullerton Elementary 13520 
904 West Covina Unified 13712 
905 Victor Valley Union High 13812 
906 Chico Unified 13849 
907 Etiwanda Elementary 13866 
908 Livermore Valley Joint Unified 14052 
909 Turlock Unified 14091 
910 Porterville Unified 14109 
911 Fullerton Joint Union High 14235 
912 Apple Valley Unified 14238 
913 Ceres Unified 14269 
914 Natomas Unified 14298 
915 Walnut Valley Unified 14468 
916 Rowland Unified 14603 
917 Salinas Union High 14691 
918 Vallejo City Unified 14736 
919 Pleasanton Unified 14754 
920 Lynwood Unified 14830 
921 Modesto City High 15100 
922 Modesto City Elementary 15272 
923 Lancaster Elementary 15291 
924 Santa Clara Unified 15388 
925 Santa Barbara Unified 15453 
926 Paramount Unified 15547 
927 Central Unified 15717 
928 Huntington Beach Union High 16048 
929 Burbank Unified 16081 
930 Santa Maria-Bonita 16584 
931 Cajon Valley Union 16645 
932 Tracy Joint Unified 16702 
933 Oxnard 16918 
934 Ventura Unified 17125 
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935 Simi Valley Unified 17223 
936 Oxnard Union High 17271 
937 Alhambra Unified 17301 
938 Panama-Buena Vista Union 17545 
939 Antioch Unified 17874 
940 Baldwin Park Unified 18407 
941 Napa Valley Unified 18479 
942 Pasadena Unified 18492 
943 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified 18704 
944 Anaheim City 18852 
945 Coachella Valley Unified 18861 
946 Cupertino Union 18948 
947 Escondido Union 19067 
948 Jurupa Unified 19282 
949 Conejo Valley Unified 19365 
950 Hacienda La Puente Unified 19367 
951 Alvord Unified 19466 
952 Val Verde Unified 19862 
953 Folsom-Cordova Unified 19865 
954 Pajaro Valley Unified 20354 
955 Madera Unified 20530 
956 San Marcos Unified 20813 
957 Abc Unified 20863 
958 Oceanside Unified 21024 
959 Redlands Unified 21264 
960 Hemet Unified 21480 
961 Fairfield-Suisun Unified 21554 
962 Newport-Mesa Unified 21736 
963 Compton Unified 21835 
964 Grossmont Union High 21860 
965 Ontario-Montclair 21952 
966 Palmdale Elementary 22006 
967 Lake Elsinore Unified 22205 
968 Downey Unified 22649 
969 Murrieta Valley Unified 22825 
970 Hayward Unified 22846 
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971 Manteca Unified 23204 
972 Colton Joint Unified 23288 
973 Palm Springs Unified 23348 
974 Torrance Unified 23885 
975 Hesperia Unified 23988 
976 Tustin Unified 24079 
977 Antelope Valley Union High 24127 
978 Chaffey Joint Union High 24361 
979 Pomona Unified 24716 
980 Vista Unified 25244 
981 Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified 25826 
982 Rialto Unified 25994 
983 Glendale Unified 26117 
984 East Side Union High 26684 
985 William S. Hart Union High 27155 
986 Montebello Unified 28323 
987 Visalia Unified 28546 
988 Saddleback Valley Unified 28706 
989 Desert Sands Unified 28719 
990 Orange Unified 28899 
991 Chino Valley Unified 29314 
992 Temecula Valley Unified 29996 
993 Bakersfield City 30222 
994 Chula Vista Elementary 30230 
995 Lodi Unified 30395 
996 West Contra Costa Unified 30973 
997 Twin Rivers Unified 31137 
998 Anaheim Union High 31276 
999 Mt. Diablo Unified 32005 

1000 San Ramon Valley Unified 32255 
1001 Irvine Unified 32319 
1002 San Jose Unified 32454 
1003 Moreno Valley Unified 33942 
1004 Fremont Unified 34852 
1005 Poway Unified 35771 
1006 Kern High 38070 
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1007 Fontana Unified 38742 
1008 Stockton Unified 40324 
1009 Sweetwater Union High 41050 
1010 Clovis Unified 41883 
1011 Riverside Unified 42462 
1012 Garden Grove Unified 45252 
1013 Sacramento City Unified 46843 
1014 Oakland Unified 49098 
1015 San Juan Unified 49564 
1016 San Bernardino City Unified 53303 
1017 Corona-Norco Unified 53354 
1018 Capistrano Unified 53878 
1019 Santa Ana Unified 55909 
1020 San Francisco Unified 58865 
1021 Elk Grove Unified 62767 
1022 Fresno Unified 73460 
1023 Long Beach Unified 77812 
1024 San Diego Unified 129380 
1025 Los Angeles Unified 639337 

 

Data Source: California Department of Education (2016) 
Enrollment: Number of Kindergarten-12th grade students enrolled in California public 
schools during the 2015-2016 school year. 
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[Email Cover Letter] 
 
July 25, 2016 
 
Dear Superintendent *|LNAME|*,  
 
My name is Anthony Garces-Foley, and I am a doctoral candidate at George Mason 
University, Fairfax, VA (https://www2.gmu.edu).  For my dissertation, I am investigating 
the implementation of the FAIR Education Act in school districts throughout California. 
Because you are the superintendent, I am inviting you to take part in this research study 
by completing a brief web-based survey.  I am interested in studying the FAIR Education 
Act and California education policies, because I was a student and a teacher in the 
California school system for over two decades.  I attended elementary school, middle 
school, and high school in San Diego, and I completed a Master’s degree and a teaching 
credential in Berkeley and Northridge respectively.  I also taught in the Oxnard School 
District for eight years. 
 
The survey will require approximately ten to fifteen minutes to complete. Participation in 
this survey is completely voluntary and anonymous. The data collected will provide 
useful information regarding the implementation of the FAIR Education Act.  To take the 
web-based questionnaire, click on: 
http://www.esurveyspro.com/Survey.aspx?id=58458158-238d-45be-805a-ed79254a2758. 
 
There is no compensation for responding nor is there any known risk.  Neither your 
school district nor any identifying characteristics of your school district will be included 
in the write-up of this study. The only data that will be included will be the survey 
responses. Further, copies of the survey results will be provided only to my dissertation 
committee, the program director, and the dean of the College of Education and Human 
Development, and in the strictest confidence.  This research has been reviewed and 
approved by the university's institutional review board.  If you choose to participate in 
this project, please answer all questions as honestly as possible.  
 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to participate in the survey. If you require 
additional information or have questions, please contact me at agarcesf@gmu.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Anthony Garces-Foley 
 
Anthony Garces-Foley, Ph.D. Candidate in Education 
College of Education and Human Development 
George Mason University, Fairfax, VA  
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[Reminder Letter] 
 
July 29, 2016 
 
Dear Superintendent *|LNAME|*,  
 
Earlier this week, I emailed you an invitation to assist in the dissertation research study of 
superintendents’ opinions on LGBT-inclusive education and the implementation of the 
FAIR Education Act. If you have filled out the survey, thank you! 
 
If you have not had the chance to complete the survey, I invite you to take a brief 
moment to do so.  The survey should take no more than ten to fifteen minutes to 
complete. The data collected will provide very useful information regarding the 
implementation of the FAIR Education Act.  To take part in the survey, please visit 
http://www.esurveyspro.com/Survey.aspx?id=58458158-238d-45be-805a-ed79254a2758. 
  
Once again, thank you for your time!  Your help in this endeavor is very much 
appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Anthony Garces-Foley 
Ph.D. Candidate in Education 
College of Education and Human Development 
George Mason University 
Fairfax, VA 
Email: agarcesf@gmu.edu 
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[Final Reminder Letter] 
 
August 15, 2016 
  
Dear Superintendent *|LNAME|*,  
 
This is just a gentle reminder that the final week to complete the survey on 
superintendents’ opinions on the implementation of the FAIR Education Act in 
California. Your responses are very important as they will help to evaluate FAIR 
education policy implementation in California and the resources that California 
superintendents need to comply with the provisions of the FAIR Education Act. 
  
Please take a few minutes to complete your survey by clicking the link 
below: http://www.esurveyspro.com/Survey.aspx?id=58458158-238d-45be-805a-
ed79254a2758 
  
The survey administration period ends Friday, 08/19/16 at 11:59pm.  If you have already 
completed the survey, thank you for your time!  Your help in this endeavor is very much 
appreciated. 
 
[signature] 
 
Anthony Garces-Foley 
Ph.D. Candidate in Education 
College of Education and Human Development 
George Mason University 
Fairfax, VA 
Email: agarcesfoley@gmail.com 
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Place an X in the appropriate columns for each of the situations: 
 

 
 

Not 
important 

Less 
important 

So-so Important Very 
important 

How important do you 
think it is for K-12 
students to learn about 
same-sex marriage? 

 

     

How important do you 
think it is for K-12 
students to learn about 
gays, lesbians, or 
bisexuals? 

 

     

How important do you 
think it is for K-12 
students to learn about 
people who are 
transsexual, 
transgender, or 
intersex? 

 

     

How important do you 
think it is for K-12 
students to learn about 
the contributions of 
LGBT people to the 
development of 
California and/or the 
United States? 

 

     

How important do you 
think it is to devote 
instructional time to 
learning about LGBT 
history? 
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How important do you 
think it is to address 
student harassment 
based on sexual 
orientation or gender 
identity expression in 
schools across 
California? 
 
 
 

     

 
 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
slightly  

Neutral Agree 
slightly 

Strongly 
agree 

I think students need 
to learn about gay 
marriage. 

 

     

I think children as 
young as Kindergarten 
ought to know what it 
means to be gay, 
lesbian or bisexuals. 

 

     

I think students should 
learn about people 
who are transsexual, 
transgendered, or 
intersex. 

 

     

I think K-12 students 
need to learn about the 
societal contributions 
of gays, lesbians, 
bisexuals and 
transgendered people. 

 

     

I think that significant 
class time should be 
devoted to learning 
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about LGBT history. 

 
I think student 
harassment based on 
sexual orientation or 
gender identity 
expression should be 
addressed in schools 
across California. 

 

     

LGBT-inclusive 
instruction is a priority 
in my school district. 
 

     

 
 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
slightly  

Neutral Agree 
slightly 

Strongly 
agree 

We have allocated 
significant financial 
resources toward the 
LGBT inclusive 
curriculum and 
instruction. 

     

My school district has 
difficulty 
implementing the 
FAIR Education Act. 

     

We have allocated 
significant human 
resources toward the 
implementation of the 
FAIR Education Act 
in our schools. 

     

We have received 
overwhelming support 
from faculty and staff 
in regard to FAIR 
implementation. 
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We plan to fully 
implement the FAIR 
Education Act in the 
next five years. 

     

 
 

Very big 
  

Big 
  

Neutral Small Very 
Small 

How big of a problem 
is student harassment 
based on sexual 
orientation or gender 
identity expression in 
schools across 
California? 

 

     

How much of a 
problem is it in your 
school district? 

 

     

 
  

0-1 hour 
  

1-4 hours 4-10 
hours 

10-20 
hours 

20+ hours 

How many hours on 
average do you think 
were devoted to 
teaching LGBT history 
in classrooms? 
 

     

  
 

 0-30% 31-40% 41-50% 51-60% 60-100% 

Percentage of students 
who are low income or 
eat free or reduced-
price breakfasts during 
the school year. 

 

     

Percentage of students 
who scored proficient 
to advanced on the 
3rd grade CST Reading 
test. 
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 1-1,000 

  
1,001-
5,000 

5,001-
10,000 

10,001-
40,000 

+40,001 

How many students 
are in your school 
district? 

 

     

 
What types of problems or opposition to the implementation of the FAIR Education Act 
has your district experienced since the law passed in 2011?  If none, leave blank. 
 
 

 
 
 

 
What types of instructional resources has your district used or considered using to meet 
the requirements of FAIR?  If none, leave blank. 
 
 
 
 

 

Is your school district predominantly urban, suburban or rural?  

 
 
 

 
 
What is your job title?  
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Revised Survey Instrument 
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APPENDIX G 
 
 
 

Respondent Demographics 
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Table G1 

Enrolled Students 2015-2016 
 
Question Related to the Number of Enrolled Students in the Respondents’ School 
Districts 
 1-1000 1001-5000 5001+ 

Approximately how many students are in 
your school district? 

12 
28.6% 

20 
47.6% 

10 
23.8% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42.  
 
 
 
Table G2 
 
Settlement Type 2015-2016 
 
Question Related to the Demographic Settlement Type of the Respondents’ School 
Districts 
 Rural Suburban Urban 

Is your school district predominantly urban, 
suburban or rural?  

21 
50.0% 

16 
38.1% 

5 
11.9% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42.  
 
 
 
Table G3 
 
Geographic Region 2015-2016 
 
Question Related to the California Geographic Region of the Respondents’ School 
Districts 
 Central Southern Northern 

Is your school district in Northern, Central, 
or Southern California? 

7 
16.7% 

12 
28.6% 

23 
54.7% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42.  
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Table G4 
 
Number of Years as Superintendent  
 
Question Related to Number of Years Superintendents have held Current Position in their 
Respective School Districts 
 0-1 year 1-2 years 2-4 years 4-5 years 5 or 

more 
years 

How many years have you 
served as superintendent in 
your school district?  

1 
2.4% 

11 
26.2% 

11 
26.2% 

3 
7.1% 

16 
38.1% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42.  
 
 
 
Table G5 
 
Respondents’ Gender  
 
Question Related to the Superintendents’ Gender 
 Female Male 

What is your gender? 18 
42.9% 

24 
57.1% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42.  
 
 
 
Table G6 
 
Respondents’ Sexual Orientation  
 
Question Related to the Superintendents’ Sexual Orientation 
 Heterosexual Homosexual Bisexual Declined 

to 
Respond 

What is your sexual orientation? 31 
73.8% 

5 
11.9% 

2 
4.8% 

4 
9.5% 

Note. Number of valid respondents = 42.  
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