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Abstract 
 

 

LGBTQ Education Policies and Bullying 

 

By 

Cameron Brenner Chanchian 

Master of Arts in Political Science 

 

 

 This paper explores the connection between LGBTQ education policies and bullying. 

LGBTQ education policies are designed to protect queer students from harm, take care of their 

needs, and promote their academic success. The FAIR Education policy attempts to help queer 

students succeed in school by expanding protections set forth by the Education Code in 

California. This paper analyzes data from the Center for Disease Controls’ Youth Risk Behavior 

Surveillance System to examine if California’s school districts have seen a decrease in gay 

bullying from 2011- 2019. The current focus of education policies is on increasing the academic 

success of LGBTQ students by decreasing bullying.  Although this paper did not directly test the 

effect of the FAIR Education Act on gay bullying, the findings of this work suggest that there 

has been a statistically significant decrease in gay bullying over time from 2011-2019.
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I. Introduction 
 

LGBTQ students face issues of discrimination in the form of bullying and harassment on 

school grounds by fellow students, faculty, and staff (Lugg and Adelman, 2015). School districts 

around the country have implemented policies to combat these issues. This adversity may result 

in lower education gains for queer students (Sears, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008; Russel et al., 2011; 

Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014; Russell and Toomey, 2014; Russel et.al., 2016). LGBTQ 

Education policies that sought to aid LGBTQ students were not studied until the 1990s (Nichols, 

1999). Many LGBTQ education policies that have been implemented deal with discrimination, 

bullying, and harassment as well as the expansion of school curricula to include LGBTQ figures 

(Sears, 2005; Russel et al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Leno, 2013; Wimberly, Wilkson, and 

Pearson, 2015; Russel et al., 2016; Moorhead 2018). It was not long ago that LGBTQ expression 

and identity were not societally accepted. This acceptance has been slow with many states still 

fighting against the right of LGBTQ individuals (Morris, 2009; Doan, 2015). To this day many 

regions of the world have not given LGBTQ individuals equal rights and continue to criminalize 

being LGBTQ (Human Rights Watch, 2022). In the United States, LGBTQ issues in education 

have come to the forefront of political discussion. As a result, the question of whether LGBTQ 

policies create a safer environment for students is one that is both timely and relevant This 

project will examine the Fair, Accurate, Inclusive, and Respectful Education Act (FAIR Act), 

which instituted LGBTQ education policies in the state of California to address issues of 

discrimination and bullying of LGBTQ students. Discrimination and bullying of LGBTQ 

students have been shown to affect the academic performance of queer students (Sears, 2005; 
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Fisher et al., 2008; Russel et al, 2011; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014) which makes it an 

important component of the analysis of education policy in general. Specifically, this work will 

examine whether the FAIR Education Act has affected the bullying of LGBTQ students in 

California.  

The existing literature suggests that policies toward LGBTQ students have made an 

impact on school safety, making a safe school climate. “Inclusive policies that attend to sexual 

orientation and gender identity (SOGI) are associated with more supportive school environments 

for lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) youth.” (Day et al., 2019, p. 1). Academic 

success is greatly impacted by school climate as schools that are perceived as safer have higher-

performing students (Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014). Education policies that prevent LGBTQ 

student victimization promote student success and create a safe school environment (Russel et al. 

2011; Russel & Toomey, 2014.). This tells us that policies created to address issues of 

discrimination, bullying, and harassment of LGBTQ students can help create a safer school 

environment resulting in better academic performance from LGBTQ students (Sears, 2005; 

Fisher et al., 2008; Russel et al, 2011; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014). LGBTQ education 

policies, such as the FAIR Act, can be used to create a safer school environment for LGBTQ 

students which in turn has a positive influence on students’ academic performance (Russel et al, 

2011; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014). I propose that the rate of bullying based on perceived 

sexual orientation has decreased in California after the passing and implementation of the FAIR 

Act from 2011-2019. 

Data from the Center for Disease Control’s (CDC) Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance 

System (YRBSS), from 2011-2019, will be used to see if there has been a change in bullying 
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based on sexual orientation after the passage of the FAIR Act. The data suggests a relationship 

between the implementation of the FAIR Act and a decrease in gay bullying over time.   It is my 

findings that there has been a significant decrease in gay bullying since the implementation of the 

FAIR Act from 2011-2019. This follows with what the literature has stated about LGBTQ 

education policies having a positive impact on decreasing LGBTQ-based bullying and 

harassment (Sears, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008; Russel et al, 2011; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 

2014). Black, Fedewa, and Gonzalez (2012) conducted seventeen studies that provide evidence 

that students in schools with even just one LGBTQ safe school policy were perceived as safer 

and less sexually prejudiced environments than schools without any aspect of safe school 

policies. 

The next section will examine the literature on LGBTQ education-based policies in 

schools and their impact on students. Following this section, an examination of data from the 

CDC’s YRBSS will be used to test my hypothesis that the FAIR act has contributed to a decrease 

in LGBTQ bullying. These results will then be connected to the findings of the literature. The 

last section will summarize and conclude the findings and results of my paper in order to validate 

my hypothesis. 
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II. Literature Review 
 

The goals of most schools are for students to have higher rates of attendance, achieve 

higher grades, and have higher graduation rates. Reaching this goal is more difficult for some 

groups of students. Students that are LGBTQ often face bullying and harassment in the education 

system, particularly in high school. LGBTQ students face greater levels of bullying and 

harassment, compared to their heterosexual peers, by fellow students as well as from teachers 

and administrators (Sears, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008; Kosciw, 2008-2009; Langmuir, 2013; Russel 

et.al, 2014; Lugg and Adelman, 2015; Russell et al., 2016; Biegel, 2019). Bullying in general 

impacts students’ perception of school climate and in turn students’ academic success (Russel et 

al., 2011). LGBTQ students have the highest rate of being name-called, harassment, and physical 

assault with transgender students having a greater risk of ill-treatment in the public school 

system. (Lugg and Adelman, 2015, p.54) LGBTQ students have higher rates of sexual assault in 

the public education system (Bochenek and Brown, 2001; Bontempe and D’Augelli, 2002; 

Murdock and Bolch, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008, Russel et al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Elizabeth 

and Melissa, 2021). Teachers and administrators can contribute to the bullying of LGBTQ 

students when they exhibit cluelessness, indifference, or overt hostility creating a hostile 

environment for queer students (Sears, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008; Kosciw, 2008-2009; Langmuir, 

2013; Lugg and Adelman, 2015; Biegel, 2019).   

Harassment and bullying brought by anti-gay prejudice negatively impact LGBTQ 

students and creates a dangerous environment for said students. LGBTQ school victimization is 

linked to mental health issues in young adults and a higher risk of STIs like HIV (Russel et al., 
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2011). Sears (2005) found that bullying in schools hurts queer students’ performance. In male 

LGBTQ students, higher levels of depression and suicidal ideation are linked to school 

victimization (Russel et al., 2011). Unsafe school climates increase the likelihood that LGBTQ 

students will partake in risky, harmful, and dangerous behaviors (Bochenek and Brown, 2001; 

Bontempe and D’Augelli, 2002; Murdock and Bolch, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008, Russel et al., 

2011; Langmuir, 2013; Elizabeth and Melissa, 2021). Students that are in a safe supportive 

school environment have a higher chance of academic success (Fisher et al., 2008, p. 88). 

Wimberly, Wilkison, and Pearson (2015) found that GPAs were positively correlated with 

teacher support, peer support, and a sense of belonging in a school environment. To this point, 

LGBTQ students in highly supportive environments have higher GPAs than those in less 

supportive ones. At the same time, victimization and exclusion are negatively correlated with 

GPA scores for LGBTQ students (Wimberly, Wilkison, and Pearson 2015, p 124). Therefore, 

this tells us that LGBTQ students’ experiences in school are correlated with their academic 

performance (Sears, 2005; Russel et al., 2011; Black, Fedewa, and Gonzalez, 2012; Langmuir, 

2013; Wimberly, Wilkson, and Pearson, 2015; Russel et al., 2016). 

An important goal for schools is to create safe learning environments for their students by 

creating a safe school climate. Multiple levels and areas define school climate. One such is anti-

bullying and anti-discrimination policies. Addressing discrimination allows schools to promote 

high grades and high levels of student attendance (Russel et al., 2011). Reducing bullying in 

schools through the promotion of anti-bullying LGBTQ policies promotes a safer school climate 

(Hopson, Schiller, and Lawson, 2014). Anti-bullying LGBTQ policies don’t have a direct impact 

on stopping students from bullying LGBTQ students, but it does create a safer school culture and 
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environment in classrooms (Russel et.al, 2014, Russell et al., 2016). Even a small reduction in 

LGBTQ school victimization results in significant long-term health gains (Russel et al., 2011; 

Russel et al, 2011). These policies are reported to make students feel safer and give LGBTQ 

students resources to deal with bullying (Russel et al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Russel et al., 2014; 

Russel & Tooey, 2014; Russel et al., 2016). Using policies that are directed at the prevention of 

LGBTQ student victimization and promoting a safe environment also promotes higher grades, 

better attendance, and participation in school (Russel et al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Russel & 

Tooey, 2014.) 

 In California, the FAIR Act was created to protect LGBTQ students within public 

education from discrimination and was passed on July 14 th, 2011, when Governor Jerry Brown 

signed it into law. Section 2 of the FAIR Act amends the Education Code 51200 to broaden anti-

discrimination provisions by prohibiting teachers or school districts from promoting 

discriminatory biases against LGBTQ individuals. (SB 48, 2011). The FAIR Act also protects 

the rights of transgender students by broadening protections for all students based on gender 

identity and gender (SB 48, 2011; Huss and Folsoi, 2017-2018).  Section 4 of the Fair Act 

amends 60040 of the Education Code to mandate that schools must adopt instructional material 

that includes LGBTQ figures and contributions to society (SB 48, 2011). Schools in California 

are making changes to their structure and curriculum to help meet the goals set forth by the FAIR 

Education Act. The FAIR Education Act’s objective is to address issues of discrimination and 

bullying that LGBTQ students face within the California school system. The FAIR Act’s design 

was to create a safe school climate for LGBTQ children within the education system. The idea of 

policy creation to address issues of discrimination faced by LGBTQ students has been explored 
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by multiple experts in the field.  Given the FAIR Act’s connection to LGBTQ educational 

experience, this gives a unique opportunity to explore policies that address LGBTQ students. 

The FAIR Act is an ideal act to analyze because it reflects the existing literature’s focus 

on policies that would address LGBTQ student educational concerns. Hopson, Schiller, and 

Lawson (2014) made recommendations on how to create safer school climates by writing 

policies to protect LGBTQ students.  According to Hopson, Schiller, and Lawson (2014), a safe 

school climate for LGBTQ students can be determined by five elements. The first element is the 

enforcement of clear anti-discrimination policies that include LGBTQ students. Schools that 

have comprehensive anti-bullying/anti-harassment policies report having less homophobic 

remarks as well as staff intervening when they hear anti-LGBTQ statements (Langmuir 2013).   

The second element is that students are informed about where they can get information about 

LGBTQ issues. Schools are the ideal setting for educating students about diversity due to the 

extent of time that students spend at school as well as the time spent with and influence of peers 

(Nichols, 1999). The third element is that schools’ staff will intervene regularly when anti-

LGBTQ harassment occurs. Safe school environments require the support of teachers and school 

staff, teachers that are hostile or indifferent create a negative school environment (Sears, 2005; 

Fisher et al., 2008; Kosciw, 2008-2009; Langmuir, 2013; Biegel, 2019). The fourth element 

states that there is a Gay Straight Alliance (GSA) or other LGBTQ diversity club. Schools with 

GSAs have students reporting that they feel safer, have fewer absences, and partake in less risky 

behavior. (Fisher et al., 2008; Russle et al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Lugg and Madelain, 2015).  

The fifth and final element states that schools incorporate LGBTQ issues into the curriculum. 

The inclusion of queer literature and LGBTQ topics help create a warm and accepting school 
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climate which contributes to a positive outcome for queer students (Langmuir, 2013; Leno, 2013; 

Moorhead, 2018). 

The FAIR Act addresses the five dimensions through the expansion of anti-bullying 

policies and the enforcement of school intervention in queer bullying. The FAIR Act allows for 

students to have more access in schools on LGBTQ issues. Through the FAIR Act, teachers are 

prohibited from discriminating against LGBTQ students and are given tools to help promote and 

protect queer students. Schools cannot promote or participate in activities that are discriminatory 

toward LGBTQ Students.  Lastly, schools must promote the integration and inclusion of LGBTQ 

materials into their curriculum. Much of the FAIR Act’s focus is the expansion of protections for 

LGBTQ students. It was designed to protect queer students from discrimination and bullying 

within the school system. The passage of the FAIR Act offers an opportunity to study the 

academic performance of LGBTQ students in the school with its implementation. This also 

allows opportunities to study if these policies have an influence on protecting LGBTQ students 

from discrimination, harassment, and bullying based on students’ LGBTQ identity. 

 Based on the discussion in the literature, we would expect that the FAIR act would 

influence gay bullying in schools. These policies seek to promote students’ academic success 

through the protection and promotion queer students and queer issues. 

Hypothesis: There will be a decrease in LGBTQ-related bullying among students in 

California after the passage of the FAIR Act.  

Schools with LGBTQ policies tend to have a friendlier school climate and overall better 

performance from queer students (Sears, 2005; Russel et al. 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Wimberly, 

Wilkson, and Pearson, 2015; Russel et al., 2016). LGBTQ education policies, such as anti-
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bullying and harassment, make school a safer learning environment and have a positive influence 

on LGBTQ students’ grades, attendance, participation, and mental health (Sears, 2005; Fisher et 

al., 2008; Russel et al., 2011; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014; Russell and Toomey, 2014; 

Russel et.al., 2016). Neglecting to put LGBTQ policies in place had been shown to result in 

negative academic performance for queer students resulting in lower GPA scores (Black, 

Fedewa, and Gonzalez, 2012). The FAIR Education Act’s goal is to create a safer school climate 

for LGTBQ students through the creation of LGBTQ education policies by targeting similar 

elements to Hopson, Schiller, and Lawson (2014).  
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III. Methodology 
 

The survey used in my analysis is the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) 

from the Center for Disease Control (CDC).  The YRBSS is a national representative survey that 

examines the health-risk behaviors of middle and high school students, grades 7-12. I am using 

the subset of students from California available in the survey from 2011-2019. The students are 

surveyed from three cities in California: Los Angeles, San Diego, and San Francisco. I am 

interested in the YRBSS because it asks multiple questions about student experiences, such as 

bullying. In the data set, there were 19,360 responses from students. There were 16,746 

Heterosexual and 2,614 LGBTQ respondents. There were 9,654 males and 9,529 females with 

177 missing values.  There were 1,424 white respondents and 17,261 non-white respondents with 

675 missing values. 65 respondents were 12 or younger, 72 were 13, 3,057 were 14, 4678 were 

15, 4,475 were 16, 4,569 were 17, and 2,325 that were 18 or older with 118 that were missing 

values. Additionally, the YRBSS asks questions about students’ sexual orientation, gender, race, 

and age. The survey’s questions allow for the comparison of groups of students to see if other 

factors influence bullying. This enables the examination of whether there has been a decrease in 

gay bullying over time when controlling for multiple variables.   

There are multiple variables that could influence gay bullying. One control variable 

chosen is self-identified sexuality. Sexuality is a contributing factor when it comes to 

discrimination, bullying, and harassment of LGBTQ students in school (Bochenek and Brown, 

2001; Bontempe and D’Augelli, 2002; Murdock and Bolch, 2005; Fisher et al., 2008, Russel et 

al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Elizabeth and Melissa, 2021). Therefore, students who self-identify 
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as LGBTQ are more vulnerable to bullying based on sexual orientation (Berlan et al., 2010; 

Lugg and Adelman, 2015). Sexual Minority measures whether students self-identify as Lesbian, 

Gay, Bisexual, or Queer or if the student identifies as Heterosexual1.  The variable is 

dichotomous with students answering either Heterosexual or LGBTQ. According to Table 2, the 

modal response for sexuality is Heterosexual, comprising 91.4 percent of the data.  Only 9.6 

percent of respondents labeled themselves as LGBTQ.  The data from the variables showed that 

LGBTQ students make up the minority of students in California’s schools, which is consistent 

with the national population. About 7.1 percent of adults in the US identify as LGBTQ (Gallop, 

2022). The number of California students identifying as LGBTQ is close to the national average. 

The dependent variable for the analysis is whether students experienced bullying directed at 

their sexual orientation (gay bullying).2 Gay bullying is a dichotomous variable, with answers 

being either yes or no. The modal response for gay bullying is no, not being bullied. According 

to Table 1, 7.8% of the students indicated they were bullied because of their perceived sexuality. 

A large majority of students did not experience gay bullying across all years. When looking at 

the data on a yearly basis, there is a decrease in gay bullying over time. The FAIR Act was 

created in 2011. Therefore, 2011 is used as a baseline for the comparison against the years 2013, 

2015, 2017, and 2019. In 2011, 9.43 percent of the students responded they were bullied for 

 
1 Bisexual means an individual is sexually attracted to both men and women. Queer means an 

individual is unsure of their sexuality and or gender identity. Heterosexuality means that an 

individual is sexually attracted to someone of the opposite sex.  

2 The question from the YRBSS survey was “Qnbullygay: during the past 12 months, have you 

ever been the victim of teasing or name calling because someone thought you were gay, lesbian, 

or bisexual?” 
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being perceived as gay. In 2013, 8.98 percent experienced gay bullying. In 2015, 8.02 percent 

experience gay bullying. In 2017, 6.71 percent experienced gay bullying. Finally, in 2019, 7.72 

percent of respondents experienced gay bullying. Between 2011 to 2019 there is a modest 

decrease in bullying of 1.71% among California students. This shows that gay bullying 

decreased over the time points of the dataset. This follows my expectation of the time it would 

take for the full implementation of the FAIR Act to start taking effect.   
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Table 1: Gay Bullying Over Time 

Year -2011 

Gay Bullying Frequency Percent Cumulative 

No 1,575 90.57 90.57 

Yes 164 9.43 100 

Total 1,739 100   

Year -2013 

Gay Bullying Frequency Percent Cumulative 

No 1,429 91.02 91.02 

Yes 141 9.98 100 

Total 1,570 100   

Year -2015 

Gay Bullying Frequency Percent Cumulative 

No 5,437 91.98 91.98 

Yes 474 8.02 100 

Total 5,911 100   

Year -2017 

Gay Bullying Frequency Percent Cumulative 

No 5,329 93.29 93.29 

Yes 342 6.71 100 

Total 5,712 100   

Year -2019 

Gay Bullying Frequency Percent Cumulative 

No 4,086 92.28 92.28 

Yes 342 7.72 100 

Total 4,428 100   

NOTE: This data comes from the CDC YRBSS 
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Bullying does not exist within a vacuum, so there might be other variables that need to be 

controlled while analyzing gay bullying. One of the other control variables is gender. Girls are 

on average less likely to be bullied than boys (Juvonen and Graham, 2001). Boys are more likely 

to discriminate, bully, or harass other boys who are effeminate or deviate from perceived 

masculine traits and or behaviors (Juvonen and Graham, 2001; Berlan et al., 2010). Males who 

experience insecurity over issues of gender identity are more likely to attack effeminate boys as 

children may believe that attacking others that are rejected by social groups will go unpunished 

by mainstream peers (Juvonen and Graham, 2001). Heterosexual and gay males were at an 

increased risk of victimization by other heterosexual males (Berlan et al., 2010). Therefore, boys 

are more likely to experience gay bullying than girls (Juvonen and Graham 2001, Berlan, et al., 

2010 Evan et al., 2019). Gender is dichotomous with responses being either male or female. 

According to Table 2, 50.32 percent of the respondents are labeled as female while 49.64 percent 

are labeled as male. About half of the respondents are either male or female, with only a 

marginal difference in size between the two groups. The percentage of females and males is 

close to the national average of 51.1 percent female and 48.9 percent male (US Census, 2020).    

There are other variables that could influence gay bullying. Another control variable 

chosen is race. Latinx, Asian, and Black students are more vulnerable to bullying due to their 

race or immigration status and are frequent targets of race-based discrimination and bullying 

(Peguero 2008, 2009, 2019; Galan et al., 2021). An example would be that Latinx students 

experiencing higher levels of depression and suicidal ideation “... highlight that social status 

insecurity and self-reported relational aggression are more positively Latinx adolescents.” 
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(Peguero, 2019, p. 160). Students that experience identity-based bullying due to race are more 

likely to report bullying based on sexual orientation and gender (Galan et al., 2021). Counter to 

this point is that Black and Latinx students experienced less bullying based on sexual orientation 

than white students suggesting that sexual orientation may not play as large of a role in bullying 

of non-white students (Webb et al., 2021). Race measures the racial identification of students. 

Race is a dichotomous variable with students being labeled white or non-white. Non-white is 

composed of multiple racial groups such as Black, Latinx, Asian, Native American, and Pacific 

Islander. According to Table 2, the modal response for race is non-white comprising 92.38 

percent. Only 7.62 percent of respondents are white. The data from the variable shows that most 

of the entries are coming from non-white students. Most Californians are non-white with 

California having 34.7 percent of the population being white (US Census, 2020). The number of 

non-white students in the data set is larger than the population averages. The data reflects the 

size of California’s non-white population in schools. The data is not proportionate to the state 

average. The data comes from the state’s largest urban centers. This difference cannot be 

accounted for but should be noted.  

The last control variable that is measured is age. With the increase of age comes a 

decrease in bullying as younger students are more likely to be bullied than older students 

(Juvonen and Graham, 2001). Younger students have higher rates of bullying based on sexual 

orientation than older students as students that come out younger suffer from more bullying and 

harassment with 6th through 10th grade suffering from moderate or frequent bullying (Juvonen 

and Graham, 2001; Henrickson 2008, Berlan et al., 2010; Wang, 2018). Age measures the 

approximate age of the students. There are seven responses to the question of students’ ages: 12 
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or younger, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 or older. The modal response for age is 15 years old, and 

the mean response for age is between fifteen and sixteen. 0.34 percent responded 12 or younger, 

0.37 percent responded 13, 15.89 percent responded 14, 24.31 percent responded 15, 23.26 

percent responded 16, 23.74 percent responded 17, and lastly, 12.08 percent responded 18 or 

older. The data tells us that most of the students fell within the age range of fifteen to sixteen 

years old.  

The summary statistics described above highlight several key points. First, most students 

do not experience bullying based on perceived sexuality from 2011- 2019. There is a drop in gay 

bullying from 2011-2019. The data for sexuality falls in line with the national averages with 

LGBTQ students being in the minority which decreases the likeliness that students, in general, 

will be victims of gay bullying. The percentage of females to males in the data set is about equal 

which falls in line with the national average of males to females. There are significantly more 

non-white students in the data set than there are white students. The data on race falls outside the 

state average. This is important as the data reflects the population of larger urban centers in 

California. This difference cannot be accounted for in my analysis. Lastly, most of the students 

are in an age range that makes them vulnerable to gay bullying.   
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IV. Data and Results 
 

I estimate a simple logistic regression predicting whether a student experienced gay 

bullying. The dependent variable is analyzed using the following equation:  

𝑃𝑟 𝑃𝑟 (𝑀 = 1)  = 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑖𝑡−1(𝜂 +  𝛼𝑂 +  𝛽𝐴 +  𝛾𝐶) 

where the probability of students experiencing gay bullying is a function of over-time dynamics 

O and a vector of the control variables of sexual minority, gender, race, and age. The over-time 

dynamics, O, are a series of dichotomous variables capturing different years in the data. The 

excluded category is 2011, so each variable in this vector compares Gay Bullying between the 

listed year and 2011. 
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Table 2: Logit Regression 

Predicted Whether Students 

Were Victims of Gay 

Bullying, 2011-2017 

2013 0.037 

  (0.129) 

2015 -0.108 

  (0.102) 

2017 -0.332* 

  (0.017) 

2019 -0.25* 

  (0.104) 

Sexual Minority 1.828* 

  (0.070) 

Female -0.458* 

  (0.059) 

Non-White -0.325* 

  (0.093) 

Age -0.15* 

  (0.022) 

Constant -1.364* 

  (0.1572) 

N 18,584 

Wald Chi-squared 659.74 

* indicates p<0.05 

NOTE: This data comes from the CDC YRBSS 

 

In 2017 and 2019, the coefficient is negative and statistically significant with -0.332 for 

2017 and -0.25 for 2019. This tells us students in 2017 and 2019 encountered less bullying than 

students in 2011. 2013 and 2015 did not show statistically significant differences from 2011 with 

2013 being 0.037 and 2015 being -0.108, which means there is no significant difference in gay 

bullying across those years. What is seen in my analysis is that over time there is a statistically 
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significant decrease in gay bullying with -1.364, even when controlling for the other variables in 

the model. This difference is especially strong in 2017 and 2019, several years after the passage 

of the FAIR Act. Therefore, if the FAIR Act is affecting gay bullying in California schools, the 

policy took several years to be effective. However, it should be noted this model does not 

directly test the effect of the FAIR Education Act on gay bullying in schools. The analysis could 

simply be capturing the decrease in Gay Bullying over time. Regardless, the data indicate Gay 

Bullying decreased at the same time the FAIR Education Act was implemented. This suggests 

that the FAIR Act had an effect, but I cannot claim a clear causational relationship. 2011 is used 

as a baseline in my analysis, as the FAIR Education Act was not enacted until 2011. There is 

seen a delay from 2013-2015 before there is a significant decrease in gay bullying. This aligns 

with the literature that states that the FAIR Act would take time to gain effectiveness, as the 

implementation was slow and time-consuming (Leno, 2013). 

Through the examination of the control variables in the model, there are several key 

findings. For example, gender influences a student’s experience with gay bullying. The 

coefficient is negative and statistically significant at -0.458, this means that males are more likely 

to experience gay bullying than females. This relationship fits the expectations described in the 

previous section. Sexual minority status also influences students’ experiences with gay bullying. 

The coefficient is positive and statistically significant at 1.828. Students that are in the sexual 

minority are more likely to experience gay bullying. Again, this relationship is in line with the 

extant literature. Race also influences gay bullying. The coefficient is negative and statistically 

significant at -0.325. Non-white students are less likely to have experience gay bullying than 

white students.  In the data set white students are a small minority of the respondents with non-
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white students being a significantly large group. Given these proportions, it is not clear if this 

finding can be generalized beyond California. The disparity in the number of students between 

white and non-white students did not impact the outcome of the model. The last observation 

from the data is that age plays a significant role if a student experiences gay bullying. The 

coefficient is negative and statistically significant at -0.15; younger students are more likely to 

experience gay bullying than older students, which is also in line with the extant literature. 

Overall, there is a decrease in gay bullying over time while controlling for a number of 

factors. This aligned with my hypotheses: For students in the state of California, there was a 

decrease in gay bullying from 2011-2019. The years 2013 and 2015 did not see a statistically 

significant decrease in gay bullying, but 2017 and 2019 did see a statistically significant decrease 

in gay bullying. Over time, the model does show a statistically significant decrease in bullying, 

but the decrease is not observed until several years after the passage of the FAIR Act. The data 

suggests there is a relationship between the enactment of the FAIR Act and a decrease in gay 

bullying. There are also important observations about the control variables; men are more likely 

than women to be victims of gay bullying, LGBTQ students are more likely to be victims of gay 

bullying, white students are more likely to be victims of gay bullying, and younger students are 

more likely to be victims of gay bullying. In conclusion, for students in the state of California, 

there is a decrease in gay bullying after the passage of the FAIR Act in 2011. 
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V. Discussion 
 

The key findings of my research paper are that there has been a statistically significant 

decrease in bullying based on perceived sexuality from 2011-2019. From Table 2 the years 2013 

and 2015 were not statistically significant while 2017 and 2019 were. Cumulatively the years 

were statistically significant. The key research question is: can the FAIR Education Act influence 

gay bullying? The findings were that school districts in California have seen a decrease in gay 

bullying over time, which falls in line with the implementation of the FAIR Education Act. The 

analysis does not test if the FAIR Education Act had an impact on gay bullying, but the data 

suggests that there is a relationship between the decrease in gay bullying from 2011-2019 and the 

implementation of the FAIR Education Act.  The rationale of this method is to examine data on 

LGBTQ students and bullying from the CDC’s YRBSS. The quantitative research methodology 

allows for the exploration of the hypothesis: In the state of California, there has been a decrease 

in gay bullying from 2011-2019.  The analysis was able to validate the hypothesis. There are 

other important findings, such as LGBTQ students are more likely to experience gay bullying 

than their heterosexual peers. Females are also less likely to be targeted for gay bullying than 

males. White students are more likely to experience gay bullying than non-white students. 

Lastly, younger students are more likely to experience gay bullying than older students. Even 

when accounting for the control variables there is a statistically significant decrease in gay 

bullying from 2011-2019. 

The result of the analysis on gay bullying falls in line with the literature. The literature 

touches upon males experiencing more gay bullying than females, this was also the finding of the 
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analysis. Males have a higher vulnerability to being victims of gay bullying than females, the 

data shows that gender has a noticeable effect on gay bullying (Russel et al., 2011). LGBTQ 

students are also more prone to gay bullying than their heterosexual peers this finding from the 

analysis matches findings in previous research (Lugg and Adelman, 2015). Other research has 

found a relationship between LGBTQ policies and queer students feeling safer in schools (Fisher 

et al., 2008; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014; Russel et.al, 2014; Russell et al., 2016). Anti-

bullying policies that aim to help and protect LGBTQ students create change in schools allowing 

LGBTQ students to feel safe (Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 2014; Russel et al., 2014; Russell et al., 

2016).  Younger students are more likely to experience gay bullying than older students which 

falls in line with the literature (Juvonen and Graham, 2001; Henrickson, 2008; Berlan et al., 

2010; Wang, 2018). The analysis shows that students in California have seen a decrease in 

bullying over time which falls in line with the FAIR Act implementation. Feeling safe is an 

important aspect of a student's success at school (Fisher et al., 2008). Victimization at school for 

being LGBTQ has long-term negative consequences for students and can lead to problems later 

in adulthood. (Bochenek and Brown, 2001; Bontempe and D’Augelli, 2002; Murdock and Bolch, 

2005; Fisher et al., 2008; Russel et al., 2011; Langmuir, 2013; Elizabeth and Melissa, 2021). 

Enforcement of clear anti-discrimination policies that include LGBTQ students has been shown 

to have a positive impact on student learning outcomes (Sears, 2005; Hopson, Schiller, Lawson, 

2014; Russel et al., 2012; Russel et.al., 2016; Day et al., 2019)  

The result falls in line with what was expected by previous research and scholarly 

knowledge. California students’ demographic matches much of the national average students 

regarding sexuality and gender. The unexpected result was that there were significantly more 
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non-white students when compared to state and national averages. The percentage of white 

students in the school district is smaller than the state or national statistics which raises further 

questions about the data. The data is collected from large urban centers in California. The 

reasoning behind this might be due to a growing number of non-white families in California (US 

Census, 2020). White students might also be enrolling in private schools which were not 

recorded by the survey (Lewis-McCoy, 2014). When looking at the data from the California 

Department of Education, White students are 21.7 percent of the school population, with Latinx 

being 55.3 percent, Black being 5.2 percent, and Asian being 9.5 percent (California Department 

of Education, 2022). 

There are several limitations that the analysis faces. An important limitation of the 

analysis is that it only looks at a small set of data that was run by the CDC. The data does not 

cover every school district in California. There are millions more students in California than 

what is recorded in the data set. Running a comprehensive test of that size would go beyond the 

abilities and scope of this project. This limitation places constraints on the scope of the analysis 

and the impact. The data set only looks at three cities within California, but there are many other 

cities with their own school districts that are not recorded in the data. A very important limitation 

was that the analysis did not test the FAIR Education Act’s influence on gay bullying. It would 

be very difficult to test whether there was a direct effect of the FAIR Education Act decreasing 

bullying. The data does suggest a relationship between the FAIR Education Act and a decrease in 

gay bullying. There could be other factors that have decreased gay bullying in California not 

solely the FAIR Education Act. 
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Future research could be done on investigating if there is a link between student success 

rates and the implementation of LGBTQ policies. There could also be a comparison of LGBTQ 

student performance in schools that have LGBTQ policies and those that do not have any. This 

might be able to further link LGBTQ policies to academic success. Prior research points to five 

areas in which schools can address LGBTQ policies and issues; it could be investigated how 

many schools have made the effort to address all five areas brought up by Hopson, Schiller, and 

Lawson (2014) and compare the data those that have and those that have not. An important 

aspect of the school environment is student assessment of safety. 

My paper finds that there has been a statistically significant decrease in gay bullying from 

2011-2019. This analysis does not test whether there is a link between the FAIR Education Act 

and a decrease in bullying. There seems to be a relationship between the FAIR Education Act 

and a decrease in bullying. Queer students are more often targeted by gay bullying, but it has 

decreased over time. Schools within the state of California are having fewer issues with students 

being bullied over the perception of their sexuality. Schools are becoming safer environments for 

students with more hospitable climates. The analysis done connects with other research on the 

topic of LGBTQ policies in education. Males are more likely to be targeted for gay bullying than 

females which aligns with the findings of the literature. The literature displays that LGBTQ 

policies have a positive influence on LGBTQ students’ academic success. There is the 

counterintuitive finding that white students are more likely to face gay bullying than their 

heterosexual peers. Non-white students were less likely to face gay bullying. There are multiple 

limitations facing the analysis such as the size and scope of the data. Future research can be done 

on student success rates and types of LGBTQ inclusive policies that schools have implemented.  
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VI. Conclusion 
 

 The impact of LGBTQ-based policies is known to help create safer spaces for students; 

policies like the FAIR Education Act aim to address LGBTQ issues of discrimination, 

harassment, and bullying. A question remains if anti-discrimination and anti-bullying policies 

influence bullying based on sexual orientation. Through a quantitative analysis of the YRBSS 

from the CDC, there is a statistically significant decrease in bullying based on perceived sexual 

orientation in California. Even when controlling for other variables, such as sexual orientation, 

gender, race, and age, the hypothesis is valid, for students in the state of California, there is a 

decrease in bullying based on sexual orientation from 2011-2019. While this paper does not test 

or prove a link between the FAIR Education Act and a decrease in bullying from 2011-2019, it 

suggests that the FAIR Act had an effect on gay bullying. Through the examination of the 

literature, there is evidence that policies directed at LGBTQ students improve school climate. 

Inclusive policies like the FAIR Education Act have a positive influence on schools creating a 

safer climate for students. LGBTQ-focused policies help address issues of inequality and safety 

in a school which in turn further the academic achievements of students. Anti-LGBTQ 

discrimination, harassment, and bullying are serious issues throughout the nation. Schools are the 

ideal place to create safe spaces for queer students. Schools can educate students about LGBTQ 

issues and protect students from discrimination. Being more inclusive by addressing LGBTQ 

issues creates a better school for all students. Schools must focus on the protection of LGBTQ 

students to help them succeed academically. 
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