Syracuse University

SURFACE

Dissertations - ALL SURFACE

8-2014

Teacher Allies: An Exploration of the Professional Experiences of
Teachers Who Support LGBTQ Students

Melissa J. Smith
Syracuse University

Follow this and additional works at: https://surface.syr.edu/etd

6‘ Part of the Education Commons

Recommended Citation

Smith, Melissa J., "Teacher Allies: An Exploration of the Professional Experiences of Teachers Who
Support LGBTQ Students" (2014). Dissertations - ALL. 151.

https://surface.syr.edu/etd/151

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the SURFACE at SURFACE. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Dissertations - ALL by an authorized administrator of SURFACE. For more information, please contact
surface@syr.edu.


https://surface.syr.edu/
https://surface.syr.edu/etd
https://surface.syr.edu/
https://surface.syr.edu/etd?utm_source=surface.syr.edu%2Fetd%2F151&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/784?utm_source=surface.syr.edu%2Fetd%2F151&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://surface.syr.edu/etd/151?utm_source=surface.syr.edu%2Fetd%2F151&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:surface@syr.edu

ABSTRACT

This dissertation is a year-long qualitative exatmm of the experiences and
perspectives of classroom teachers who identifialies” or “supporters” for lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer and questioning (LGBIUQIlic school students. Nine teachers
representing five secondary schools in Central Nevk participated in three semi-structured
interviews and approximately fifteen hours of ctassn observation. Questions driving this
research focused on (1) how teacher allies makaimgaf LGBTQ students’ needs and their
roles in addressing those needs; (2) how partitgaategrate “ally” work into the larger context
of their professional practice; and (3) particigambanagement of stigma or resistance around
their “ally” work. Findings illuminate how educatengage in the work of supporting LGBTQ
students without directly speaking about or ackmaolging how gender and sexuality are
relevant to experiences of teaching and learnidgcEtors instead framed the needs of LGBTQ
students and the possibilities for improving ttsghool experiences within broader frameworks
of supporting diversityteaching tolerancesafe schoolsandanti-bullying It will be argued that
these frameworks provide rhetorical and instructlidaools for talking about and implementing
strategies that aim to encompass the needs déttalents” but do not require educators to
consider how or why heterosexual, gender conforndegtities are privileged and LGBTQ

identities are marginalized in school environments.
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION

Currently, the social and political climate foreasch, advocacy, and education focused
on the goal of creating more inclusive schoolddsbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and
questioning (LGBTQ)students is being shaped by shocking stories abatirnization and
tragedy. The issue of LGBTQ suicide, bullying amddssment in K-12 school contexts has
drawn increasingly intense scrutiny in recent yeAssthe 2010-2011 academic year began, the
national media was filled with stories about LGBYQuth who had committed suicide after
being targeted by their peers with homophobic t=masnt. Within a three-week period, five
male youtfi ended their own lives, and each of them reportadtybeen targeted for failing to
conform to cultural expectations for normative maisity. Similar stories of “bullycides’have
continued to circulate and highlight the possibdadly effects of persistent bullying or
harassment and raising questions about educagm@onsibility to prevent such tragedies from
occurring. Notably, the story of nine suicides wittwo years in the Anoka Hennepin
(Minnesota) School District drew national attentior2011 and 2012 when parents claimed that
the school district's “Don’t Say Ga¥’policy had silenced teachers’ bullying intervengand
made educators afraid to take any action that doelehterpreted as support for their LGBTQ
students. These events have proven significatet@verall project of improving school
experiences of LGBTQ youth because they increagedagors’ and policy makers’ awareness

about the prevalence and seriousness of peer-taaggeession targeting “different” gender and

! The acronym “LGBTQ” is used throughout this disaton to represent students who sexual orientatigersder
identities, or gender expressions do not align Wwéteronormative social norms. In particular, tg is intended to
represent youth who either identify as queer ostjoring or whose identities do not fit neatly itib@ categories of
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender. In contekisre participants or cited scholars do not ackedge the
possibility of “queer” identities, the Q has beemoved from the acronym.

? The 5 victims: Billy Lucas (September 9, 2010); Asher Brown (®egber 10, 2010); Tyler Clementi (September
22, 2010); Seth Walsh (September 28, 2010); Rayn@irate (September 29, 2010)

% Bullycidesis a term the media has applied to suicides et lheen linked to experiences of bullying.

““Don't Say Gay” policy is the colloquial term fschools’ “neutrality” policies that require teachéo avoid
speaking about any topics that could be interprageplolitical or controversial.



sexual identities.

The authoritative voice of the Obama administratias played a significant role in
shaping the national conversation about the cormarebetween bullying and LGBTQ youth
suicide. In August 2010, The Office of Safe andd@FRree Schools hosted the first annual
federal Anti-Bullying Summit. The summit servedaaglatform for launching
StopBullying.gov—a web-based resource for antiyog information. Researchers specializing
in youth violence and aggression were invited &@agpo the nature of bullying behavior and
possibilities for effective interventions. The rassh presented by the invited experts represents
an understanding of bullying focused on anti-sdoedlavior and the environmental factors that
are correlated with such behaviors (Espelage & $vea010; Swearer, Espelaga, Vallaincourt,
& Hymel, 2010). On October 26, 2010, the U.S. Depant of Education Office for Civil Rights
released a “Dear Colleague Letfet school districts that reminded educators “uahe
student misconduct that falls under a school’s-lanlliying policy also may trigger
responsibilities under one or more of the fedensidescrimination laws enforced by the
Department’s Office for Civil Rights” (OCR, 2010)n other words, bullying should not be
understood only as an issue of anti-social behawntolerant attitudes, or lack of empathy—but
also as a possible violation to targeted studed rights. In April 2011, another “Dear
Colleague” letter outlined schools’ responsibibtier addressing and preventing all forms of
sexual violence and sexual harassment. The Obammandgdration specifically emphasized the
need to address LGBT students’ susceptibility tedhool violence through the Department of
Education’s “Creating and Maintaining Safe and Suppe Environments for LGBT Youth”

summit in June 2011. Education Secretary Arne Boratso released a third “Dear Colleague

® The October 2010 “Dear Colleague” letter was eritto address all forms of bullying and harassmetatwever,
it was released just weeks after a rash of highhlipized LGBT youth suicides—all of which werer#itited (by
the media) to the grave effects of in-school viiation.



Letter” articulating the Obama administration’s pag for establishing Gay Straight Allianes

in schools and reminding school districts of thei@di\ccess Act’§provisions for the

recognition of student groups in schools. Most ndgethe OCR distributed “Questions and
Answers of Title IX and Sexual Violence” in an etfto clarify and provide additional guidance
to the April 2011 letter. This letter included dfaxation about transgender students’ protections
under Title IX—all students, regardless of actugberceived gender identity are to be protected
from sexual assault and harassment. Over timeg thetgons have established and clarified the
Department of Education’s position on sexual anttige-based violence, and they have
communicated expectations for prevention and ietetion to school districts.

This federal action addressing the problem of LGBEQassment in K-12 schools
contributes to the cultural context of this disagoin research. Data collection occurred in 2011-
2012 academic year—a historical moment when LGB@ents and their educational
experiences were receiving unprecedented atteatidrscrutiny. The cultural context around
bullying, harassment and LGBTQ students’ schookences in New York reflects national
trends, but two events were of particular concemngd data collection. The first was the
impending implementation of the Dignity for All $tents Act (DASA), which was passed by
the State Senate in June 2010 and went into effeetly 2012. This is anti-harassment
legislation that includes sexual orientation, gendentity and gender expression in its protected
categories, and it establishes the expectatiorstitatols will take action in the interest of

investigating and intervening when violence occprsyenting bullying and harassment and

® A Gay Straight Alliance is a student organizatioat aims to provide support and affirmation to LT&Bstudent
and their allies

" The July 2010 “Dear Colleague” letter describesréquirements of the Equal Access Act as folldWhe Act
requires public secondary schools to treat allestixihitiated groups equally, regardless of thggielis, political,
philosophical, or other subject matters discus$elesr meetings. Its protections apply to grotipg address
issues relating to LGBT students and matters inmglgexual orientation and gender identity, justhey apply to
religious and other student groups.”



creating positive climates. A statewide task fosees designing regulations and implementation
procedures during the 2011-2012 academic yeasdhatol districts were anxious to learn how
the state was specifically defining their respottisigs, how they would be held accountable,
and how to effectively implement the new regulasiama budget crisis. Throughout the
research, participants talked about informatiory theed received from their administrators and
guestions they had about their personal respoitgbilnder DASA. Second, in September 2011
an openly gay high school student committed suirideestern New York—another target of
alleged harassment due to sexual orientation amdegeexpression. In light of this tragedy,
schools, politicians and the public at-large wenpatient for DASA implementation, as the
legislation was symbolic of the states’ policy makand educators’ commitment to making
schools safer for all students. Participants wartiqularly eager for the guidance and education
that was promised to accompany DASA implementatecrause they were concerned with
doing the “right” thing for their students.

These events are indicative of the current socidlpolitical discourses shaping the
taken-for-granted definition of the problem of \eote against LGBTQ youth. Each creates
images of LGBTQ youth as vulnerable “others” whe i@rneed of empathy and protection. The
media attention paid to LGBTQ youth suicide has@tha spotlight on the urgency and severity
of the victimization of these youth and createdesjoread motivation for action. Schools
quickly became the focal point in the debate ovieattodo as they are the social sites where
youth gather every day and are the “primary insttufor identity formation, development, and
solidification for contemporary American youth” @eae, 2007, p. 18). Political leaders and
LGBTQ advocacy groups (i.e. Gay, Lesbian and Sttdigiucation Network and Human Rights

Campaign) came forward with demands for state addral laws to protect students who might



experience such harassment and for schools to imgpleschool-wide anti-bullying and pro-
tolerance programs, as well 8afe Spadeand Ally developmerfitprograms. These demands
closely aligned (and were often in collaboratiomhvwederal and state political action. In total,
these voices have established a course of acttaufiporting LGBTQ youth: eliminate violence
and intolerance from schools. Anti-discriminateomd anti-harassment laws are being called on
“in the name of greater tolerance” (Brown, 20061 )—reminding schools thdifferencemust
have its place in the school environment.

Despite a cultural belief that schools should bé&wming of diverse identities, abilities
and expressions, the question remains: what doesah to be inclusive of differences? Such
school environments are undoubtedly violence-freed-eiminating violence directed at
LGBTQ kids is a necessary act of care—but to nayralefine the work of supporting or
affirming these students in terms of anti-violermegeptance or tolerance is a form of
depoliticization which reduces “historically indutsuffering...to ‘difference’ or a medium of
‘offense™ and replaces “a justice project...withheetapeutic or behavioral one” (Brown, 2006,
p. 16). Policies and practice are being desigaetitiress behaviors and attitudes, not systems
of marginalization. In short, the heightened naicawareness of LGBTQ harassment is both
valuable and limited. Educational and politicalders are paying attention, but their course of
action assumes that thetsof discrimination, intolerance and violence thelvsg are the
problem, and success is equated with eliminatiegitbnd being tolerant of those who were
targeted with discrimination. The cultural, systeprivileging of heterosexuality and gender

normativity is not called into question in any miegful way, resulting in “overly

8 safe Spacprograms typically involve teachers using stickermark their classrooms as a harassment free zone
for LGBT students and as a supportive space.

9 Ally development programs are designed to devektprbsexual-identified individuals’ skills for supmting and
advocating for the LGBT community. See Duhiggl€810); Edwards (2006); Getz & Kirkley (2003); ldstein

& Davis (2010); Ji et al (2009).



individualized and psychologized analyses thabdisarger issues of inequality” (Pascoe, 2007,
p. 17). In other words, educators and policy maleee in a pattern of questioning the attitudes
and behaviors of bullies and harassers insteadeastopning the countless ways LGBTQ and
gender non-conforming youth are denied power iir d&hools.

Given the strength and prevalence of these messages the safety and support of
LGBTQ youth, it follows that educators’ responsii®ls for supporting these students are being
defined in terms of obligation to safety, anti-@nte and anti-discrimination. Educators are
being called on to provide “safe and supportivaiiheng environments for all students.
However, educators often report fear and uncegtardgund the work of supporting LGBTQ
students, and many have doubts about studentgn{sarcolleagues’ and administrators’
support for professional practice that confrontsibphobia and heterosexism (Curran, Chiarolli,
& Pallotta-Chiarolli, 2009; Payne & Smith, 2011;h8udt, Chang, Carolan-Silva, Lockhart, &
Anagnostopoulos, 2012). Regardless, there areatmgovho have taken on support for
LGBTQ students as part of their professional pcactiThis dissertation explores the experiences
of educators who describe themselves as teacherswuyport LGBTQ students, gain deeper
understanding of both the possibilities and linnotas$ for affirming LGBTQ youths’ identities in
school spaces, and develop implications for betteparing educators to disrupt the
marginalization of LGBTQ youth.

Research Questions

Overall, this dissertation examines how supportLfBBTQ students is being taken up by
heterosexual teachers and integrated into theshieg practice. Specifically it asks: How do
heterosexual teachers come to claim the positidallyf’ or “supporter” for LGBTQ students?

How do participants interpret the needs of LGBT@ents and define their roles in meeting



those needs? What are participants’ perspectivéiseopossibilities and limitations for “ally”
action in their school contexts? How are partictpaclaims of “ally” or “supporter” visible in
their classroom practice? Or not?
The Teacher Ally

This study uses the term “teacher ally” to refenéterosexual-identified teachers who
specifically claim (1) their classrooms are schemdces where LGBTQ youth are safe and
supported; (2) they recognize that homophobia xistheir schools and do their best to address
it; and (3) they are aware of LGBTQ students’ pnesein the school environment—even though
they may not personally know students who are “atiSchool. This definition is informed by
existing scholarship on social justice educatioth BEBTQ allies. Washington and Evans
(1991) are credited with introducing the teaity in relation to advocacy for lesbian, gay and
bisexual people and define the concept as: “A pevdwo is a member of the ‘dominant’ or
‘majority’ group who works to end oppression in brsher personal and professional life
through support of, and as an advocate with andfpressed populations” (p. 195). Similarly,
Broido’s (2000) widely cited study defines sociadtice allies as “members of dominant social
groups...who are working to end the system of oppyadbat gives them greater privilege and
power based on their social-group membership” YpB8th discuss how experiences of social
justice work are different for members of the doamihgroup than they are for those who are
marginalized and how the effects of advocacy diferént depending on the social location of
the actorAlly is constructed as an identity position one reatiesigh adequate education and
motivation to apply new knowledge. Action is theezral, social indicator of one’s ally
position, while awareness of heterosexual privilsgaternal work that “begins to move the

heterosexual from being a caring, liberal persornwata being an ally who begins to realize he



or she has a role in helping to make [equity andhbty] realities” (Washington & Evans, 1991,
p. 197).

Three academic fields have generated the majdrgglmolarship on LGBTQ allies:
higher education, social movement theory and teasthecation. Higher education literature
addresses processes of “ally development” in timesd of undergraduate student development
(Duhigg, Rostosky, Gray, & Wimsatt, 2010; Edwar2i306; Getz & Kirkley, 2003; Goldstein &
Davis, 2010; Ji, Du Bois, & Finnessy, 2009). Tliisrature draws attention to patterns in the
experiences of those who identify as allies—thégrohave personal relationships with LGBTQ
people, are committed to social justice princi@ad are seeking knowledge that will empower
them to act as allies. It also acknowledges tlesipdity of allies experiencing fear or anxiety
around others’ perceptions of their ally work cgittown feelings of competence. Notably,
higher education’s engagement watlty addresses the effectiveness of curricular toolsiie
campus ally training programs, and these studiegigsed models for stages of ally identity
development are utilitarian approaches to desigpmgramming that will engage a broad range
of students in social justice work. Social movenmsattolarship engages issues of allies’
motivations for engaging in LGBTQ activism, theianagement of affiliation with an oppressed
group, and the tensions between allies’ socialiyileged positions and their actions toward
dismantling said privilege (Myers, 2008; Russell12). Finally, teacher education literature
explores the idea of tradly in terms of professional practice, rather thansplaof identity
development or group membership. The “teachet kigrature is focused on two primary
issues: (1) pre-service teachers’ experiences argpectives on new knowledge about
heteronormativity and reflections on its applicepilo their professional practice (Athanases &

Larrabee, 2003; Clark, 2010; Vavrus, 2009); ance(®)cators’ “taking up” of anti-oppressive,



LGBTQ-affirming pedagogical tools learned in prafiesmal development (Payne & Smith, 2010;
Schneidewind & Cathers, 2003; Towery, 2007).

The scholarship generated by these three fieldstaacts an incomplete and somewhat
disparate picture of who an ally; how individuals come to claim atly identity, make meaning
of that identity, or attribute particular behavitosan ally identity claim. This study will takg@u
several issues introduced in the existing liteetmd pursue a more in-depth understanding of
who teacher allies are; how they define their oalrg, identities and responsibilities; the
barriers they experience in their support of LGB3tQdents; and the limitations of the concept
of ally itself for advancing the disruption of heteronotimasocial structures. This dissertation
aims to push beyond constructionsatly that (1) tie the ally identity claim to confidenaed
ability to take particular kinds of action or (2egume the ally identity position is not
“accomplished” until self-awareness of privilegeslnecurred and beliefs and action align
(Broido, 2000; Edwards, 2006; Getz & Kirkley, 2008ashington & Evans, 1991). Such
developmental models imply there is an end-poiftet@eached where ally identity becomes
salient or complete, and they fail to address th@ext in which ally identity is “developed” or
the need for continual consciousness and evaluafibeterosexual privilege. This project will
follow the lead of teacher education scholars wieob@ginning to engage in this more critical
work by examining how teachers integrate new kndggeabout systemic oppression into their
professional identities and how this subsequendiydlates into “ally” action (Clark, 2010;
Vavrus, 2009). It will also be informed by resdantdicating heteronormativity and
heterosexism shape teachers’ interpretations aftpgeeer violence and subsequent
interventions (Anagnostopoulos, Buchanan, Per&ilachty, 2009; Meyer, 2008). Further, this

research seeks to address how stigma and riskagkgtor in ally identity development. It
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seems particularly important for teacher alliepag close attention to how they’re negotiating
the stigma of advocating for LGBTQ youth, theiniggedstraight positions, and the
professional risk of engaging in this work.
Description of the Study

This study is a qualitative exploration of the exgeces and perspectives of classroom
teachers who identify as “allies” or “supporteret Lt GBTQ students. The research methods
were informed by critical qualitative research noets, which have the capacity to address
guestions of teacher experience and identity atthero-and micro-sociological levels—by
closely examining both the every day material tgaf schools and “the role that schools play
in the reproduction of inequitable social relatib(oudell, 2004, p. 478). Nine female-
identified, heterosexual-identified secondary teaslparticipated in three interviews and were
observed multiple times throughout the 2011-201etyear. The data collected represents
glimpses into the complicated professional livethef participants, their experiences working
with LGBTQ students, and their perspectives ontteasupport for LGBTQ youth in public
secondary schools. Overall, findings illuminate heducators are engaging in the work of
supporting LGBTQ studentsithout directly engaging with issues of gender aaguality
Instead, educators incorporated the needs of LGBTiQents into broader frameworks of
supporting diversity, teaching toleran@afe schoolsandanti-bullying. These frameworks
provide rhetorical and instructional tools for iali about and implementing strategies that aim
to encompass the needs of “all students” but doetptire educators to consider how or why
heterosexual, gender conforming identities areilpged and LGBTQ identities are
marginalized in school environments. Even whei@pants were asked direct questions about

gender and sexual diversity or LGBTQ students, tfegn responded with narratives about their
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general concern for supporting student diversityaAesult, findings of this research are keenly
focused on how heteronormative exclusions of geaddrsexual orientation circulate through
teacher allies’ interviews and classroom practice.

This dissertation is divided into seven chapt€tgapter One has outlined the national
and state political context for research on tea&tsempport for LGBTQ students and defined the
termteacher ally Chapter Two will review the scholarship informitigs study, which includes
research shaping the United States bullying dismuhallenges to this discourse from the
critical sociological perspective, sociological dhieations of teacher professional identity, and
insights from Queer Theory and Critical Whitenetglies that are useful for examining the
privileged position of the straight teacher allhapter Three will explicate the process and
rationale for participant recruitment, data coliect and data analysis. Chapters Four, Five, and
Six are organized to make the overall argumentdbitidentified teacher allies’ professional
narratives and professional practice are indicaiiweidely accepted educational practice that
supports LGBTQ youth by helping them fit into eigtinstitutional structures rather than
seeking and reforming the reasons they are margaukin the first place. These chapters were
organized to facilitate examinations of the tensibatween participants’ visions of supporting
LGBTQ youth and the power of heternormormativiti\a@ter Four examines participants’
professional identity narratives, which provideigig both to how educators define the work of
supporting LGBTQ students and how they understama WGBTQ students are within the
broader context of a school population. Chaptee Explores the work that participants
presented to exemplify the types of teaching pcadtiat they believe addressed the needs of
LGBTQ students, even though those teacher praci®esot necessarily related to making

gender or sexuality visible parts of the classr@xperience. Chapter 6 focuses more



12

specifically on the heteronormative assumptionsshape teacher/student interactions. More
specifically, this chapter will explore how traditial gender expectations shape teachers’
interpretations of their students and shape their professional experiences as they interact
with students and assert authority in the classrddre final chapter summarizes findings,
discusses limitations, and proposes implicationsgacher education, professional development,

and education policy.
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Chapter 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The topic of straight teacher allies has gone alrmtally unexplored in educational
research. Therefore, this study is informed byié®df literature that do not formally speak to
each other, but when synthesized illustrate thdeéc and political context for this
dissertation. First, this research is situatedhetension between (1) critical sociological
education research on schools as heteronormatasespand (2) educational psychology
research that explores questions about the refdtips between victimization, school climate,
and negative educational or psychological outcoimesGBTQ youth. There are significant
differences between how these bodies of reseaaahefthe project of making schools safer and
more productive learning environments for LGBTQ tyowBullying scholarship from the field of
educational psychology focuses on the behavioradtitddes of individuals, individual-to-
individual dynamics of aggression, and aims to idigenvironmental factors that may affect the
frequency of aggression when they are manipuldisgdlage & Swearer, 2010; Hymel,
Schonert-Reichl, Bonanno, & Vallaincourt, 2010;|&giini et al., 2010). Critical sociology of
education research assumes schools to be culii@skisat “play a part in structuring adolescent
selves...including relations of power, labor, emotiand symbolism” (Pascoe, 2007, p. 18). In
contrast to the psychology literature’s quanti@i@pproaches to understanding organizational
outcomes (i.e. less homophobic language; fewertivegasychosocial effects), the critical
sociology research illuminates how social stigmé mrarginalization work “in the most
mundane moments everyday inside schools” (Youd@06, p. 13), and these scholars believe
that such knowledge is necessary for understarthmgyouth experience social

marginalization. These psychological and sociaalgperspectives on LGBTQ harassment and
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marginalization have different and significant imptions for the roles and responsibilities of
educators.

The second body of literature informing this disseon is teacher identity literature
focusing on the ways teachers understand themsadvescial actors in the school context. This
scholarship serves as a starting point for devae@ppiframework for examining how participants
integrate “ally” and “professional” identities, artds useful for examining the tensions at the
“interface between individual agency and subjettiviand the hegemonic force of larger
structures” (Liggett, 2011, p. 185) such as hetenmativity and hegemonic gender. Third, in
the absence of meaningful critical engagement tkathsformative possibilities and limitations
of straight-identified individuals advocating folanginalized groups, this research is informed
by Critical Whiteness Studies’ analyses of the érally” identity claim. Finally, existing
research on teachers’ engagement with LGBTQ issilkele reviewed. Synthesizing these
bodies of research makes it possible to accourthostrengths and limitations of the dominant
discourse around the issue of LGBTQ students’ e@pees, teachers’ negotiations of their own
professional positions, and the complications ahoi@nt groups members’ advocacy for
marginalized groups.

Research on Bullying

Since 2011, the Obama Administration has hosted&\House summits on bullying and
safe schools for LGBTQ youth, and in all cases iheied experts on LGBTQ bullying and
harassment to define “the problem” and proposetisois. Notably, these experts represented a
narrow point-of-view: all were educational psyclgis who specialize in bullying behaviors,
bullying roles, and characteristics of bullies amntims. This perspective on peer-to-peer

aggression has been given a platform to educat@rttexican public. Therefore, it is imperative
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to examine how this scholarship defines the isatnat kinds of questions are being asked (and
what kinds of data result from those questions), the implications this research tradition
carries for successfully addressing school-basgdeagion.
Climate versus Culture

When bullying scholars describe the objective eifrtivork, they often identify “positive
school climate” as their goal. They survey indiatii perceptions of the quality of the
environment and analyze their data with the goadlemtifying deficiencies or negativity.
Interventions can then be designed to directly esklthese deficiencies—and later evaluated for
their “impact” on the quality of the climate. Howexyclimateis an enigmatic term in education
research—both because it is operationalized instargly and its definition is often conflated
with schoolculture This is significant because interventions claignia shift cultural norms in
school environments are often utilizing school elimmassessments to evaluate their success—
thus conflating the two concepts (Anderson, 1982s4el, 2010; Hoy, 1990; Van Houtte, 2005;
Welsh, 2000). According to Dessel (2010), climaté&he way school culture affects a child’'s
sense of safety and acceptance, and consequeatbyiiscal determinant of their ability to focus
on the task of learning” (p. 414). On the otherdydoulture encompasses the systems of
knowledge and belief that are available within\aegicontext for people to use to make meaning
of their experiences” (Smith & Payne, in pressj] &esearchers concentrating cumture
maintain that culture may offer a more profoundghsinto an organization, because ultimately
climate is nothing more than ‘a surface manifegtatf culture™ (Van Houtte, 2005, p. 78 citing
Schein, 1990, p. 91). In other words, day-to-daljcpes and practices of a school are material
manifestations of institutional and social normd aeliefs, and the norms and beliefs are the

tools being utilized to, for example, determine evthstudents are worthy of “fitting in” to the
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school social scene and which students are ngistémce on measuring climate places severe
limitations on what research can tell us about Baydents and educators experience the quality
of their school environments, which subsequentiyts the possibilities for research-based
intervention.

Research on climate intends to identify “the medgavariables between the structural
features of the school and the outcomes for papitsteachers” (Van Houtte, 2005, p. 71). Such
research projects survey students and educatous Himir perceptions of how their schools
measure up against normative standards for “goclib@s such as school safety, clarity and
fairness of rules, respect for students, studdéhtence on school affairs, morale, and planning
and action (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, & fBadtson, 2005; Welsh, 2000). School climate
research also seeks correlations between frequdrstydent misbehavior (e.g. bullying) and
school-level characteristics such as students’gmi@ns of school attachment, school
involvement, belief in school rules, associatiothwiositive peers, and parental school
involvement (Stewart, 2003). These studies ilatsthow “school climate is constructed as a
measurable phenomenon that can be manipulateddarygadew or modifying existing
environmental factors” (Smith & Payne, in presd)isimethod for research-based reform
addresses policy, procedures and behavior, buduiieral meaning making systems are neither
named nor disrupted.

Definitions of a positive climate differ across idmtllying programs, but there is a
consensus that peer-to-peer violence is a prinmatigator that the climate needs to be
improved—and that anti-bullying and climate imprment go hand-in-hand. Orpinas and

Horne (2010) argue:
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The fundamental component to reduce school bulligrig create a positive school
climate that fosters caring behaviors....An orgamires$ climate encompasses values,
communication and management styles, rules andategus, ethical practices,
reinforcement of caring behaviors, support for &raid excellence, and characteristics of
the physical environment. A school with a posittienate is inviting, and students and
teachers feel energized to perform at their bps#9)
This statement sets a standard for schools andatmtac Significantly, the authors emphasize the
importance of behavior management as they calthods to both notice and intervene when
peer-to-peer aggression occurs and to teach ssidanng behaviors that are intended replace
aggression. Students are to be taught the “rigitigtto do, and consequences are designed for
those who do not comply. Walton (2005) argues shah an approach is a natural result of
conceptualizing “reduction [of bullying as] a meeshle outcome” because understand bullying
in this way “merelycontains, regulates, and managaslence rather thaaddresse&” (p.
112). Furthermore, the role of educators is @efisimplistically: their responsibility is to stop
visible, overt violence and teach students to esgpkendness to one another. Rules are to be
designed and enforced in support of these goatsdaigence around these tasks will result in a
positive school climate.
The “Problem” of Bullying: The Educational Psycholagy Perspective.

Research on bullying is reflective of educatioratghology paradigms. Such projects
ask questions about tlagtitudesandbehaviorsof bullies,howandwhyindividuals engaged in
bullying behaviors in the first place, and the neagapsycho-social effects experienced by
victims. Olweus (2010) has been conducting reseamdbullying since the 1970s, and he defines

bullying as a specific type of aggressive behavior chaiaetéby intent, repetition and
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imbalance of power between bully and victim. Thesinition is widely used by bullying
researchers (Frey, Hirchstein, Edstrom, & Snel02®mith & Brain, 2000; Swearer et al.,
2010; Waasdorp, Pas, O’'Brennan, & Bradshaw, 20dd)soften used to design survey
instruments that assess climate and students’ iexypes with violence in school. As argued by
Walton (2005), the definition being used in thisearch is important because it shapes the kinds
of questions researchers ask and, subsequentlkintie of “truth” about bullying being entered
into the public discourse. He claims that thisdfiglunderstanding qfoweris particularly
significant because “power is conceptualized maadlyhe capacity of an individual student for
abusing another who is perceived by the bully asgo@eaker or deficient in some way” (p.
102). This dominant definition of bullying suppotkte cultural myth of the physically strong
and intimidating child threatening a weaker, cowgmeer. Research is, therefore, being
designed in a way that supports assumptions aluligdand victims rather than trying to
complicate them.

Much of the research on bullying aims to understahd bullies are and why they
engage in aggressive behavior. Such research igatst factors in individual bullies’ lives that
led them to target their peers and frames thedertaas “individual or family pathology”
(Bansel, Davies, Laws, & Linnell, 2009, p. 59). &uats who bully are believed to exhibit anti-
social behavior (Alsaker & Gutzwiller-Helfenfing&2010), report low levels of empathy (Hymel
et al., 2010), exhibit aggression to gain sociust (Faris & Felmlee, 2011; Pellegrini et al.,
2010; Vaillancourt, McDougall, Hymel, & Sundera210), and have been influenced by adults
and other environmental factors that inadvertesillyported the development of aggressive
behavior (Espelage & Swearer, 2010; Green, Durtimsln, & Molnar, 2011; Johnson et al.,

2011; Nickerson, Mele, & Osborne-Oliver, 2010). 3deesearch findings suggest that the roots
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of bullies’ aggression can be connected to negéifyexperiences or inadequate socialization
around positive peer interaction, and interventideisved from such findings are often
therapeutic in nature.

Research on bullying has attempted to offer alteresito the common images of the
bully, although these studies are still reliantlom assumption of strength acting over weakness.
This research includes examinations of exclusiomfsocial activities (Goldstein, Young &
Boyd, 2008); bystanders’ participation in bullyifferey et al., 2009; Twemlow, Fonagy &
Sacco, 2010); and the social purposes or advantddeslying (Faris & Felmlee, 2011,
Garandeau, Wilson, & Rodkin, 2010; Pellegrini et 2010). Researchers have also examined
the prevalence of bullying in schools where itossidered “acceptable” versus schools where it
is not (Gendron, Williams & Guerra, 2001; Waasdetrpl., 2011); and (binary) gender
differences in experiences with bullying (Faris &lalee, 2011; Felix & Green, 2010;
Garandeau, et al., 2010). These studies have pradesss toward removing fault from
individual “bad kids” who are aggressive and coasit the ways peer cultures might reward
bullying behavior. This shift puts blame on studétdxic social culture—which is seen as
distinct from school culture—and calls for intertiens that teach youth tolerance and civility.
Homophobia and LGBTQ Bullying

Research on LGBTQ bullying—and the school-baseshwentions derived from its
findings—communicate the message that high sudukfytio risk and peer-to-peer violence is
the “totality of the lived experience of in-schanérginalization for these youth” (Smith &
Payne, in press). Many researchers exploring LGBI@ents’ experiences with victimization
aim to identify correlations between these expegsrand negative academic and psycho-social

effects. Rivers (2011) found that eighty-one percésurveyed students who were targeted
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because of their actual or perceived sexual otiemt@urposefully missed school “sometimes or
often” (p. 100). Poteat and Espelage (2007) ingastd the specific effects of homophobic
victimization on middle school students’ experienoéanxiety, depression, distress and sense of
school belonging. Birkett, Espelage and Koenigd@Gound that homophobic teasing raised
youths’ risk for depression, suicidality, drug uaegd truancy, regardless of sexual orientation—
although questioning youth reported the highestlewof risk. Swearer, Turner, Givens, and
Pollack’s (2008) research supported the hypottibaisboys who were bullied by being called
“gay” would report more negative psycho-social ontes than boys targeted for other reasons.
Espelage, Aragon, Birkett and Koenig (2008) addedelement of parental support to school
experiences, and their findings indicated “studeatgiving support from parents and schools
reported significantly less depression-suicidalifgs or less alcohol-marijuana use” (p. 213).
Studies such as these are being used to estattisiproblem” of LGBTQ students’ negative
school experiences, and they are doing it in ativalconstructs LGBTQ students as perpetually
vulnerable in the school environment. By implicatieducators are responsible for protecting
them as part of providing a safe and supportiverenment for all students.

Research on LGBTQ students’ school experiences tavsstently indicated that these
youth experience verbal harassment and socialisolan connection with their sexual
orientation or gender identity (Kosciw, Diaz, & Gtak, 2009; Kosciw, Greytak, Bartkiewicz,
Boesen, & Palmer, 2011; Rivers, 2011). Recentlypkgs have pursued a more detailed
understanding of the nature of homophobic harassraed they have focused significant
attention specifically to how and why heterosexatatients are using homophobic language and
relational aggression in the school environmente&aand Rivers (2010) investigated the

connections between the “bullying role” aggressake on (i.e. primary perpetration, bystander)
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and their use of homophobic language. They fouat“thullying and reinforcing the bully
contributed additively to predict more frequent o§@omophobic epithets” (p. 170) and
proposed that homophobic language may be “percdiyeygressive students to be an effective
way to achieve dominance or power over other stisd¢p. 171). Poteat, Espelage and Koenig
(2009) explored heterosexual students’ willingrtesemain friends with peers who self-
identified as gay or lesbian in middle or high sahdhey found girls were more likely to

remain friends with gay and lesbian peers than bdmysmore importantly this study pointed to a
need to think about LGBTQ students’ negative scleaplkeriences more broadly than simply in
terms of bullying and harassment. Relational agglom can take many forms that may not fall
within typical definitions of bullying—which assunaets of intimidation and persistent overt
aggression. Horn (2007) also conducted researd¢tetmmosexual youth’s acceptance of their gay
and lesbian peers, and her findings suggestedéggattive attitudes towards peers correlated
more strongly with visibly gender non-conformingpaprance than with sexual orientation. This
finding raises questions about the role of gendafarmity in heterosexual students’ decisions
about which gay or lesbian peers to accept asdsi@n which peers are vulnerable to
homophobic epithets.

The connection between bullying and climate is madsicit in research that aims to
identify institutional and environmental factoratimediate or eliminate negative academic and
psychosocial outcomes for LGBTQ youth. These researojects are where the conversation
about “safe and supportive” schools is slightlyaxged beyond bullying intervention to include
social support mechanisms specifically designetddet the needs of LGBTQ youth. The
guestion being asked by this research is: whatremwiental factors mediate the level of

harassment and/or its negative effects on LGBTQestts? Using data from a large-scale
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statewide representative sample of high schookstisgd Goodenow, Szalacha, and Westheimer
(2006) explored the relationship between the salitidand victimization among sexual

minority students and their perceptions about etwsaipport, school programs (like support
groups) and school characteristics (demograplocatibn). Students reported lower levels of
risk if supportive staff and support groups weresent, and those who attended schools that are
stereotypicallylesssafe (i.e. large urban schools) experienced liesisnization. The authors
suggest that the size and diversity of these seshaltw sexual minority students to find a social
niche, and they proposed the possibility that “etisafety in general does not necessarily
extend to safety for sexual minority students”§®4). This is one of many studies that aim to
acknowledge the multiple environmental and ingtnal factors that could potentially impact
LGBTQ youths’ school experiences: Gay-Straightaites (Goodenow et al., 2006; Szalacha,
2003), supportive educators (Birkett , Espelagedeiig, 2009; Goodenow et al., 2006;
Szalacha, 2003), anti-bullying policies (Goodenawle 2006; Szalacha, 2003), parental support
(Espelage et al., 2008), and positive perceptidisstwool climate (Birkett et al., 2009; Espelage
et al., 2008; Murdoch & Bolch, 2005; and Swearaalgt2008).

In addition to anti-bullying programs, Gay-Straigtiiances,Safe Spacprograms, anti-
harassment policies that name sexual orientatidrgander identity and expression, and events
such as the Day of Silen@are widely accepted steps toward giving LGBTQ etusl visibility
and voice. However, these programs still refleti-lanllying and safety frameworks and define
LGBTQ students as victims who need protection &edapeutic intervention. Furthermore,
these discourses are determining the criteria besed by educators to assess their schools’

overall level of support for LGBTQ kids (Smith & Yee, in press) and limiting the possibilities

10 Day of Silence is an annual, nation-wide event Wieh. students take a vow of silence to
raise awareness about anti-LGBT harassment in &£hoo
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for effective intervention to those that addreskying and its effects. Given the narrow scope of
research findings produced by those who label tkéras “bullying” researchers, it is important
to look to other theoretical and methodologicatliians to learn about how cultural norms and
systemic oppression function in K-12 contexts. Masociological examinations of how gender
normativity and heteronormativity “work” in schoshvironments are, therefore, critical for
creating a complete, nuanced picture of the phenomef LGBTQ harassment.

Critical Qualitative Research on LGBTQ Marginalization and Harassment

School climate and bullying research presumes dshiodoe neutral sites where all

students have equal opportunity to succeed—and#raers to success appear when
individuals’ injurious behavior or attitudes infdte the school environment and create a
“negative” school climate where students’ feelinfisafety and belonging are threatened. In
contrast, critical qualitative research on LGBTQyds school experiences starts from the
position that oppression exists in the school emnrent, and that the “precise nature of
oppression...is an empirical question and not a gbadief” (Carspecken, 1996, p. 8).
This body of research uses a macro-sociological fenclarify how and where oppression
works” (p. 8) and to shed “significant light on h@and why apparently mundane and everyday
practices inside school are so central to educaltiexclusions as they currently are, and to the
possibility of interrupting these exclusions” (Yaalig 2006, p. 5). This worldview avoids the
trap of “overly individualized and psychologizedafyses that distort larger issues of inequality”
(Pascoe, 2007, p. 17) because, instead of focasimgdividual students’ characteristics, it is
interested in how institutional constructions additimate adolescence” (Eckert, 1994, p. 7)
shape the possibilities for students’ participatiotheir school environments. In other words,

moving the object of inquiry from the individual tioe systemic level opens opportunities for



24

“examin[ing] how school processes act unwittinglyekclude particular students from the
educational endeavour” (Youdell, 2006, p. 1).
Heteronormativity in K-12 Contexts

Schools are built around a fundamental “truth” e, gender and sexuality align in
accordance with heterosexual ideals. Binary geisdaken for granted—as is “opposite” sex
desire—and students experience the pressuresmftioe gender throughout their schooling.
Scholars interested in institutional heteronormstigxamine how the “administration,
regulation and reification of sex/gender bounddiaes] institutionalized through the interrelated
social and discursive practices of staffroom, ¢lam® and [social] group microcultures” (Mac
an Ghail, 1994, p. 45). This research, therefdifer®deep insight to how heteronormativity
functions, how hegemonic gender norms are beingraayusly reproduced, and how schools
and educators are complicit (purposefully or notpiivileging heterosexual, gender conforming
youth and marginalizing LGBTQ and gender non-camiag youth.

Elementary schoolsDespite assumptions about the absence of sexuakigmentary
schools, research indicates that these educasdrat—and the children who spend time in
them—are deeply entrenched in rigid cultural expgahs as they are dictated by compulsory
heterosexuality and hegemonic gender. Renold’sq;2B006) ethnographic research investigates
how sexuality is present and how heteronormativityrks” in elementary school settings. She
found that girls “were invested in the productidrtheir bodies as heterosexually desirable
commaodities” (2000, p. 310), and they policed onetlaer's gender expressions around (hetero)
gender norms that expect girls to perform for tleagure of the opposite sex while still
maintaining claims to innocence and propriety. Bagse anxious or ambivalent about

heterosexual relationships but were subject to lpdrabic teasing if they did not perform as



25

“tough-guys,” “footballers,” or were not perceiveabe “sporting competent” (2000, p. 320).
Significantly, framing boy-girl relationships oulls the terms of heterosexual relationships was
almost impossible (Renold, 2006). She argueshiiatindings are indicative of how

...children actively negotiate and are coerced biiguitous hegemonic heterosexual

matrix as they do and become gender/ed withintutginal...and generational

space...and a local and global culture that presuinest expects, gendered

performances that are the straightest of the $trafg. 491)

This research challenges cultural myths of “chilathaanocence” that claim sexuality has no
place in young children’s lives and schooling. khesight to the day-to-day, in-school social
interactions of young children creates a cleampecbf how children’s social development is
heavily influenced by heteronormative ideals.

Even when educators are actively engaged in thik efo“understand[ing] the nature of
heteronormativity as a cultural phenomenon” (DeRa&rAtkinson, 2010, p. 1671) and
disrupting the power of this cultural system throtigueer” or anti-oppressive classroom
practice, they remain subject to the pervasiveleg¢gry power of heteronormativity. DePalma
and Atkinson’s (2009, 201Mo Outsidergroject was a long-term, participatory-action reskea
project utilizing school/university partnerships‘émld to the understanding of the operation of
heteronormativity” and “develop means of challeggit]” (2010, p. viii) in primary schools in
the United Kingdom. The portion of their researpbdfically investigating educators’
classroom practice indicated that teachers ofteedarofessional decisions on heteronormative
assumptions. Educators, while willing to respontidenophobic harassment, were
predominantly unwilling to add LGBTQ content to itheurriculum for fear of accusations that

they are “promoting” homosexuality or teaching ipagpriate content (2009). This curricular
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silence, coupled with the invisibility of LGBTQ tel@ers and parents, is emblematic of “social
processes that assume the absence of marginaésetep (2010, p. 1671). This systematic
silencing produces similar effects to the “discesrand practices of homophobia,
(hetero)sexism, and misogyny” discussed in RendRDE6) research: They “all operated to
consolidate and maintain Butler's hegemonic hetwoal matrix whereby gender
(masculinity/femininity) and sexuality (heterosehtya homosexuality) are both hierarchically
and oppositionally organised” (p. 499).

Secondary schoolsResearch in middle and high schools is a growirdylm$ work that
continues to build a deeper and more nuanced uaaeiag of how heteronormativity creates
possibilities for gender and sexuality-based aggoeswhile limiting possibilities for identity
expression, creativity, pedagogy and “intelligib{&budell, 2006) ways dbeingin a school.
This more complicated insight has created posséslfor designing interventions that will
address theultural productionof marginalization, rather than just the symptahs (i.e.
bullying). Eckert (1994) and Pascoe (2007) aresalmwlars who illustrate the ways in which
high schools institutionalize heterosexuality, deffideal” students in accordance with
normative gender and sexuality, and subsequentticipate in the marginalization of students
who do not conform to these norms. Eckert’s (1984arch on girls’ transition from
preadolescence into the “heterosexual marketpldiais attention to the limitations U.S. high
schools have placed on “legitimate adolescencehtHusiastic participation in extracurricular
activities, competent participation in curricul&tisities, lack of parenting or family
responsibilities, lack of financial responsibilitypn-coital heterosexual involvement” (p. 7). The
message is that conforming to these expectationg-emadult versions that will follow—are

commodities and will grant one access to higherasstatus. When adolescents enter high
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school, they become subject to “an institutionaloraof traditional gender arrangements,
heterosexuality and romance” (p. 7). Heterosexualhid status are closely linked, although
heterosexual activity must fall within standardsagpropriateness.” Pascoe’s (2007) research
on masculinity in high school produced similar dosmons: “The heterosexualizing process
organized by educational institutions cannot basspd from, and in fact is central to, the
development of masculine identities” (p. 27). Healgsis of school rituals, pedagogical
practices, disciplinary procedures, and studeetactions indicated that high school “set[s] up
formal and informal sexual practices that refleadeéinitions of masculinity and femininity as
opposite, complementary, unequal, and heterosexpal7-8, using Butler, 1993). Boys gained
social status through “appropriate” masculine penmnce in a context where the school
simultaneously emphasized heterosexuality and segl@ttempts to control sexual activity.
Each of these studies illustrate how secondarydshembed heterosexuality into their implicit
and explicit curriculum.

Collectively, critical qualitative research on é@normativity and schooling makes a
vital contribution: It has expanded the conversabeyond violence experienced by LGBTQ
youth and drawn attention to the multiple ways €éh@tgender norms organize and regulate the
lives ofall youth and adults who occupy school spaces. Iekpssed patterns in the social
hierarchies of schools—gender conformity and “attfreeterosexuality earn visibility and
prestige—and has offered insight to how studentdl@ges use gender norms as tools in their
battles for social position. This body of work feso drawn attention to this field’s
overwhelming focus on the experiences of White neidthss and working class students.
McCready (2003, 2009) is one of the few voicesdanaational research speaking to the need to

examine the multiple, co-existing, and intersectmgns of stigma and oppression experienced
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by LGBTQ youth of color. His research on the exgeres of gay and gender non-conforming
Black male students with Gay-Straight Alliancesicates that “although Black male students
were marginalized, gay and gender non-conformiragBmale students experienced a different
kind of marginalization than their heterosexuapdrymasculine peers” (p. 137). Further, he
argues that these complicated intersections of ggaler and sexuality call for
“multidimensional frameworks that take into accothrd complex ways race, class, gender, and
sexuality contribute to the marginalization of Btaygay and gender non-conforming students
and, more generally, all queer students” (200344.). Future research is needed to work toward
a deeper understanding of how heteronormativitaizes and regulates the lives and school
spaces of youth in a wider variety of contexts ahgouth who occupy a wider variety of social
positions. But despite these limitations, the kremgle wedo have about institutional
heteronormativity serves as a back-drop to thisedtation research.
Educational Exclusions

Schools are spaces where there are strict limitatio who one is allowed to “be”—and
these limitations carry critical implications fonderstanding the phenomenon of LGBTQ
bullying, harassment and marginalization. Youdd€®804, 2005, 2006) work illustrates the
limitations of understanding “education as a tawldocial inclusion” if it means identifying “at
risk” students and designing interventions to ke in school. Instead, educators and
researchers should see inclusive education pragsctsase(s] [of] identifying how educational
exclusions are produced through the mundane antloddsty processes and practices of
educational institutions” (2006, p. 12-3). She agthat the “micro-exclusions that take place in
the most mundane moments everyday inside schoolsst Imewunderstood as constitutive of the

student, constitutions whose cumulative effectgatae to limit ‘who’ a student can be, or even
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if s/he can be a student at all” (2006, p. 13).SEhkemitations are relevant to questions about
how educators construct the “ideal” student angdaed to students who do not meet that
standard, but they are also relevant to understgritbw students police one another. The
criteria students use to target one another amupte ofandreproduce cultural limitations on
normalor intelligible. Youdell uses the metaphor @fnstellationto illustrate how “particular
types of students and learners are constitutedu@€éb, 2006, p. 30; also Youdell, 2004). The
constellation creates a visual image of how “disses that constitute students as learners
intersect with, indeed are infused with, multipiscdurses of sex, gender, sexuality, race,
ethnicity and social class” (2006, p. 100). In orfie students to be intelligible subjects in
school environments, they must “make sense” bathin particular discourses (i.e. hegemonic
gender), as well as “in terms of timtersections acrosthose discourses” (2006, p. 100). For
example, sex-gender-sexuality constellations pliatiés on feminine gender performance,
making it hard to “see” lesbian identities in scheavironments (Youdell, 2004). This
framework is useful for understanding the phenomesfd_GBTQ harassment and
marginalization because it highlights the impodsybof queer youths’ full intelligibility in
school environments—which “are permeated by endungtero-normative discourses that
inscribe a linear relationship between sex, geaddr(hetero-) sexuality within the ‘heterosexual
matrix™ (Youdell, 2004, p. 253 using Butler, 1990)

“Micro” and “normative” aggression. Youdell makes an argument for educational
scholars to see exclusion@®cesgather tharevent and she calls for theorizations of student
identities that will account for the complex ciratibns of discursive power which are placing
severe limitations on intelligible ways béingin educational contexts. Other education scholars

add to her work by illustrating the limitationstaken-for-granted understandings of bullying
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and peer-to-peer aggression. For example, Soloyfzaja and Yosso’s (2000) examination of
racial microaggressions challenges the assumgtetrpeer-to-peer aggression is visible.
Microaggressions are brief, everyday exchanges—avard non-verbal—that send messages to
certain individuals that because of their group roership, they have little worth. They affect
the quality of life and standard of living for marglized groups, and they create disparities in
employment, health care and education. In the d&moaronment, microaggressions are rarely
noticed or addressed because these subtle evpraslhy fail to create significant disruption:
being ignored in conversation or excluded from gloactivities, behind-the-back gossip, or
teacher avoidance of discussing LGBTQ topics isslaoms (Bortolin, 2010). Yet, the harm
caused by microaggressions is “constant, contin@ng cumulative” (Sue, 2010, p. 52).
Ringrose and Renold (2010) are concerned with-fsepeer aggression that is perceived
to be a “normal” part of same-gender peer inteoastibut is actually an integral component of
the processes of exclusion (Youdell, 2006). Thépduce the term “normative cruelties” in
reference to “the ways performing normative gersidaject positions invoke exclusionary and
injurious practices (for instance, being a phy$ycablent boy, or a mean girl) that are taken for
granted” (Ringrose & Renold, 2010, p. 575). Theyuar
...such normative practices are obscured in the ganakframeworks and discourses
around bullying...Rather, what is identified as bullying...tends taihet which
transgresses normative gendered behaviour asritessects’ with other identity markers
like class and race. (p. 575)
In other words, some types of aggression are cereida “normal” part of childhood and
adolescence, and some are not. Adolescent girtjpamts indicated that these “normal”

aggressions were harmful, difficult to manage alagex limits on their expressions of self, but
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bullying interventions offered by their schools diot give them appropriate tools to solve the
problem because these interventions rely on defittime bully” as a violent, pathological figure
(Ringrose, 2008; Ringrose & Renold, 2010). Pre-esit#nt boys reported similar problems, as
capable management of “tough guy” banter is comstla normal part of childhood and
adolescence. Any adult intervention presumed g laultl a victim—both of which are
pathologized gender transgressions (Ringrose & He8610). This dissonance between youth
experiences of peer-to-peer aggression and adddtratandings of it severely limits the
possibilities for effective intervention.

Verbal targeting. Youth engage in “continual, vocal branding of Oth@hurlow, 2001,

p. 26). This verbal targeting serves the purpo$@®esitioning one another in the school’s social
hierarchy and establishing norms for acceptablawehand performances. The vocal targeting
that occurs in schools is not simply indicativardgérpersonal conflict. Youth are citing cultural
norms and values and using them as criteria ta@dheir peers’ ways of being in the school
environment. As Rasmussen and Harwood (2003) explaejorative language is invested with
historical, social and cultural power....[T]he spa&kavords would be nonsensical in the
absence of broader institutional structures thppstt the ongoing production of [inequality]”

(p. 29).

Pejorative language works precisely because i citdtural systems—such as
hegemonic gender—already in place in the institutid3vhen an individual is targeted with a
label such asissyor faggot that person is classified, ostracized, and aitieith a “social position
within hierarchical structures” (Mclnnes & Coucl®@2, p. 435). Furthermore, “such a naming
joins a citational chain” that draws upon “pastcattaitions and perceptions” (Ngo, 2003, p. 116)

and “inscribes hierarchical binary relations” beénwehe subordinated identity and the identity
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that is the “silent partner in the dichotomy” (Yalid 2004, p. 481). This means that hate speech
acts such as “fag,” “dyke,” or “slut” are directhyjurious to the student who is targeted, but they
also establish each of these identity positionkiwithe social hierarchy of the sch@gainst

their “opposite” such as “jock” or “good girl.” Thtargeted student is subordinated, and the
aggressor creates separation from and statuslow€ther. The more these labels are used as
weapons, the more solidly defined they are as iygndsitions to be avoided, thus strengthening
the power of the social pejoratives. However, thgct or intent of the hate speech act cannot be
the sole concern because the effects reach belilenrdament of utterance. “The perpetual
degradation of [‘gay’, ‘fag,” ‘dyke’] as hate-worgm®llutes the social-psychological environment
in which young bisexual, gay and lesbian peopletimnes’ (Thurlow, 2001, p. 26).

Critical qualitative scholars have also examinedstions about how youth experience
and make meaning of aggression in their everyd@yantions with peers. Chambers, Tincknell,
and Van Loon (2004) examined how and why studenlisgpone another’s behavior, and they
found that “discourses of morality [were] mobilizeg young people to describe their
perceptions of their gendered and sexual subjesitipos and that of the opposite sex” (p. 397).
They explored how their participants utilized andd® meaning of “verbal sexual bullying,” and
found boys engaged in homophobic bullying of eatieioand misogynistic bullying of girls.

Girls were not as overtly aggressive, but theibaébullying served the purpose of policing
reputations. “Both forms of harassment drew on tiegatereotyping, ranging from verbal
teasing to physical harassment, creating a pubhéocmity of values and spoken attitudes”
(Chambers et al., 2004, p. 400). Thurlow (2001¢stgated the types of pejoratives adolescents
were using against one another and asked partisipaexplain which terms were considered

the most harmful and why. He found that “homophabierences were strikingly represented in
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young people’s reports of abusive naming practcekyet clearly not regarded as being
especially offensive” (p. 32). The patrticipatingybavere particularly “aware of how reputation-
damaging [homophobic] pejoratives can be” (p. Bhj},their concern was not a sign of respect
for LGB people. On the contrary, “they fear beihg tecipient of such abuse precisely because
they regard these people so poorly” (Thurlow, 2@ 1B5). Eliasson, Isaksson, and Leflamme’s
(2007) research aimed to “understand discursively &nd why [14-15 year-old] girls and boys
use verbal abuse in the school context” (p. 58BgyTfound similar patterns as other research
projects and they concluded that “verbal abuseas s a cultural resource for construction of
gender identity” (p. 588) because it is a tool“@tifferentiating yourself from others” (p. 588).
Collectively, these studies highlight the sociataatages of participating in verbal aggression.
Gender policing.Youth police one another according to idealizeddgemorms—which
cannot be separated from expressions of sexuBbtyboys, peer-to-peer aggression is a
mechanism for establishing one’s position in ingins organized in support of hegemonic
masculinity. “Fag” is perhaps the most commonlyldggd weapon as boys fight for social
positioning. In her ethnography of a suburban Hgiool, Pascoe (2007) argued that “boys
collectively battled a terrifying, destructive, asichultaneously powerful Other, while each boy
was, at the same time, potentially vulnerable iadppositioned as this Other” (p. 157). Smith
(1998) named this constant circulation of homopbddmguage between boys the “ideology of
‘fag.” He argued that students employ a “set adtdnical devices...that are used to define
gender boundaries and produce ‘fag’ as an obj@ct316). These devices “enforce
heterosexuality by selecting particular charadiessas documenting an underlying pattern of
homosexual identity. They have to be learned anmenebered” (p. 317). Therefore, boys must

regulate their own dress, speech, posture and mamsbecause any deviation from the
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narrowly-defined hetero-masculine norm will be &gl with “fag.” Characteristics such as
nerdy, overweight, artistically and academicallgmded, lack of athleticism, anything perceived
to be weird, and too much or too little time speith girls are subject to scrutiny (Bortolin,
2010; Chambers et al., 2004; Pascoe, 2007; Snéif8)1 Proper participation in the “fag”
targeting itself is also an important expressiomaskculinity, as boys are expected to show an
ability to withstand scrutiny and deflect the “fagito others (Eliasson et al., 2007). The social
hierarchy that these processes produce place ghgearder non-conforming males at the lowest
point possible because same-sex desire and oteminpine gender performance are the most
egregious violations of hegemonically masculinedgen

Girls’ gender policing works somewhat differenttpiin boys’ because “dyke’ does not
have the same resonance for girls as ‘fag’ doebdgs” (Eliasson et al., 2007, p. 599, using
Nayak & Kehily, 1996). Gender performance and sbtyuare closely linked, so girls who are
not perceived to be adequately feminine are subgettte ‘dyke’ label for both masculine gender
performance and insufficient engagement in therbséxual dating scene. However, when girls
police one another’s hetero-gender performancestdraards predominantly concern propriety
and morality around sexual activity (Eliasson et2007; Ringrose, 2008), making “slut” the
iconic pejorative in feminine gender policing (Pay2010). Through her interviews with twelve
to fourteen-year-old girls, Ringrose (2008) fouhdtt‘sexual regulation of self and other
appears as one of thaly legitimate means through which...girls could opgmyform anger
and hatred toward another girl,” and the aggressias framed through “codes of sexual
propriety and respectability” (p. 515). Girls castablish themselves as moral authorities by
calling upon the feminine ideal of the ‘good girlthus getting away with targeting and policing

peers because they are preserving sexual profHagne, 2010). This policing of femininity
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and morality creates considerable barriers to aatgsocial status in the school environment.
Popularity comes with being pretty, nice, and ashgptraditional gender roles in relation to
boys, and girls who do not conform are positionedwsiders. So, while girls who are perceived
to be too masculine are not consistently label€dlgse,” they are not recognized in a social
scene that values traditional gender roles eithayrie, 2007). Shakib’s (2003) research on high
school basketball players indicated that “playipgrss like basketball ran counter to ideas about
femininity required to acquire social status froeegs” (p. 1410). Participants reported that as
they got older the criteria for “doing” gender ‘hitj became stricter, and they felt “more
pressure to conform [to feminine ideals] after ptjypbecause of implications for their sexual
identities” (p. 1413). Participants in Payne’s (20R009) research on adolescent lesbians’
school experiences reported feeling “disconnecsed! “out of place” in school because “they
attended less to the performance of a heteronorenBgmininity than their (presumably)
heterosexual peers and seek recognition for thdividuality, or personal accomplishments,
rather than their relations with men” (2007, p.H1Many of the participants in this study were
not “out” at school, yet their failure to partictean the heterosexual dating scene—and bids for
recognition in other arenas—rendered them “uniigiele” (Youdell, 2006) in their school
environments.
Framing the “Teacher Ally”

The tension between educational psychology researdullying and qualitative
research on heteronormative schools is signifit@mntesearch on teacher allies. Research on
LGBTQ bullying calls for “supportive” educators ‘@ilies” in schools. However, the role of
allies is defined in such a way that “ally” actiaill not disrupt the structures of school. In this

body of literature, allies are those who intervertnen they witness harassment or bias, provide a
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classroom environment where students will not leanophobic epithets, and create a
classroom culture where all students feel accegteldwvelcome, regardless of sexual orientation
or gender identity. LGBTQ students will be acceptetblerated, but they will remain Other—in
a subordinate social position and outside the patens of heterosexual norms. The critical
gualitative research implicitly challenges this staction of the supportive educator in its
examinations of howstudents are using gender norms as the primatg foodetermining who
‘deserves’ to be targeted and who has the rightgber social status,” and in its descriptions of
schools as “participants in both teaching youthde these tools and privileging some groups of
kids over others” (Smith & Payne, in press). Shgtithe problem” from student behavior and
attitudes to structural power and institutional @hicity expands educator responsibility to
encompass the work of (1) recognizing the reguwaporver of heteronormativity and
hegemonic gender; (2) evaluating individual anditusonal policies and practices that
reproduce and reify this cultural power; and (3yaipting these systems that privilege
heterosexuality and gender conformity and margiedaiose who do not live up to these norms.
The hegemonic power of the “bullying” discourser{§tiose & Renold, 2010) makes this
conceptualization of “teacher ally” and professiaeaponsibility difficult to imagine because it
so strictly defines problems of school safety acckeptance in terms of a dichotomous bully-
victim dynamic. In this paradigm, teachers who stoprt aggression and bias are doing their
jobs, but there is no attempt to indentify and wstdad the cultural tools students use to police
one another. Cultural norms that set the standardiio and what it is acceptable to be—like
those shaping “normal” gender expression—are rabtided in conversations around stopping
peer-to-peer aggression. In the event that “cultis@entified as part of the problem, it is

considered unchangeable and outside the contedwudators. This tension between two
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constructions of the supportive educatqretectiveversusdisruptive—raises questions about
how educators make meaning of the work of improwaigool environments for LGBTQ kids;
how they define their positions aflvocatessupportersor allies; how they position themselves
in relation to colleagues and students; how theggirate “ally” work into their understandings of
self as a professionals; and how cultural discoshsges the expectations and possibilities for
professional behavior. Such inquiry must be plandtie context of literature on teacher
professional identity.
Teacher Professional Identity

With few exceptions (Clark, 2010; Vavrus, 2009)yeational research has not drawn
connections between educators’ “ally” work or idgntlaims and teacher professional identity.
Introducing the “ally” identity position to teachiglentity scholarship creates opportunities to
examine if and how educators integrate LGBTQ astivinto their overall understanding of their
professional selves. MacLure (1993) claims, “Peaigke [identity] claims tonake sensef
themselves and their actions—to find order and isterscy in the journey from past to present;
to work out where they ‘stand’ in relation to otkietio defend their attitudes and conduct” (p.
320). She and other teacher identity scholarsraeeasted in how teachers understand, make
meaning of and experience their professional seldson (2006) argues, “The importance of
the concept of professional identity lies in theuamption that who we think we are influences
what we do, i.e. there is a link between profesaiatentity and professional action” (p. 510).
Beauchamp and Thomas (2009) claim, “Teacher idenstands at the core of the teaching
profession. It provides a framework for teachersdnstruct their own ideas of ‘how to be,’
‘how to act,” and ‘how to understand’ their workdatteir place in society” (p. 178 using Sachs,

2005, p. 15). In other wordigacher identitys believed to be an essential part of how edusato
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existin their professional environments. Classroom rgangent; instructional decisions; ways
of interacting with students, parents and colleagbeliefs about professional responsibility and
organization of professional priorities can alllin&ed to the concept déacher identitypecause
each of these things “is framed by and constittiteaugh [teachers’] understanding and
positioning of themselves as a product of theifgssional identity” (Mockler, 2011, p. 517).
Such thinking about who teachers are creates apmbes to examine what it means to be an
ally in a school context beyond educators’ roles msponsibilities as they are defined by the
bullying discourse.
Defining Teacher Professional Identity

Teacher education accreditation bodies—such asidtCouncil for the Accreditation
of Teacher Education (NCATE)—operationalize “tead@velopment” by identifying
“knowledge, skills and professional dispositionSGATE, 2008) prospective teachers must
meet or express in order to become “effective”’godd” teachers. Britzman (1992) argues that
this practice in teacher education problematicadlfines teacher identity “as a non-contradictory
and fixed essence” (p. 42), and that “the teachdestity is taken for granted...as an outcome of
pedagogical skills, an aftermath of being therthenclassroom, or as a function of experience”
(p- 23). Further, this way of thinking “non-probiatically scripts teacher identity as
synonymous with the teacher’s role and function”2®). Britzman (1992) is arguing that it is an
error to equate developmentidéntity with sufficientcompetencer knowledgeo fill an
institutionally-defined role. One can neither assuhmat acquiring a litany of skills will
guarantee effective professional practice, nor et relationship between professional identity

and practice is...a simple unidirectional one in \mrsome essential core of self, a stable entity



39

comprising who we think were are, determines hovaetdn a given situation” (Watson, 2006,
p. 525).

Teacher professional identity scholars have ardolednderstanding teacher identity as
something that is fluid, multiple, negotiated ahslagys evolving. Definitions afeacher identity
in the empirical literature are inconsistent; hoemseveral persistent characteristics have
emerged. Beijaard, Meijer and Verloop (2004) clénatteacher identitynaterialized as an area
of study in the 1990s, and their review of literatérom this period indicates thi#acher
identityis understood to be dynamic (not stable or fixad)roduct of interaction between
person and context, composed of “sub-identitiesrti@e or less harmonize” (p. 122)—and they
understand teachers as agents in the process @bgevg their professional identities.
Beauchamp and Thomas’ (2009) review of teachettiiyditerature identifies similar patterns,
claiming there is an “apparently common perspedtiat identity can be represented in multiple
ways and has a dynamic, shifting nature” (p. 1é8;aso Danielwicz, 2001; Mockler, 2011).
Alsup (2006) argues that teachers’ identity workas solely an intellectual endeavor and
requires “a view of...development that is holistic-elirsive of the intellectual, the corporeal,
and the affective aspects of human selfhood” (pFGithermore, it is “a space of continual
becoming rather than an endpoint culminating imgudar identity construction” (p. 7). Mockler
(2011) defines developing professional identityaas

... project”...of articulating and maintaining congrenbetween personal and

professional values, moral purpose, and then ‘mgsthirough’ the border between moral

purpose and “on the ground” action, to create coergee between these and the work of

the teacher both inside and outside the classr¢mm24)
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These similar definitions aim to account for themtbess ways that individual educators may
interact with their environments, make meaningraf apply things learned in teacher education,
or experience the cultural systems that play a plveole in who students and educators are
allowed to be in the school environment.

Teacher identity as a social phenomenorResearchers who argue against the assumed
linearity of teacher development are seeking arthaton of teacher identity that counters the
assumption that teacher identity is “an outcompeafagogical skills, an aftermath of being there
in the classroom, or as a function of experien&itfman, 1992, p. 23). To that end, Mead
(1934) and Goffman’s (1969) social theories of itgrare prevalent theoretical frameworks for
scholars examining the social nature of teachdepstonal identity. Teacher professional
identity research using Mead’s (1934) social idgritieory examines how “a teacher’s identity
is shaped and reshaped in interaction with otlreasprofessional context” (Beauchamp &
Thomas, 2009, p. 178). Beijaard et al.’s (200pl@vation of “self-reflexivity” utilizes Mead’s
distinction betweeth andmeto interrogate “the self-reflexive identity wonk which a teacher
may engage” (p. 124) through the process of ingirpy and reacting to one’s professional
context. Akkerman and Meijer (2011) apply Meadiseept of the “generalized other,” which
represents the phenomenon of defining the selfalogue with intuitive knowledge of social
norms. They define identity as a “dialogical s@ifwwhich multiple I-positions (individual
responses to external influence) interact with gaieed others, and “communities can inform
and play a substantive role in the developmentpadditions by introducing particular ways of
thinking, speaking and acting” (p. 31Rjentityis the space where these I-positions negotiate

with one another to establish a cohesive self.
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Teacher identity projects utilizing Goffman’s (19&®cial identity theory are concerned
with how identity isperformed—"“socialized’, molded, and modified to fit intoeh
understanding and expectations of the society iichwvitis presented” (p. 35). Day, Kington,
Stobart and Sammons (2006) conceptualize teacbstitiglin terms of Goffman’s assertion that
“each person ha[s] a number of ‘selves,’ each onading on the execution of one role at any
one given time and situation....[T]he ability to attye self [is] essential in order to effectively
communicate the social processes necessary wilimiastitution” (p. 602). Similarly,
Danielewicz (2001) uses Goffman to describe onéésires ‘to be’ and ‘to be seen to be’
someone or something” (p. 61). This identity walkays occurs in social contexts, and “all
features of the social world are involved and dffeat only what selves get presented, but also
how they are interpreted, taken up, or transfortmedur social partners” (p. 61).

By movingteacher identitynto the social world, these scholars have essigntejected
the possibility that identity is something thatides entirely within the individual. Instead,st i
performed, enacted and negotiated through eveigldateraction in which a teacher
participates. This means teacher professionaliigdrs an unavoidable relationship with the
physical environment, political context, interperabrelationships and cultural norms which
compose professional contexts. The self has pang@iopportunity to negotiate, transgress or
subvert these contextual factors, as well as rep®them.

Discourse and teacher identityln addition to pursuing a deeper understandingoaf h
teacher identity isocialin nature, researchers have been investigatingpteefdiscoursean
teacher identity formation. Collectively, this sabson of teacher identity scholarship
understands discourses as “complex and powerfidlgmocesses that communicate particular

perspectives on the world in terms of what is gaeswnhat is right, desirable, and normal, and
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[they] have ‘deep implications...for how we act’ (@&t 2008, p. 90 using Gee, 2005, p. 2).
However, scholars differ in how they conceptuatize relationship between identity and
discourse. Britzman (1992) argues that “we” angdrierable social subjects who produce and
are being produced by culture,” and that we shaaltkerstand identity as “a set of shifting
answers to normative expectations” (p. 28). Se'si(R006) research argues for “an
understanding of the subject as discursively preduiand argues for inquiry that focuses “on
the structures these teachers are embedded imoama the teachers themselves” (p. 528).
Watson (2006) challenges the notion that individzake “completely subject to, or subjected by,
the discourses we inhabit” (p. 510), and she besiemdividuals are able to “put their ‘own spin’
on” (p. 510)cultural belief systems. Cohen (2008) understaddscburse as a cultural practice
that constitutes a tool in organizing social relaships in the construction of a ‘shared world™
(p. 83), and “teachers are not free to completetyaate. nor are they completely constrained
by the effects of existing or prior structures” §i.).

This subsection of the teacher identity literatsrparticularly important for a number of
reasons. First, it constructs teachers as restractors in school environments. While linear,
developmental models imply that acquiring adeqskits and knowledge will give teachers all
the necessary resources to be effective educatarl,models do not critically examine the
cultural myth of the “good” or “effective” educat@vloore, 2004), nor do they account for the
cultural limitations placed on who can fill thatleéoTherefore, it is important to recognize who
educators are expected to be and how the cultgredrae to decide on the kinds of professional
performances allowed to be labeled as “effective'legitimate” in a school environment.
Second, accounting for systems of cultural disemurgeacher identity research demands a more

complicated theorization of identity ascial This means expanding the social environment with
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which teachers interact beyond interpersonal maahips to also account for the systems of
power that regulate the social world and createsaggess about who teachers should and should
not be. Finally, Soreide’s (2006) research raisegquestion: What should be our object of
inquiry when doing research on teacher identity@ &lgues for a shift away from teachers
themselves to the social structures in which teache “embedded,” but what is lost if inquiry
shifts too far from teachers’ experiences negotipthose structures? How can teacher identity
be theorized in such a way that is both attundwbte cultural systems function in schools and
faithful to the belief that educators can pushdlanging the very systems in which they are
embedded? Research on teacher agency beginsrasadadese issues.

Agency and teacher identity. Research on teacher agency explores the relaipnsh
between identity and discourse in order to idergibgsibilities for negotiating, subverting,
transgressing or resisting discursive regulatiorother words, these scholars research the degree
to which it is possible to assert agency outsiéeptoductive and reproductive power of
discourse. These scholars each created metaphiitstate their respective positions on
agency and identity. MacLure (1993) calls identigimsarguments[p]eople use...tanake
senseof themselves and their actions—to find order emakistency in the journey from past to
present; to work out where they ‘stand’ in relatiorothers; to defend their attitudes and
conduct” (p. 320). This image implies that identgya metacognitive process that occurs
continuously as individuals come in contact withvrpeople and contexts. Liggett (2011)
constructs teacher professional identity as a fitruggle.” This struggle occurs at the
“interface between individual agency and subjettiviand the hegemonic force of larger
structures” (p. 185). While MacLure (1993) impligdimited power to negotiate and interpret

one’s context as it is integrated into one’s peasbiography, Liggett argues that structural
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forces “inhibi[t] [teachers’] developing sense geacy towards examining issues of power,
social justice and diversity in education” (p. 18Vhe metaphor of struggle invokes an image of
battle and possible frustration in the processesssérting agency amidst structural power.
Mockler (2011) argues, “professional identity hdpeaformative edge™ (p. 519), and the
performance occurs through “storying” and “restogyioneself as contexts change or new
experiences occur. Performances of identity “cantfion as a practical and political tool...in
countering current orthodoxies and ‘common sensdeustandings of teacher’ professional
practice” (p. 518). Mockler’s vision for this kiraf subversive “performance” includes “teacher
activism” (p. 522), through which teachers “engagdth the politics of education” (p. 522) by
linking their visions of “doing good” to their pregsional practice.

Teacher professional identity scholarship has loeiéinal for framing this dissertation
project because it provides tools for conceptuadjizeacher allies’ possibilities for agency in
their professional contexts. This study takespbsition that professional identity is at the very
core of how teachers make meaning of their prad@ssicontexts, the decisions they make, and
the relationships they form with students. Thisngethat each teacher ally’s framing of “the
problem” of LGBTQ marginalization, vision for antapal school environment, understanding
of the school’s culture and her own position withjrand definition of her roles and
responsibilities in supporting LGBTQ youth areralbted in her professional identity. While
teacher professional identity literature offersaghs to teacher agency, the relationship between
self and discourse, and the idea of developingaesef professional self, it does not engage
with possibilities for identity risk, threats toadtity, or identity issues related to dominant grou
members’ alignment with marginalized groups. Ihsig these issues can be found in Queer

Theory and Critical Whiteness Studies’ exploratiohgheally position.
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Critical Engagements with “Ally”

Queer Theory and the Ally

There are two lines of questioning in queer sclsbi@rthat, while not using the temtly,
are speaking directly to heterosexual-identifiedividuals who do “queer” scholarship or other
kinds of professional and political work. Firsiggeer scholars who interrogate gieight-
qgueer(or queerly straight position in academic contexts. Examinationstadight-identified
scholars who engage in queer work occur as pavw@fieneral agendas: “interrogat[ing]
critically the heterosexual subject ‘after queedity’” (Schlichter, 2004, p. 544), or exploring
the political possibilities for the straight-idergd scholar. As summarized by Schlichter (2004)
these theoretical projects have produced

...the figure of the ‘queer heterosexual’ or the ‘gustraight’ as a somewhat elusive

subject of current critical discourse. Queer gtits are lovers both of ‘the opposite

gender’ and of queer discourse. What distinguishe from the supportive ‘friends

and relatives’ of gay people is their self-repréagon as potentially transgressive, queer

subjects. (p. 544)
Schlichter’s (2004) distinction between “queer” dadpportive” is important. Straight-
identified people who are supportive take actiorbehalf of the rights of their LGBTQ loved
ones, colleagues, and students. They understamcthi®ns in terms of reform-orientated
identity politics (Youdell, 2011), which means thewn positions in relation to the cultural
system of heterosexuality are neither threatenedméted. The distinction between their own
heterosexuality and their loved ones’ queernessirgrclear, and heterosexual supporters
remain “at ease in the world” which has been shédgyeahd for heteronormativity (Ahmed,

2004, p. 148). In other words, the space betwdemfnant” and “Other” is unmoved and
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straightnessaindqueernessgor, perhaps more accuratefjgynessare presumed to be stable
categories with clear boundaries, making criticareination of the pervasive dominance of
heterosexuality all but impossible. In order tardg taken-for-granted lines between “normal”
and “Other,” heterosexual individuals need to goesand destabilize their positions within
heteronormative identity categories.

The second theme in queer scholarship that isaetdw this project is education
scholars’ arguments for “queering” teachers anccation. Rodriguez (2007) explains that such
a project aims to enlarge “the scope of how gersbxuality, and sexual identity can be taken up
within the context of a critique of heterosexuahbtyd heterosexual (teacher) identity” (p. xi).
Meyer (2007a) proposes what straight teachers “te&dow” about queer theory in order to
disrupt heteronormative patterns of marginalizati®me sees queer theory as an avenue for
educators to imagine “possibilities that exist baythe binaries of woman/man,
masculine/feminine, student/teacher, and gay/sttdignd envisions educational environments
that reflect “a more critical understanding of gendex, sexual orientation and how these
identities and experiences are shaped and tauglhools” (p. 17). Her goal for applying queer
theory to K-12 education is designing a “liberatand queer pedagogy [that] empowers
educators to examine and challenge the hierarcbynafy identities that is created and
supported by schools” (p. 27). In other words,equkeory—and the application of its principles
to the school environment—has the power to shificatbrs’ worldviews in transformative
ways. Petrovic and Rosiek (2007) also argue fiftisep educators’ worldviews in ways that
overcome their unawareness of “the way heteronavmdiscourses shape their taken-for-
granted assumptions about student behavior andde&lp. 211). They argue that teachers need

to develop “critical knowledge of...their own thoughteelings, and values as the product of



a7

historical and cultural processes of which they matybe fully aware” (p. 203), as well as a
critical awareness of “the extent to which themgtical [professional] knowledge is situated
within and constructed by heteronormative disc@rgikactices” (p. 225). In other words, they
are calling for changes in educational practice theus on identifying the ways that pedagogy
has been shaped by heteronormative assumptiortb@mdhifting pedagogy in ways that
destabilizes the privilege of heterosexuality améky gender in day-to-day classroom
operations.

There are a number of ideas in these queer schdiacsissions of thetraightposition
within queer scholarship and activism to applyriceaamination of straight allies in school
settings. First, the long-term vision of queerntlyas the destabilization of identity categories
and the denaturalization of heterosexuality. Ftbistheoretical standpoint, ally identity
development models are fundamentally flawed bectheseconstruct the role of the ally as one
who intervenes as problems (bias, harassment) ane@des safety and respite; and fights for
inclusion, visibility and rights of LGBTQ people—talf which are necessary battles bonhe
threaten the stability of heterosexuality itsebfecond, the work of queer education scholars
draws attention to the possibilities for creatinger social change in educational institutions.
Again, these scholars (Meyer, 2007a; Rodriguezy 2B@trovik & Rosiek, 2007) are
challenging the assumption that violence inten@mtsites of respite, and heightened visibility
for LGBTQ students are sufficient “ally” actionfnstead, they are calling for educators to be
given the critical tools to recognize how the dtgbof the gender binary, heterosexuality, and
the hierarchical relation betwestraightandqueerare assumed and reified in the public school
environment. Significantly, these scholars ardrsgt standard for educators’ knowledge and

action in the interest of disrupting heteronormétivbut much more work needs to be done on



48

the position of the “straight queer” K-12 teach#owever, this body of literature does not
adequately address the straight ally as a privilgmesition. Critical Whiteness Theory’s
discussion of complicity, privilege and the whitly affers useful tools for addressing this gap.
Critical Whiteness Studies and the Ally

To date, ally scholarship has not included a casatern around the parallels between
white allyandstraight ally, although a few scholars have alluded to the piatensights that
could be gained from such work. In her work witk-gervice teachers, Clark (2010) expresses
skepticism about relying on developmental modelsnderstand her students’ growth. Clark
sees similarities between heterosexual and whatetity models and was guided by Audrey
Thompson'’s critique of white racial identity models

...they suggest some idealized, developmental ‘drat’'we, as teacher educators, will

recognize in our students once it is achieved. eédwer...much work on addressing

privilege...turns into efforts at assuaging whitelgunce again positioning whiteness—

or in this case, straightness—at the center ohaotk. (p. 707)
Likewise, Youdell (2011) argues that the cultunadlerstanding of what identity politics are and
how they function “allows the LGBTQ-friendly str&igperson to offer recognition and
authorization to LGBTQ [peers, colleagues, studemksle not opening up their own
heterosexuality to the troubling that queer pdiiticreatens” (p. 62). She speculates that
investigations of the straight ally position wollenefit from “Critical Race Theory’s [and
Critical Whiteness Studies’] understanding of Whéss and White Supremacy in order to think
of the operations of the supremacy of Straightngss62). Alternatively, Mayo (2004) is
concerned that Critical Race Theory and Criticalitdftess Studiegverfocus ornwhiteness

itself and posits straight ally work as “one pobsimodel for thinking about educating for social
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change without encouraging the certainty of the idamt group to frame the terms of
understanding” (p. 308). She argues that, ratteer clarifyingstraightnessor pursuing a
positive straight identity, straight allies “examiand work against the benefits of those
presumed to be heterosexual. In other words,idsitjaallies trouble the certainty of
heterosexuality” (308). While these three schothifer in their visions of the relationship
between white ally and straight ally action anchiitg, they each call for dialogue between the
two.

In the field of teacher education, research orf\tfiete ally” (Tatum, 1994) and anti-
racist practice is informative for research on‘teaight ally” because it examines the
complications of privileged persons engaging in-appressive work. This research explores
pedagogical strategies for teaching pre-servicehera about Whiteness, guiding them as they
come to terms with their own positions in systemaimal oppression, and helping them assume a
professional position where they both continuenterrogate the pernicious power of racisnd
take anti-racist action. Aveling’s (2004) reseanchpre-service teachers is driven by the
guestion: “To what extent does deconstructing wie$s help them become better teachers?”
(para. 36). Although students indicated growtthiir white ally identity development
(according to Tatum’s model), how their growth wabtrdanslate in their professional practice
remained unclear.

Rather than use an identity development model, 8§0&010) used racial literacy and
Critical Race literacy pedagogy as frameworks felpimg her students develop the skills and
knowledge needed to integrate anti-racist pedagugytheir teaching practice. She examined
how a single pre-service teacher’s developing fks@bout race, racism and racial literacy were

“constructed through her anti-racist practices"4p2). Mosley found that her participant’s
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experiences—which included successes and failtrrasand-error, retreats and regroupings—
challenged scholarship on anti-racist work in peesge teacher education that utilized white
ally development models, arguing: “there is nodingath to becoming an anti-racist teacher” (p.
467).

Vaught and Castagno (2008) examined teacher respoosnti-bias professional
development in order to gain insight to how edusatoake meaning of “the nature of race and
racism” (p. 95). Participant responses indicatethability torecognize that White racial power
permeates every institution” (p. 99), whigrevented them from “understand[ing] how race and
racism inform low student achievement” (p. 101gadhers understood racism and white
privilege in terms of individual experiences; supsently, ‘they did not acknowledge
[privilege’s] distribution across Whites and acrgs#tings” (p. 101).

These scholars call attention to a number of terssémd challenges associated with
preparing mostly dominant-group teachers to edunaiginalized students. First, the task at
hand for teacher educators isg@vide current and future educators the criticals to
interrogate systemic racisamd pragmatic tools to engaging in anti-racist praf@sal practice.
Aveling (2004) cautions teacher educators to bedfnlrof the tension between wanting
“students to enter the teaching profession knowhag they can...play their part in working
against racism” and the pitfall of slipping intpedagogical strategy that is overly individualistic
and “gloss[es] over...the pernicious effect of ingtdnal racism” (paragraph 37). Second,
Mosley challenges teacher education’s utilizatibidentity development models because
pedagogical strategies deriving from this framewhmaike thus far been restricted to pre-service
teachers statementsintendedaction, creating an assumption that those who sttgnt to

engage in disruptive professional practice haved&n# to the ally position. Research like
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Mosley’s (2010) highlights the necessity of in-deptork around the materiality of assuming an
anti-oppressive aally identity position. Finally, Vaught and Castagn®608) research on
educator learning about systemic oppression infakhyswork because it speaks to who and
what we need anti-oppressive educatoisacher allies-to be. Embedded in that question are
concerns about how educators negotiate new infeamabout power, privilege, oppression, and
the possibility toactin light of that knowledge (or denial of its “trddh It also raises issues of
Ally complicity, and speaks to the issue of thodeway they are anti-oppressive educators
without buying into or understanding systemic ogpren. Teacher educators engaged with anti-
heterosexist work (Clark, 2010; Vavrus, 2009) raiseilar questions as they struggle to design
effective pedagogy for preparing future teachemsddk continuously to be critically conscious
of their own dominant or privileged positions, urstand systemic oppression in all its
overwhelming complexity, and feel capable of takamgi-oppressive action.

Critical Whiteness Theory’s critiques of the contcefg*ally” are useful for exploring the
straight ally for two over-arching reasons. Fitlts field has insight to offer in terms of the
potential pitfalls of the ally position. Second,argued by Youdell (2011), Critical Whiteness
Theory’s “understanding of Whiteness and White $agacy” can offer useful insights for
“think[ing] of the operations of the supremacy dfagyhtness” (p. 62). In other words, the
pervasive, normalizing power of straightness mesbme as much of a concern as the political
strategies necessary to dismantle it. Continuirgdogation of the straight ally must include in-
depth, critical examinations of the limitations“afly development” approaches. In the wake of
several highly publicized suicides of gay youtlFall 2010, educational institutions have been
under pressure to directly address the violencerexpced by LGBTQ students and provide

adequate support networks. Ally development isrofin integral part of these efforts, and it is
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important to consider what is really being accostpd through these programs. Thompson’s
(1997, 2003) critique of white ally identity devploent models has a nearly direct application to
their counterparts in the straight ally identitwd®pment literature because she is raising
fundamental questions about the very idea of mget people serving as allies for a
marginalized group. Her overarching argumentas #mti-racist projects organized around
white identity theories “keep whiteness at the eenf antiracism” (2003, p. 15). The goal of
these antiracist pedagogical strategies is “toftaergng, enabling, empowering” (p. 15) for
white people who want to engage in antiracist woFke stages of development imply a point of
arrival for allies—a point in which they “no longeoncern [themselves] with how others see
[them]” (p. 15). There is a feeling of “now what&’the end of the white identity development
narrative, as it is unclear how acquisition of aipee white identity moves antiracist work
forward.

Another place where Critical Whiteness Theory ifulsis its emphasis on
considerations privileged persons should make@&sehgage in anti-oppressive work. For
example, Yancy (2008) calls for continuous exanmamadf structural whiteness in all its
complexity because it will never be possible tachea place of knowing or understanding. He
cautions: “The moment a white person claims to tmavieed, he/she often undergoes...a form
of attack that points to how whiteness ensnares agene strives to fight against racism” (p.
229). Being aware of this fact is not about figdoomfort in one’s own privilege, as white
identity development models might suggest. Instbads calling for white antiracists to release
the illusion that they have control over their piasis in the social world:

[B]eing a white antiracist is never completely imets control because such an identity is

deferred by the sheer complexity of the fact thame.is ensconced within structural and
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material power [of] racial hierarchies, that theitetbody is constituted by racist habits

that create a form of racist inertia even as theeAbody attempts to undermine its

somatic normativity, and that the white self und&g processes of interpellation even as

the white self engages in agential acts of ragsstugtion. (p. 231)
Yancy's (2008) description of the ways in which thesileged body is “ensconced” in structural
and material power represents the overwhelming éexitp of coming to understand one’s own
position of power, imagining possibilities for awiin the interest of dismantling these
structures, and putting imagination to actewen though stepping outside one’s dominant
position is impossible This is an argument that is absent in the schioila on the straight ally—
as the ally identity development literature doesgmbeyond expecting allies to know they are
privileged, and conversations around the “straggldger” are more intent on queering the lines
between “norm” and “other” than examining how thaight body is inescapably “ensconced”
in structural heteronormativity.

Teachers and LGBTQ Issues

Empirical research on in-service, K-12 teacheealis typically conducted in the context
of professional development on LGBTQ issues. Tow2007) and Schneidewind and Cathers
(2003) conducted research on engaging educatéwagnaterm professional development
experiences that aimed to provide tools for takipagnti-oppressive professional practices.
Both of these programs made a concentrated etf@mipower educators to disrupt heterosexist
policies and practices, and in both cases teatha@iated adequate knowledge and skills to
engage in professional practice that would dissygtemic inequities. Significantly, participants

in both studies emphasized the importance of callegipport in feeling confident to take risks
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and confront heterosexist practices in their scheda finding that speaks to stigma surrounding
LGBTQ advocacy.

Research on teachers’ interpretations of “gendeaegdssment” (Meyer, 2008), or
“gender-based bullying” (Anagnostopoulos et alQ20dends insight to how the bullying
discourse is present in teachers’ understandinigedf responsibility to intervene. Meyer (2008)
examined educators’ rationales for intervening wihey witnessed gendered harassment (i.e.
homophobic harassment, [hetero]sexual harassmamaisgment targeting gender non-
conformity), and she argued that internal and estenfluences interact in teachers’ decisions
for how to respond to gendered harassment. Hemfs indicated that school administration
often did not respond to “non-violent” homophobar&ssment, so teachers felt they were acting
alone if they chose to address this issue. Teadthensified inconsistent or uneven
implementation of bullying policies as a factottheir decision-making: overt physical violence
was always addressed, but homophobic language wlismot considered serious enough for
sanction. Colleagues’ beliefs about gender andaequity also played a factor in school-wide
consistency. The overall trend in Meyer’s (2008pfngs is that there are types of violence
where intervention is not up for negotiation—angthovertly physically violent—while calling
a student “gay” or “faggot” can easily go withoainsequence. This approach is indicative of
bullying research and anti-bullying programs thaasure success through the number of
reported bullying incidents. Measuring change is ttay focuses educators’ attention on
violence that is easily seen and minimizes theifsoagamce of more subtle forms of aggression.

Anagnostopoulos et al. (2009) examined how edusatberpreted and addressed
different types of gender-based bullying in a s¢hath a comprehensive sexual harassment

policy. Their findings reflect the emphasis thelyanl discourse places on visible, physical acts
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of viole nce, but they also found that teachergices about whether or not to intervene—and
their feelings of competence—reflected heteronormatocial norms for gender roles and
“appropriate” adolescent (hetero)sexual interactifotucators consistently responded when boys
targeted “quiet girls,” but the policy “providedadit members little assistance” (p. 522) for
responding to possible harassment within heter@dadating relationships or harassment
targeting gay and lesbian students. Participagaghers who admonished students for using
homophobic language “did so in ways that silendedussion of sexuality and that often
positioned gay and lesbian students as either sbauassers or as causing the violence directed
against them” (p. 543). It is significant to notat these educatobelieved their actions against
homophobic bullying were effectibecause they fulfilled their professional obligatio ask
students to stop. They did not educate studemtstathy their actions were unacceptable—
which means they avoided discussing topics (sepidfiat might not be “appropriate.”
Examining the relationship between educators’ haterosexist professional practice and
discourses of professionalism and professionaloresipility is becoming more prevalent in
research on educators’ experiences engaging wiBiTi@Gissues in school contexts. Mills’
(1995) and Ngo’s (2003) research projects bothkspehow educators’ action in the school
environment is intertwined with institutional disgses about the roles of schools and teachers.
Mills’ research on attempts in an Australian high@ol to raise awareness and disrupt
heterosexism suggests that institutional discowstpsofessionalism, consensus, and maturity
worked together to “emphasi[ze] a hierarchisededéihce between students and teachers and the
need to maintain that difference to preserve tlogastgood’ of an orderly and efficiently
functioning school” (p. 325). Professionalisias the potential to be used by teachers as

justification for advocating for and with LGBTQ slents; however, in this case it functioned as
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a mechanism for controlling teachers’ actions. @osss “constructs an image of a teaching
group which is committed to the same goals” (p.)33Bus carrying the implication that
“challenging the legitimacy of hegemonic interegts”319) will disrupt the cohesiveness of the
professional group.

The teachers in Ngo’s (2003) school ethnographywea professional context where
school administration endorsed support of LGB sttsland issues. Educators in this study
expressed competence and willingness to addressgiwhic language and harassment and
teach their students about “tolerance,” but theysted integrating LGB content in their
curriculum because they did not believe they haadte knowledge or resources. Ngo (2003)
argues that their views are “influenced, in paytaldiscourse of ‘good teaching,” which “cite[s]
iterations that tell us that in order to addres8ldGssues well in the classroom, we need first to
have ‘proven’ methods dhecorrect method of teaching such issues” (p. 120ther words,
teachers are falling back on taken-for-grantedamstiof “good teaching” which “positions
effective teaching practices in a place of cerjaartinflexibility” (p. 121). Like the
professionalisndiscourse (Mills, 1995), this “good teaching” diacee elevates teachers to a
position of unquestionable authority. When coupi&tth the bullyingdiscourse, the
“professional” educator acts in the interest of LT&Bstudents in ways that maintains their
alignment with institutional authority. Acting the interest of safety or tolerance is very
unlikely to create dissonance between the teacpesgion and the school’s norms for
professional action. Questioning, critiquing asrdipting heteronormative policies and practices
is dangerous because it shifts the teacher’s pagitwards alignment with students’ interests.

Professionalism and professional responsibilitydaseursive frameworks that allow

teachers to tie support for LGBTQ students to theimools’ norms for good teaching, and it is a
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strategy for managing the stigma and risk that mp@mies anti-heterosexist educational
practice. Although teachers “do not necessarilyeh@mpirical data to support their view that
taking action will cost them their job” (Schmidtadt, 2012, p. 1182), they experience the risk as
authentic and a significant barrier that limitsitlsipport of LGBTQ students. Fear of
professional consequences—from parent complamtonflict with administrators, to
termination—make teachers hesitate to speak dyrabtbut gender and sexual diversity with
their students. In their research with primary stheachers in the UK, Atkinson and DePalma’s
(2008) participants believed that “expressing séikas equality in the classroom might be
inappropriate and/or dangerous” (p. 27). Bower ldletka’s (2009) research on teachers’
willingness to affirm LGBTQ parents reflected pottisocial norms around teachers’ roles, as
teachers in this study relied on discourses ofgasibnalism to rationalize defining their
responsibility to LGBTQ families in terms of protem rather than affirmatianTeachers felt a
responsibility to secure the physical and emoticafty (prevent bullying) of students with
LGBTQ parents and perceived this to be in line wastitutional norms for good teaching.
Heightened visibility of LGBTQ identities was undtyod to be beyond the boundaries of
professionalism because it may challenge the IsetitAdministration or (straight) parents. Thus,
the choices made by participating teachers “weterbeormative, continually reinforcing
heterosexuality as normal and natural while eifesitioning LGBTQ identities as deviant or
invisible” (p. 370). Clark’s (2010) participantged “parents, administrators, and the socio-
political climate were seen as the major barrierf@hti-heterosexist] work” (p. 710), and their
response to these perceived barriers was to tgtref@ssionally and politically “safe” positions
of protecting students but not advocating for eipak directly addressing gender and sexual

diversity in any way. Schmidt et al.’s (2012) papants claimed that “taking action to redress
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LGB injustice meant risking being labeled LGB osilgy one’s job” (p. 1181). Significantly,
these pre-service educators connected professiskatith threats to personal identity, and they
claimed that “the safest situation is to be striaggid married, otherwise, teachers who act on
behalf of LGB populations risk being misidentifiedstigmatized” (p. 1182).

The current discourse on bullying, positive climated “safe and supportive” schools
defines teachers’ professional responsibility fgoorting LGBTQ students in terms of
tolerance and acceptance, increasing safety, asgshening support networks. These
“acceptable” versions of teacher ally work are im@iot because they allow support for LGBTQ
students to happen in school, but they are notgmtwalleviate the concern that directly
addressing gender and sexual diversity or LGBTQaktyus a “safe” thing for teachers to do.
Overall, research on teachers’ experiences supgactsBTQ students or addressing gender-
based harassment indicates that the professi@ralatd is being shaped by taken-for-granted
beliefs about what bullyingg, by heteronormative values that silence discussibgender or
sexual diversity, and by discourses of professismalWhen these three discourses work
together, “the problem” becomes very simple anccathus have a claim to professional
diligence if they prevent significant harm to LGBTi@lividuals who sit in their classrooms.

To date, research in this area has been conceritiethiow and why educators make
meaning of and address gender or sexual orientasad harassment (or not). Researchers
have posed questions about how personal bias dindatunorms shape or limit educators’
actions in the interest of LGBTQ students. Futmogk on the role of educators as supporters,
advocates, or allies for LGBTQ youth will need tmtinue exploring how educators are citing
these discourses in their professional decisioningaénd identify opportunities for expanding

educational and political discourses to encomgasstoadest possible understanding of how
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and why LGBTQ students are marginalized in K-12cational settings. This dissertation is
designed to contribute to a deeper understandihgwfthese educators make meaning of this
work, how they define their positions of “advocatésupporters,” or “allies,” how they position
themselves in relation to colleagues and studants,they integrate “ally” work into their
understanding of self as professionals, and how@lldiscourse shapes the expectations and

possibilities for professional behavior.
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Chapter 3: RESEARCH DESIGN
Purpose and Rationale

Educators are being called on to provide “safesarmgbortive” learning environments for
all students, and yet successfully supporting LGB/BQth remains an elusive goal as this group
of students continues to be disproportionally wcted by their peers. The research on this topic
has primarily occurred in undergraduate, teachecatibn contexts where pre-service teachers
are taught about the experiences of LGBTQ studmrdanstitutional heteronormativity and data
are collected to determine (1) their understandingnti-heterosexist professional practice; and
(2) their intent or commitment to becoming allies EGBTQ youth (Athanases & Larrabee,
2003; Clark, 2010; Vavrus, 2009). The topic of ansce straight teacher allies has gone almost
totally unexplored in educational research; theesfthere is very little insight to how these
educators become allies or how they execute thenscassociated with being an ally. In the
school environment, this can be a complicated ibs@ause, while heterosexual teachers have
freedom to act in the interest of LGBTQ youth inywaheir LGBTQ-identified colleagues likely
cannot (Goldstein & Davis, 2010; Myers, 2008; Waghon & Evans, 1991), many report they
are taking a significant professional risk by engggn “ally” work (Curran et al., 2009; Payne
& Smith, 2011). Teacher allies’ negotiations ofvege and risk are, therefore, worthy of close
attention.

The tension between bullying research and qualéativestigations of institutional
heteronormativity provide the framework for thigject’'s understanding of the social, political
and professional “space” teacher allies occupyasg work to support LGBTQ students in their
school environments. Research on LGBTQ bullying laarassment has contributed to a

“discourse of bullying” which “has become a highigible, regulative socio-cultural
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phenomenon circulating well beyond the institutiondtures of schooling” (Ringrose &
Renold, 2010, p. 574). This scholarship focusetherbehavior and attitudes of individuals,
individual-to-individual dynamics of aggressiondaaims to identify environmental factors that
may affect the frequency of aggression when theyranipulated. Expectations for what
schools and educators are supposatbtare, therefore, being defined in terms of managing
student behavior. Critical qualitative inquiry deealges this discourse with insight to how social
stigma and marginalization work “in the most murglamoments everyday inside schools”
(Youdell, 2006, p. 13). This research calls attento how the social marginalization of
LGBTQ students is subtle and continuous (Bortd@®1.0; Pascoe, 2007; Sue, 2010; Thurlow,
2001; Youdell, 2006) and the ways that teacherssimilities for successful intervention are
being shaped (and limited) by both the invisiblevppof heterosexism and discourses of
“professionalism” that define the roles and resgahises of educators (Anagnostopoulos et al.,
2009; Bower & Klecka, 2009; Curran et al., 2009pNg003). This work has significantly
expanded and deepened the understanding of hovosexéesm functions in the school
environment, but more work needs to be done aredodators’ roles in both reproducing and
disrupting these systems of power and oppression.

This dissertation addressed two gaps within edutaltresearch. First, while research
on heteronormativity in schooling provides a framéwfor examining teachers’ positions in the
school environment, this body of work lacks in-deiquiry about the experiences of educators
who identify themselves as allies or supporterdfeBTQ students. Second, research literature
on heterosexual or straight allies is limited sfidcus ally “development” and the specific skills
and knowledge required to be called an “ally.” Hoese very little is known about how alliel®

the work, how they understand the needs of LGBT@lyadefine their identities as teacher
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allies, and negotiate professional norms and hetenosative school cultures to engage in ally
work. Therefore, this research pursued an oveaall gf learning about the professional
identities, perspectives, and day-to-day profesdipractice of educators who have experience
supporting LGBTQ students.
Project Overview

This purpose of this study is to explore the liexgeriences of female, straight-identified
public school teachers who identify themselvesadige’s” or “supporters” of LGBTQ youth in
rural, urban and suburban middle and high schaoentral New York. Throughout the
research process, the goal was to gain in-depighiti® how participants integrate support for
LGBTQ students into the numerous facets of thempulicated professional lives. Therefore,
both interview and observation data reflects teeglexperiences with curriculum, classroom
management, developing relationships with studemd,any other professional experiences
participants introduced as relevant to being anfall LGBTQ students. Therefore, this research
was interested in participants’ specific experisngkinteracting with LGBTQ youth and making
gender and sexual diversity part of their curriomjandin how these experiences were situated
within broader contexts of teacher identity, prefesal responsibility, curriculum, or
professional norms that define “good” teaching.

Research Questions

1. How do heterosexual teachers come to claim thdipogf “ally” or “supporter” for
LGBT students?
2. How do participants interpret the needs of LGBT@lents and define their roles in

meeting those needs?
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3. What are participants’ perspectives on the possdsland limitations for “ally” action in
their school contexts?
4. How are participants’ claims of “ally” or “supportevisible in their classroom practice?

Or not?

Context

Reduction of Stigma in Schools

This research was designed in light of the authexperiences as Intern and Professional
Development Coordinator for the Reduction of Stigm&chools program at Syracuse
University. TheReduction of Stigma in Schools Program (RSIS)nssearch-based, educator-
to-educator professional development model thas aogenerate dialogue on the experiences of
LGBTQ students and provide tools for creating mnootusive learning environments (Payne &
Smith 2010, 2011). RSIS has been providing probessidevelopment to schools within a
thirty-mile radius of Syracuse University since 80@nd the author designed program content,
executed school outreach efforts, and facilitatedgssional development workshops between
Fall 2008 and Spring 2013. Additionally, the authollaborated with Dr. Elizabethe Payne to
complete a program evaluation of RSIS (Payne & B2m10, 2011, & 2012), which involved
interviewing twelve teachers, guidance counsebmd, school social workers who attended RSIS
workshops between 2006 and 2009. These professiemalopment and research experiences
informed the research questions and design ofutrert study and provided the opportunity to
develop a professional network of educators whiebetl that LGBTQ topics need more
attention in public schools. Several individualghis network volunteered to assist with
distribution of the Invitation to Participate fdri$ dissertation research. Additionally, all sclsool

that received the Invitation to Participate recdiugormation about RSIS professional
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development opportunities between 2006 and 2010aMechools invited the professional
development in their schools, but this history @fnenunication about the needs of LGBTQ
students set a precedent for granting access hoostased research on LGBTQ issues.
Geography

Research occurred in one middle school, one K-8dg¢chnd three high schools
representing four school districts in Central NearR*. These schools were chosen because
teachers in these schools responded to an Invitai®@articipate that was distributed to 65
public secondary schools within a thirty-mile raglnf Syracuse University. This geographical
region was chosen for three reasons. First, R&iged information about LGBTQ
professional development opportunities to schaotkis region annually between Fall 2006 and
Fall 2010, and program personnel worked with schtwt expressed need or interest to develop
educators’ competence around supporting LGBTQ ytutiugh the beginning of the study in
Fall 2013. School districts familiar with RSIS—awith its School of Education connection—
were believed to potentially be open to this redeait was also believed that schools districts
that were not familiar with RSIS but had connedtitmthe School of Education may be more
likely to support this research. Second, the 3@matius around Syracuse University was
convenient for the researcher and encompassedetywaf school districts: rural, suburban and
urban. Observing participants in a variety ofingt created diverse opportunities for insight to
the ways that institutional and community context r@levant to issues of supporting LGBTQ
students. Third, the researcher had developedworietf educators throughout this geographic
region through her work as an RSIS trainer anddioator since Fall 2008. This network was

utilized to acquire research access in schoolgdentify potential participants.

1see Appendix A for school enrollment and demograghta.
12 see Appendix B for the Invitation to Participate
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Participants
Participant Criteria

Female-identified, straight-identified, public midar high school classroom teachers in
Central New York who identified as “supportive” am “ally” for LGBTQ students were eligible
for this study. This vocabulary for support of LGBTouth was chosen because “ally” is the
term used in P-12 education, higher education andilsmovement literature to label or identify
heterosexual, gender conforming individuals wheta&tion in the interest of equity, equality or
safety of LGBTQ people (Clark, 2010; Duhigg et 2010; Myers, 2008; Washington & Evans,
1991). “Supportive” reflects the vocabulary papating educators in RSIS research projects
have used to identify or describe themselves (P&8mith, 2010, 2011; Smith, in press).
Female-identified participants were the focus of tesearch because (1) these criteria are
representative of the majority of public educaiarthe United States (Feistritzer, Griffin, &
Linnajarvi, 2011); and (2) the research questiangtis study were developed in light of RSIS
evaluation research findings (Payne & Smith, 2@01,1, 2012; Smith, in press)—projects for
which all participants have been women and whedirigs indicated that participants’ gendered
professional positions were relevant to their waskallies. This research focused on straight-
identified teachers—as opposed to lesbian or ggestified teachers—because the aim was to
examine the possible tensions that occur in relabahe stigmatization of LGBTQ-supportive
work in school contexts and the participants’ peged, heterosexual social positions. Educators
who have participated in past RSIS research pomchave coordinated RSIS programming in
their schools were not eligible to participate tmé¢heir familiarity with the researcher’s
positions on schools, teaching and LGBTQ advocacy.

Participants were recruited from middle and highosds because public rhetoric around

the “need” to support LGBTQ students is focusedh@se grade levels. The discourse is
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different in elementary schools, where it is widagsumed that sexuality is irrelevant to
educating children because they are too young ¢avkanything about or experience romantic or
sexual desire and attraction (DePalma & Atkins@1,8. While the goal was to collect teachers’
experiences across diverse contexts within a sigggraphic area, the project was not designed
to produce findings intending to be representativall teacher allies’ experiences.
Participant Recruitment

The challenge of recruiting participants for schbased LGBTQ research is significant.
Proposing research focused in issues of inequalitymarginalization experienced by LGBTQ
youth pushes school personnel to recognize andsidbe sexual and gender differences in their
schools. Researchers who focus on LGBTQ educatissia¢s have reported experiences where
school leaders resisted or denied research addey®(, 2007b; Payne & Smith, 2014), and
these experiences reflect a history of silencing@BTQ issues that occurs in K-12 schools
(Epstein & Johnson, 1998; Fredman et al, 2013)ordier to mitigate these challenges, the
Invitation to Participate was distributed widelyrt@aximize the number of teachers who would
have access to the possibility of participatinghis research. The teachers who volunteered for
this study self-selected in response to a caltdachers who “support” LGBTQ students, and
each interpreted this role in her own way.

Participants were recruited in two stages. Firstlavitation to Participate” and letter of
introductiort® were distributed via email to two groups: (1) ssharincipals within the RSIS
geographic perimeter; and (2) individual educatane were participants in the RSIS evaluation

research study (Payne & Smith, 2010) or who coattdtuh RSIS workshops or other

13 See Appendix C for Letter of Introduction and Resjufer Research Access
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programming of The Queering Education Researchitutst{QUERI}* coming into their schools
between Fall 2008 and Fall 2011. Those in thersgooup are educators with whom the
author developed a professional relationship batvi2@®8 and 2011, and many indicated
willingness to connect the author with colleagué®w-like them—have expressed an interest or
investment in supporting LGBTQ students. In to8&,school administrators and 15 additional
educators received the request to distribute thigalion to Participate in October 2011 and
again in November 2011. While it is unknown how pmnadministrators distributed the
invitation to the teachers in their buildings, seyarticipants volunteered within six weeks of
initial contact with administrators. Of the firg&en volunteers, six taught in suburban schools
and one taught in a rural school. The Invitatiors westributed to the administrator list a third
time in December 2011, but no additional teachelgnteered as a result of this recruitment
method. The second stage of participant recruitrfeentsed specifically on adding urban
teachers to the study. Urban teachers within theareher’s professional network were
contacted to request recommendations for speedichters who fit the criteria and would
potentially be interested in the study. One teawhaes recruited through this method, and she
recommended three more. One of those three recodeddaachers volunteered to participate.
Description of Participants

The nine teachers who volunteered for this rese@tesent a diverse set of experiences
as public school teachers. Their years of teachikpgrience ranged from two to 28 years. For
some teaching was their first and only career, sangned to college for teacher certification a

few years after completing their bachelor’'s degraes some began teaching as a second career.

1 The Queering Education Research Institute© is dapendent qualitative research and training cdotarally
affiliated with Syracuse University School of Edtioa, Cultural Foundations of Education Departmdptimary
QUERI activities include: qualitative research ddBBTQ Issues in Education; creating and delivereggarch-
based professional development trainings; and gingiresearch-based approaches to creating

supportive environments for LGBTQ youth atfie children of LGBTQ families.
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Seven teachers worked in suburban schools, onesdanka rural school, and two in urban
schools. Recruiting only White teachers was nannbnal, but no focused efforts were made to
diversify the racial demographics of participarawgy. Given that 84 percent of K-12 public
school teachers in the United States are Whites(ffiger et al., 2011), it is acknowledged that
more focused participant recruitment procedureslaviikely be necessary in order to collect
data that represents the perspectives of teachecon.*®

Participants reported varying levels of directexgnce working with LGBTQ youth.
Some had numerous specific stories of working WAHBTQ students, and others reported very
little direct experience with LGBTQ students bugteong commitment to creating “safe,”
“welcoming,” or “comfortable” classrooms. A specifitmount or level of direct experience was
not a criteria for this study because, beyond gliog care and support for specific students, ally
work could encompass a broad range of action ihet 0 disrupt homophobic bias, gender
stereotypes, challenge heteronormative assumptomfiange institutional practices that

privilege heterosexual students.

1. Molly*® taught social studies at a suburban high schadlshe had 21 years of teaching
experience divided across two different suburb&askcdistricts. She was married with
two school-age daughters. She reported that shéttiadlirect experience with students
she knew to be LGBTQ-identified. She connectedpagticipation to liberal political

views and overall concern for making students $aé& and welcome in class.

15 While it is acknowledged that there are persisteftural stereotypes in the U.S. claiming that peaf color,
particularly African Americans, are disproportioglgthomophobic, this research does not draw anpection
between the all-White participant sample and stetestypes. Rather, it is interpreted as indicabiva need for
more diverse and creative sampling procedurestimduesearch.

18 All names are pseudonyms
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2. Susan was a foreign language teacher who had &aus experience in a suburban high
school and two years of prior experience in anmtiigh school. She was recently
married. Her introductory email stated: “I reallpwd like to help you. | strongly
support and believe in your project and resear8he& was the only participant who
reported having any academic background in gertddres, and she had several stories
about being an active ally when she was an unddugta at a women'’s college in the
Northeast United States.

3. Laura introduced herself as a “career change tedcrel she had been a research
scientist for 12 years prior to becoming a scigeeeher at a suburban high school. She
had been a teacher for eight years at the timei®fésearch. Her experience as a woman
in a male-dominated professional field shaped nwdrier stories about teaching—
primarily stories about developing girls’ confidenia their science knowledge and
situations where she needed to use the “peoplis’s&ile developed in her previous
career to manage conflict. Laura was married andde had attended the same school
where she was a teacher, although he graduated@tias research.

4. Rachel was an English teacher in an urban highatcBbe had been at the same school
for twelve years, and she also student taughtarséime school. She was married with
two young children, and she claimed that her eepegs of marrying a mixed-race man
and raising mixed-race children had shaped sorherathinking about what she teaches
her students about navigating experiences of maligation or discrimination.

5. Megan was an English teacher who had twenty-eigatsyof experience in multiple
schools in the same urban school district. Sheteashing seventh grade during the

research, but she had spent most of her caregghrsbhools. She was married with two
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adult children. In her introductory email, she stht‘l am the parent of a gay child and |
have had many students over the years who were I8 afraid to discuss it with
most people.”

. Karen taught foreign language in a suburban higlo@cand had fifteen years of
teaching experience across two suburban schooictkstHer current school was the
same high school she attended. She worked in essafrjobs for seven years after her
bachelor’s degree and then returned to schooldontaster’s degree and teacher
certification. She told several stories about hese relationships with gay and lesbian
friends, and she referred to these friendships vehertalked about her motivation for
supporting LGBTQ students. She was the only paditi who was not in a long-term
partnership.

. Kelly was in her second year of teaching scien@satburban high school. She “kind of
bounced all over the place” for two years afterltarhelor’'s degree and then returned to
school for her master’s degree and teacher cettiilfic. She got engaged and was
planning her wedding during the data collectionqubra topic many students liked to
discuss with her.

. Tina had fifteen years of experience teaching reaai a rural middle school, and prior
to that she taught English in two other schoolstiver regions of New York. Her
husband was also a teacher in the same schoattiatrd their two children were in
elementary school. She grew up in a small town heacurrent school district, and her
perception of the community was that very few LGB@€pple are “out” or even live in

the area. She connected many of her perspectivesrmanphobia and supporting
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LGBTQ students to her brother and childhood friemdo both came out as adults but
had a hard time while they went through school.

9. Paula was in her fifth year of teaching social Esidt a suburban high school. She got
married a few months before data collection begad,her husband was a teacher in

another school district. Her father was also aa®&tudies teacher in the same school.

Methods

Data collection occurred between November 2011Jame 2012. Seven participants
participated in three interviews and approximafiédyhours of classroom observation. Two
participants entered the study in the last threathsoof data collection. They participated in as
much of the process as possible before the ertteafdhool year: two interviews and
approximately eight hours of classroom observafidne first interaction with each participant
was a life history interview, the second intervieecurred at the mid-point of the observation
period, and the third occurred after all observatibad been completed. The purpose for
combining interview and observation methods wasottect data and engage participants in
dialogues about the connections and contradictetween their interview narratives about
teaching and their classroom practice. The reguliie data collection structure was ongoing
conversations with each teacher about their comfglccprofessional lives.
Life History Interview

Rationale. This method was chosen because it centers educatoriarratives,
descriptions, and understandingsetfboth as professionals and as allies or suppdaers
LGBTQ students. Life history, dife story(Linde, 1993) is based on the premise that
individuals have an impulse to have a coherentisadierstanding and a coherent narrative for

communicating self to others:
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Life stories express our sense of self: who weaacekhow we got that way. They are also
one very important means by which we communicages#inse of self and negotiate it
with others. Further, we use these stories torctai negotiate group membership and to
demonstrate that we are in fact worthy memberbage groups, understanding and
properly following their moral standards. Finallje stories touch on the widest of
social constructions, since they make presupposittdout what can be taken as
expected, what norms are, and what common or dpestiaf systems can be used to
establish coherence. (Linde, 1993, p. 3)
The specific objective of these interviews wasdmgnsight to how the educators constructed
their professional lives as teachers—to learndhguage educators used to describe their
professional experiences, to learn where “ally” kvisrpositioned in relationship to other
professional responsibilities, and to learn howytt@me to the LGBTQ “ally” or “supporter”
identity claim. Further, stories about professlangeriences provided insight to the kinds of
observations that made the most sense for eaclatedisaespective context.

Procedures.The life history interview was the first interactiavith each participant.
Interviews took place at a time and location ofplaeticipants’ choosing. Most chose their own
classrooms or another private school space (offic@mnference room) after school or during a
planning period. One participant chose her homa Sanday afternoon as the most convenient
time and comfortable location for this interviewtdrview lengths ranged from fifty minutes to
two hours and ten minutes; the two interviews tinate shorter than one hour were cut short due
to limitations in the participants’ schedules. mitews were audio-recorded and field notes were
taken during the interview, primarily to aid thelsar in recording key ideas and experiences

that required probes for more in-depth information.
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The purpose of the life history interview was preésd to participants as a means to “get
to know them as a teacher.” An interview proto€obntaining twelve questions with possible
probes was used as a guideline for the intervidve. uestions covered topics including
professional history, descriptions of teachingesgyhd identity, perspectives on school culture,
their history of experiences with gender and seruadrsity, and how they came to identify as
allies. The first two interview questions—"“Tell mbout your path to becoming a teacher” and
“Describe yourself as a teacher’—were used granddaestions. This means that for each
guestion the participants were allowed to talkaeilong as they could, and follow-up questions
were used to probe for specific stories and exasmhel to collect as many details as possible
about their experiences of becoming educators andthey defined their professional selves.
Once these lines of questioning had been exhaubkedesearcher returned to the interview
protocol and asked questions that had not already Bnswered. Specific questions about ally
identity and their experiences around gender andadeliversity were purposefully left until the
end of the interview unless the participants inticeet] the topics earlier. This question sequence
was chosen because past interviewing experiensesihdicated that, even though they know
the interview will be addressing gender and seguadrsity and issues related to supporting
LGBTQ youth in schools, participants are often unfartable speaking about these topics—
whether because of the stigmatization of thesesopi because they do not feel knowledgeable
enough to speak with confidence and authority. @loee, the interview was designed to allow
time for participants to become comfortable with thterviewer and the process of answering
interview questions before addressing stigmatinptcs.

Participant Observation

17 see Appendix D for Life History Interview Protocol
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Rationale. The purpose of the observations was to examine/#lys participants’ “ally”
or “supporter” identity claims were present (or)nattheir classroom practice. Further, the
ethnographic records (Spradley, 1980) represemtiot) observed class session were detailed
records of classrooms that participants descrilsegledcoming, safe, and comfortable for all
students, including LGBTQ youth. Participant obs¢ion (Spradley, 1980) is a method for
collecting ethnographic observational data thateptualizes the researcher as an actor in the
social site she is observing. It is impossiblelimi@ate the possibility that she will be noticesl a
an outsider, asked why she is present or whatssiwerking on, or inadvertently alter the routine
behaviors of the social actors who are insidethéaesearch site. In other words, it is not
possible for the researcher to completely removsdifefrom the social action she is observing.
Levels of participation may vary from “passive™tmmplete” participation. “Passive
participation” was chosen as the appropriate le¥gharticipation for this research context,
which meant the researcher was “present at theesafegiction but did not participate or interact
with other people to any great extent” (Spradl&8Q, p. 59). This level of participation was
chosen because the goal for observations was étecaedetailed record of classroom routines,
interactive patterns between students and teacstedent behavior during instruction, methods
for teaching academic content, and methods for giagatudent behavior. Therefore, it was
necessary for the researcher to be as unobtrusigessible and minimize the possibility for
disruption.

Procedures.Participant observations occurred between Nover2d&t and June 2012.
Participants were observed between four and nmesti Decisions about how many times each
teacher was observed were based on how long eadfetecould be observed during a single

visit. The goal was for each teacher to be obseiwmedpproximately ten clock hours. In total,
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approximately 90 clock hours of classroom time wayserved. The number and frequency of
observations was chosen with the intent to creétieiek record of social routines” (Carspecken,
1996, p. 52) for each participant’s teaching practi

The goal for researcher positionality was toldsh a regular, passive presence in the
classroom in order to minimize the degree to whiehpurpose of the study itself shifted
participants’ professional practice during obseaoraperiods. In order to blend into the
landscape of adults in each school, clothing ctsoreere made to match the professional norms
of the classroom being observed. For most obsenathis meant wearing khakis or dress pants
with a sweater or shirt and jacket. In other stimoany teachers—including the participant—
wore jeans every day, so clothing choices weresagllito align with this contextual detail. In
most classrooms the researcher sat in the backtbetside of the room and was known to
students as a researcher from Syracuse Univerbibywas observing their teacher.
Occassionally, students seemed to forget, andablkesd periodically if the researcher was a
student teacher or a substitute. Conversations mearer initiated with students, but their
guestions were answered on the rare occasionthhabccurred. They often wondered how it
was possible to write so many notes without my hamadping, or they talked about their school
work. For the most part, students acted as if thex®not a visitor in the room.

Observations notes were handwritten in spirallmmd&s and transcribed after leaving the
field, resulting is 266 pages of transcribed fietdes. The overall goal was to record a complete
and detailed picture of each class session. Howelassrooms are complicated social
environments. It would be impossible to capturedéils of all social interactions of teachers
and 15 to 25 students. A two-tier priority struetuvas created to aid with decisions about where

to focus attention during each observation. Teaahton was the first priority, so all action
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related to leading the class and all teacher iotenas with students were recorded using
concrete language. As much verbatim dialogue wpkiced as possible and marked as direct
guotations in field notes with quotation marks. Suanized speech was labeled “approximate
guote” when language was close to verbatim, or faany” when language was paraphrased.
The second priority was student-to-student intéwast The ability to hear conversations
between students was often limited by researchatipo in the room, but as many concrete
details were recorded as time allowed. During tts¢ dbservation with each participant,
physical details about the classroom were recorsigosequent observations included additional
notes about changes in the environment or detatshiad not been noticed previously.
Semi-structured Interview

Rationale. Semi-structured interviews are an effective methagioal tool for collecting
participants’ accounts of social activity and dggeyns of how they understand their own
identities and positions within these activitiddie goal of these interviews was to elicit
narratives about routine activities recorded dudlagsroom observations, as well as activities
that disrupted the routine or were considered “atmab” For example, the science teacher who
talked to her classes about trusting her and ntihgeanxious about new, difficult material was
reminded of this episode during a semi-structunéekview and asked to elaborate on her
processes for minimizing student anxiety. The pgrdint who walked by me and said, “I bet
you're getting a lot of good notes today!” was akkeher next interview to reflect on that
particular class and the things that were goinghanshe believed would be noticeable or
important to me. Overall, interview questions weesigned to encourage descriptive accounts

where participants describe what happened, thigrpretation of the events, their understanding



77

of their own positions within the events, and—# {harticipant introduces such connections to
the dialogue—description of the relationship betviee event and her professional identity.

Procedures.For seven of the participants, semi-structuredwegs occurred twice
during the data collection period: one at the nodipof participant observation and one at the
end of participant observation. The two particiggamho joined the study late participated in one
semi-structured interview after their observatibad been completed. Interviewing at the mid-
point of the project’s observation phase servedpgwposes: First, it allowed for the compilation
of a thick, primary record of classroom routinesgmssive observer before asking specific
guestions about classroom practice and daily psafeal experiences. Second, the first semit-
structured interview occurred close enough to ifieenistory interview that it was possible to ask
the participants specific clarifying questions abibwse interviews. The second semi-structured
interview aimed to acquire participants’ perspexsion observation data collected during the
second half of the observation phase and summagflextions on their positions as educators
who identify themselves as “allies” or “supportefst LGBTQ youth.

Semi-structured interviews ranged from forty misute two hours in length, and all were
conducted at a time and in a location of the pdiats’ choosing. All but one interview
occurred in a school setting; one participant chodeve one of the semi-structured interviews
occur in her home. Prior to each interview, th&dfi@otes and transcripts from previous
interviews were reviewed, and the content of trlim®iments was used to determine topics that
required more input from the participant and wateinterview protocol. Additionally, all
participants were given opportunities to share agpees that they believed were relevant to the
research but occurred when the researcher wageseni. On a few occasions, when the

researcher arrived for an interview the participgaaitl, “I have a story for you!” On those
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occasions, the interview started with the teachstdsy and then transitioned to the interviewer’s
guestions.
Data Analysis

Critical Ethnography and Systems Analysis

Data analysis was informed by Carspecken’s (19686¢a qualitative method, which is
part of a tradition of critical qualitative reselarbhat holds the position that “[tjhe precise natur
of oppression is an empirical question and nowargbelief,” and aims “to clarify how and
where oppression works” (p. 8). Further, Carspeckenes that “the analysis of systems
relations is both epistemologically possible ansicdlitely crucial to fain a full understanding of
gualitative research findings” (p. 194). He defisesial systemas “the result of external and
internal influences on action that are very broatisgributed throughout a society. They are
reproduced through patterned activity stretchimpsswide reaches of space and time” (p. 38).
That is, a social system such as heteronormaisiimderstood to be made up of broadly-
reaching belief systems, social norms, policied, @iactices that assume, privilege, or reward
heterosexual sexual orientation and gender idestihat are aligned with two binary
possibilities for biological sex: male and femdllis social system is reproduced by “human
activities that have become patterned” (p. 38)ctoadance with taken-for-granted “truths”
about sex and gender, and the marginalization efnaymative gender and sexual identities are
perpetuated through systemic heteronormativity nirang the patterns of activity, norms, and
policies that coalesce to form a social systemyelsas how social actors draw on familiar
systemic themes as they act in institutional amibsgontexts, provides insight to how patterns
of marginalization manifest within and across ingions (Carspecken, 1996).

Analytical Framework
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This research assumes that LGBTQ students are madizgad in the school environment
in various ways and that the teachers who suppermmnegotiate the same systems of
marginalization. Therefore, this study did not expif teachers negotiate heteronormative
structures in their professional practice, botv. By examining the experiences and perspectives
of teacher allies, it was possible to access apticexe the social structures shaping the
possibilities for educators’ professional actiorihia interest of creating inclusive schools for
LGBTQ students. For example, support for LGBTQ yootcurs in contexts where
heteronormativity and binary gender identitieslzgkeved to be “normal” and, therefore, are
dominant social positions. Participants’ descripgiof their strategies for supporting these
students involved negotiating the categories ofrimed” and “different” students, and most
participants had difficulties navigating the linestween normal and different, deciding how to
categorize LGBTQ students, or deciding if they warpposed to recognize student differences
or think of them as “the same” as everybody el$®s€ perspectives are indicative of how
heteronormativity stigmatizes gender and sexu&mihces, and they can be connected to
existing scholarship on how educational and p@alitdiscourses such as “diversity” (Ahmed,
2012) and “tolerance” (Brown, 2006) are shaping landing the possibilities for recognizing
and valuing LGBTQ identities in school settings.

This analysis also drew on Linde’s (1993) principleoherencen the expression of
social identity. Much like Carspecken’s (1992)eatien that social identity isommunicative-
“people claim their identities through complex désfs of behavior” (p. 64) which are
interpreted by others—Linde (1993) argues that ca@iee of one’s life story is achieved in
communication with others and is dependent uporeshanderstanding of social norms defining

a “good” person in a given context. Coherencaisdcial obligation that must be fulfilled in
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order for [social actors] to appear as competemhbags of their culture” (p. 16). In the context
of researching teacher allies’ performance of msifenal identity, the question at hand is: “What
coherence systems are teachers using to intepeatalty” identity claim into a coherent
“teacher” identity?” Conceptualizing teacher idgnin terms of its communicative properties—
and the conscious choices teachers make in comatingcself to others—is important to this
project because it sheds light on the professimmalial) norms educators feel they must
negotiate in order to be “intelligible” (Youdellp@6) in the school context. The ways that
educators engage with tacit social and professiexgédctations speaks to the kinds of
professional action they believe are “allowed’heit respective contexts, their beliefs about
professional responsibility, and the range of dmkses available to them to conceptualize the
role of a teacher who describes herself as arf@llyGBTQ students.
Analysis Procedures

While in the field, interview data were recordedha digital recorder, and physical details
of the interaction were recorded through handwritteld notes. Observation data was recorded
through handwritten field notes. Interview data wasscribed into a Microsoft Word document
by a transcription service, FoxTranscribe©. Theaesher validated all interview transcriptions
by listening to audio recordings of interviews amecking them against the transcript for
verbatim accuracy. The researcher manually comleantg errors to ensure that all transcripts
were as close to verbatim language as possiblkl kates were integrated into the transcript
during this process, resulting in one Word docunfienéeach of the twenty-five interviews. Field
notes were transcribed as soon as possible af@ntpthe observation site in order to maximize
the accuracy of the transcription from notes tooadaprocessed narrative description. Verbatim

language, approximate quotations, and paraphrasgdi&ge were represented as such in the
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typed field document. Extended field notes and nlesecomments were added to the hand-
written details during this process to create gmaexled account (Spradley, 1980) that included
all recorded and recalled events as well as theareker’s analytical questions and speculations
that occurred during the data collection and trapgson processes. One Microsoft Word
document was created for each of the fifty-fiveaslkations.

All transcripts and field notes were uploaded IRQDA, a qualitative data management
system. Each document was read repeatedly, arabthent of each field document was named
using low-inference thematic codes. The codes dedwcategories such as: student/teacher
interactions, instructional decisions, behavior agement decisions, educational history,
professional history, teacher identity, ally identschool context, classroom climate, and
“diversity” talk—which included all interview or assroom language directly addressing gender
or sexuality. This phase of coding served the psgpd dividing the large data set into more
manageable sections. Once data was divided inse th@ad categories, the management system
generated Microsoft Word documents containing titegorized data. The categorized data was
re-read repeatedly and coded with a more detaylsigis of emergent coding. This process
facilitated the identification of robust themeshiuit and across the broad data categories. For
example, it was discovered that concept of beimgifortable” was used in multiple contexts to
define how participants wanted their students &b ife school, as well as how they wanted to
feel themselves. Once this theme was identifidldedame possible to examine how participants
definedcomfortable how it functioned as a framework for making dexis about curriculum
and classroom environment, and how they relatedthe visions for optimal school
environments for LGBTQ youth. It also became pdsdib identify recurring assumptions about

LGBTQ youth identity, public education, “good” dtegies for including diversity, and “good”
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teaching that formed the “meaning horizon” (Cargeec 1996) for teachers’ definitions of their
identities and actions as allies for LGBTQ youtlr&ful attention to the “meaning horizon” was
important to this analysis because it generatadhh$o the various social norms at play in
teachers’ performance of professional identity—wéhy” as part of that identity—and creation
of classroom cultures that they believe to be safdusive, supportive, and/or accepting for all
students.
Subjectivity Statement

The vision and execution of this study were shdpenhy experiences as a teacher, a
professional development facilitator, and a redeacThe year | began my first teaching job, |
had conversations with queer-identified friendswtibeir experiences in middle and high
school, and in those conversations they not-sohgardisted that it was important for me to pay
attention to when and how lesbian, gay, bisexuahsgender, queer and questioning students are
targeted or marginalized in my school and classtdaquickly discovered that, despite working
in a high school that had a reputation of beingéwehall the gay kids go” and the only school in
my district with a functioning Gay Straight Alliaecvery few teachers made any attempt to
interrupt homophobia in any way. Kids told me | ves® of few teachers who wouldn’t allow
them to say “that’s so gay” in class, and | witmesmultiple examples of the school’s failure to
provide a safe, equitable environment for LGBT(@sfts to learn. | left teaching and entered
this PhD program to learn about how and why opjwadsinctions in K-12 schools and to
pursue new opportunities to attack problems of uiadity and schooling. | quickly became
involved in leading professional development wodgshabout the school experiences of
LGBTQ youth and interviewing educators about tHéBeexperiences. In addition, | have had

myriad opportunities to work on projects that pethe goal of creating more equitable
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educational policies and practices for LGBTQ yoaitthe state and local level. Throughout all
of these experiences, the most pressing quesitiomsd have been about how classroom
teachers make meaning of LGBTQ students’ needshandroles in addressing those needs;
how teachers integrate addressing the needs of KIz&tlidents into the larger context of their
professional practice; and how they navigate tiggnst or resistance that may follow when
educational practice acknowledges non-normativelgeand sexual identities. Throughout the
research process, | often felt the impulse to takeny role as professional development provider
and work with teachers to help them understandgaé, and possibly interrupt the patterns of
marginalization that | could observe circulatingheir classrooms. However, as my primary
role as a researcher was to open myself to thesppetives and experiences, | instead focused
my attention on recording the details of the tingpént observing and interviewing each
participant.

The analysis and representation of this researtzhides certainly been shaped by my
own experiences as a teacher and ally, as wellydsetref that schools are places where
significant social change is possible and teachave the power to influence the ways their
students experience school. My own teacher iderstitglevant to this project as well, as |
believe teachers are responsible for interrogahieg own privilege and assumptions and should
be invested in creating school environments thaarequitable as possible. However, | am also
sensitive to the multiple ways that teachers haenldisempowered in K-12 public schools and
are often blamed for failures of the educationatay. | made efforts to represent both give
credence to the teachers’ good intentions andjagtthe limitations of pedagogical approaches
that do not adequately recognize the identitiepeagnces, and perspectives of LGBTQ

students. This approach limited the possibilit@mseixamining the extent to which teachers’
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experiences, perspectives, and practices werenehted in and reproducing heteronormativity,

and such analysis will be the focus of future waith this data set.

Limitations

This dissertation is limited in that it addrestes experiences of only nine educators in a
single geographic region. The participant sampbeesented a wide variety of professional
experiences, but it disproportionately represettiecexperiences of suburban educators.
Therefore, it is likely that these findings oveprresent the experiences of allies who teach in
predominantly White, upper middle class, and “raghieving” schools. This limitation aligns
with trends throughout scholarship in the field&BTQ issues in education, which
disproportionately represents suburban schoolgtedeeds of White students. In the future,
more research is needed in urban and rural setingdjsersify the field’s knowledge about how
heteronormativity functions in school environmeautsl possibilities for successfully interrupting
the marginalization of LGBTQ youth. Additionallyhe fact that only White educators responded
to the Invitation to Participate has drawn attamtio the need to pursue diversified and creative
participant recruitment strategies that are speadiff focused on diversifying the participant
pool.

Another limitation of this research is number bservation hours that were completed in
each teacher’s classroom. Although these obsenspimovided valuable insight to how teachers
connect the idea of a safe or comfortable classrmotimeir daily routines, specific analyses of
how heteronormative privilege manifests in allielgissrooms is superficial due to the limited
amount of time spent in each teacher’s classegyt&m ethnographic research would result in
a more robust representation of the persistenbeteronormativity in allies’ classrooms, as well

as moments of disruption.
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A regrettable limitation of this research is thekl®f data related to supporting
transgender youth in school contexts. Participdintsiot talk about being allies for transgender
students, and references to the presence of digers#er expressions and identities in the school
environment were brief and superficial. Wider olbaipn access and more time in each research
site would potentially increase opportunities tarfeif and how gender non-conforming and
transgender students are recognized in the scheobement. Expanded observation would also
increase opportunities to collect data represergatterns of privilege and oppression
specifically related to gender identity and expi@ssAdditionally, participant recruitment that
specifically requests teachers who have experiafittetransgender students is likely necessary.

Finally, the analysis procedures for this study bt push systems analysis far enough to
draw definitive conclusions about how educatorsicfices and perspectives are both reflective
of heteronormative culture and reproducing thegpast of marginalization that make “ally”
work necessary in the first place. In other wotlls dissertation failed to fully engage with
guestions of how participants are complicit in teproduction of heteronormativity, how they
perpetuate instructional patterns that do not reizeggender and sexual diversity in the
classroom, and how their privilege as White, straigriddle class women functions as a
protective barrier between them and direct engagemih the marginalization that many of
their students experience. Future work with thiggdas well as future research projects, will
need to engage these more critical questions ier@aodmove the field toward more radical

efforts to achieve inclusion and recognition forB3) youth in U.S. public schools.
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Chapter 4: TEACHER ALLY IDENTITY

Participants’ discussions of ally identity or thactions as allies for LGBTQ youth were
situated within broader professional identity navess. Through these narratives, they described
their positions and responsibilities within theiofessional contexts, visions for optimal
classroom cultures, roles in creating safe learemgronments, decisions about curriculum and
classroom management, and relationships with stadBarticipants defined themselves as good
teachers first, and being an ally for LGBTQ youthsvone of many ways that they supported the
learning and development of all students. Prevami®larship on teachers’ engagement with
LGBTQ students and educational issues indicatetéfaghers do not consider visible support for
LGBTQ students or directly addressing gender andaaiversity to be a taken-for-granted part
of their professional responsibilities (Bower & Kka, 2009; Vega, Crawford, & Van Pelt,
2012), and they often rationalize this work throeglucational discourses of school safety
(Fredman, Schultz, & Hoffman, 2013; Payne & Sm®]2; Smith, in press) and unconditional
care for students (Jimenez, 2009; Smith, in preShese discourses also shape the possibilities
educators envision for creating inclusive learrengironments. In the context of this study—
which specifically sought self-identified allieschwas approved by all participants’ school
leadership—teachers referenced these discourseplain why teachers should support
LGBTQ students, and their interpretations of goaeather ally practice were shaped by these
dominant narratives about how to accommodate eéiffez in school settings.

This chapter will build on this previous scholapshy exploring two categories of
participants’ professional identity narratives: “@ham as a teacher (ally)” and “How | perceive
my (LGBTQ) students.” Teacher allies’ professioia@ntity narratives are significant to the

overall project of disrupting LGBTQ youth margirmdtion because they provide insight to how
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they define (a) the roles they can or should takeachers and allies of LGBTQ youth, (b) the
needs and school experiences of LGBTQ youth, anthécpossibilities for more equitable
schools. These narratives also lend insight to @ducators understand “who” LGBTQ students
are within the context of an entire student popoatParticipants used languagesameness
versus differencandat-risk studentshroughout these narratives as their tools fortmrsng
LGBTQ students in relation to their own social paasis, to the norm of the heterosexual gender
conforming student, and within broader conceptaailins ofschooldiversity. This “who” is a
key element for understanding how educators appeshthe work of supporting LGBTQ
students in school spaces, and it provides insgghbw much value is being placed on students’
gender and sexuality differences.

Who | am as a Teacher (Ally)

The teachers who patrticipated in this project unampally agreed that LGBTQ students
have a right to equal access to education andehahers play an important role in providing
school environments where they have the same appbes to learn as their peers. However,
none of the participants directly stated, “I ama#lg” at any time during the research process,
and their narratives about support for LGBTQ stuslen attitudes about LGBTQ inclusion
typically avoided direct references to the genawr sexual identities of their students.
Participants did not speak about systemic margiaatin of LGBTQ students or the possibility
that teachers could participate in disrupting patef exclusion at an institutional level.

Instead, they connected their intent and efforsuigport LGBTQ students to statements of
professional identity and responsibility. Througkge statements, they presented themselves as
good teachers and distinguished themselves froleagples who do not share their skills and

values. Interviews covered a wide range of topicasrculum, classroom management and
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climate, school culture, relationships with studentind participants generally incorporated
LGBTQ youth into their professional identity naivas when they stated their beliefs about
school diversity, their approaches to developimpoat and relationships with their students, and
their visions for safe or inclusive classroom cigturhese narrative connections indicate that
teachers understood the work of supporting LGBT@estits in terms of meeting the needs of
individual students within the context of their oslassrooms—they wished to communicate
their acceptance to any LGBTQ students in thessga, get to know those students, and provide
learning environments where these students wilbediargets of intolerance or harassment.
Significantly, such frameworks do not require direxsgagement with gender and sexual
diversity—what it is or how to make it a valued qmment of school culture—nor do they
require teachers to examine how and why LGBTQ stisdare marginalized throughout the
school environment. They do, however, provide mg$e into teachers’ perceptions of what
their professional contexts will allow them to do.

When participants described how and why they lpageented themselves as allies for
their LGBTQ students, they used language of dityeesid tolerance both in their professional
identity claims (i.e., “l am open” or “| accept aliudents”) and their descriptions of how they
present themselves as allies to their studentgth&i all nine participants referred to their
responsibility to educate all students. This “opzall students” framework for supporting
LGBTQ students simultaneously (a) named LGBTQ sitgla the teachers’ understanding of
who attends their schools and might be sittindngirtclassrooms; and (b) constructed LGBTQ
students as a category within “an impressive rarigmtential objects of tolerance, including
cultures, races, ethnicities, sexualities, ide@sgiifestyle and fashion choices, political

positions, religions, and even regimes” (Brown,2Q® 3). In other words, the teachers’
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narratives of professional responsibility to “d@lidents” included the needs of LGBTQ youth,
which indicates that this group was indeed incluiteldow the teachers understood and made
decisions concerning the possible needs, perspscixperiences, and identities of their
students. The “all students” framework also sem®@d mechanism for the participants to
distance themselves from speaking about gendexxoiatity. By speaking about their
generalized approaches to meeting the needs afhdlbeing open to all student identities, they
were able to include LGBTQ students in their prei@sal narratives withoutamingLGBTQ
students or only mentioning them briefly.

Responsibility to all students. Professional responsibility to educate all studeras
frequently invoked throughout the study as ratieriat why educators should pay attention to
LGBTQ discrimination. Their professional identityakements reflected this commitment to
embracing diversity in the student population: iggrants paired their talk about participating in
the study, being an ally, or being a good teachet GBTQ students with statements about
supporting and accepting “everybody,” “whatever yoe.” As Mayo argues, “considering what
‘all’ students means in terms of sexual orientafod gender identity can help schools broaden
their scope of address, the inclusiveness of tienate, and the effectiveness of their teaching”
(Mayo, 2014, p. 19). In the context of this reshalemping LGBTQ students into a catch-all
category of “all students” illustrated their claimiscompetence to meet the needs of LGBTQ
students to the degree that they are like any adegrager—all students need teachers who will
not judge them for their individual quirks and pmralities, they want to feel that their teachers
value their presence in the classroom, and theg teaehers who will invest in their learning.

Some participants presented this professional respitity to educate “all students” as

their primary rationale for volunteering for thedy. Molly and Laura were the two participants
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who spoke the least about gender identity or sexuahtation in their interviews, and neither
described the work of a supportive teacher or exgththeir interest in the study in a way that
directly addressed the needs or experiences of GIuth. Laura was hesitant to volunteer
because she did not believe she held the reqeistertise, but her commitment to supporting all
students eventually led her to participate:

| saw the ematf [inviting teachers to participate] a long time agoen [the principal]

first—when you must have first contacted him. Angds like, “Hmm, well, hmm.

Should 1? Well | don’t know. Well... 1 don’t know athing about this [LGBTQ

students]!” | mean | try to be supportive of evetydent regardless of their background

and | don't really know if this is — if | have ammmg to offer. (Interview 1, 11/15/11)
Despite not having specific examples of supportLf8BTQ students, her commitment to all
students “regardless of their background” createdobssibility that research on teacher support
for LGBTQ students would include her. LGBTQ studemay not have been previously
included in her understanding of the possibilif@msstudent diversity in her classroom, but she
experienced a connection to the idea—albeit unicertevhen she read the description of the
project. Significantly, lacking specialized knowtgddoes not lead her to doubt that she is a
good teacher to LGBTQ students. Her uncertaingpsut whether or not she can contribute to a
research project that is specifically investigatygmder and sexual diversity. Molly also
connected to the study through the broader undetistgs of being inclusive of diversity:

Well, 1 would like to think | have a welcoming anespectful environment for all, for all

students.So | don't really, | didn't really think about &,dike, "Oh, I'm really good with

that population” so | should do the study. | jushink I, um, I'm just, | just try to let

18 |nvitation to Participate. Appendix A.
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every kid, no matter who they are, um, have theesapportunity to learn. So | wasn't

really thinking about that [working with LGBTQ steudts]. (Interview 1, 11/28/11)
Molly resisted the implication (i.e. researcheissamption) that she had considered the specific
needs of LGBTQ students, her own knowledge abaselstudents’ experiences, or her
experiences working with these students when sbielele to volunteer for the study. Instead she
provided “welcoming and respectful environmentdtht as explanation for her connection to
the research project, as this broad commitmentavqualify her to contribute to a project about
any group of students. This description of hersrasm culture reflected common vocabulary of
multicultural or diversity education, such as addneg difference with “sensitivity,” “tolerance,”
and providing learning environments where diffelidientity groups comfortably coexist
(Gorski, 2009, p. 316). This common model for eding diverse student groups emphasizes
the importance of tolerant attitudes but does eotssarily require that students’ specific
identity differences would need to be directly aed in the classroom. Molly positioned
herself as the possessor and moderator of “a wehgpamd respectful environment’—which
indicates she understood herself to have poweraige this educational asset to students who
are at risk of feeling unwelcome or disrespectestcimool. Like Laura, she did not share any
specific narratives about experiences with LGBT@ishts, but her self-identification as a
teacher who supports “all students” encompassegdbsgibility that this could include current
LGBTQ students whose identities are not known todn@vho she may teach in the future.

Participants who spoke more specifically abouir thgpport for LGBTQ students or had
specific experiences of working with this groupstiidents also situated support for LGBTQ
students into broader diversity frameworks. Thathsy also understood their support for

LGBTQ students to be within broader attempts tqsuf‘all students” and they were able to
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provide examples of how this approach (actualliiygothetically) allowed them to connect with
an LGBTQ student or teach tolerance for LGBTQ ide® For example, when Kelly discussed
her vision for a teacher ally’s role in creatingBBQ-inclusive school environments, she
speculated how her existing strategies for medhiegheeds of all will encompass the needs of
LGBTQ students:
| guess | don’t know that it's any different foQy know, a student who is gay,
transgendered, et cetera, you know, as companagy tole for any other student....[A]t
the end of the day | want to be the teacher thabesthere. If somebody needs me |
want to be able to be there for whatever, whatdweissue is. Maybe you're having a
sports issue, maybe you're gay and you need to cunevhatever. Maybe your dad
beats your mom. You know, | want...If you need & t&bout it, whatever it is | want to
be there to help support even if it's just sometmniesten. (Interview 3, 6/11/12)
Kelly named “gay, transgendered, et cetera” idestiin her discussion of support for students,
but she still used the “all students” frameworkrtaintain distance from direct discussion of
gender identity or sexual orientation. Kelly idéetl herself as a trusted teacher who is willing
and available to listen to individual students’lemms, and she believed this part of her
professional practice was particularly relevani needs of LGBTQ students. She listed three
possible issues that students may need to talkt dbaturepresented the range of issues she had
encountered before or imagined addressing in theduSignificantly, these examples are all
experiences that she imagined would cause studamional distress. Thus, she placed the
needs of LGBTQ youth alongside those of students @{perience social tension or familial

trauma. Her caring intentions encompassed a divarsge of issues that students could present
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to her, and she imagined LGBTQ students as indalglwho were likely to need teacher support
to navigate possible stress or adversity in orddxetsuccessful in school.

Language of opennes® second way that teachers presented themselgsoas
teachers for LGBTQ students was to describe thereselsing the wordpen Like the “all
students” framework, the language of opennessaligth dominant discourses of safety and
tolerance because it categorizes LGBTQ studentslasrable youth waiting for acceptance or
protection from those who are in a position to grafHackford-Peer, 2010). Heterosexual
teachers possess both social and institutionailgge that allows them to decide to express and
promote openness, but the participants in thisystiidi not recognize that such expressions do
not disrupt the systemic marginalization that disess LGBTQ youth from the “normative
centre” of school culture (Youdell, 2006, p. 12hey understoodpento be both worldview
and professional practice that could challengeriisoation and harassment targeting LGBTQ
students. Langmann (2010) argues that multicultamdltolerance discourses “trade on a
welcome and openness to ‘diversity” (p. 338), #mel prevalence of this language in
participants’ interviews suggests that “open” hase to be a valued term in schools as
educators experience increased pressure to preafdeenvironments and accept student
differences.

“Open” equals “acceptance.The wordopenhas the metaphorical effect of suggesting a
willingness to welcome a wide range of possib#itieto one’s life, and the word recurred over
and over again when participants spoke about thétigs or actions LGBTQ students need from
their teachers. When participants described tharasels “open,” they presented themselves as
teachers who have inclusive and welcoming attitadesit the full range of difference that will

potentially present themselves in public schoadslaoms. The wordpenalso indicated
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recognition that some differences are more readdicomed than others. Participants used this
word to indicate awareness that LGBTQ identitiessarbject to stigma and discrimination and
to present themselves as good educators who dwoltbhegative attitudes. For example, when
Kelly was asked the question “What does it meayototo be a teacher who is supportive of
LGBTQ students,” she presentepgennesss a quality that made it possible for her totecta
her students in a way that would create positiaeszioom experiences for LGBTQ students:
| guess I, um, I'm pretty accepting of everyonekd,il really don’t care what your sexual
orientation is, what your religion is, you know, attyour activities are on the weekends,
you know? It doesn’t really matter to me. So | fided in general I'm a pretty accepting
person so | figured, well, maybe I'll see, you knaees some--, does an outsider truly
get that impression from my classroom? Like, amaliytsupporting students as much as |
think I am? Um, you know, cause I, | feel that opdout things, so | hope other people
get that message and that they feel like they eanho they are in this class. (Interview
1,11/14/11)
Kelly used the wordpento explain her belief that there are many studéfgrences that should
not “matter” to their teachers. Kelly described femlings and attitudes toward students as “in
general...pretty accepting” and “open”—which are baialities that communicate willingness
to educate and develop relationships with all sttgleegardless of identity. She claimed she
does not “care” or hold negative attitudes abaudieshts’ sexual orientation, religion, or
weekend activities, which are all student charasties that may attract judgment, disagreement,
or disparaging reactions from peers or other taachiastead, she intended to support her
students by communicating that she is “open aldlongs” and that they can “be who they are in

this class,” and she hoped to communicate thessages in a way that an “outsider” (such as
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the researcher) would notice. Here, the logic @mmess is that LGBTQ students need learning
environments where they are safe to “be who theYyrather than spend time and energy
pretending they are someone else. Kelly’s logiopgnness also assumed that expressions of
individuality would not “matter” or be relevant ber regular teaching practices because she will
respect and educate all students, regardless mtitigleSo, while her openness does important
work in the interest of providing a classroom canhtehere all will hopefully feel respected and
valued, expressing openness neither disrupts LGBUiQ@ents’ marginalized positions as
individuals to whom openness must be extended onsiders the possibility that a student’s
gender or sexual identity is relevant to day-to-dagsroom operations.

Kelly and Susan used similar word choice and simdgic in their descriptions of open
teachers’ action and attitudes. Susan presentesh"@gmd “accepting” as similar terms, using
both to indicate willingness to welcome any catggurstudent difference into their classrooms.
Her use of this language indicated that she hadsklaped her responsibilities as a teacher ally
around the logic that LGBTQ students need operhzadecause they need school spaces
where they have freedom of expression without éé&omophobic targeting.

I'd say it's [an ally is] a person, like | said,ibg open. Not judging. And just kind of

your lifestyle. You know, like, if you are somebodo’s going to make comments that

are inappropriate in your life, then you’re goingmake them in the classroom. You
know, so it kind of comes down to being an acceppiarson. | would say. Because that
person is going to be accepting in the classro@m kpow? It's just not in my
vocabulary to say, “that’s so gay.” So, | would eesay that.I| wouldn’t say it outside of
school, and | wouldn’t say it in school, and itth@ts me when | hear people who are

saying [it] outside of school in my personal lij@u know? Just as much as it bothers me
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in the hallway at school. So, | think stuff likeathyou know, it comes down to just kind

of the person you are. If you're an accepting pergfeen you are that role. You accept

everybody. Any difference. (Interview 3, 6/21/12)
Both Kelly and Susan presumed the possibility fmmnsa, exclusion, or discrimination to affect
LGBTQ students, and these possibilities were inbdrekground of how they both defineden
and imagined the action they should take as opmrhegs. Susan extended the conceppeh
beyond the boundaries of the school and arguedathatson’s choice to use biased language at
any time would indicate she is not authenticallgopo LGBTQ or other marginalized identities.
Because she is consistent in both her persongbrarfiessional life, the openness she expresses
in school is more trustworthy than that of colleegwho may only express tolerance towards
LGBTQ students as an act of professionalism. Addélly, both teachers distanced themselves
from the possibility of judging LGBTQ students besa of their differences. Kelly separated
herself from this type of moral judgment through tlaims that students’ gender and sexual
identities do not “matter” to her, and Susan defiopenas “not judging” and claimed she
“would never” engage in judgmental, overtly homobpiecdbehavior such as saying “that’'s so
gay” in school or in her personal life. Their empds on the importance of avoiding judgment is
significant because it is indicative of the pemistheteronormative definitions of LGBTQ
identities as perverse, morally deviant, immoraindecent—and therefore subject to moral
critique. Kelly and Susan claimed that they woutder make these kinds of moral judgments,
but their interpretations of LGBTQ students’ neadd experiences were still shaped by a
history of LGBTQ people being interpreted as dewv@mmorally inferior to heterosexual peers
(Mayo, 2004). That is, these teachers were respgrtdisomething they subconsciously “know”

about LGBTQ identities when they make claims alamaiding judgment, and as long as this
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knowledge circulates through the culture, LGBTQstuts will remain in subordinate,
stigmatized social positions.

Although participants’ discussions of opennessudet! resistance to heteronormative
marking of LGBTQ identity adeviant they remained caught in the trap of normalizaticat
constructs clear distinctions between “normal” &ther.” These language traps were examples
of how educators were attentive to individuals’ ex@nces but not to how heteronormative
legacies are present and reproduced throughoubkchlbure—and through their own language.
As was illustrated in Kelly and Susan’s narrativeschers rejected the possibility of judging
LGBTQ students without questioning how these idersticame to be known as deviant or how
such labels function in school or the broader calt@®ther teachers who spoke about being open
and accepting teachers were similarly caught irtréqe of referring to and relating to LGBTQ
students as the unfamiliar Other, despite theit &késrts to be inclusive. For example, when
Paula was asked what draws LGBTQ students to seaohérs over others, her response
characterized LGBTQ identities as a something nedifterent that older colleagues may not
understand or want to acknowledge: “They [my gagishts] assume that if you're younger
you’re more liberal. You're more open to those kafadhew ideas” (Interview 3, 6/18/12). Paula
presented liberalism as a quality that was assumbd generational and that signaled she would
be more likely to accept them than older, presusnabhservative teachers. Mainstream political
discourse characterizes liberal citizens to beasted in equal rights for all, while conservatives
resist policy changes like gay marriage becausettireaten traditional values or ways of life
such as heteronormative family structure. By dbsag LGBTQ issues and identities as “new
ideas,” she suggested that the presence, visjllitsights of these students had yet to be

institutionalized in the school community. Howewilis description of her position as an “open”
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teacher also reproduced the idea that LGBTQ stsdeete a strange, unfamiliar “other” waiting
to be accepted by the rest of the school commumityother participant, Karen, used the
language of being “okay” with LGBTQ students rattiean saying “open,” but like other
participants she wanted to avoid imposing moragjuent on students.

So, I would, 1 would like to be the teacher thatpoe of those teachers that people know,

you know, “she’s okay.” You know. It, you know, “8hshe won't, she won’t be mean to

you. She’ll accept you. She’ll make you feel likeyre, you're a decent person.”
Karen’s narrative named some of the injurious foksses for an LGBTQ students in school,
including the possibility that these youth wouldjlveto question their own self-worth after
experiencing cruelty, intolerance, or moral regolatAs a teacher who was “okay,” she aimed
to express kindness and acceptance to studentheel she thinks LGBTQ people are good
people—not deviant or immoral as some may believed-srve as a point of respite from a
hostile school environment.

Participants who used “openness” language to tatkibsupport for LGBTQ students
occurred through individualized narratives abougatrthey as allies could do to support
individual students they know in the school. Asult, their narratives reflected one-direction
relationship of privileged teachers offering opess® marginalized students with the intention
of meeting their immediate personal and educatinaats. This framework is a product of the
dominant approaches to creating safer schools@BTQ youth: they focus on the action they
as privileged individuals can take in the intedstaring for the marginalized, which results in
attention to specific differences that make stuslentnerable to harassment but lack of
engagement with—or even awareness of—how heteratvity and stigma circulate through a

school and shape their own understanding of how T@Btudents are positioned in the school.
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Opening pointsln addition to being open and accepting of divedeatities, participants
believed that LGBTQ students needed teachers wie egen to having difficult conversations
with students. Participants spoke about being &@oltho create “opening points” or avenues
for students to communicate with them about isteg®nd academics. They believed that
making personal connections with students was @oitant part of being a successful teacher,
and they took responsibility for showing studehist they were open to those relationships,
committed to earning students’ trust, and availéédnelp any time a student needs it. While
these strategies were assumed to be necessanctmssfully connecting with adolescent
students in general, LGBTQ students were assumied &ven more in need of positive, trusting
relationships with teachers due to the stigmatratif their identities and the resulting risk for
bullying, harassment, family rejection, depressgustance use, or suicide. “Open,” therefore,
took on a dual meaning when these teaching practveee connected to LGBTQ students:
teachers used the word to describe themselveaeseaies who expressed acceptance to LGBTQ
people, and they used it to describe ways of mgldelationships with students that were
intended to create possibilities for students lidrested adults when they needed help or
support.

Eight of the nine participants perceived that stid felt safer, more comfortable, or
happier in their classrooms than in others’, amy thelieved their students were more open with
them about their lives and identities than witheotteachers or in other school spaces. Teachers’
experiences around student’ ability to talk to theere typically stories of students “hanging
out” in their classrooms before or after schoostoidents specifically seeking a space where they

could be honest about their experiences and trilsedteacher would be honest in return. Paula
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taught in the same school as her father, and shea@d her own relationships with students to
his:

[My dad has said,] “I can't believe the kids comend hang out with you the way they

do and talk to you the way they do.” You know...| w@uaever do thatl would never

do that to a teacher [when | was a student]. Oa@s"No kids would ever do that with

me." And | just, you know...I think the kids seemmdortable. They want to tell me

things and they want... they ask me questions. Auodtland | just think that a positive

that they feel like they can come and help, ggt.néPaula, Interview 2, 3/15/12)
Paula believed that her own experiences of devedppalationships with students, helping them
navigate problems, and showing them support wegrefgiant or special because they were so
different from her own high school experiences ftath what she knew about her father’'s
teaching life. By reporting her father’s disbelafd contrasting her teaching experiences with
her own memories of being a student, she impliasttie relationships she has developed with
students are not what she anticipated. She intsrgris surprise professional experience as a
“good thing” and is willing to accept the role ofemcher who students seek when they need to
“get help.” Other teachers illustrated their claitihat students trust them, want to talk to them, or
experience them as “safe,” teachers by describingt®ons when students have come to them to
seek advice, share their experiences, or simplyheseclassroom as a place to spend their
unstructured school time.

Around lunch time the girls came to me about tethefn and they said, “Mrs. &an we

come in here? We need to talk to you,” | said, fie@? Why?” and they said, “About

what happened in [another teacher’s class]” andeBeb'...said, “We need to talk to

you because you will listen to us and you will tedlthe truth and we need a safe place to

19 All student names are pseudonyms
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go where we can do all that.” And | said)kay, come in. We’'ll shut the door, it'll be,

it's lunch time. We'll talk it all out.” And we did(Megan, Interview 1, 3/8/12)

| get a lot of kids in after school that come istjto hang out. They just need a place to
go, they need to complain about something their rd@htast night or, you know, their
brother. Um, a lot of time I'll get kids that coraéter and they’ll say, “Oh my god, you
know, you wouldn’t believe what happened this weekeAnd they’ll run through this
story, you know, this fight they had with theirefnd, which is probably something stupid.
You know, but just | think having someone theréigten and, you know...So | guess |
don’t know how I'm getting there, but | do feeldiknany of my students do feel like they
can come here. (Kelly, Interview 1, 11/14/11)
These examples are indicative of participants'diglihat it is important for students to have
trusted adults in the school environment, and ttestrate participants’ claims that they have
been successful in positioning themselves as teswgVte are receptive to non-academic
conversations with their students. Megan’ narratieates an image of a teacher who will listen
to students’ perspectives and is trusted to respotidhonest, sincere feedback that will help
them navigate their problems. Kelly’s narrativeigades that she perceives her classroom to be a
place where students want to spend time, and dlevég her students have interpreted her as a
teacher who is interested in their lives beyondsthAll three presented their relationships with
students as evidence of their success as teachersaxe for and are interested in knowing their
students.
Participants who were invested in being open amdlable for their students attempted to

communicate this by taking it on themselves tol#sta community norms that would signal to
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students that it was expected and valuable to gf&s®nal experiences. One of Kelly’'s
professional goals was to “truly malk]e a connettath every kid by the end of the year,” and
her primary strategy for accomplishing this wassiggpersonal details about her own life with
students: “I try to talk a lot about me.” She bedid this created lines of communication
“because | find that the more they know about ine,more they feel they can relate to me.”
Shortly before her second interview (March 201 Xtualent told Kelly he was gay. She
recounted the episode in her second and thirdvietes, and when asked how she thought her
teaching practice made it possible for this studieiconfide in her, she responded:
| think, um, I don’t know. | mean.'m a pretty, like, open, accepting you know person
and that pretty much goes for all aspects of ngy lifmean, there are certain things |
don’t agree with. Like | don’t think that 15-yealddids should be doing cocaine. |
don't really think anyone should be doing cocaivieu know, and like, things like that |,
you know, um, | will voice my opinion on that. Ydmow, obviously it's their choice to
make. But, um, | don’t know. I think I'm pretty opel think they know I'm pretty open
and | think | get to know them. Or at least | toyget to know them on a personal level
early on in the year. Um, but | don’t know. | dokitow if other teachers just have more
of that, “I'm the teacher and | don’t need to knavo you are as a person | just need to
know what your grade is in the book.” You know? (Ga | think that there are teachers
like that. Um, so, | guess, | guess | don't kndvdon’t know. | mean I'm glad he felt
comfortable telling me and I'm glad that we had tledationship. (Interview 3, 6/11/12)
Although she was not sure, Kelly believed thatlhread acceptance of student identities and
beliefs and her willingness to share details abeutown life created the possibility for a student

to tell her he is gay. Significantly, Kelly nevgrake about the possibility of mentioning LGBTQ
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identities or support for LGBTQ rights in the clemsm setting, which suggests her students may
not have witnessed her explicitly advocate for L&Bdcceptance. Instead, she emphasized the
significance of her student relationships. Kellyideed she related to her students differently
than her colleagues do to theirs because she ddiereprofessional identity to extend beyond
the “teacher” role of developing students’ acadekniowledge. She remained committed to her
academic responsibilities, but she also believedetivas a wide scope of possibilities for things
teachers and students could talk about that reagbniol academic issues. She believed this
challenged more traditional ideas about the kirfdglationships teachers and kids could have.
She has created relationships where students avhrex about “other things,” which resulted in
opportunities for her to provide social and ematicsupport in addition to academic support.
This would not be possible if she did not positi@nself as a teacher who was interested in
students’ personal lives and willing to play a rimlénelping them learn to navigate the
experiences that led them to seek out an openetrasiult.

When Megan described her opportunities acrossdreer, she emphasized that she had
developed a reputation as a teacher who kids dalkdo about anything. She claimed that kids
told her things they might not tell other teachars] she believed this was because she made a
point to listen to and respect their feelings aanh{s of view. She also believed it was important
to “never lie to children” because being caugha ire is how teachers lose their credibility with
their students—thus closing down possibilitiesdeveloping teacher/student relationships.

When |, well, when we talk about things in classw, like, what kids are good at or not

good at and this and that, | think that most teexce not like to share with students that

they’re not good at things. Okay? Because | thirgt thost teachers believe, | think that

mostadultsbelieve—that if children know that they’re not fe®t at everything, they're
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going to think less of them. I've never felt thiayy so | share with kids how...I've gone

through life being very, very bad at math. In faegally think | had a math disability

that was never, never picked up on. And | shared them a story that happened to me

in school when | was in high school, and | was gd®és student in high school. | had a

math teacher tell me, “You're not smart enoughddagcollege because you’re not going

to pass the Trig Regents.” (Interview 1, 3/18/12)

Megan believed in the value of sharing her own arpees and vulnerabilities with her

students. She rejected the idea that adults swerendhority or respectability when students
know about their flaws, and she believed that @iétyi and trust come from honest
conversations—which may include adults admittingh&r own weaknesses and mistakes and
experiences of feeling like they were not smartugiato be successful in school. Sharing such
information with students can become opening pdortsonnection and communication that do
not exist when teachers understand their profeabjmosition as that of a knowledgeable other or
unquestioned authority figure. Megan believed thatkind of honesty was significant to the
social dynamic in her classes, because students taher to ask questions or discuss problems
that she believed they would not discuss with o#uits.

Rachel was the participant who had the most éxpes working directly with LGBTQ
students, and like other participants she beli¢gkatithere was a considerable amount of work to
do to open lines of communication with studentstimgian interview she said she has so many
LGBTQ students in her classroom before and afteosicthat “you would think that I did the
Gay Straight Alliance” (Interview 2, 6/19/12). Heterviews contained numerous reflections

about how she came to be the “point person” (Iméeni, 4/3/12) for many gay kids in her
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school, and she believed that her overall demeaasrfundamental to her success in creating
these “opening points” for LGBTQ students:
| feel like I'm a very easy person to talk to...lyse humor. I, I do not, uh, | do not come
down hard on kids. Like, if, if at the beginningtbE year they can’t get supplies, like, |
just make all that work. You know what | mean? Arset up, | try to just set up a room
where everybody understands that my goal is thatrgdearning this material. I'm going
to work very hard to get you there um, and, thiiat in terms of, of academics.
Um...and | also ask kids a lot about themselves, lwhtbink opens the door, you know?
Rachel began and ended her list of strategieséatiog a classroom environment—and a
teacher/student dynamic—that is comfortable andthogatening with “easy to talk to” and “ask
kids...about themselves.” This identity claim andslrative example of teaching practice were
presented in close relation to goal of “open([irigg toor” for students to talk to her and creating
space for students to share their lives and expezgewith her. Additionally, she believed using
humor and patience to deal with minor behavioractions was significant to how she connected
with her students. During every class observatioere were examples of Rachel using jokes
and teasing to correct student behavior (tardirtafisng) instead of “coming down hard on
kids.” Further, her statement, “I do not come ddwvand on kids” is an identity claim that
positions her in contrast to colleagues who wonlgase harsh consequences for something like
coming to school without supplies. One example azher/student interaction that reflects this
philosophy is Rachel’s response to a student wtwmned to school after being absent for
several weeks:
A male student came in late. A kid looked at hind aaid, “Oh my god.” Rachel: “Rob!

So glad to see you back after your 3 week hiateel said, “It's not my fault.” Rachel:
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“Yes, it was your fault.” She got up and handed famaterials for the current lesson].

Rob said hi to some of his classmates. Rachehtala student: “Loan your buddy a slice

of paper so he can do his work.” She also told Réby made my Friday.” She told him

they will need to talk at the end of class becdlaeghing) “I need you to pass this

marking period, so we’ll need to work something.’bifield notes, 6/1/12)

In this teacher/student interaction, Rachel’s bagaholding the student accountable for his
actions and expressing genuine respect and affefctidhe student. Extended absences make it
difficult for students to pass their classes, amhynteachers would say that the student had been
absent too long and passing the course would bessilple. When Rob returned to school,
Rachel welcomed him, dismissed his attempt to akesg@onsibility, engaged him in the lesson,
and stated her expectation that he will do enougtkwo earn credit for the course. The student
was given the opportunity to immediately re-engagechool and she communicated the
message that she expected students to correchilgakes, but she did not “come down hard on
him” or want him to leave because of bad decisi&@m believed students trust her care and
respect for them—even in these moments.

Rachel was the one participant who talked spediedoout how LGBTQ students come
to know which teachers will support them. Rathantspeak only about strategies that are
intended to open communication with all studers, also acknowledged the possibility that
LGBTQ students need to see “opening points” speadlif related to gender and sexuality if they
are going to trust their teachers. For this reasba,made a point to include LGBTQ students’
experiences in her classroom rituals and traditariser daily conversations with students:

| think my role is to make every kid feel 100% elfjpeepresented. So, so, the things

that | would typically do to show kids, to opentiye door is..L put pictures of all my
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students on my wall. If you go toif.it's a girl going with a girl to the prom | haveo
issue with it. That goes on my wall. If it's a bgging with a boy, no issue with it. | have
no issue with asking students, you know, like theake up and break up 500 times and
they’ll come in to talk. | have no issue with, wighying like, you know, “How’s your
girlfriend?” or “What did you guys do this weekeid? whatever as much as | would
say to anybody. (Interview 2, 6/19/12)
Rachel believed that the “wall of fame” was sigrafit to her students’ experiences of inclusion
and affirmation in her classroom and one of hewuahntuals for expressing her affection and
respect for her students:
Rachel’s “wall of fame” collages covered wall thiht behind her desk, which was in
the front right corner of the classroom. | was obisg from the back of the classroom
room, but | could see that the collages were coegho$ candid photographs,
professional school pictures, and Prom or Homecgrportraits. (Observation, 5/17/12)
Rachel introduced the conceptezfual representatioas the framework for her approach to
meeting the needs of a diverse student populafiba.Wall of Fame in Rachel’s classroom was
placed in a prominent, visible location, and it tzamed collages she makes every school year
using pictures of her students. She cited it asxample of how she makes all her students feel
“100% equally represented” and how she “open[sihepdoor” to students who experience
stigma and exclusion: “I think that’s [an] openipgint, because | have so many pictures of
students that do identify as gay and other kidskti@at.” (Interview 1, 4/3/12) So, by including
items like LGBTQ students’ prom pictures in herlagés she showed them the same care and
respect as she would gender conforming and hetarakstudents. New students who do not

know her can look at the Wall of Fame and connect her@dBBTQ kids they know in the
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pictures. She has had close relationships withspiagents that started with them asking her
guestions about former students in her pictureevmg she cares for and respects their gay
friends creates comfort and trust between her amdstudents:

And | think, | think just once they're comfortabstudents will come to you. And | think

they do look for people who aren't going to judgent that don't mind hearing

about...you know, they have bad dates or bad expegss just like the next one.

(Interview 1, 4/3/12)

Once students have recognized one of Rachel’s foggmints,” they start to talk to her about
relationship problems, problems with friends anaifg, and other “normal.” Like other
participants, she identified the issue of (non)uegt as key to forming a relationship with an
LGBTQ student, as well as the need to demonstnateshe is open to (“don’t mind”) hearing
about experiences that are specifically relatdaking a gay high school student because they
are not so different from the experiences of aryrfimal” high school student. Rachel had an
awareness that this openness is not something &1 QGtudent can take for granted, and she
positioned herself in opposition to educators wiahd reject LGBTQ youth or close
themselves off from the students’ experiences.

Language of Diversity and Tolerance.Teachers’ professional identity claims around
issues of diversity and social justice are sigaificbecause they lend insight to the possibilities
they envision for being good, successful educdtormarginalized students as well as how they
understand the problems they are trying to addhessigh their teaching practice. Throughout
the interviews, participants responded to questarmit how they supported LGBTQ students
by describing themselves as open and acceptinggesaerho were committed to meeting the

needs of all students. They believed these speapifitities were important because LGBTQ
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students are known to experience discriminationtardssment; therefore, they need teachers
who will not judge them, will allow them to be theeives, and will provide environments that
are free of discrimination. The consistency of éhperspectives throughout the data suggests
that these are narratives of inclusive educatianftiifill commonly held expectations for
meeting student needs and accommodating studéetetites. Further, they are narratives that
uphold and reproduce the values and expectatiobg@aed in dominant discourses of safety,
tolerance, and diversity. For example, situatingBI@ students within a broader category of
“all students” represents definitions of diversitgnagement that call for emphasizing sameness
as opposed to valuing difference (Brown, 2006).Chees’ repeated use of the wanpento
describe themselves as effective teachers for LGB{liQents are indicative of how the
tolerance discourse calls for addressing bias inyirehting hostility or judgment from intergroup
interactions (Mayo, 2001). Throughout, they rededrnindividualized approaches to the
problem of LGBTQ marginalization, which focusedrepairing individual victims and securing
their emotional and physical safety. These stratefpcus on discrimination that occurs within
the context of individual relationships—family ref®n, social exclusion and bullying, teacher
judgment—and position teachers to lessen the sffgadiscrimination by becoming people who
will provide respite from these injurious experieac

To be sure, LGBTQ students should be included andgnized within broad definitions
of school diversity, and their chances for schoicess are certainly increased by teachers who
are open, aware of the possibility that LGBTQ stigavill be in their classes, and treat them
with respect. National campaigns in the United&¥tatuch as GLSEN’s Safe Space program
advocate for this kind of action all the time. B¢ danger of these methods is that they focus on

ending violence and increasing tolerance as thieadesutcomes of school climate or safe
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schools work, rather than as necessary steps supwf greater equity. The existing body of
research on gender-based aggression (Anagnostep@0i@9; Bortolin, 2010; Chambers, et al.,
2004; Eliasson, et al., 2007; Faris & Felmlee, 204é&yer, 2007; Pascoe, 2007) and
heteronormative school spaces (DePalma & Atkin206&0; Mayo, 2014; Meyer, 2007; Ngo,
2003; Payne & Smith, 2013), as well as the growingber of critiques of safety and tolerance
discourses as they specifically apply to LGBTQ stud’ school experiences (Hackford-Peer,
2010; Payne & Smith, 2012; Ringrose & Renold, 204/@jton, 2011), highlight the need to
focus change efforts on how heterosexuality andlizied binary gender performances are
privileged throughout the school—and how these sdion “normal” or “successful” gender and
sexuality are relevant @l students’ school experiences. Such equity worklevoeguire
schools to “examine the relationships between thmeidant sexuality’s claim to normalcy and
the resultant heterosexism and heteronormativith@fcurricula, institutional organization, and
school policies” (Mayo, 2014, p. 33). However, gaticipants’ narratives about how good
teacher allies do and should act suggest thatdlyahe field of K-12 education is not thinking
about LGBT bias as an “Othering” problem, but rae an “intolerance” or “bullying”
problem—the former being a cultural problem andl#ter being behavioral. The former
demands “the messy, pedagogically complicated rserof addressing the silent and invisible
underpinnings of normalcy” (Macintosh, 2007, p.,35)d the latter only requires cleaner
solutions of bullying interventions and tolerancarting.
How | Perceive My (LGBTQ) Students

As patrticipants described their professional idesgtiand their perspectives on effective

teacher support for LGBTQ students, they also gitechto describe and characterize the

category of students they were trying to reach.r@lygeachers’ talk around how they “see”
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LGBTQ students or interpret how they fit into (aththeir respective schools’ student
population involved complex negotiations of theegatries of “normal” and “different.” Some
participants slipped back and forth between categgy LGBTQ students as “normal” or
“different,” contradicting themselves and strugglio find language to accurately express how
LGBTQ identities should be recognized in the cohtéha diverse student population. When
participants did slip toward talking about how LGB Etudents might experience school
differently than heterosexual peers, they quicklyerted back to the position that sexual and
gender identity “did not matter” (Lewis, 2001, 83j in how they interacted with LGBTQ
youth. Significantly, negotiating these categod&knot involve explicit discussions of diversity
within the category of “LGBTQ,” and participantsrgeally relied on a definition of “not
heterosexual.” As such, the teachers interpreteB T students’ school experiences in terms of
having different kinds of personal relationshipsldferent romantic attractions than their
heterosexual peers. Gender identity and expresgoa not mentioned in any significant way,
neither to acknowledge the presence of transgestddents nor to discuss how non-normative
gender expression often attracts the labelsor lesbian(or dyke, fagpor tranny) regardless of
actual gender or sexual identity. Participantscdgsions of how they “see” LGBTQ students
and their navigations of “sameness” versus “difieeg lend insight to how LGBTQ students are
perceived by teachers who are invested in giviegitlkhe best educational experience possible.
“Seeing” LGBTQ students

Participants often dismissed the possibility th&BTQ students should be “seen”
differently than their peers, and their assertitias LGBTQ students are “normal” were used as
evidence that they are good teachers and alliemulsec'seeing” LGBTQ students as different

would indicate discomfort or lack of acceptanceaoivgay youth. When describing the student
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population at her school, Susan provided a lishefkinds of diversity she has observed among
her students—including race, class, religion, @bdjty, and students who moved to the
community from different states and countries.l# énd of her list she said, “I know you're
specifically interested in LGQBT (sic)” and explathwhy she had not included those identities
earlier in her discussion of diversity:
| do see those students, but to be honest, songetithek it's better that | don’t see
them. You know, like, it's not, “I know that you’'igoing through this in your life” or “I
know that you're identifying to be gay or a lesb@rwhatever.” But to me that, to me,
that, it speaks more that | don’t necessarily Bae tYou know? It's not really an
important aspect to the class. It doesn’'t makes@guebody who stands out and, you
know, | need to know you, | need to be friends wibli, | need to understand your
perspective because it must be different from mYioe: know. | don’t really see that a
whole lot, which I'm kind of glad of. (Interview 1,1/20/11)
In this discussion of her students’ LGBTQ idensitiSusan interpreted gender identity or sexual
orientation to be insignificant to her work of eggeg her students in academic content and
classroom activities. Susan minimized the impomapic‘seeing”’ these students in her classes or
learning about their perspectives because knowstgdent’s sexual orientation would not
change how she teaches a student. LGBTQ identisysemething she may not know about
individual students and was not sure she needkddaw because sexual orientation and gender
identity were assumed to be private and “not reatiymportant aspect to the class.” Thus, not
seeing or not taking notice of students’ LGBTQ iil&s served was used as evidence of her
success as an open, accepting educator. She dahgueunbt “seeing” the sexual orientation of her

gay and lesbian students means that this groupudésts does not draw more or different
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attention than any other student. Not seeing LGBTW@ents and not feeling that she needs to
ask them to explain their experiences “speaks moeeause it means these students have been
normalized for her. In other words, a teacher wae ot completely embraced the “normalcy”
of LGBTQ students would focus their attention oaes students or be curious about how their
experiences are different from the norm becauskeedf gender or sexuality, but for Susan
LGBTQ students just blend in to the student popamadf her school.

Susan’s perspective on whether or not it is bedde” LGBTQ students indicates both
awareness of heteronormative Othering of LGBTQ lya@uid dismissal or avoidance of how
gender and sexuality are potentially relevant tolshts’ classroom experiences. On one hand,
Susan’s perspective of LGBTQ students and diffexensists patterns of hypervisibiliby
LGBTQ identities. That is, she was aware of thesgmkty that LGBTQ students could be
“seen” in her school because they stood out aeréffit in a way that reinforced the
stigmatization of LGBTQ identities and marked thasnweird, deviant, or disruptive. This
perspective reflects research findings indicatinglents whose gender expressions transgress
strict heteronormative social norms and are visiblfferent” from traditionally gendered peers
often draw ridicule and aggression from peers (H20®7). Susan’s resistance to this injurious
version of “seeing” indicates a desire to make atisl feel welcome and free from these sorts of
identity policing when they are in her presen@m the other, her rejection of the possibility that
students’ sexual and gender identities could kevegit to academic work in her classroom
sidesteps the messy work of examining how LGBT@extits might experience LGBTQ stigma
in her classroom and disregards the perspectivigedtudents who she hopes to be supporting.

In many contexts, LGBTQ students cannot escapaybdabeled “different” or feeling

different in relation to mainstream school cultbezause heteronormative structures, values, and
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beliefs are pervasive in schools. Cultural elemsath as high-profile boys’ athletic teams, their
accompanying rituals such as cheerleading and Homieg, and conservative community
values have been shown to intensify traditionaldgemorms and make school all the more
hostile for LGBTQ youth (Wilkinson & Pearson, 2008ome participants were aware of and
talked about their schools’ investment in such @aland rituals but did not draw connections
between these practices, the normalization of bséauality, and the Othering of LGBTQ
students. The primary example of this was Paul®, indd sharp critiques of the hyper masculine
culture of her school, but also expressed disbahbeiut LGBTQ students feeling “different” or
being perceived as “different.” When she was ask®uiit the core values in her school, she
bluntly responded: “Football and cheerleadingis.a very masculine sports-dominated
mentality” (Interview 1, 11/16/12). She reportedttmale athletes traveled around the school in
“packs” and that there was a clear hierarchy ofenagiletes with football players at the top.
Later in the same interview she spoke about th@darbetween her own perspective that
LGBTQ students are “the same” and the possibitiat this group of students will feel or be
treated differently.

| don’t understand why anybody would treat thesis idifferently. | mean, it just, it

boggles my mind.

Like, I know that there’s a problem. | know thab$le kids are more likely to, you know,
hurt themselves and have dangerous thoughts,dmunt’'t know, | see them like
everybody else, so | guess | don't totally underdt&o, that's where I'm kind of at right

now. | know they feel different but | think they’tbe same. (Interview 1, 11/16/11)
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Despite “knowing” anti-bullying and safe schoolsss&ges about LGBTQ students’ risk for
self-harm or other “dangerous” behaviors, she cooldmagine what LGBTQ students might be
experiencing to produce such outcomes becauseegi®aded on how “I see them” to draw
conclusions about their positions in the schooP#&ula’s navigation of the categories of “same”
and “different,” she stated that LGBTQ students“t#te same” and “like everybody else,” which
begs the question: The same as whom? The oppastiaj position against which she defined
LGBTQ students implies a construction of “normalidents who do not experience scrutiny or
ridicule at school. In heteronormative environmefitermal” demands heterosexuality and
gender normativity, and likely includes succesghuitticipation in the heterosexual dating scene.
Her own social position is heterosexual and noweatigendered, so “the same” is aligned with
her own identity as much as it is with the “normstitidents in the school. On the other hand, she
correlated “difference” with the narratives she haard about LGBTQ students being “at risk.”
Rejecting the “different” label on behalf of her B&Q students is, therefore, a protective,
caring act and an effort to encompass LGBTQ studend broader understandings of universal
adolescent experience. However, it oversimpliffeséxperience of being students whose
identities do not match the heteronormative vaaressocial norms of their school. Further,
defining difference as simply negative fails todeaoom for experiences of difference that
might be transformative or pleasurable as studamh back against the normalization of
heterosexuality and gender normativity.

Paula’s claim of ignorance or lack of understandsngn example of how social privilege
obscures one’s perspective of the full range okerpces and circulations of power that occur
in a particular context. Yancy (2008) argues thatilpged “bodies move in and out of...spaces

with ease, paying no particular attention to timeimbers or looking for bodies that resemble
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their own” (p. 40). Heterosexual, gender normateachers and students have very little reason
to seek validation for their presence in publicasicontexts. Paula is a young (27), petite, thin,
traditionally attractive woman. She got married rappmately two months before the research
began, and there was evidence of her marriageriol&gsroom: “There is a picture of her with
her husband and a wedding card with a picturelafsdbband and wife grabbing each other’s butts
on her desk” (Observation, 12/16/11). Paula’s gendemative, heterosexual social position has
allowed her to maneuver school spaces without aveasethat heterosexual privilege constantly
circulates throughout the school or of the possgyihat this systemic privilege produces a
school culture that does not value or welcome ssiogents because of gender or sexuality
difference. Her description of her interactionshalitGBTQ students reflects this privileged
perspective because is focused on her claim th&8TM@&Gstudents are “not different”:

But | just feel like I've only had positive expeniges with the kids in that way

[relationships with gay students] and, | don't knalaey’re, they're, | love those kids, |

really do. Their personalities, the way that theyheen able to... | don’t know, be

themselves? It's so great to see. | mean, evenyben | was in high school | can

maybe think of like one kid who | knew was gay igthschool. But then to have all

these kids now just proud of it, it... it's nice. Asd | hope that they know, | think they

know, that, I, hey, | think they’re great peopleuwknow, they're not different.

(Interview 1, 11/16/11)
Paula introduced coded language (Lewis, 2001)tegmate the differences she observed
between gay and straight students into the “normeadge of differences she would observe in
any group of students. She said their “personafi¢and out to her, and she compared students’

ability to “be themselves” and the number of studaevho are “proud” to be gay to her own high
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school experiences—where she can only vaguely réraeone gay peer. Each phrase is a
mechanism for acknowledging how gay students’ esgpoms of identity transgress typical male
or female gender expressions without explicitly magrthow these students’ gender
performances are different from heterosexual noFugher, by focusing on gay students “being
themselves” and being “proud,” she defined thdfedence in terms of individual personalities,
which does not engage with the ways that heteroativengender norms put gay students in a
position where “being themselves” is an accomplishtmather than a taken-for-granted school
experience. Her actions in the interest of LGBT@@ents reflect her perspective of “I think
they're the same,” so she talks to them like o#ftedents and is friendly to them in the same
way—an act that could actually exacerbate theiirfge of marginalization if they perceive that
their non-normative experiences of school are eaidrecognized.

“Do you just pretend like he’s like everybody else?

The participants in this study were motivated tdhoright thing for their LGBTQ
students, and they did not want to do anythingwmatld prohibit their success or make their
school experiences any more difficult than theyeansdready assumed to be. One of the most
complicated and directly-stated navigations of ¢hemtegories came from Molly, a teacher in a
predominantly white and middle class suburban Bigiool. During the final interview, she was
asked a to reflect on her role as a teacher whadeasified herself as supportive of LGBTQ
students, and her response exposed tensions atrddiotions teachers experience around
student identities that are outside the “norm™eit school contexts:

| think, | mean, every kid no matter what need&etd like they belong. They need to feel

like they're acceptedAnd that they’re not being singled out for anythidgy particular

thing. Um, on the other hand...I, I, you know, you.uyeorry about...l don’t know how
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to put this. Like, overlyot noticing. [laughs] You know what | mean? Like...Ljikk
someone, if a kid really is struggling but you'yeu're trying, like, okay, I'm gonna use
this example, ‘cause I've had more, it's more overdre obvious....Um, so, so you have
a Black kid in the room. Especially in this schdbkre’s not very many...So what do
you do? Do you, um, do you just pretend like hie everybody else, or do you
embrace the Blackness? Right? That's a strugglen’t know, what do you do? Does
the kid want to just pretend like he’s not Black@eB it, are, or, or do you, what do you
do? Like, and that, you know, and | think the sahueg is, is true with this sort of
student. Like, you don’t want to say, you don’t wamuse them as an example, but you
also don’t want to pretend that they're not th&e .l think the best, |, | often will just
sort of wait to see how the student responds andheyand, and try to give out the
message, which | do with all kids, that I'm hergau want to talk about things. If you
need, um, advice, you need support, something étrdaing, to let me know. (Interview
3, 6/21/12)
Molly’s questions rested on the assumption thatetiea clear division between “different”
students and “everybody else.” LGBTQ and Black shisl are definitively “different,” which
makes “everybody else” who make up the mainstreadest population heterosexual, gender
conforming, and white. She imagined social belog@nd acceptance to be the goals of students
who are different, so her questions all focusetherteacher’s role in facilitating belonging and
acceptance in the classroom. More specifically vetweied that she could inadvertently prohibit
social integration if she made the wrong decisioa ‘single[d] out” students for the identity
markers that make them “different” from the majpstudent population. Her example of the

choice between pretending like a Black studenlike ‘everybody else” or “embrac[ing] the
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Blackness” indicates an understanding of divensitgre it is possible for minority students to
ignore a piece of their identity or where partshair identities are irrelevant to the classroom.
While this put the burden on the minority studeniitanage their identities to conform to
classroom social norms, she also introduced theilpbty that shecould decide to make their
“difference” relevant to the classroom, or she daghore it. In either scenario, she would make
the decision about “who” the student is in the laesm—a Black student, a gay student, or a
“normal” student. She “knows” that tokenizing anmiity voice is bad teaching practice, but she
cannot imagine a pedagogical alternative for regn students’ social positions without
“us[ing] them as an example” or making them fe@hdged out.” The alternative that carried the
least risk was to treat the “different” students ame as everybody else and wait for signals
that they need a specific type support, despitenfipancertain that this “overly not noticing” is
good teaching practice.

Molly’s discomfort was apparent throughout thisrative, and this discomfort shaped
her perspective on the most effective teachingtip@éor LGBTQ and other marginalized
student groups. She expressed anxiety about m#ikengrong choices, asked the question
“What do you do?” in reference to how teachers ghaaknowledge LGBTQ identities, and
struggled to find accurate language to explaingeespectives. Further, her use of the language
“this sort of student” to refer to LGBTQ studentsther signifies avoidance or discomfort
around explicitly addressing gender and sexualrditye Given these signs of anxiety, it is no
wonder that her response to a question about keeasoa teacher who supports LGBTQ youth
was filled with questions about the “right” waydo this work. Ultimately, she chose to wait for

students to give her signs about if and when thaytwtheir marginalized identities to be
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explicitly part of class, which allowed her to stayay from gender, sexuality, and the tension
between different and mainstream identity categorie
Teachers’ perceptions of good teaching practice@BTQ youth were shaped by their
assumptions about how marginalized students navigating or being “different.” For Molly,
this meant avoiding any action where she mightlsiagstudent out due to her or his
marginalized identity category because she beli¢hvatdstudents would prefer to “fit in” or
blend into the mainstream student culture. Laursa aveother teacher who believed that students
would prefer to feel the same as their peers, Aadased this conclusion on her own
experiences as a research chemist in a male-dadinairkplace and, later, as a manager of
mostly male colleagues. Laura’s experiences ofgogated like she was “different” were
demeaning and disrespectful. Her strategies fahiag diverse student groups reflected her
hope that her students would never have a similaer@ence. When asked to describe her role as
a teacher who supports LGBTQ students, Laura regmbn
To me, | don't really care what they are. Theystié people, you know? And I’'m sure
I've got kids like that [LGBTQ-identified] but thay still people....And so I'm going to
treat them the way | would treat any other pergon,know? And | think maybe that
goes back to my working as...a female scientist ier@awhere female scientists were
very rare and everyone looked at me, you're female’re a girl, you're a chemist,
there’s like all these guys and you are a girl ddims, and | got treated differently. And |
wasn’t any different. So maybe my just, we're a@bple. We're all in this together, we're
going to make this work regardless of whether ypurale, female, lesbian, gay,
bisexual, whatever or purple, pink, you know, adepaun, | don’t care. We all have to

learn chemistry. (Interview 3, 6/14/12)
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Laura’s lack of concern about “what” her studemtsia an example of the logic of “difference
blindness” (Tarca, 2005). She listed LGBTQ ideesitas possibilities for student differences, but
she also included “purple, pink...a leprechaun” wtbalth trivializes the relevance of gender or
sexuality and illustrates the degree to which gteé'sn’t] care” about “what” students are
because those differences do not affect their ilegror her responsibility to support their
academic success. She believed that approachirgjuteEmts “as people” and focusing on their
academic needs were the best strategies to mertdpEmsibility as a chemistry teacher.

While it is true that Laura’s experiences of stigamal marginalization likely make her an
empathetic teacher, it also means that she wasgaiy her own experiences to create her
classroom culture rather than placing student petsges and experiences at the center of her
decision-making. Additionally, her commitment thély are all still people” is a mechanism for
talking about supporting diverse students witharhimg differences. She is implying a belief
that the classroom is neutral ground where anyestiuldlas the same opportunity for engagement
and belonging, regardless of social position. Té2€85) argues that this kind of “difference
blindness” ultimately represents “a lack of visermd nonrecognition of potentially useful
information...[which] disable[s] a school’s [or te@els] power to reach all students” (p. 109).
Laura argued that all students would have equatadnal opportunity as long as she
committed herself to every single student’s chemigtarning. However, Laura’s total focus on
the sameness of her students assumed universakadnt and high school experiences, and it
neglected to account for how her students’ vargngal positions were relevant to how they
experienced school and engaged with the procdssuwfing chemistry.

A consistent narrative from the interview data W being “different” was a burden for

LGBTQ students, so effective teachers should fecustudents’ sameness and do their best not
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to let differences affect classroom operationssTimding is consistent Mcintyre’s (2009)
research, which also produced the finding thathtteescstruggled with the contradiction between
the assimilationist “all kids are the same” nauat@nd LGBTQ students being “paradoxically
positioned as also different” (p. 303). Rachel caditted this narrative. She claimed that student
differences were integral to her academic inteoastwith students but do not limit or change
her investment in their success, and their non-@uoadconversations are where she comes to
know their social positions, perspectives, and agpees. She aimed to simultaneously
recognize and value differenaadnot allow difference to become a means of exclusioa
barrier to learning.

Because.kids that identify as being gay just know that—jlidt really, | think the thing

is | just don’t see it as an issue where peopletseean issue. It's just not an issue to me.

| don’t think about it. | mean, | think about itdeise you have to think about it and you

have to recognize differences like, you can’t ignttrem. | don’t think about it in terms

of—I actually don’t think there’s anything wrongtwiit...And | am religious and | am

Catholic and like whatever, but | just don't judgeke 1, | just don’t have an issue. And

| really don’t see anything wrong with it. (Inteew 1, 4/3/12)
Rachel positioned herself as a source of resmta &t school community that excludes or
morally regulates LGBTQ identities, and she desctiberself in opposition to people who see
gay identity as “an issue”—as abnormal, deviantponoral. She perceived other people to be
judgmental of LGBTQ students and, regardless onimbership in a religious institution that
does not affirm LGBTQ identities, she is not a parasho “see[s] anything wrong” with

identifying as LGBTQ.



123

The significant difference between this teacher @ther participants was that she never
mentioned the possibility of minimizing the importa of differences or focusing on sameness.
Instead, she said matter-of-factly, “you have tmgnize differences...you can’t ignore them.”
So, while other patrticipants overlooked issuesesfdgr, sexuality, and other intersecting
identities in their interactions with students, Relaunderstood them as part of her work of
knowing students and learning about their livee &fstated this position when describing the
role she takes in supporting LGBTQ youth:

My clear role is to educate them. | don’t diffeiatd when | educate. You know, I...no, |

do differentiate when | educate....but like | don'tfdientiate between, like, who I'm

educating and like, you know, | treat everybodyshme when I'm up in front of a class

or when they're working on something. But wheadines to all of the other things that
are very important in their lives, the social issuée identity issues, | just leave it open
there where I'm, I'm someone that has no problekingsor saying, like, “What did you
do this weekend?” “Oh, did you have fun?” “Whe gou taking to prom?” (Interview

2, 6/19/12)

Like other participants, Rachel framed her supfmrt GBTQ students through her professional
responsibility to provide equal educational oppoitias for every student. However, she was
unique to this pool of participants because shetha®nly teacher who extended this
framework to emphasize that it is also importaritiferentiate” when addressing “social
issues, the identity issues.” Rachel tripped @wbrd “differentiate” because it is an
educational buzzword referencing the widely acagptactice of adjusting instruction to meet
the various academic needs in a classroom at aey ghoment. She clarified to say she does

not differentiate when it comes to deciding which st to support academically—she is
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committed to educating all—but sdeesdifferentiate her pedagogy and “leave[s] it opesien
addressing students’ “social issues...[and] idemgyes.” She “has no problem” asking students
guestions about their lives outside the acadenagscbom, and these conversations create
possibilities for making connections where studerdsous social positions are recognized and
affirmed. In another interview she offered exampmiethese conversations—asking students
open-ended questions such as “Are you strugglitly samething?” if she suspects the student
might be struggling with sexual orientation or genaientity, talking to masculine-identified
lesbian students about wearing tuxes to prom idstédresses, and helping gay couples make
plans for prom. These are examples of conversati@tsaffirm LGBTQ identity by both
recognizing her LGBTQ students experiences withendontext of “normal” high school student
experienceandspeaking directly about student differences thataarginalized in
heteronormative school culture.
Summary

Throughout participants’ teacher and ally identigyratives, they avoided direct
engagement with issues of sexual or gender diyetsgtead, the teachers described themselves
as supportive of LGBTQ students through the broddearsity frameworks that call on teachers
to be open and accepting towards “all studentsdlltiw students to “be themselves,” to create
environments where all students feel safe and oéspeand to prevent LGBTQ students from
experiencing judgment or discrimination. Furthbg teachers in this study expressed the belief
that LGBTQ students are no more “different” thay ahtheir peers. “Seeing” or recognizing
LGBTQ students within fiercely heteronormative ingtons is tricky because of “the problem
of how to welcome and include people defined atically or socially ‘different’ in the larger

community, without, at the same time, stigmatizingm as deviant or inferior on that basis”
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(Langmann, 2010, p. 227). As participants navig#tedcategories of “same” and “different,”
they used language to indicate that LGBTQ studarsin fact, different from “normal”
constructions of adolescent students, but thegatga claims that LGBTQ students ace

different indicates discomfort with the label ifsals it is accompanied by connotations of social
exclusion, bullying, or other social experienceat thould make school difficult for LGBTQ
students. In short, “teachers may well believe ihatrder to protect children who are different,

it is better not to point out and talk about thiéedlence but assert sameness” (Mcintyre, 2009, p.
304).

Despite distancing themselves from direct engagémith gender and sexual diversity,
participants were conscious of the reality that 0@&Bstudents often have more difficulty
navigating school environments than their heterogkpeers. All participants wanted to avoid
doing anything to make students’ lives harder. Thefessional identity narratives indicate that
their perspectives on the “right” way to supportBT youth are being shaped by educational
and political discourses that frame the problerh®BTQ youth marginalization in terms of
individual injury, rather than systemic oppressamd inequality. This raises questions about the
possibilities for sustainable change if educatoes‘anaware of the way heteronormative
discourses shape their take-for-granted assumpaiooist student behavior and feelings”
(Petrovic & Rosiek, 2007, p. 211). Attention to wéhese assumptions are being made tell us a
great deal about how heterosexuality continue®tprlvileged in allies’ classrooms, and the
brief moments when they are challenged or disruptedide glimpses of the possibilities for

more equitable pedagogy.
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Chapter 5: ALLY PEDAGOGY

All nine participants agreed that a critical pdrtieating classroom culture where all can
learn—patrticularly for successfully educating stutdevho are “different” in some way—is
establishing standards for acceptance, safetyrespebct in their classrooms. Throughout the
study, most participants repeatedly returned tadba that their classrooms were “safe” or
“comfortable” for LGBTQ students because of theydo-day approaches to curriculum and
classroom managemenit necessarily because of specific decisions theyen@mdddress the
needs of LGBTQ students or to explicitly addressdge and sexual diversity in their
curriculum. Teachers’ strategies for creating treefe and comfortable learning environments
fell into two broad categories of classroom praxt(d)developing classroom communagd (2)
expanding students’ worldviewBoth were presented as frameworks for pursuingytia of
making all students “comfortable” in school andcteag youth to be “accepting” of all others,
regardless of the type of difference. Furtherfip@ants’ approaches to pursuing these goals
were connected to their academic content. In otleeds, they pursued the opportunities their
curriculum gives them to develop relationships)dtrust, build community, teach acceptance,
and disrupt bias and stereotypes.

Defining Pedagogy

Each participant presented examples of her pedatat) she understood to reflect her
ally identity claims and address possible problémas LGBTQ students experience in their
schooling. Pedagogys a term that is used to encompass the broae raingork that makes up
the practice of educating othePedagogycan refer to the practices of an individual, arah
refer to educational frameworks that aim to traesparticular theoretical foundations to practice

such critical pedagogy, feminist pedagogy, socislite pedagogy, and queer pedagogy.
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Youdell (2011), who argues for a brand of critipabagogy that “unsettle[s] the normative
knowledges, meanings, practices and subjectiuitiaisordinarily circulate unquestioned in the
classroom” (p. 88-9), describes pedagogy as follows

Pedagogy is central to what educators do. It isthend the art of engaging learners in

learning, opening up new possibilities and idead, perhaps, changing the learner and

the teacher through this process. It is influerfmetiow educators think about and

engage with educational systems, structures, sackprocesses. It involves how they

think about what it means to learn and to teactl,lew they think about and engage

with students. (p. 85)
This definition of pedagogy encompasses the breaidtiork teachers must do in order to
advance their students’ thinking and facilitatedsraic success. “Engaging learners in learning”
involves instructional methods, strategies for dgvieg teacher/student relationships, and
facilitation of collaborative student work. Eaclatber’s pedagogy is shaped by her beliefs about
optimal conditions for learning and possibilities §tudent success, as well as beliefs about what
it takes to be a successful educator of diverseggof students. As sughedagogys an
important focus of inquiry when pursuing deeperamthnding of the work educators do to meet
the needs of marginalized students.

Comfortable Classrooms

Participants shared an overall concern for theityuall their classroom environments,
and their descriptions of their classroom cultw#en included similar vocabulary to their
teacher and ally identity narratives. Classroonrafens were framed as extensions or
reflections of themselves, so their perceptionsat students experienced their classes typically

aligned with how theyntendedfor students to experience their classes. Ovahalteachers in
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this study responded to questions about optimakoteom spaces for LGBTQ students by
describing approaches to creating environmentsevaiéstudents are able to be successful, and
such classrooms were believed to be achieved thropgrationalizing the concept @mfort
Participants presumed that a comfortable envirotimvenld maximize the likelihood that
students will experience school without distresssyma, or fear. In these descriptions of
classroom community, each teacher placed importandeer role as the leader of the
classroom—communicating expectations for engagear@htegulating the boundaries of
appropriate behavior.
Defining Comfortable

The prevalence of the woobmfortableacross the data set creates an opportunity for
close, critical analysis of how this concept of ¢orhis being defined by teachers, how they
evaluate the level of comfort their students exg@w®e in their classrooms, their classroom
actions aimed at making students feel comfortasid,how “comfort” relates to the work of
educating marginalized students. Teachers asedortableas an umbrella terms for visions
they have of classrooms where students want tadsiheir time, participate, learn, have fun, feel
respected, and feel safe. LGBTQ students were stoidet to be more likely to feel
uncomfortable than their peers because they afiefent” in ways that peers may judge or
target with harassment. They believed that studesesl to feel comfortable in order to learn, so
it is their responsibility to pay attention to theality of the classroom culture and take action if
they observed signs of discomfort from any studehich like teachers’ emphasis on the
importance of accepting “all students,” they bedi@vt was necessary and possible to create

classroom cultures where any student could joirgtbhep at any time and be able to learn
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because all individuals would be accepted and rdiffees—Ilike gender or sexual orientation
difference—would not “matter.”
Comfort and participation. Teachers envisioned optimal learning to includesact
vocal participation in classroom activities. It wassumed that if students were not comfortable,
they would be quiet or hesitant to engage in aawiwhere they were expected to share their
knowledge of academic content. Therefore, studemwisal participation was used as evidence of
whether or not they had successfully facilitatedlasroom where students want to be and want
to learn. Susan is a French teacher, and becaaakisg French is an important part of the
language acquisition process, she used studertal participation to evaluate the comfort level
in her classes:
Mel: What are some things that you hope that I'eirgein the community?
Susan: The kids are not afraid to speak up. Uthg§'re nervous, we [language
teachers] can never get them to speak in the fotaitgguage. If they're nervous, we can't
get them to speak period.... So | hope that thaisible, and | hope that the kids' general
demeanor, I'd like them to feel comfortable anddyaphen they walk in the room, you
know, not worried about who's sitting around themvbat person's going to say across
the room. So | really just want them to feel cortdbte. (Interview 1, 11/20/11)
Susan needs students to feel relaxed enough t& gpstee is going to teach them effectively,
and this requires students to feel comfortablengkine risk of making a grammatical error or
pronouncing a word incorrectly. Susan recognizedaibssibility that students could feel
“nervous” or “afraid” and that their academic engiagnt could be affected by apprehension

about the peers “sitting around them” or “acrossrtbom.” This implies that she, as the teacher,
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needs to be aware of social dynamics that coularteibiting student speech and take action if
some sort of student conflict does impact academgagement.

Paula is a social studies teacher, and she useuotiteeomfortableto describe a
classroom environment where students feel theyengage in “sharing their ideas” or
“questioning some ideas.”

| feel like kids are, um, they’re open to sharihgit ideas, um, as far as, like,

comfortableness. You know, | think we all just laufgsomebody gets something wrong,

but not in a mean way....So it's very comfortablehat they share and they um, they

feel okay questioning some ideas. (Interview 11&11/1)

Her description of comfort implies the expectatibat successful social studies curriculum and
instruction engages youth in civil discourse atsmdial and historical issues, and such
conversations are part of students’ developmeantangaged citizens (Schmidt, 2010). She
acknowledged the possibility that laughter or tegsiould occur during class discussions, but
she phrased it as the group laughing togetheistadents targeting one another. Many students
in Paula’s classes eagerly and frequently voluettanswers during every observed class
period, but a few in each class never voluntedradla attempted to engage these students by
asking them specific questions and not allowingp#tudents to jump in and volunteer the
answer. For example, during an eleventh grade Ui$tates history lesson, Paula walked over
to a student who rarely spoke in class and asked he

“What's an amendment?” and “What does it changdf® &uldn’t answer the question

and when Paula told her the answer—the Constitytgime said, “| knew that!” Paula

replied: “I know you knew that.[OC: As if to reassure her[[The student] slapped the

table.[OC: As if expressing frustration(field notes, 12/16/11)
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Here, Paula attempted to engage a student whaatlypdid not participate in class discussions
by asking her questions that she believed the stwdeuld know. Given the student’s grade
level, the time in the school year (end of firahgster), and the content of the lesson—the
origins and content of the Thirteenth, Fourteeatid Fifteenth Amendments—it was reasonable
to assume thamendmenhhad been a regular part of this class’ vocabuday should be an

easy question for any student to answer. Althobghstudent did not remember the right answer
in the moment, Paula reassured her that she bdlghwereally knew the answer. This is an
example of Paula providing low risk opportunities $tudents to feel comfortable verbally
participating in class discussions and includeiténe class discussion, and it is indicative of
pedagogy that places value on providing as mardests as possible with access to
participation in classroom conversation.

Comfort and making mistakes.Another use of the word “comfort” in teacher
interviews was in the context of students’ williegs to ask questions and admit when the
academic content was hard for them. Many of Kelyyigdents had a history of struggling in
science classes, and her approach to creatingtanabpearning environment reflected her
concern for those students’ needs:

| would say, the overall atmosphere of my classrolany to make it so that it is very

inviting. | want everybody regardless of your, lik®u know, um, academic level et

cetera to feel very comfortable. So | want it took@ay to be wrong. Um, so | do try to be

relatively laid-back just because | want the atnhesp to be comfortable. (Interview 1,

11/14/11)

Kelly’s list of the good qualities of her classro@amosphere are similar to Paula and Susan’s in

that they all want students to have opportunitbegerbally participate in the class, even if that
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means they risk sharing a wrong answer or makimgstake on an assignment. Kelly intended
to portray herself in a way that kids would peredner as being accepting of their mistakes and
of all students’ learning processes, whether teayl new material easily or if they struggle and
require additional teacher support. Throughout Kelitlassroom observations, students
frequently asked questions or told her when theyndit understand concepts or instructions.
Sometimes students asked questions in the middidexfture (“Why does alcohol cause kidney
failure?” during a lecture about the excretory egstor shouted out requests for help (“Ms. R., |
don't get this!” during a lab activity), and shevalys responded promptly and patiently. In
addition, most of Kelly’s lesson plans involvedesdst a few minutes when she walked around
the room, watching students working and pausirengwer their questions. Regardless of her
lesson plan structure, students asked her quesirasked her to check their work during each
observation, which indicated she had been sucdesstiblishing questions and mistakes as
“normal” learning experiences in her classroom.

Laura was another teacher who wanted questiomstaksng, and making mistakes to be
routine stages in her students’ learning procesAaedslitionally, she wanted students to ask each
other questions, collaborate, and teach each atiart difficult concepts rather than only rely
on her to help them when they were strugglinghisa interpretation of “comfort” she hoped her
students would experience the classroom as a plaeee they can trust and rely on their
classmates and create personal connections withpeer's:

And, um, | also said you know, sometimes, “Turth® person next to you” and they ask

each other questions. “See if you can answer thanpseach other and not just me.”

And that kind of lets.that breaks the ice between them to know that theytalk to
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people, and I'm like, “I don’t hear any talking.[KH... So they get used to each other,

they’re comfortable with each other.

[O]nce we get going, we kind of are a group and evkind of all there for each other

and we help each other. I've had kids, they'll hitlp people that they don't even really

normally sit with or talk with. They'll help eactiteer out. So, in my classroom, | feel

that it's, again, a nice, safe, little happy enmireent that we can work in. (Interview 3,

6/14/12)
Throughout the study, Laura said that one of heatgst challenges in her chemistry classes was
getting past students’ fear of science, so shadédd ways to put students at ease and increase
student engagement in classroom activities. Thaphetr of “breaking the ice” reflects an
understanding of “comfortable” that includes disthiag barriers between individual students so
that all will engage in the learning community, ahig also “breaking” their assumptions that
they cannot learn science. Laura’s strategy foedking the ice” was to remind them to work
together and learn from each other, and she olsd¢ne¢ her students came together as her
encouragement to communicate and collaborate dtarteake hold. Her perception was that
students felt “happy” in such an environment arat #ne had created conditions where it was
possible for any students to overcome their doabtsit learning science.

Being comfortable and feeling valued.The vocabulary of comfort was also used to
describe the importance of making students feeltlley are valuable members of the
community. One of Karen'’s priorities was for hardgnts to know that she values their presence

and their contributions:



134

Uh, generally kids want to be here. They like ey want to be here. It's fun, and it, for
most kids it is a comfortable environment whereyttel accepted and valued. | think.
That's what | want. | do what | can to make it tinaty for them. (Interview 1, 11/9/11)
When asked to provide examples of how she makegstsi feel accepted and valued, she
described specific strategies that represent h@oaph to creating such an environment:
| say things like, “It's okay, don’t worry it's oketo make a mistake. Everybody makes
mistakes. | make mistakes. So, you know we’reeaining here, and you know, if you
make a mistake, don’t worry about it. It's not g deal.” And...I'll say, you know, “Stop
talking so-and-so because | want to hear what anchksuch has to say. And everybody
should be listening to so-and-so because she magyeg something really interesting,
so | want nobody to talk. She has the floor nowt,yom.”....I make sure everybody gets
a chance to say something, um, and |, you knowlais®f positive strokes. | use
encouragement, and enthusiasm to make them fedlajmmut answering and
volunteering. Um, you know, lots of gestures aradlagestures and, um, andl ask
them what they, what their interests are. | trgngage them in conversations about
themselves. So, who wouldn’t want to be in clasene@hyou know, you get to talk about
you? (Interview 1, 11/9/11)
Like other teachers who talked about the importari@ecomfortable classroom, Karen
connected feelings of comfort with students’ veneatticipation in the classroom. She believed
feeling comfortable with the risk of making a mistavas an important part of the learning
process, and she reinforced this message by emgogrand praising them and reminding them
that all people—including the teacher—experiencstakes. Throughout her observations, she

responded to incorrect answers with statements‘like sorry to say that won't work. We're
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going to learn why in about five minutes” (fieldtes 1/18/12), or “It's okay. You're still
learning. It's not a test” (field notes, 1/20/13)ch statements communicated that mistakes and
uncertainty were expected and welcome elementsedietrning process, and she would
continue to value them as students and as peagdediess of how they answered a question or
how fast they learned the material. Additionallye planned her lessons to give students
opportunities to engage with the curriculum by gpy@ new vocabulary and language skills to
stories about their own lives, interests, and apisi This instructional method was a way to
communicate to students that she “accepts and ¥dlleir experiences. She reinforced this
message by stopping students who interrupt theirspgnd talking to students about the value of
listening to all students’ ideas, and she madeffant ¢o give all students opportunities to speak.
Further, her strategy of giving them practice spegak new language by asking them about their
opinions and experiences was another method faesgmg to students that she was interested
in them as individuals.

Comfortable for whom? The teachers’ use of “comfortable” as their benatknfiar an
ideal class environment illustrates how they intetrpoth students’ material experiences of their
classes and the types of work teachers should de&te learning environments where all feel
safe and able to learn. Participants formed thetioas in response to the possibility that students
may feeldiscomfortin relation to conflict with classmates, fear ocally participating in class,
the risk of being perceived as a student who isnwrt, or the risk of being disrespected. Their
indicators for determining students’ feelings ofrfort were observing students’ willingness to
“shar[e] ideas,” “speak up,” frequency of studguéstions, and whether or not students seem
willing to risk a wrong answer. As such, their erstanding of discomfort and their

responsibilities as teachersa@atecomfort are focused on increasing these behaviors,
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reflecting an obligation to engage all studentadgademic work and the possibility that social
conflict—understood as a common adolescent expagteitould prohibit academic success.

By connecting comfort to visible forms of academgagement or the possibility that
peer conflict could prohibit specific classroom aeilors, participants individualized student
experiences of comfort and assumed that the classcould be a neutral environment where
hierarchies of difference do not mattéhat is, the teachers understood comfort in terims o
individual students’ experiences of the social agits and academic expectations in the
classroom. While it is true that individuals wikperience and navigate social environments
differently, all are also navigating systems ofiaboorms that presume the presence of certain
kinds of identities and fail to acknowledge thesgaince of others. As Ahmed (2004) argues, the
dominant social norms of any given space must keaeledged and interrogated in order to
determine for whom it is possible to be comfortedote who experiences the discomfort of being
positioned outside the norm. This is the poweraielonormativity: “comfort is very hard to
notice when one experiences it” (Ahmed, 2004, [7) bécause “[h]eteronormativity functions
as a form of public comfort by allowing bodies tdend into spaces that have already taken
their shape” (p. 148). Thus, those who occupy damtisocial positions have difficulty
imagining the full range of possibilities fdriscomfort and this ultimately limits possibilities for
identifying and addressing teaching practice oraatynamics that reinforce heteronormativity
in the classroom.

Speaking specifically to the school experiences@BTQ youth, one of the primary
effects of heteronormativity is that it makes hesexual people feel comfortable in most public
spaces. Even in the case of these teachers wheekpressed awareness that LGBTQ students

experience social stigma, it is difficult for heisexual teachers to examine the “how” and
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“why” of their own comfort. They do not presume stildents to be heterosexual or believe
heterosexual identities should be privileged otkepsexual identities, but they also believe
they can create classroom spaces where socialudtadat hierarchies are irrelevant—where
social positions related to race, class, gendguyadey, (dis)ability do not matter because all
students are presumed to have equal power or sBatuisregarding students’ genders and
sexualities in discussions of classroom climat&cltiers miss how norms concerning these two
issues are related to comfort—how heterosexuaigverywhere in the school and pressing on
gueer students, reminding them that they do nabffortably into the space.
Connections Between Community and Curriculum

Each teacher in this study was committed to hedew#c content, maintaining high
standards, and increasing her students’ knowleddeskills as much as possible. They were as
concerned with each student’s individual acaderaietbpment as they were with their class’
shared experiences of the academic content, asd tive facets of their pedagogy were
understood to be intertwined. Participants toldissoof academic experiencessasired
experiences to illustrate their visions for how haets for delivering curriculum can create—or
at least support—positive connections between stsdegho may not connect in any other
context besides their experiences in a specifesctaom. Such efforts reflect the construction of
safe classrooms that presumes students feel saferironments where they experience
friendship, respect, and an exchange of ideas—@assal to exclusion or discrimination. Much
like the inclusion model of “safe space,” whichvoéves around how to help LGBTQ people
feel comfortable within existing frameworks” (F®0Q07, p. 67), participating teachers tried to
work with existing institutional structures suchthsir required curriculum to create classroom

cultures that are inclusive for “all students.”
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Shared Experiences
Susan believed that shared academic experienceskewito creating a strong sense of
community in her classes. She traveled back ant batween schools, which she said limited
her opportunities to see students before and sétevol. However, she believed she was able to
build strong relationships with her students withibis extra student contact time because she
designed her French classes to be “positive” acadexperiences where she provided students
with opportunities to immerse themselves in leagrabout French language and culture:
| think sometimes it's the stuff that you do insdalike, the classroom experiences that
you’re able to, you know, it's almost like an expece. | feel like that Level 3 [OC:
third-year French] specifically there’s certain jeads that we do at certain times of the
year, and because we display them in the classrpommger kids see them and then
when they get to do it they're kinda like, “Oh! Yealhis project! Woo!” You know? So
it's like a milestone. (Interview 3, 6/21/12)
Susan taught multiple levels of French, and sleel tio create “experiences” for her students that
came as close as possible to actually participatirgFrench-speaking culture. She left student
work on display in her classroom all year so yoursgedents could look at the projects and look
forward to completing their own in the future. Statlexcitement about “milestone” projects was
observed when she introduced her ankgaiilleton(soap opera) project. Students exclaimed
“Yes!” when she told them about the assignment,@rastudent told her friends, “J’adore
feuilleton!” (field notes, 12/2/12). A second exdmpf shared academic experiences was a
storytelling method she used with all of her clas&ather Susan or a student proposed a story
topic, and the class collectively told a story &peg only in French:

Susan asked for a volunteer to be the actor cestBryan volunteered. He stood, took
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off his sweatshirt, and walked to the front of them. S: “Bryan is getting ready.” She
asked students for ideas for their character’'s n&nalents shouted out Felipe, Donald,
Raoul.” S: “Raoul got the biggest reaction!” Thasd said he should be 100 years old,
have back pain, and trouble walking. As they listéfchis characteristics, Bryan acted
out the posture and walk of an ailing old m@rhis all happened in French, so | watched
Ben and Susan’s body language to figure out they stod checked my notes with Susan
after class.]Susan started the story by saying Bryan was adarpainter who created a
magnificent painting, and she gave Bryan a maikeiraw a picture. He turned to the
board and hesitated. Susan told him it could b&adis While he drew, Susan made
exclamations about the beauty of his work. Her tineice and body language were
animated and energetic. A male student in the lmidtithe room said, “What does it
(the painting) mean!?!” A female student critiquid painting, and Susan gestured for
her to join them at the front of the room and ipayated her critique into the story. (field

notes, 5/10/12)

This was an activity that her classes completetb@eally throughout the school year to

practice new vocabulary, and Susan believed itifaigd development of community and helped

students connect with their classmates becausquired students to work together to complete

a shared final product. She facilitated the stdligtpby asking students questions or presenting

problems that needed to be solved within the stauyjt was primarily up to the students to get

from beginning to end of their narrative. Susaiofebd the students’ lead as she facilitated the

activity, as can be seen when she incorporatedtamitéc into the plot of the story about the
artist. Susan wanted to release as much contfmyssible to the students to support their

creativity and push them to work together.
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| never plan a story before | do it. It's the kild's. their story, because they make it way
better than | did....If | have a story, they'd sagnsthing and I'd be like, “Oh forget my
idea, this is way better.” So | don't even bothekimg an idea now, which some teachers
aren't comfortable with, just because it's like floal, you know, too questionable. What
if nothing comes to you? And | do have days likatt Like, ah, where am | going to go
with this?...And there's like certain things whbare's a problem in the story, all the kids
are supposed to say, "Oh no, quoi faire? Quce?faiwwhich is, “Oh no, Oh no! What to
do? What to do?” And so they all have to say thatsame time in a choral response,
and | know they're paying attention. Or we do futinings. We're, like every time | say
the word lamp, you have to click or something, fdilké that. So it's just trying to get
them involved, that it does kind of develop a comity (Interview 2, 4/25/12)
Susan believes that her willingness to releaseaalooit the trajectory of the story—and her
lesson plan—was important to the success of thshiag method. The widely accepted
professional norm is that teachers are expectedrntol the pace and trajectory of each class
and teach lessons with the end in mind: they gopased to know how they want their students
to be thinking at the end of every class periogdupresented an example where her objective
was clear—she wanted students to use their langalaligeto develop a story and speak French
for a sustained period of time—but she was justressire about the plot of the story as her
students were. This lesson structure troublesatkentfor-granted power relations between
teachers and kids because the teacher releasefbereauthority and expertise to the students.
All must work together to solve the problem of gejttheir story from beginning to end, and the
shared uncertainty puts all participants in a pasivhere they must communicate to reach the

goal of a complete story. By also including “furiimngs” like clicking or snapping when
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specific words are used, she created a point @sador students who do not make verbal
suggestions for the story and she is able to moaltstudents’ engagement and make decisions
to ensure all students are part of the sharedrolassexperience.
Shared Experiences: Uncomfortable Topics

Kelly also believed that shared academic expergemae significant to the quality of
community in her classroom, and her exemplar af pfhienomenon was her experiences teaching
about human reproduction. As a biology teachelyKeas required to teach basic information
about reproduction, and she believed that thisiBp@academic content—and her approach to
teaching it—had an impact on the quality of hesstaom community. She distinguished herself
from her colleagues because it was one of her ifi@ampics to teach, and she pushed beyond the
state-mandated curriculum to include informationwtlcontraception and sexually transmitted
disease prevention—including a “question day” whtrdents had an opportunity to submit
anonymous questions. Although she recognized ttiafptobably a touchy area for me to be,
kind of, be going as a non-tenured teacher” sheerttagl decision to teach this way because “I
feel like it's important.” Kelly believed that thiportion of her curriculum—which occurred in
the spring semester—was significant to the qualfittyer classroom community because it
served as a turning point for her students’ retesiops with each other and for her relationships
with students:

Um, but by the end of that unit as a class, wesammuch more open with each other and

it really, it does, it changes the dynamic for tedter, | think. And part of me wishes that

| did it earlier on in the year but | also feeldiK | did it would be too soon. Like, | feel

like when | do it is exactly when we’re ready. Weokv each other enough, we have a

good enough classroom environment where we're readyp it. And then unfortunately
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it's just that there’s not that much time left iretyear. So, but it does, it changes, it does,
it changes the class. And, and it's good. | meduad, this year, um, one of my students
came in, it was like between periods, she cameagging two of her other friends, and
she goes, “Ask her, ask her.” I'm like, “Ask meat®’[Laughs] And her friends had
guestions that they were debating back and fodh,kynow, wanted to know the
answer....And, so they're bringing in their friendschuse they don’t have people to go
to talk to. You're not going to ask your parentspst people aren’t. And, so, | feel like
if it has to be me that has to answer their sexst@s then so be it. (Interview 3,
6/11/12)
Talking about sex in a public school classroom—eawnehe context of state-mandated biology
curriculum—is risky work for teachers (Ashcraft, (&) 2012) Because of the stigmatization of
this topic in school settings, teachers are oftesomfortable or fearful about the possible
conversations that could occur with students, sg thish through the scientific facts of
reproduction and leave students very little opputiuto discuss the subject at all. Students also
experience discomfort, which is only exacerbateeémteachers are so obviously affected by the
stigmatization of teaching about sex. In her redean sex education and sexuality curriculum
as a vehicle for developing students’ academidssishcraft (2012) argued that adults’ ability
to comfortably and candidly use language aboutaéywvith their students “turn[s] on its head
the narrative that teens are too immature to dssmettters of sexuality with adults or each
other” and “disrupt[s the] traditional silencessichool settings” (p. 607). Kelly intended to
communicate to students that “You’re not goingltock me with whatever it is you’re going to
ask” (Interview 3, 6/11/12). In other words, shanted students to perceive her as open and

non-judgmental in response to their knowledge arebtjons about sex. Further, she introduced
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the topic to her classes by both acknowledgingmiiatiediscomfort and emphasizing the
importance of being knowledgeable about sexuabckpstion:
Kelly walked into the classroom as the bell randbdy asked her, “What about the
stork?” K: “The stork? Oh, that brings the babi@#€’ll get there.” She told them today
is “the day you've been waiting for. We start séxeproduction.”JOC: The kids clearly
knew this, or at least the kids asking about tbhekstlid.] “Here’s the deal. We have to be
mature. It's on the Regents so we have to leaithi&t doesn’t mean thpeniscan't be
funny.” She also told them that this is the onaedHrom this class that they’ll need to
know in their lives, so they need to learn it.Iffiaotes, 4/24/12)
Kelly began her first reproduction lecture by sejta tone of frankness and humor. She played
along with the student’s joke about the stork, askedged the possibility of laughter and
humor during their upcoming classes, and paiisout loud—a word that some students may
feel uncomfortable hearing in conversation witleacher. She also modeled correct vocabulary
while she helped students label images of reprodisystem: “Scrotum is the science-y term
for ball sack” and “Write ‘testes.” Don’'t write ‘tia’ on the Regents” (field notes, 4/24/12). By
using correct vocabulary from the beginning, Kelgt the expectation that the vocabulary of
sexual reproduction was expected and that theyduoad shy away from words that are often
believed to be inappropriate in school contextsramomfortable in conversations between adults
and youth. This tone of being straight forward divéct was consistent with her decision to
provide students with an opportunity to submit amoaus questions about sex and sexually
transmitted diseases because both communicatedbsage that her classroom is a space where
adolescents can talk about sex, access accuratenaion, and do both without fear of shame or

punitive consequences.
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Uncomfortable topics: LGBTQ exclusionsKelly presented her approach to discussing
sex in the context of a biology class as an examipl®w she used her curriculum to “change
the dynamic for the better” in her classes, butas also an example of blatant heterosexism in
high school curriculum. She successfully initiatethversations about sex and included
information that other teachers would not providéheir students, but sex was discussed
exclusively as a heterosexual, reproductive acthamwere discussed using diminutive terms;
and lessons structures were dependent on binadegeategories—i.e. male anatomy versus
female anatomy and male hormones versus femaledmasn This was true in the classroom
observation, the study materials she distributduetostudents, and in her interviews. Classes
were observed on the first day of the unit, anddascontent included vocabulary and labeling
diagrams of the male and female reproductive systdime first half of the 80-minute class was
devoted to male anatomy, and then she transititorc to female anatomy. Throughout class
she relied on the categories of “male” and “femag’bpposite and absolutely distinct from one
another, referring frequently to the differencesnaen “the girls” and “the guys” and telling
students they would spend equal time discussing aral female anatomy because, “It's gotta
be even! Gotta be fair!” (field notes, 4/24/12) eTdnly context when she troubled the absolute
difference between men and women was when dis@gsstosterone and estrogen: “Kelly
called testosterone the ‘male hormone’—used aiteg+e-‘but all women have it too in lower
levels. And vice versa for estrogen’ (field noté£24/12). Additionally, she deviated from her
insistence on using “correct” vocabulary for sexar@htomy when she discussed the female
reproductive system:

When she got to the “vagina” part of the diagrahe ®Id the class that last year she had

a student who didn't like the word “vagina” andrstd calling itVAH-hee-na[OC:
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Emphasis on the first syllable. Teacher and clasghed as she told this storK] “I

kind of like that better, too.” She used that prociation in place of “vagina” for the rest

of the class. (field notes, 4/24/12)

Collectively, these details from this human repithn lesson reproduce cultural assumptions
about sex, gender, and sexuality that privilegaedgenormativity and heterosexual masculinity
and marginalize the voices of both girls and LGBydDth. First, giving students permission to
use a “funny” or “cute” word in place ehginadiminished the power of the young women in

the classroom by implying that scientific accura@s not as important for women as it was for
men. Quite simply, students were required to fak@sseriously, buvaginacould be turned

into a joke. Second, information about the diff@ebetween sex and gender identity were
completely omitted from lesson conteMiale andfemalewere presented as stable binary
categories and, because possibilities for non-ngeidentities were not mentioned, the class
operated on the assumption that all human experietitalign with one of the two categories

that Kelly presented to them. In total, this lessoa clear example of how the lines between
“normal” and “different” gender and sexual iderggtiare re-taught and reproduced in classrooms
all the time. Students walked away from this claessod with lessons about anatomy and lessons
about narrow definitions of masculine and feminifleese are norms that serve as tools for acts
of aggression that police the boundaries of “nofnmaschool settings.

There were significant contradictions in Kelly'dfsdentification as a teacher ally and
her methods for teaching about sex in her bioldgyses. Kelly experienced this part of her
curriculum as an opportunity to teach studentsrmédion that was relevant to their life
experiences, and she pushed the boundaries o$shenad “appropriateness” of providing

students with accurate information about sex byaagng the biology curriculum to cover a
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broader range of information that will help themkaaecisions about their health and
relationships. Her approach to the sex and reptamtucurriculum encouraged concrete
application, rather than insisting that the abstoamlogical facts remain disconnected from the
lives of the adolescent students in the room. feuytbhe thought it was important for students to
know that she did not judge their decisions, ndrgtie think negatively of them if they made
mistakes or admitted their bad decisions. Howeter content of the curriculum and the
supplemental information she provided assumedhiiastudents were heterosexual and gender
conforming. It is possible that LGBTQ students r&adly’s willingness to have difficult
conversations with students as a symbol of her mgeEnto diverse student experiences and
identities, but it is just as possible that theperienced exclusion from classroom conversations
becausasexwas so narrowly defined in this context.
Teaching Tolerance and Culture: Expanding StudentsWorldviews

Teachers connected their curriculum to their ideatiions as allies—not necessarily
because they made a point to address gender andl slixersity in their classes, but because
they believed theiapproachto their academic content communicated messagégitostudents
about tolerance and acceptance of all people atdhitbse messages would lead to a general
open-mindedness that will affect how students reattio anyone who is different from them.
This component of their professional responsibiNgs proposed as a response to teachers’
perception that many adolescents have difficultganstanding cultures that are different from
their own ways of living or appropriately interagiwith people who are different from them.
This logic places responsibility on schools andoadlors to provide guidance to adolescents
about how to behave in ways that express respdetance, and acceptance. This component of

their professional responsibility positions LGBTQugh as students who experience intolerance
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and teachers as people who have power to inteameheiminish the amount of intolerance
present in the school environment. Participantsriesd two frameworks for this work: creating
opportunities for students to develop tolerant aockpting attitudes, and using relevant
components of academic curriculum to challengeesttgl assumptions and expand their
worldviews to encompass a wider range of knowlesigmut differences in identity, belief, and
ways of living.
Teaching Tolerance

Toleranceserved as a framework for participants to integsaipport for LGBTQ
students into their narratives about the daily tsatifi their classroom practice. Teaching
tolerancewas intertwined with their professional respongiptio “all students,” as both
represented strategies and philosophies focusedeating schools where diverse groups of
students can learn togethéroleranceis a powerful concept in the United States, wihigtie
held out as the key to peaceful coexistence iraligalivided neighborhoods, the potential fabric
of community in diversely populated public schodte corrective for abusive homophobia in
the military and elsewhere, and the antidote f&ing rates of hate crime” (Brown, 2006, p. 2). It
is little wonder, then, thableranceis discussed throughout the data set as the keyaimving
the school experiences of LGBTQ students and asldd be used in response to incidents of
bullying or bias. Teachers with experience “teaghiierance” as part of an effort to improve
school climate described two different approacbesis work: character education and bullying
intervention.

Tolerance and character educationA year before this research began, a boy at Tina’s
middle school was assaulted at a bus stop. Hiwésgbroken, and when the bus came the

assailants and all witnesses got on the bus, lgakmboy behind and not telling the bus driver.
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The school hired anti-bullying consultants and gaglin on-going leadership and anti-bullying
programs, but Tina decided that she also needethke focused attempts to increase her
students’ tolerance of other people, and she egpdes commitment to helping students be
people who will express kindness and empathy ahdawsse harm to others. Her goal was to fill
a void that she perceived students to have in theral and social development—to help them
“learn the character attributes that enable thebetmme caring and responsible adults”
(Leming, 2000, p. 414). Her strategies for doing there to position herself as a model of
character and tolerance for students to followtandcorporate the schools’ character education
goals—which existed before the student was asshuit®o her classroom routines. Tina said
that while she “can’t picture myself just talkingout [LGBTQ tolerance], like, in class, like
bringing up the topic,” she believed that teaclaesresponsible for modeling tolerance when
they witness students expressing LGBTQ bias:
But when it does come up | think we have to bergjrove have to stand up and say, you
know, that’s not, you know, what the big deal? i&ats not how you, or, you shouldn’t
be calling something that name. Or, you know, ®taiset that example that it's not
acceptable and if we hear it in the hall or if veahit...and the more that that happens, |
feel like then the kids start to say, “oh, you kndike, that’s not, you know | need to be
accepting of all people.” (Interview 3, 6/13/12)
Tina claimed that modeling tolerance for studesis iole that requires adults to be “strong” and
to “stand up.” This implies that there is a podgipof risk or resistance when one takes the
position that LGBTQ people deserve equal rightsrasgect. As a teacher who was committed
to teaching students about tolerance, she posttibeeself as someone who was willing to face

these possibilities and be persistent, even iesteduntered students or colleagues who
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disagreed with her. She was also committed to beangistent and believed that, as students
heard messages of acceptance and tolerance ovewandgain from multiple sources, they
would begin to understand the value of being “atingpof all people.”

Tina also implemented strategies to incorporatesages of tolerance and acceptance
into more contexts than the moments when teacloersat individual behaviors. In the year
leading up to Tina’s participation in this researsie had been doing daily journal activities
with all her classes that asked students to sharepoints-of-view on current events, and she
hoped that this activity would give students oppoities for reflection and increase their
opportunities to observe her behavior and hear steathinks about issues of diversity. The
journal topics were supplied by the local PBS stathrough a program callékssignment the
World, which pairs short news clips with discussion ¢jo@s and writing prompts. Her rationale
for this activity was both to encourage her stuslémtwrite every single day and to include “a
little bit of our character building piece [in tbkass.] Like, where they're writing, but they're
real life topics and things they really have tokhabout...as human beings” (Interview 2,
3/14/12). Since adding this element to her dayap-curriculum, Tina believed she had
increased opportunities to share ideas with stsommd model her own approach to “real life
topics"—which gave her a venue to model tolerammkacceptance for her students. One of the
observed discussions was in response to a newsadiout a boy with autism who had been
banned from playing Little League baseball becagliseoach believed he was at risk for getting
hurt. Observations occurred that day during firet aecond period, and student responses
included:

(First period) T: “So, what do you think of thiswe story?” Steve: “| haven’t shared in a

while. | think the coach should let him try. Did éeen get to try out?”....T: So, you
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think he should get to try?” Steve: “Yeah.” T: dtally agree. Watching the video, it
looks like he can play. | was really bothered hg.tkVe have kids in this building with
autism! It bothered me as a parent and as a tedaheuld be fighting it. Maybe the

coach could use some training on working with kidth disabilities.

(Second period) Trevor read his journal out loud said they should let every kid on the

team because “we’re all different.” T: “Nice! Gouwditing, Trevor!” Chris also read his

journal...He said any kid could get hurt and it's wgaot to let him because he’s

different. Luke said, “If it was the coach’s kidould he let him play?” T: “Hmmm.

Good point. | have the feeling he’s nervous becé&esgoesn’'t know about autism.”

Amanda said the parents should meet with the grahcand the team could learn things

from having a kid with a disability on the team.”“Tm with you. He doesn’t

understand. The coach could be educated. As Amsaidait’s a learning experience.”
One of the dangers of “tolerance” discussionsfiais on solving specific incidents of
exclusion is that they do not require critical exaation of how and why lines have been drawn
between “normal” and “different.” Tina recalleddhday’s discussions as exemplars of her goals
Assignment the Worldiscussions. She said that their responses “veatlyy you know,
compassionate” (Interview 3, 6/13/12), which, adaag to the logic of character education,
means that students hold the kinds of attitudesbafidfs that will lead to positive interactions
with peers who are “different” in some way (Rig2910). The news story was about a young
person who had been marginalized because of tabitdig, and Tina’'s expectation was that
students would recognize the injustice of excludiimg from a sport and recommend alternative

solutions. Students’ responses reflected beliedsvatues of good people and good students:
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civility, kindness, fairness, and acceptance (Pay®mith, 2013), and Tina added to their
responses by emphasizing the importance of notmgadgsumptions or not making decisions
when one lacks knowledge about something like mutAdditionally, she reminded the students
that they have peers who have autism and desezwrectimpassion, and she shared the kinds of
action she would take as a parent or as a tealch@miething like this was happening in their
community. Adding this information raises their a@rzess about the diversity in their own
school and informs them about the possibilitieadbagainst intolerance. However, the
discussion did not include critical questions abehy this student had been interpreted as a
safety risk or as an insurmountable challengerfercbaches as the team, nor did it address
taken-for-granted definitions of “normal” and “défient.” Therefore, “teaching tolerance”
served as a way to help students get along anecbebut it does not directly address issues of
inequality and institutional exclusion.

Tolerance and bullying intervention. “Teaching tolerance” and “anti-bullying” are
buzz words in conversations about creating saf@ lsehools. The two are assumed to work
together because the goal of “teaching toleranoetéasing kindness, acceptance, and civility)
is understood to support the goal of anti-bullyjdgcrease the number of violent incidents).
Megan paired these two concepts in her responsedport that one of her seventh grade
students was being targeted as a “fag.” She detadethke changes to her curriculum so she
could integrate themes of tolerance and anti-bugjyirhe student’s mother recommendég
Misfits as a text that would be relatable for studente. Adwvel is set in the seventh grade, and
the four main characters are the “misfits” whospegiences serve as tools to explores themes
like sameness versus difference, bullying, andas@siclusion, and using literature to shape

these conversations provided opportunities to conm@riculum to students’ school experiences
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and stimulate conversations about creating a narepding and respectful climate for all.
Megan'’s description of her planning illustrates hglve synthesized tolerance and violence
prevention materials to give students informatioet she believed would lead them toward
ending bullying behaviors:
So | got some materials together. | got the No N@aking stuff. | went to
Tolerance.org. | pulled up a whole bunch of wonadldPiSAs (public service
announcements) about kids that had been bullietieSbat committed suicide, some
that didn't. The things that would really make kigs think. | pulled together some
poems off of a website of student poetry that wasuabullying. | pulled together some
music from contemporary artists that's about [badly and | got the lyrics and stuff. Had
the kids color mark poems and lyrics, looking fam, key figurative language and that
kind of stuff. We looked at PSAs. | had [a lawyeome in from the District Attorney's
Office. He's the chief assistant District Attornéle came in. He talked about cyber
bullying and the law. (Interview 1, 3/8/12)
Megan'’s description of her teaching and her stigldedirning is an example of how the
dominant public narrative of anti-bullying shapeésieators’ approach to talking to students
about creating more positive social climates irost¢h This narrative defines the problem of
peer-to-peer targeting in a specific way: socialaiyics of aggression are understood in terms of
a bully/victim binary relationship; students whdlpare aggressive because they lack adequate
social skills or they lack tolerance for people véte “different”; the effects of bullying are so
harmful that they could lead a victim to self-hageysistent bullying can rise to the level of
harassment—which means legal consequences foutlye dnd schools are unsafe when bullies

are present (Payne & Smith, 2013). The resourcegahlésted represent a collection of highly



153

publicized tools for teachers who want to engagé gtudents in conversations about what
bullying is, what happens to the victims, and wing behaviors need to stop. In general, these
resources assume bullying to be behaviors of @nlarho have not had adequate guidance in
their social development, and they aim to teaclsthdents how to interact with “different”
peers in civil and respectful ways. However, rathan engage students in conversations about
who gets targeted with bullying and why, these ueses simply implore students stop
aggressive behavior because it is unkind and @httesevere emotional consequences for
victims. For example, The No Name Calling mateniatdude a “no bullying” pledge where
students vow to never target their peers. The p@glivice announcements and poetry about
bullying provided students with examples of victipserspectives, and Megan hoped hearing
these perspectives would “really make kids thinkd &elp them develop empathy. The District
Attorney informed students about the threat of eelegal consequences for cyber bullying or
harassment. Collectively, these materials provstadents with a picture of the awful things that
happen to bullies and victims, but they did notrexe why bullying and intolerance happen in
the first place.

The inclusion of a gay character in the book @@aipportunities to directly address the
problem of bullying and intolerance that targetg gidents and the common practice of using
homophobic epithets like “fag” to target any stude&ho is perceived to be “different.” From
Megan'’s perspective, one of the biggest succedgbe bullying unit was students expressing
more openness towards forming friendships withesttglwho are different from them,
particularly the gay character:

They came away with a positive feeling for the elaters in the book even though they

had these idiosyncrasies and shortcomings that prereunced in the book. You know?
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Because a lot of them said at the end, you knowedlly wish that | could get to know
these people better” kind of things, you know? Likan be friends with Joe and Joe was
the character in the book that was quite gay, a@mfdeminate gay. But, “he was so cool
about it,” they said, and he was so content wighdwn person. (Interview 1, 3/8/12)
The Misfitssupports the dominant bullying narrative becatisaises the audience’s awareness
of and empathy for the “different” student withardgubling the taken-for-granted “truth” that
students who occupy particular social position$ maturally be socially powerful in a school
while others—the gay kid, the chubby kid—will nMegan’s language for describing her own
understanding of the social positioning of the ‘fitg$ is indicative of subtle, persistent
Othering of students whose identities do not alggh the social norms of their school context.
Labeling the misfits’ differences as “idiosyncrasiand “shortcomings” communicates the
message that empathizing with these characteeebn affection for them occuns spite of
their differences, not because the lines betweemial” and “different” have been troubled in
any significant way. More specifically, describidge as “quite gay” and “effeminate gay”
emphasizes the masculine gender expectations arad sorms that he is not meeting, and he is
positioned as a character who had to overcomedmdey failure to earn the approval of the
reader.

Megan’s pedagogical choices for the bullying wimt important work because they
initiated conversations that are too rare in K-lEadsrooms: students talked about things like the
awful experience of being the victim of bullyingdaabout wanting to be friends with someone
like Joe, the gay character frorhe MisfitsMegan’s focus on thinking about the consequences
of one’s actions and considering the points-of-vadwhe students who are “different” pushed

kids to be more aware of the harmful effects o$iteg or other targeting behaviors. This line of
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discussion did not, however, address the cultwatsrof being a misfit—i.e. being denied social
power. This phenomenon is evidence of systemsmdeyepolicing through which students who
do not conform to idealized masculine or feminirpextations are “policed by their peers and
denied access to social power and popularity, vithibse who conform are ‘celebrated™ (Payne
& Smith, 2012, p. 188). Megan’s students acquiradde range of knowledge about bullying
behaviors and consequences, but they did not &avat why bullying is so prevalent in their
culture or possibilities for disrupting the cultupattern beyond stopping the bad behavior.
Broadening Students’ Cultural Knowledge

In addition to developing students’ openness ttedbdhce by teaching them about the
values of tolerance and empathy, participants tefddhat they contributed to the goal of
creating better school environments for LGBTQ stugl®dy teaching students about identities
and lifestyles that students do not know from peatexperience. Specifically, these teachers
claimed that they teach students about historycaitdre—a word used to describe ways of
living or being in the world that are presumablffetient from dominant (White, cisgender,
heterosexual, middle class, able bodied) studentseriences in their homes and communities.
The teachers believe that curriculum can be predantways that encourage students to ask
guestions, doubt, and disagree with injustice @reqate values or ways of living that are not
the norm in their local communities or in the Uditetates. Students who experience curriculum
that broadens their knowledge about cultures aentities within and beyond their own
communities were believed to be more likely to peroto and find value in diversity—like the
“diversity” LGBTQ students add to the school comiityin

Historical context of intolerance.The teachers who used the concepiudfureto

describe their approaches for teaching tolerance alehumanities teachers, and they provided
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discipline-specific examples of the opportunitiegghwm the academic curriculum to challenge
students’ assumptions and stereotypes and to setbair knowledge about historical and
cultural differences. Paula reported that she bgedJnited States history and world history
curricula as vehicles for teaching students botiuaithe diversity within the United States and
about different cultural traditions around the woriShe claimed that students could learn
lessons of tolerance in her class that would imettre school experiences of LGBTQ students,
even if she did not explicitly mention the expedes of LGBTQ (gay) people:
[My role is,] | do feel like, just teaching toleramin all ways. Um, and not even, like |
said, having to bring up, “Oh today we’re gonn& tthout what it means to be gay and
how we should accept people who are gay.” Buttjustidea of tolerance as a United
States, as a community in [School Community] verter schools....Um, and so, just
the idea of general tolerance. Um, I'd like to, yaow, we do talk it about it in class. |
give examples of [intolerance] in history and tranige that. And we talk about pros and
cons and the whys, and if they understand why gelogle, then | feel like they
understand their own opinions a little bit bettet@say well, “Do 1? Am | like that?” Or,
“Am | not?” (Interview 2, 6/18/12)
According to Paula, there are opportunities wioial studies curriculum to teach about the
function and value of tolerance on local, natioaal international levels, and to show students
examples of how and why hatred and intolerance baisgted between groups of people
throughout history. She believed that such converssprovide students with opportunities to
position themselves in relation to historical edis® of hatred or intolerance. Notably, these
examples of intolerance are often included in Inysbmoks because they involved prolific

violence and political conflict. Students are, #fere, discussing tolerance in the context of
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events where dominant groups performed their pdoyeargeting the oppressed with physical
violence—i.e. lynching, murder, or genocide. Thatadents are understood to be solidifying
their “opinions” about tolerance or acceptance @eclding how their own positions relate to
historically famous intolerance as they learn tagatives of violent victimization—narratives
that ultimately evoke empathy for the oppresseddoutot necessarily encourage students to
imagine the structural changes that would havectwiiofor victims to have the same access to
power as the oppressors.

Social studies curriculum also provided Paula wotbis to address students’ biases or
stereotypes as they come up in class, either lwingestudents’ attention to the history of the
biases and stereotypes they are reproducing arhinding students of the legal framework for
equal rights in the United States:

| have seen a lot of kids very, um, bad opiniorsuaiduslim people....But, you know,

“A-rab” drives me up a wall. “Japs.” I'm like, okathose are... those were okay in, you

know, World War Il it was okay to say thabut now it's got an anger connotation for it.

Like, you guys have to be very careful. If you hgeer opinions that’s okay, but you

don’t want to also target or stereotype.

Um, so, and it's more just explaining than it idihg them, “no you’'re wrong.” It’s just
saying, “well here’s some things you should knoviobe you say things like that.” And
walking them through it. With their little handsltie(laughs) So yeah, those are a few
big ones that I think I've heard. You know, “Theyosildn’t be able to build a mosque
down in New York [near the site of the World Tradenter].” | couldn’t believe...1

couldn’t believe it. | go, “We just read the Fitshendment!”... | go, “yes, there’s an



158

argument for it, but what are the arguments foNib®v let’s talk about it.” You know,

and so balancing that a little bit. (Interview 1/116/12)

Using a word like “Japs” or expressing hostilityerds the rights of Muslims to exercise
religious freedom were both understood to be exampf students taking up and repeating
language without fully understanding it. Paula'sp@nses to students’ intolerant language and
behavior reflects an understanding of “tolerance a.&®l for managing or lessening...hostility
to achieve peaceful coexistence” (Brown, 2006,51.)1In both of these examples, students
reproduced stereotypes that she interpreted tbée Gpinions” or instances of students using
cultural labels without understanding their histatisignificance or the consequences of using
such words. Her responses were attempts to adainessinimize hostility using the historical
and political lessons they have learned in heiscl&he did not believe it was productive to tell
them, “no you're wrong” when they expressed biagaia specific cultural groups. Instead, she
provided them with information to remind them oé thistorical origins of the biased speech
they were repeating or showed them how social stuléiarning connected to the ideas they were
expressing about current events.

Notably, Paula’s description of teaching tolerabgengaging students with historical
and political contexts for their opinions did notlude integrating the experiences and
accomplishments of LGBTQ people into her U.S. anddavhistory curricula. In fact, she
resisted the idea that doing so is necessary bechigsbelieved that teaching a broad framework
of tolerance would translate to students learniniget tolerant to anyone who is different from
them. This is common practice in schools—encouragindents to be tolerant of “differences”
without “suggestion that the differences are negetl, have been socially and historically

constituted and are themselves the effect of pandrhegemonic norms, or even of certain
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discourses about race, ethnicity, sexuality, arithi’ (Brown, 2006, p. 16). In other words,
students hear frequent messages about how “goagilgpbehave toward and think about people
who are different from them. They do not learn abbmw and why certain identity categories
are marginalized in their own school and commuaitthe social, historical, and political
contexts of these phenomena. Instead, studemtstedaccept” or “tolerate” everyone without
discussing who is in the position to be taletr who must be tolerat,and why that social
dynamic exists.

“Other” cultures and LGBTQ inclusion. Youdell (2011) argues that schools are sites
where “wider economic, political and social issaes played out through organizational
structures and systems” (p. 7). Teachers may tempelled to “play safe” (p. 86) in their
decisions to enter conversations about social litiqad issues that are believed to be contentious
or controversial, or they may feel there is littfgoortunity to engage—believing “there is little
space to think, let alone act, in radical ways"§@). In this research, teachers who decided to
include LGBTQ identities in their curriculum foutigpace” in their formal curriculum where
they believed LGBTQ inclusion was appropriate @idal. Teachers rarely spoke about efforts
to purposefully insert LGBTQ identities and expedes into curriculum, but those who did
related these decisions to the broader goals ohteg students to accept, respect, and increase
their knowledge about differences. Karen’s strategyncluding LGBTQ identities in her
foreign language curriculum was to do “very, venptte things” that were intended to push the
boundaries of students’ definitions of “normal’etpand students’ knowledge about human
differences:

| have a Power Point for, we're doing [languageatex to] house and home and a lot of

vocabulary..and it happened to have a picture of, um, a failyit was two



160

women...And the kids went berserk when they saw tad. | happen to have a boy in
the class who has two, two moms. So, | vely nervous about that on@ner emphasis)
And when that slide came up, it like took threeosels before they were like, wait a
minute... And then they were like “AHHHMImics class’s reaction) And, um, but
they all laughed and | said, “What’s the matter?ai\ththe matter? It's a family! It's a
perfectly normal family!” And | happened to shovatisame, that same slide show two
more times. And they're all like waiting for thed®. They're on their seats waiting for
the slide, and they go “It's a family!!” You knowop they all kind of chimed in. So they
know what I'm thinking. (Interview 1, 11/9/11)
Adding an image of a same sex couple to a rouéseadn will likely not prove to be “radical,”
but it is an example of how “gaps can be found mhich disallowed knowledges can be
inserted and critical pedagogies pursued” (Youd@€lL1, p. 86). In this example, Karen added
an image of a lesbian couple into a routine agtivither classroom—a Power Point presentation
about new vocabulary words. This action was a ‘Istileixpression of her belief that the image
represented a “perfectly normal family,” and byluding it she exposed and challenged
heteronormative assumptions about family structutegas also a “subtle” strategy for her to
recognize and express support for students who b@Bd Q parents. While she claimed this
was a “subtle” way to introduce LGBTQ identitiegrmervousness about doing it indicates that
she felt there was risk involved in her decision-sgibly because she feared consequences from
school leaders, because she worried about hegrggideactions, or because she worried about
how her student who has gay parents would feethEurthe students’ loud, shocked responses
illustrate how the stigmatization of LGBTQ idergsi manifests in classrooms. The “abnormal”

family image stimulated gasps and laughter, anddsronse was to communicating her
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expectations for how students should interpret esagf same-sex couples: “It's a perfectly
normal family!” While this pedagogical strategy dbaged the status quo of family imagery, it
did not push students to explicitly examine whyytiaere shocked to see a lesbian couple
included in a presentation about family life. Theigerness to mimic her message that it is a
picture of a “normal family” illustrates how LGBTfamilies are not “normal” at all, and the
students’ laughter remained a socially approvepaese to the image of a “different” family.
Examples of teachers seeking “gaps” to challemgdests’ heteronormative
assumptions or insert LGBTQ identities into theirrcculum were rare in this study. The
teachers who did this work described it as “subtieSeamlessly related to broader curricular
goals. Karen narrated her pedagogical decisiorngmatch a framework when providing
another example of her “subtle” methods for addngssGBTQ issues in her German language
classroom. Throughout her courses she teaches @aonttan culture, and this “normal” daily
classroom practice provides opportunities to tesablents about Germany’s comparatively
progressive social norms around issues of maraagdd.GBTQ rights:
Germans don’t care in general. In Germany, |, yoovk there’s been gay marriage for a
long time there. People don’t even get marriedqaeiMen and women don't get
married. They just don’t bother anymore in Germaiyd it’s all like, it's pretty much
you do what you think is good for you, and we'rapkvith that. You know? And, um, I,
you know, | voice my political beliefs and my sdeaiebeliefs. | think I've told you this—
sort of in subtle ways. ‘Cause | don’'t want to, ymow, get called out by having a gay
agenda or anything. Um, and | have, you know,nkhive also told you I've had a lot of
kids from conservative families. Um, so | have édareful, but we talk about the

German culture, and I, | say that'’s just how tthiere, and it seems like a good system to
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me. You know, so they get the idea, and I think flae nature of talking about culture in

general allows the conversation to flow in thatetyp direction. And it allows us to say,

“We're okay.” You know, “you should be, too.” (Imeew 3, 6/21/12)
This example of connecting LGBTQ curricular inclusito “cultural” discussions provides
insight to the layers of negotiation teachers manalgen they decide to talk about LGBTQ
identities with their students. Karen’s goal wassHer students to “get the idea” that strict
heteronormative rules for marriage and relatiorshig not the same in all places around the
world and that the strict social norms in the Uthi§&tates were neither necessary nor ideal. For
Karen, this was a “careful” or “subtle” way to iattuce the idea of LGBTQ rights and express
her views about the issue because she was integtats topic into the taken-for-granted
language classroom practice of comparing UniteteStaultural practices to those in countries
where the language is spoken. By using the oppitigann her curriculum to introduce students
to new, unfamiliar, anduccessfupossibilities for policies, practices, and beblgstems related
to LGBTQ people and their rights, Karen found spacelk about LGBTQ identities without
drawing criticism from parents or administratorsowhight believe she was pushing an agenda.
Significantly, this was possible as long as sheé&d the conversation in terms of lo@inions
about the success or “rightness” of German culjprattice. She would not be able to say that
the Germans are absolutely right or are a bet@egothan the United States because that would
be perceived as pushing an “agenda” or trying gk students’ minds.

Susan—another language teacher—had a similar abayt comparisons between US
and European culture serving as an avenue fordatiog new possibilities for families and

relationships:
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Or even just talking about, um, you know, marriggactices in France, The Pact is an
agreement that two people make to be basicallyatxtdtional, um, without really being
married, and that exists a lot in Europe, and, kimaw, talking about what that is because
there's nothing like that in the States, um, and ihevas meant to serve a certain
population — it was meant to serve homosexualswére interested in having the rights
of spouses but now many heterosexual couples amg tlee same thing as well, because
why go through the whole process of a full marriayeu know? You get all the
benefits, and it's just a little bit less. And kiofdmodern. (Interview 1, 11/20/11)
Like Karen, Susan experienced classroom discussioost marriage and family life in Europe
as opportunities to expand students’ understaraogt the possibilities for committed
relationships and challenge their heteronormatsgeiaptions about the possibilities for legally
and socially normative relationships. In the UrBarriage and family are the symbols of success
for healthy, mature adults, and these symbols eeplgt invested in binary constructions of
gender and heteronormative assumptions about $gljilities for desire, compatibility,
stability, and commitment. Discussing marriage and partnership laws in Germany and
France provides such gaps because the differengedicy and social norms between these
countries and the U.S. provide students with exampf social contexts where cultural
investment in heterosexual marriage is less powarfd things like gay marriage are not
contentious political issues. Thus, by choosingush the curriculum beyond the German or
French vocabulary related to marriage and famibyhlieachers found and pursued “gaps” to
“intervene in hegemonic forms of normative sex-gehdr “troubl[e] ‘proper’ sex-gender”

(Youdell, 2011, p. 96).
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The teachers who used “culture” as a frameworkdéscribing their efforts to teach
students about LGBTQ identities and experiencels expressed that their positions as foreign
language teachers provided them with unique oppities to introduce students to non-
normative identities and experiences. Karen claithatlall foreign language teachers are “a
little bit gay” (Interview 2, 4/4/12) because “wadk about other cultures. And we talk about
lifestyles and...you know, it's in some ways likeai®logy course, too, because we, we touch
upon how people live” (Interview 3, 6/21/12). Laibelthe herself and her foreign language
colleagues “a little bit gay” indicates that shel &xer colleagues are a little bit different from
other academic departments in her school. Thegrest in learning about different cultures and
different ways of living, from her perspective, motnormal” way to think about teaching and
learning in her school. This interest in new pecsipes and new possibilities, along with the
content of her curriculum, contributed to her suppar LGBTQ students because her job is to
teach students to take an inclusive position towdedtities and experiences that awuside the
norms of the school

Susan also believed teaching a language natueaitislitself to conversations about
human diversity, but described how this happergeiclass as “inadvertent” rather than as a
“subtle” or “careful” strategy.

Um, yeah, [LGBTQ identities come up] really throutike, inadvertent cultural projects

that my students do....I...do this project with mizevel 3 students, and it's based on a

cemetery in Paris. And they each choose a famasepevho's buried in the cemetery

and do a little biography about this person and the do a ghost talk, where they have
to dress up as the character and come back antbtatkabout their life, kind of thing.

Um, and there's a wide spectrum of artists, evergthuried in this cemetery, and while
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students were researching, you know, | had ondlwtichose the writer Colette. And
she, you know, was like, “Oh my gosh! She hadlashkian relationship!” Then
somebody else did Gertrude Stein. You know, uma©gdlde. You know. All these
people who are buried in the cemetery. So I'd kaythat's where.in terms of
curriculum, it, it comes up in class. And, I, | weime it. You know? It, it's kind of great
to be like, “Yeah, so? Yeah! Yeah! Oscar Wilde wesused of being a homosexual.
Yeah! What happened about it?” And the kids arel kihfascinated by it. And it's great
too because when they pick the names, they hawdeaoYou know, | know the girls are
thinking, “Oh, Colette. She's a girl. I'm goingdo her because | can get dressed up like
her.” You know? And that's what they're thinking,Ikind of am glad because it's not
like, you know, “The gay student chose the gayqets do.” (Interview 1, 11/20/11)
Susan’s cemetery project required students to refséiae lives of people whose names might be
familiar to students, but the details of their 8vand accomplishments have likely not been
included in their school experiences thus far. Swgas in a position where she knew that some
students would research people who identified aBT@Q or whose lives relate to queer history
in some way. However, she did not make that knoWwamstudents were choosing subjects for
their research. Instead, she allowed studentssttoder these things through their own research
rather than label the research options as “gayewnr “lesbian poet.” Students’ surprise at
discovering queerness in their research was indeaf the “prevailing view” (Atkinson &
DePalma, 2006, p. 333) that queer identities atemioe discussed in K-12 contexts: they
almost cannot believe that they were given an agsgt that includes learning about LGBTQ
people. Susan resisted their surprise and encalithgen to pursue learning as much as possible

about their “ghost.” This is an interesting apptoaecause she created possibilities for bringing
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marginalized stories to the attention of studertis were unlikely to intentionally choose an
LGBTQ-identified person for a school project. Howewlescribing this possibility as
“inadvertent” distanced her from responsibility Bory gender or sexuality discussions that may
arise from student research—students were notnesjto pursue the queerness in their
“ghosts™ lives and were allowed to decide for ttemives if they wanted to include such content
in their projects. She “welcomes” queer contentmiiéecomes visible, but she did not do
anything to make sure it appears. If it did appeaafely fit into the discussions of “different”
people, cultures, and lifestyles that any langusgdent is expected to experience.
Possibilities and Limitations of Ally Pedagogy

When patrticipants spoke about being a teachemalilycreating optimal learning
environments for LGBTQ students, they agreed onaoitieal point: supporting LGBTQ
students occurs through day-to-day approachesrticglum, instruction, and developing
relationships with their students. Participanteidtl few examples of explicitly including
LGBTQ identities and experiences in curriculum, thaty presented two pedagogical priorities
that they understand to be essential to the projedcGBTQ-inclusive schools: (1) comfortable
classroom communities where students trust thaghter and where there is minimal threat of
emotional distress; and (2) curriculum and instarctocused on expanding students’
worldviews to include knowledge identities, beliedad experiences beyond those they have
known within their own schools and communities. Séeriorities are intimately related because
they both imagine school spaces where studentsegreo express their identities without fear of
consequences. In such spaces, all students paté@pgademically and socially, respect one

another unconditionally, and pursue common leargiwgjs. Collectively, they form a
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pedagogical framework that relies on the assumphiahbroad, unspecific lessons about respect
and tolerance will naturally lead to improved sdne@eriences for LGBTQ students.

Theally pedagogyresented in this data is one that has been enediin a cultural
context wheresafe spacandanti-bullyingare the dominant narratives for solving the proble
of school-based LGBTQ victimization in the Unitethtes. Both call on teachers to be aware of
the possibility that LGBTQ students will be thegetis of verbal and physical violence and that
such violence is the result of intolerance. Furttie¥se narratives define the role of the teacher
ally: she takes action when she witnesses homoplaations and sets a standard for tolerance
and acceptance in her classroom. As Fox (2007 kardilihe discourse of safe space reproduces
[the hetero/homo] dichotomy through an inclusiordeldhat focuses on homophobia,
suggesting that allies give, provide, offer, anclse safe space for LGBTQ people” (p. 501).
The pedagogy discussed in this chapter can, therdfe understood as teachers’ interpretations
of this call to action, as allies hold the “normratauthority...to be the agent configuring what
the [safe] spaces might be” (p. 501). The teaclhiesarovided multiple examples of
pedagogical strategies that contribute to the gbpfoviding and securing safe space. These
efforts related to increasing comfort in the classn and broadening students’ cultural
knowledge certainly make positive contributiond @BTQ students’ quality of life in school,
but the rarity of teachers’ engagement with gemaher sexual diversity remains a startling
absence in narratives and classroom practice titjpants who identify as allies for LGBTQ

students.
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Chapter 6: HETERONORMATIVE GENDER ROLES IN TEACHER ALLIES’
CLASSROOMS

Schools’ investment in heterosexual identity—inisimning successful student
development in terms of binary gender and fututeresexual family life—is a contextual
element that has been conspicuously under-exanmregearch on teacher support for LGBTQ
students. This means that very little is known d@lhmw heterosexuality and gender normativity
continue to be privileged in classrooms of teackdrs consciously act in the interest of
LGBTQ youth. Although there is a growing body détature on the challenges LGBTQ youth
experience in school spaces, much of this schofalets focused specifically on LGBTQ
victimization and risk for negative health and eatianal outcomes (Birkett et al., 2009;
Espelage et al., 2008; Poteat & Espelage, 200&rRi2011; Swearer et al., 2008). Likewise,
much of the literature on the teachers’ engagemveéhtLGBTQ students’ needs focuses on the
likelihood that teachers will intervene when theiyness homophobic acts (Anagnostopoulos et
al., 2009; Kosciw et al., 2009 & 2011; Meyer, 2088} the importance LGBTQ students place
on having teachers who are accepting of gendesaxuhl diversity (Kosciw et al., 2009 &
2011). Correlations have been drawn between theepoe of supportive educators and
improved educational outcomes for LGBTQ youth (Kaset al., 2009 & 2011). On the whole,
this scholarship has illustrated the prevalendeomhophobic acts and attitudes in schools and
proposed the argument that teachers can makeeadtiffe in the school lives of LGBTQ youth.
This focus on bias intervention and preventiongrasluced a significant gap in research on
LGBTQ-supportive teachers: education research dibesifto explore if and how the privileging
of heterosexuality and traditional gender express@aeproduced through teacher allies’ day-to-
day pedagogy. This is a critical point for resbavn teacher support for LGBTQ youth because

it will potentially increase knowledge about hove tteproduction of strict gender norms and the
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Othering of non-normative genders and sexualitiagifast in classroom interactions,
curriculum, and teaching practice.

One of the most significant findings of this resdawas students’ and teachers’ strict
adherence to traditional gender roles. Rigid gendems are cultural foundations of gender-
based and sexual harassment that LGBTQ studengsierpe in schools (Pascoe, 2013;
Ringrose & Renold, 2010) and “many bullying behasiare rooted in reinforcing the ‘rules’ for
‘appropriate’ gender behavior” (Payne & Smith, 204.321). Students learn these gender rules
throughout their schooling experiences, and thegsmes themselves and one another against
idealized constructs of masculinity and feminir{lBayne & Smith, 2013). LGBTQ students are
at particular risk for being targeted and vilifiedt their gender “failures” and, therefore, staad t
benefit from school environments where these rygidder rules are called into question.
Classrooms are potential sites for critical, transiative work where teachers and students
critically question and destabilize rigid gendetegaries. However, participating teachers and
their students adhered to the status quo, andsssueh as gender stereotypes, sexism, or
heterosexism, or male privilege were hardly mertbn

In this chapter, | will examine how traditional bity gender categories shaped
participating teachers’ and students’ classrooeradtions. Teachers’ interpretations of who
their students are or how they should effectivebch were often reliant on assumptions about
boys’ and girls’ different learning needs. Thesadgred differences were presented as common
sense, and they reproduced stereotypical ideag glytsubeing more emotionally vulnerable and
boys being physically active and unfocused. Addgity, reliance on taken-for-granted gender
differences allowed boys’ performances of maleifage to dominate the social interactions in

many classrooms. Whether teachers acknowledgguréisence of a “boy problem,” ignored it,
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or were oblivious, classroom disruptions causebtdys’ volume and physical movement were
present in the majority of classroom observatiduklitionally, teachers’ own classroom
performances and understanding of good teachirgipeavere shaped by heteronormative
gender norms. Their narratives about good teagbiacgtice and professional challenges
provided insight to some of the ways that teactientity and gender intersect. Overall, the
reproduction of strict gender roles in teacheeallclassrooms limited the possibilities for non-
normative gender and sexual identities to be ptesm@hvisible in classrooms that, according to
participants, were safe and comfortable for LGBTaQti.
Quiet Girls and Active Boys

The presence of gender stereotyping and gendedlaasemptions about student
identities and behavior in teachers’ pedagogyusial to questions about inclusive schools for
LGBTQ youth. When gender norms circulate in thigwavhether consciously or
unconsciously—they regulate the possibilities fuzially acceptable gender identity and
expression (Payne & Smith, 2013). Challenging i&tste gender norms is, therefore, a critical
step in creating school spaces that value LGBTQestis. However, this was not routine
practice in the participating teachers’ classrooma topic that emerged in teachers’ narratives
about their pedagogy. Instead, most talk about gieaccurred through statements about the
differences they experienced between groups okstsdased on what they knew or believed
about the needs, preferences, characteristicgtarenof boys and girls. Classes with a lot of
boys were described as loud or hard to manageclasses with a lot of girls were quieter,
generally more compliant in response to teachecton, and less likely to be distracted from
schoolwork. These patterns persisted in classésmaire balanced gender demographics.

Regardless of the number of boys or girls in thewpit was considered normal for boys to
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interrupt teachers and peers or to show off theivledge by shouting out answers, and it was
considered normal for girls to either hide or beeicure about their academic abilities. These
classroom gender roles were reflected in teacheasiagement styles, their descriptions of
students, and their pedagogical decisions.
“Boy” Classes and “Girl” Classes
Participants who taught classes that were disptimpately male or female emphasized
differences between their experiences of teachayg land girls more than other participants.
Kelly had a schedule that included one class tlzet boy-dominated (16 boys, 3 girls) and
another that was girl-dominant (16 girls, 4 bowsid she frequently compared these classes to
illustrate the stark differences in her teachingesiences throughout a typical school day. She
said, “I think it feels very different” to be a tdeer for the two groups of students, and she
claimed she had to “be a different person” for eaicher classes. In the “girl” class, most of the
students had a history of struggling to be sucokgsiscience classes and received academic
support services to help them be successful inddcBbe understood her role for this group to
be that of a teacher who provides emotional cagehatps them overcome insecurity:
The girls....I almost feel like they, I, | have likemother role to them. Like, it’s, you
know, | have to be, like, very nurturing. They neeldt of, um, you know, support. You
know, any little thing that they do right, you knosquires extreme praise, and then any
little thing that they do wrong you kinda just hawee you know, look over it because |
think their, their self-confidence as studentsoigosv. And | think most of that is being a
[academic support program] student, not beingla(@terview 2, 3/7/12)
Kelly’s interpretation of these students was shapethe intersecting positions girl who has

been labeledemedial studenfThese girls’ potential has been minimized throdghirtschools’
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official marking of their academic struggles. Stuidein this class frequently asked Kelly to
check their work with questions such as “am | ddimg right?” For example, on a day when
students were completing an assignment that aslezd to graph some data, the following
interactions occurred between Kelly and her stuglaithin a five-minute period.
9:57AM: Female Student 5 (F5) walked to Kelly's ki@ the front of the room and
showed her her paper. K: “Good!” F6 asked a quedtmm her seat. Kelly remained
seated and answered. (The girl's seat was dirgcthpnt of the teacher’s desk and
facing of her.) F7 and F8 walked to Kelly’s deskeaight after the other, to show Kelly
their graphs. K: “Yep. Very nice.” F5 and F7 walkedher desk together to ask another

guestion.

9:59AM: Kelly to the class: “Everything you're dg@roday is multiplying. Don’t divide
anything.”[OC: Her announcement seemed to be in responseidersts’ questions in
the past few minutesH9 walked to Kelly’s desk, showed her the papersad: “Did |
do this right?” Not all girl students, but most,liked up to check with her during the
time she provided to complete the assignment. Dys tworked alone and talked to each
other a small amount. Only 3 boys in class, ang'teall at the same table. (field notes,
1/25/12)
This particular class was a girl-dominated spand,as such the girls’ needs and demands
shaped most classroom interactions. As Kelly dbedrin her interviews, this group of students
asked many questions when working on assignmedt§r@guently requested reassurance that
they were doing their work correctly. Girls’ repedtquestions of “Did | do this right?” or asking

Kelly to check their work reflects a long traditiohresearch findings that report girls are
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socialized to express less confidence in their ewac abilities and to avoid the risk of being
wrong (AAUW, 2010; Orenstein, 1994). Kelly’s appoh to developing their confidence and
academic abilities was to be “nurturing,” providdéreme praise, and be sensitive to their
emotions when correcting their mistakes. Kellymlad that she spent more time providing such
support for this group of students than any otaed in all observations she was responsive to
every single girl's request for reassurance abeuttork. This interpretation of girls’ needs
assumed a close relationship between emotionakrestiacademic needs, and it followed the
logic that girls need to feel safe and supportearder to develop confidence to complete
intellectual tasks.

The common critique of single-gender educationatexts is that they exacerbate and
reinforce gender stereotypes (Halpern et al., 20Litgrpreting girls as sensitive and more in-
need of nurturing than their male peers was an plaof this trap because it lacked critical
awareness of how the emotional realm of human épes is feminized, and therefore de-
valued, in patriarchal culture. It also overlookmssibilities for girls to have different kinds of
needs or to express their needs in ways that dmatth this feminine stereotype. However, it is
notable that this girl-dominated class also seasd space where girls do not hesitate to
vocalize their needs or participate in class disicus This was the only group of students in the
entire study where girls interrupted to ask thehea questions during direct instruction while
boys remained silent. This group was observed ga dden Kelly lectured about bodily
systems, and on each day the girls’ asked spontargeestions throughout class:

Kelly started presenting the nervous system notesleling the note taking on the Smart

Board. She told them about the central and pergtmarvous systems, and she told them

that the central nervous system is made up of thai@ land spinal cord. There was a
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diagram on their note sheet and she modeled htabéb the diagram. F6: “If you injure
yourself, you're injured all the way downOC: She meant paralyzedqelly explained
the difference between paraplegic and quadraplégic:What would happen if someone
elbowed you really hard right here?” (She turneddenchair so Kelly could see where
she was pointing on her back—a spot on her sporal. xKelly told her that there is a
back bone that protects the spinal cord. Severabkpijuries happen in car accidents.
(field notes, 1/25/12).
Rather than respond to their questions as if thengwnterruptions or a behavioral problem that
needed to be managed, Kelly incorporated themtir@a@ontent of her lecture. Orenstein (1994)
argues that spontaneous speaking in class is tiype@aninated by boys, and it is important to
increase these opportunities for girls becausedlgpg out in class—and being acknowledged
for it—is a constant reinforcement of a studengétto be heard...[it enhances] self-esteem
through exposure to praise; [and students] haveuthey of learning from mistakes” (p. 12).
Kelly’s responses to their questions encouragedtiidents’ enthusiasm and validated the
personal connections they are making to the cdmnouThis pedagogical practice served two
purposes. First, she was able to attend to th€ gimotional needs by showing she was
interested in their perspectives and sensitivleo guestions. Second, it created opportunities
for her to engage girls in academic experiencetsvtbald potentially develop their confidence
to vocalize questions and observations in othetesas.
In contrast to Kelly’s experiences of encouragiitsdo speak and be more active in the
classroom, teachers who had mostly-male classes keenly aware of the ways that they
changed their teaching practice to both accommadaleninimize the noise and disruptions

that were accepted as normal when teaching a lobyd. Kelly compared her professional
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persona in the girl-dominated class to her persotize boy class, and in contrast to her
attentiveness to girls’ feelings and self-confideacound their academic work, the boys’ class
required her to focus more energy on behavior mamagt:
But, um, in the afternoon [boy] class sometimesel fike I'm like a referee because
they, they are just so high energy, and they'ratgkals and they’re really smart and they
want to work, but they require a lot of micromamapgi.’Cause they can get off task very
easily. Whereas the morning [girl] class, | couldeghem an assignment and | could
leave the room (laughing) and come back and thaydwtill be, you know, diligently
doing what they were supposed to do. And, you knvlereas the guys would have set
up a basketball hoop and we would have, like, aegafisome sort. (Interview 2, 3/7/12)
There are two points of significant contrast inli{sl comparison of her experiences teaching
boy- and girl-dominant classes. First, her inteigdrens of boys (smart, high energy) and girls
(quiet, diligent, lower self-confidence) reproddeeronormative gender norms, a lens through
which it is unproblematic for girls to be quietnapliant, and still or boys to be smart, capable,
louder, and physically active. She did not menstudents who challenged or deviated from
these gendered behavior patterns—qirls or boysdidhaot align with the gendered behavior
patterns of their peers—nor did she question howlor these rigidly gendered ways of being in
a classroom came to be. Second, Kelly presentembleeas “referee” in opposition to her
motherly experiences of teaching the class of magtls. When she was teaching the girls, her
attention and energy were focused on boosting stadgelf-esteem and helping them feel like
they were capable and smart. She did not have toyv@bout turning her back or leaving them
unsupervised because they are students who fafistnuictions and operate within the

boundaries of good classroom behavior—minimal narsg movement. In contrast, the role of
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“referee” in the boy-dominated class implies tha spent significant time and energy
regulating male impulses. Student self-confidenas mot mentioned as a concern for this group.
An example of this occurred when some boys werdainitg directly supervised before class:
Kelly stood at the classroom door during passinmgpdd5 minutes between periods
when students move to their next class]. Male StutldM1) (blonde, glasses, a new
student since the last time | visited) was stantyn¢he windows on the opposite side of
the room from where Kelly was standing. He pickpdue of the yardsticks from the
counter under the window and started swingingatiad.[OC: like a sword]Another
student joined him. K was talking with other stutdemear the classroom door; she
looked into the classroom and said: “Gentlemert, 8be shook her head slightly and
they put the yardsticks back on the counter. (fretks, 2/29/12)
Kelly presented being “high energy” as normal bepdvior, and her calm response to the boys
playing with the yardsticks suggested she was ac¢ssarily surprised to witness male students
using her classroom supplies to create a gamebdy®responded immediately, which allowed
them to remain in the realm of good behavior. Idgnig herself as a “referee” for these
students implies that being a good teacher for begsires placing limits on students’ energetic
activity. She called this “micromanaging” becauke bad to limit the boys’ opportunities to
make independent choices about how they will spdggb time. Leaving them unsupervised is
out of the question because the boys demand sgmenand regulation that the girls do not.
When teachers reported altering their teachingtigeato account for boys’ behavior,
they were almost always referring to actions thatenntended to minimize opportunities for

boys to interrupt, pull class discussion off togicmove around the classroom. Laura was
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another teacher who said that she altered heritepstrategies for different groups of students,
and like Kelly she tailored her teaching practmenanage or control male students’ behavior.
| like being able to have a little bit of fun buiilsdo your work. And let’s be silly but
okay, let’s pull it in right now and get seriousoabwhat we have to do. And | like that.
My ninth period class with all those boys, the yglooys..it was very, very difficult. If
you [give] a little bit, just a little bit silly, pof! They were gone. And it was very hard to
pull them back in. So especially the last coupleveéks [end of the school year], | found
myself pulling it in and not showing as much hunmecause | knew that if | let a little
bit go they’d be all gone. And, and so | didn’tdik quite as much but | knew | had to if |
could just, if I had to get through the materiadl &eep them on track, you know?
(Interview 3, 6/14/12)
Laura’s preferred classroom practice was to comtiin® with her chemistry curriculum, and
throughout the study she described examples ohgddimor and fun to her classes by
connecting curriculum to stories about her worla d&b chemist, demonstrating chemical
reactions, or using props to illustrate scientfbmcepts. These were teaching strategies where
the objective was to create opportunities for stiisl&o enjoy and connect to science curriculum,
and in order to facilitate that Laura had to reéeesntrol and create space for expressions of
excitement and emotion. However, when working witbups of mostly male students, she
found it necessary to limit her usage of thesehiegcstrategies because they acted on these
opportunities in ways that prohibited her from taag academic content. Her metaphor of
“pull[ing] them back in” reflects a power struggleth male students, and she had to be careful
about when she released some control becausedhb#&lquickly make it difficult for her to

continue teaching. Ultimately this meant that simetéd the opportunities for all students to



178

engage in fun or creative learning opportunitiesaose she could not trust the predominantly
male group to participate in class in productive/sva

Kelly and Laura described and responded to stgdaertheir “girl” and “boy” classes in
ways that make it difficult to imagine the presen€a student who challenges or disrupts
heteronormative assumptions about “normal” behawapadolescent students. Neither teacher
acknowledged the presence or possibility of geeapressions that would challenge the social
patterns in their classes. Further, neither teagtaosed pedagogical possibilities for
destabilizing the gender roles their students takan the classroom. This absence raises
guestions about the possibilities for students dd@mot conform to these gender roles to “be
themselves,” “comfortable,” safe, and includedhade classroom spaces.

Who Gets to Speak?

Gender hierarchies and gender roles were reprodhoeagh seemingly innocuous
classroom practices. Although most participanteatt mentioned the problem of managing
boys’ behavior or minimizing interruptions from syt typically was not presented as an issue
of inequality or as a pattern that could resulinexclusionary environment for students—boys
or girls—who did not engage in such expressionnadculine privilege. However, two teachers
raised the issue of gender hierarchies in schauksts in relation to some of their girls’
classroom performances. Molly spoke about the ehg# of encouraging participation from all
students in class discussion and had classroormigmlin place that required vocal participation
from all students in her Advanced Placement classewever, she expressed concern that this
was not enough to alleviate the lack of confidestoe believed was preventing her girls from
speaking beyond the minimum requirement. This patt&s visible during observed Advanced

Placement seminar discussions:
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A girl with long blonde hair, right in my eye linmoked pale and nervous. Throughout
class I'd seen her skimming pages in the textbao#l,| had the impression she was
searching for something to contribute to the dismrs She hadn't participated yet and
kept checking her watch, possibly to see how mimb she had left to participate. She
put her hand up when there were 5 minutes leftcamtkibuted an idea about child labor.
(field notes, 1/26/12)
During an interview, Molly cited the example ofglgtudent and others in the same class who
often exhibited visible anxiety about speaking dgrseminar. She said these were students who
produced excellent written work but who did not leddly share their ideas in the classroom.
She acknowledged the challenges experienced bysiet, kids, and she experienced tension
between pushing girls to speak and honoring theratiays they express their knowledge:
But at the same time, particularly with girls, Indowant girls to let other people speak
for them all the time...And | think girls do it motlean boys. You know, it's just that
wait, and hopefully somebody else will answer.dhatew 2, 5/11/12)
Molly described a classroom dynamic where girlsenawsitioned as subordinate to boys. In the
context of Advanced Placement U.S. history, thismeirls were hesitant and nervous about
speaking during class, so boys’ opinions and im&gtions of curriculum set the agenda for
their seminar discussions. Molly’s interpretatidritos dynamic was that girls’ default
classroom performance was to “let” boys overpowent or speak for them, which implied that
they could make the choice to be more active dwserginar discussion. However, she also
referenced a familiar narrative about girls’ aclieent in elementary, secondary, and post-
secondary education: “In spite of the changes imaws roles in society...many of today’s girls

fall into traditional patterns of low self-imagelsdoubt, and self-censorship of their creative
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and intellectual potential” (Orenstien, 1994, p).xkhis was a pattern that Molly found
troubling, and one that she did not believe shesuadessfully disrupted.

Laura also struggled to understand and disrupgpegtof feminine insecurity in her
science classes. When talking to Laura after arrghion she shared some of her frustrations
about girls’ classroom performance in recent days:

“Oh, you should have been here yesterday!” andnb@dhat a lot of girls in the class |

just observed were acting helpless and like thdg'tdunderstand the lab assignment, but

she knows they get it. She said girls don’t warghow that they’re smart because smart
girls don’t get boyfriends. They were acting hegslén class, and then a number of them
stayed after to ask her to help them completeahadport. Laura seemed really

frustrated with this. (field notes, 2/1/12)

Laura described a day when girls’ classroom spémzised on expressions of helplessness and
insecurity. This type of speech was not understodzk productive, nor was it representative of
girls’ actual knowledge or capabilities. Laura npteted this behavior as part of girls’ strategies
for participating in the heterosexual dating scevigch she perceived to require girls to
minimize their own intelligence and capabilitiesattract boys’ desire. This interpretation of her
students’ behavior put the blame on girls for updeiormance and implied that it was up to girls
to stop performing helplessness and take pridieain intelligence. Therefore, she understood
this problem in terms of individual girls’ choicabout how they want to position themselves in
relation to potential dating partners. She did hotyever, trouble how hierarchical gender
relations and heteronormative gender norms prodacel pressure to follow gender rules that

claim girls must be subordinate to boys in orddreéalesirable or to be a “good” woman.
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Instead, she presented this as the “natural ofdérms,” and as a teacher she was limited in her
capacity to fight the “nature” of adolescent sotiial
Girls often had difficulty getting a word in edgesiduring class. Boys talked more,
moved around the classroom more, and interrupiteticher with questions or comments much
more often than girls. Further, girls’ subordinptssition in the classroom was apparent
throughout the data. Much like the teachers, ngnéitin was drawn to boys’ noise and
movement, which meant that girls’ behavior wasnegbrded in observation data as frequently
or in as much detail as boys’. Girls did not vokartas often, and teachers had to either call on
girls or shush boys so that girls could be heardmihey did seek opportunities to be speak
during class activities.
Kelly quickly listed the multiple-choice answersn®of the boys at the front, center table
made a grunting noise after every answer. Aftethire grunt she said “stop” in a low,
dry tone and students laughed softly. Kelly: “Vkgoped number 18 ‘cause | didn't like
it.” Male student: “fair enough.” Boys at front dentable talkative through this whole
process of checking their practice test answery K®aise your hand if you got 100.”
No students raise their hands. “Are there any ydik&lto go over?” A girl with long
blonde hair raised her ha@C: | haven’t heard her speak yet. | did see herking
with the boy next to her on the practice questioB8tudents were talking to one another
and Kelly interrupted them. “Megan has a questsonwe’re going to go over it.” (field
notes, 12/1/11)
This scene is representative of routine activitilesd social dynamics in Kelly’s classroom. Kelly
periodically gave students questions from pastgyestate exams to help them practice or

review, and once students completed the questlmnsalgiays spent time discussing the correct
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answers. Male students were typically vocal duting process—cheering when their answers
were correct, groaning when they were wrong, ouiagywhen they believed Kelly was giving
them the wrong answers. Girls listened quietly,keadrthe correct answers on their papers, and
occasionally asked a clarification question as Nedjd in this example. In order for her
guestion to be heard, Kelly had to exercise hdefez” role to create space for a girls’ voice.
Throughout the observation data, such interrupti@atgsbeen normalized to the extent that they
are hardly noticed by teachers or students, and #itme did boys experience any real
consequences for these interruptions.

Daily classroom routines indicated that teacherscously tried to minimize the extent
to which boys “took over” class, but their stragsgdid not indicate recognition of these
behaviors as expressions of male privilege. Bogsndi experience significant consequences,
and they were not asked to be aware of how theg gitgncing their peers. At times teachers
told their students things like “I know it's they=3 (Megan, field notes, 5/15/12) when talking
to them about behavioral issues, but male studkdtsot respond to these messages in ways
that indicated they understood that their vocal ihamce was @roblem Other teachers tried to
find positive outlets for boys’ voices and enengge choosing them to get up from their seats
and write their homework answers on the white @lldioard (Karen, field notes, 12/6/11).
Often when boys created distracting noise duristruction, teachers made rapid transitions
between management and the content of their léss@mmnimize the amount of time they spent
correcting the boys. For example, Laura’s routoreaihswering students’ questions about
homework included switching quickly between comipigipractice problems on the chalkboard

and managing disruptions from male students.
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Laura continued answer to students’ questions amal/gr problems she thought might
be giving them trouble (standing at chalkboardwanting out calculations). In the
middle of one problem, two boys in the back rowevalking to one another. Laura
stopped explaining a calculation and said, “Whgt'sr question?” and they boys shook
their heads and stopped talking. Female studelRllgsked another question about the
problem Laura interrupted to addressed the boysakd “I'm just confused because...”
and Laura returned to the problem to address hestoun.[OC: The female student
barely paid attention to the talking boys behind. l8he continued talking to Laura about
her question as if the interruption never happehéfield notes, 1/20/12)
In this episode, Laura paused in the middle of @ixjptg a difficult problem to ask two boys to
stop talking, and the girl who had asked for heith\the problem continued asking questions
without visibly acknowledging that her time gettinglp from the teacher had been interrupted.
Her question after Laura paused to talk to the Iseysed was the purpose of keeping the
teacher’s attention and get an answer to her quredturther, her effort for regaining Laura’s
attention did not draw attention to the fact thet svas interrupted. Confronting the boys about
their interruption would create conflict and pos$giocial backlash for questioning their
entitlement to speak any time they wish. The ghibvasked a question in Kelly’s class was
similarly non-confrontational because she waitetiepély for Kelly to call on her, and then was
dependent on the teacher to quiet the boys betarguestion could be heard. Both episodes
illustrate how girls are put in positions whereytimeay need to be perseveranidnon-
confrontational to get answers to their questicgrsalnse interruptions from male students were
always possible.

“The Boy Club”: Unchallenged Male Privilege
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Despite participants’ success in eliminating ogestist and homophobic targeting from
their classrooms, issues of male privilege wetkmrvasive because boys’ bids for control and
attention were routine elements in classroom Bigys flirted with and invaded the personal
space of female classmates and teachers, askedktinale teachers personal questions, shouted
at teachers to get their attention, and engag#aoby club” banter that included sexist joking and
policing one another’s masculinity. These actiomseroften loud and on display for the entire
classroom community to observe. Teachers’ attetogtgervene or “control” these behaviors
were generally limited to the episodes that inteted their lesson plans or were interpreted as
overtly insulting or disrespectful. On many occasiteachers ignored these behaviors or used
humor to deflect the boys’ attention back to tle@ademic work, and the “boy club” dynamics
were understood to be relatively harmless. Whéanglin second interview about the behavior
and atmosphere in the classes that had been otddentée study, and Paula described a class
of eleventh graders as the “boy club”:

There's a lot more of the boy club like we're gdimgness around with each other. We're

going to move the desk around before the periatsstahatever. Just stupid stuff. I'm

going to make a comment and that guy is going tkeneacomment about that guy’s

comment. (Interview 2, 3/15/12)

The “boy club” behavior described here was behatat interrupted Paula’s teaching and the
learning or concentration of other students, buias also behavior that was understood to be
“normal” for adolescent boys: physically acting a@nd manipulating their environment,
“messing around” and joking with one another dugtags. Her use of the words “whatever”
and “just stupid stuff’ indicates that she did take their behavior all that seriously, and she did

not interpret the behavior as personally disre$pleat harmful to her or to the other students in
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the class. However, these verbal and physical niasgoerformances overshadowed the
needs—or even the existence—of other studentsinl#ssroom. Their voices were literally
heard over other students, their movements inldesimom were larger and more frequent than
other students’, and these patterns reproduceplaiver associated with the hegemonic (White)
male body in classroom spaces. “Boy club” behawias most often observed as students were
entering and exiting the classroom, and these ebemighlight the physical movement of male
students who, rather than come into the room and Hieir seats, frequently used passing
period to joke with friends, change the configuwatof the room in some way, or ask Paula for a
favor or special privilege:
M1: “Do we get new seats?” P: “No.” M1: “Why notP’ “Cause | was too busy re-
grading all your essays.” M1: “I'd rather have negats.” M2: “| think we should pick
our own seats.” P: “I think that is a terrible idelel3: “Can | jump over this chair, and
the desk where | land is my new seat?” P: “No!dsitvn.” (The room was filling with
students during this exchange.) As the room filletth students, Paula walked around
passing back papers. She said to M4, “Brent, whyau following me around?” M4:

“Cause I'm trying to figure out what went down &niday.” (field notes, 1/23/12)

During the passing period, Paula told a [White]emstlident to take home his hockey
jersey (he’d left it in her room) because she wasl tof it “stinking up my classroom.”
The boy took it off the cabinet and walked aroumel toom with it. | heard him say he
was looking for a place to hang it up. He walkesbad the perimeter, including the

space behind the teachers’ de§B€: space in the back of the classroom typicaffy o

limits for students]and ended up hanging it on a hook above the whigedin front of



186

the room—just to the left of the Smart Board screBaula gave him a “teacher look”

when he did it, but she didn’t take it down or agk to. It stayed there the entire period.

(Field notes 2/18/12).

Physical movement and verbal bids for teacher titemvere two of the most common
behavioral patterns that reproduced male privilagbe observed classroom contexts. In each of
these episodes, White male students moved and spekeys that made it all but impossible for
the teacher to focus her attention on other stgdamtasks. In the first, male students presented
guestions and requests that asked the teachetetat@dheir preferences. These requests were
coupled with physical movement (threats to jumpralesks, following her around the room)
that further demanded teacher attention and respémshe second episode, the boy’s response
to a request to take his jersey home was to rdipnghe jersey in the most visible place he
could find in the classroom. This action servea &d for teacher and classmates to pay
attention to his movement around the entire peemeftthe classroom and to his status as an
athlete, and the position of the jersey meantdhiatyone in the room literally looked at his
status symbol for the duration of the class. Pautcial expression communicated that she did
not approve of the student’s behavior, but shendicchallenge the students’ movement or the
display of his jersey.

In both episodes, Paula’s responses to masculimevie allowed their movement or
bids for attention to continue and their male pege to circulate. In the first example she
jokingly resisted the boys’ requests and reprimdrtdem for their physical movement, but she
did not ask the boys to change how they addressedrimoved around the room in the minutes
before class started. In the second she expresseatidapproval non-verbally, but she did not

stop the display of masculine athleticism or odesbbedience during her class. Thus, the logic
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of white male privilege was not challenged in thepsodes: male students reproduced systems
of entitlement that allow men to be verbally anggbally dominant. The teacher’s non-
confrontational strategies for deflecting or defigsmasculine behavior sidestepped the
possibility of becoming involved in power strugglegh these boys who are understood to be
behaving like “normal” adolescent males. The taf@rgranted, unproblematic “truth” that
boys are louder and more physical remained unaigeid

When teachers talked about the “boy club” or “boytylem,” descriptions of these
hypermasculine or male-dominated classroom dynawséce simultaneously presented as
sources of daily problems in their professiona$vand as examples of normal, unproblematic
social dynamics in a middle or high school classrodeachers’ narratives about these gender
dynamics and their efforts to navigate them—andgkbeir students focused on academics—
provide the important insight that, although alitggpants claimed to be committed to the safety
and comfort of LGBTQ students, they did not addeeisndamental component of LGBTQ
marginalization: heterosexual male privilege. Bebiapatterns that emulated masculine
authority or power frequently interrupted lessoangl, and teachers responded to these behavior
patterns by adapting their pedagogy with the intemtlace enough limitations on the boys’
physical movement and bids for attention to colierrtecessary academic content. That is, rather
than try to completely stop these behaviors oerthe boys’ awareness of their own social
privilege, the teachers negotiated with the bogeduhumor to disarm and deflect them,
reminded them of classroom rules over and overjgmated behaviors that were not deemed to
be sufficiently “bad” or disruptive.

Kelly described the negotiation of male privilegeleing a “referee”—a metaphor that

implied her role was largely to enforce rules. islistrategy for managing and regulating these
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behaviors was to move eight boys to seats in thr& flow of the classroom. She claimed that she
had moved them there because when they were sth#eyund the room they would talk louder
to get her attention. She said after an observatitims class, “If they want my attention, | guess
I'll put them close to me” (field notes, 12/1/1These students in the front row often made bids
for Kelly’s attention, both to ask questions abithgir academic work and to engage her in
conversations about her personal life. For exanguleg day when students spent class time
working on review worksheets for an upcoming tast] Kelly was walking around the room
and responding to students who raised their handsk for help, her attention was repeatedly
pulled to the same group of boys in the front row:

Boys at front center table addressed Kelly. “Ms. Ry grand plans for this weekend?”

K: “Um, one of my best friends is coming to towstudent: “You have friends?” K: “I|

know, right? A friend from college.” (field notes2/1/11)

Students at front center table asked more quesaibost the test review, and she guided
them to the correct answer in the textbook. Wiety figured out the answer she said,
“Look at your scientific knowledge!” It soundedkd they were also asking questions
about her fiancée. They asked for his first anddheichame—but it was hard to hear any

other details.” (field notes, 12/1/11)

As she walked back to the front of the room, bdyfsaat center table still wanted to
know about her Christmas presents and stoppeafasktabout it. | couldn’t hear

exactly what the boys said to her, but she said®?&Adora bracelet. The ones with the
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charms.” And: “He knows.'JOC: | concluded that they asked if her fiancéevknenat

she wanted for Christmas(field notes, 12/1/11).

These episodes are examples of interactions whale students sought Kelly's attention in
ways that were (a) louder and more visible thaeiogiudents in the class; and (b) testing the
boundaries of teachers/student relationships. Qifaelents in this class raised their hands and
waited for Kelly to come to their table, which esfted their adherence to traditional professional
boundaries and traditional navigations of teachénarity. In contrast, these boys repeatedly
called her name and interrupted her when she laadao other students and, once they had
her attention, they stretched conversations beywsademic matters and asked Kelly questions
about her weekend plans and personal relationshifese are questions one might ask a friend
and, therefore, which indicated an attempt to eéketizeir status from “student” to “adult” or
“peer.” Kelly’s responses contained implicit persi to engage her in these kinds of
conversations.

Another way that boys performed male privilege paoghed the boundaries of their
teacher/student relationship was to find ways terjact more direct, sexualized comments into
classroom conversation:

Ms. R., are you going to Bonefish Grill to get soWlednesday night Bang Bang

Shrimp?” K: “I'm not. | don’t really like spicy.” M: “I'm going. | like Bang Bang.”

Some other boys sitting nearby laughed. K did aspond. Directed her attention to

another student. (field notes, 2/29/12)

This interaction occurred in a context where sttslshould have been completing an
assignment and Kelly was calling students up tadlesk to talk about their grades and check

their work. This student had been talking to peeosind him rather than working and then
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initiated this interaction with Kelly. Nothing elseas happening in the classroom that would
connect to a question about evening plans or goirsgrestaurant, so the student’s spontaneous
guestion served no other purpose than to creat@p@ortunity to use the words “bang” and
“bone”—colloquial for sex—in a conversation withiesmcher. This interaction was a successful
hetero-masculine performance because the studer@dcepositive recognition from his peers
(laughter) in return for the risk incorporating sakzed slang into a conversation with a teacher.
Kelly did not challenge his statement (or evenlaskto get back to work), but her opportunities
to do so were limited because the student had aiaad deniability: if she had accused him of
being inappropriate, he could have flipped the padymamic and accuséxr of sexualized
interpretations when he was talking about the &ctame of an appetizer at a nearby restaurant.
Pascoe (2013) argues that boys are engaged ongficated daily ordeal in which they
continually strive to avoid being subject to gajtlegts, but are constantly vulnerable to them”
and that “these interactive practices maybe bedda structural inequalities, and gendered and
sexualized meaning-making processes as they anditadual-level variables” (91). So, while
their performances of privilege or entitlement expressions of dominance over women or men
whose masculinity has “failed” in some way, it iscaa strategy to prove one’s own successful
masculinity and avoid being labeledfag. In the above example, the student earned positive
feedback from male peers for using sexualized laggun a conversation with their young
female teacher, and he successfully continueditbelation of hetero-masculinity as a powerful
force in the classroom. If he had tripped overjtke or if she had successfully reprimanded
him, he would have been open to ridicule from ld@srp and Kelly would have briefly disrupted
this circulation of masculinity. More frequentifese battles of masculine status occurred in the

context of boys teasing one another. A notable @k@@ccurred in one of Laura’s classes, when
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a group of male athletes participated in an episddexualized teasing. One day the kids were
completing a lab that included pumping plastic lesttull of air using a foot-operated bicycle
pump and measuring the air pressure inside thiebb#ura asked a boy who was sitting in the
front row to stand up and help her fill the bottles
“Brad, why don’t you help me.” The boys in the dassponded by saying things like:
“Brad!”; “Step up to the plate, Brad!”; and “Work Brad.” M1 and M3 applauded softly
when Brad walked from his desk toward Laura. Laesponded: “I only picked him
because he’s in the front.” She hooked the battide bicycle pump using a black tube
and placed the bottle on the floor next to the deypump. Brad used the foot pump to
put air in the bottle, which caused him to raiseknee up and down to operate the pump.
While he filled more bottles, Laura showed the €lasw the air made a full bottle firm
and the syringe inside the bottle was compressealuse of the increased air pressure.
She demonstrated how to measure air pressure taodt lair to release the pressure.

Then she demonstrated how to calculate pressurecnohe.

Laura referred the students to the data table @n llandout. She told them to only
complete the first 2 columns. They will only be nipione trial because the air pumps
aren’'t working correctly. She told them to get igtoups of 4. The kids moved towards
the back of the classroom to get safety goggldewAwent toward the front where Laura
was standing and where Brad was still using theptoniill bottles with air. and the
bicycle pump to start filling their group’s plasbottle. M3 shouted over the din in the
room: “Yeah, Brad. Look at that form. Don’t forgetget your hips in there.” (field

notes, 3/1/12)
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Being helpful is a feminized quality, so when Braals chosen to assist the teacher he
immediately became vulnerable to the possibilitgehder policing from male peers. The other
boys seized that opportunity without hesitation.ddald have been exonerated by the fact that
operating the bicycle pump required at least ammimh amount of strength, balance, and
physical coordination, but in this context the taglened him up to teasing about his “form.”
Further, his classmates’ calls to “work it” and tgeur hips in there” cited the possibility of
moving his body in ways that were overtly sexuaiththe exception of saying she only chose
Brad because he was sitting nearby, Laura did omiheent or intervene when boys teased Brad
about “stepping up to the plate” or his “form” wibperating the bicycle pump. Without teacher
intervention, the boys had free reign to reinfasoeial norms for successful masculinity by
regulating the movements of their peer who had lsbesen to stand in the front of the
classroom. Further, Brad’s position at the fronthef classroom and the volume of the boys’
voices meant that every person in the classroomabigsto hear and see these episodes.
Through this interaction, the boys who engage@asing Brad separated themselves from the
possibility of being targeted themselves becauseg were increasing their own social status by
criticizing someone else’s masculinity. Laura’ddee to intervene implied that she did not
interpret these interactions to carry any injurieffects—it was just another example of boys
being boys. However, the injurious effects of sinthractions circulated by reinforcing the
strict, impossibly narrow possibilities for sucdessnasculine gender expression, and by
establishing the classroom as a space for boyspiees masculine dominance.
Limited Gender Possibilities

All participants claimed that they intended forith@assrooms to be safe and

comfortable for LGBTQ youth. However, after obsagyclass after class where all students
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were assumed to reasonably conform to the heteraiime gender expectations and where
these gender norms manifested in ways that alldwgd to dominate classroom dynamics,
guestions began to rise about what would happamatognizably gender non-conforming
student was a member of one of these classes. Hodw be possible for these classroom
environments to live up to the teachers’ promideomfort and safety? While it was never
assumed that all students in these classroomdfiddrds heterosexual or gender conforming (in
some classes it was known to the researcher tgadrdasbian students were present), it is worth
noting that not a single student in an observesisgeerformed her or his gender in a way that
visibly transgressed binary gender norms.

Teachers’ knowledge of these possibilities was katsived. A few participants had
anecdotes about boys they had seen wearing nahpm make up, and Rachel knew lesbian
students who had worn tuxedos to prom insteadedsa#rs. Kelly told a story about feeling
surprised when two male friends held hands duragsg and Kelly had biologically male cousin
in elementary school who had shown signs of fensiigender identity. These were the only
acknowledgements of the possibility that studeanidies could fall outside the “boy” and “girl”
categories. Mayo (2014) argues that such “gendst’ plotentially suggests “to adults that there
are more possible identities for students to intiddain adults might consider normal or even
possible” (p. 38). In this research context, issdagxamples of students’ gender play raised
teacher awareness of a broader range of identiztsvill potentially need to be integrated into
classroom life, but this awareness did not resuteflections about why student identities that
transgress binary gender categories are so “différenwelcome, or unsafe in the first place. In
other words, teachers could conceptualize thedbsakeeting students’ immediate individual

needs for classrooms where they will not be hachesgidged, but they did not question what
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they “know” about gender or reflect on the variewesys that their classroom dynamics reinforce
traditional gender norms and limit the possibiitter gender play to occur in their classrooms.
Bitch, Mother, Lesbian: Teachers’ Gender Roles

Just as students’ possibilities for socially acablg gender expressions are regulated by
heteronormative expectations, teachers’ profesbkidaatities intersect with gender norms in
ways that limit the possibilities for how particiga could lead their classes and relate to their
students and still be recognizable as competeféssimnals. Gender norms for educators have
shifted since the mid-Nineteenth Century, and Btq@896, 2000) argues that cultural shifts
after World War 1l contributed to strict gender @atation of educators’ professional
possibilities. Schools were encouraged to hire im&mvomen teachers so they could nurture
children and serve as role models for family 18%6), but women who pursued school
administration were perceived as “masculine, agivesambitious, and inappropriate” (p. 331).
Married women who displayed these “masculine” diesiwere less likely to face ridicule
because “marriage was regarded as proof of hetarabgy, an important facet of appropriately
feminine character” (p. 332). Although single tearshwere preferred prior to World War |,
increasing cultural emphasis on family and marriaggymbols of a moral life by the mid-
Twentieth Century meant that “single women wereaasingly viewed as standing outside their
conventional gender roles” (Blount, 2000, p. 8®s%bly deviant (lesbian), and unsuitable for
working with children. Blount argues that the impios of strict gender roles on education is
“due not only to deep-rooted sexism, but also it fzea generalized fear of homosexuality,
which...has become linked in many minds with crossdge-tendencies” (2000, p. 97).

As teacher allies integrate support for LGBTQ shiglénto their professional identities

and practice, they also must navigate gendere@ssmnal expectations. Participants used
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gendered vocabulary suchrasther, nurturingandprotectiveto describe their roles in the
classroom and to situate their support for LGBT@lsents into the broader context of
professional responsibility. Additionally, the balamies for “appropriate” relationships between
students and teachers were shaped by heteronoendatimitions of acceptable or innocent
adult/child relationships, and teachers navigatede relationships differently according to their
age, marital status, years of professional expeeieand the gender of the student involved in the
interaction. Finally, participants also reflectedtbe risk of gender transgressions and the work
of maintaining professional status if their gengderformances tested the boundaries of binary
gender categories. Their experiences of navigatiagntersections of gender and teacher
identity serve as another illustration of how hetemative gender expectations are used to
exclude LGBTQ identities from school life and tdegorizeall members of the school
community into rigid binary gender categories.
Safe Classrooms and Motherly Teachers

Teachers incorporated ally work into the institoatly sanctioned roles and
responsibilities that were already available tarthand several participants cited motherhood as
a broad framework for explaining the safe spaceyg biave created or to explain why they think
LGBTQ students feel safe in their classrooms. Ettusare expected to abide by the “unwritten
rule that teachers should not appear to be sexdgtizople” (Epstein & Johnson, 1998, p. 115),
and they are often able to meet this cultural steshd their lives conform to heteronormative
expectations of marriage and family. The de-sexzedlidentities of “wife” and “mother” easily
align with cultural expectations that “good” teachwill be kind, caring, nurturing, and patient
(Alsup, 2006; Boler, 1999; Britzman, 1991). “Sapase” and other safe schools programs

reflect this expectation that teachers will canediod protect their students, and this approach to
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creating a supportive school environment implieeed to attend to students’ social and
emotional needs just as much as their academicsnEedinstance, Kelly claimed that she
needed to be a “den mother” specifically for groapstudents whose lives outside of school
make it difficult for them to be academically sussfil. She performed this role through her
attention to students’ need for “extreme” positigactions to success, careful attention to their
academic progress to make sure they are not geliseguraged, interest in their personal lives,
and concern for their overall well-being. Rachsbalised the vocabulary wiotheringto
describe how her care for students extended begoademics:
Um, | think I'm incredibly patient. I, | think thaine of the things that has made me
successful, um, in this environment is I, | haveuge sense of humor and | play off of
that and | allow kids to play off of that. Um,lka, | set limits and | feel like I'm pretty
clear about the limits, which | think a lot of kittgok for structure, especially when they
don’t have structured home lives. Um, and you kngal play off a little bit of all of
those things. Um, I'm very motherly. | have a tweay-old and four-year-old. So I think
the minute that | knew | was pregnant with my fgaar-old | became more motherly.
(Interview 1, 4/3/12)
Rachel’s description of her professional identéffects the idealized cultural image of the
caring teacherShe structured her classroom environment aroatidrze, humor, and clear
classroom rules that imitated standards for a nagthome life, and she compared her care for
students to the care she feels for her own childfeese elements worked together to create an
environment where students knew her expectatiotisenfi, but it was also known that she
would be patient enough to give them opportuntitesorrect their mistakes or be willing to

laugh with them rather than take mistakes too sehyo Further, describing herself as
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“motherly” implied unconditional love and concewr students’ well-being and suggested she
intended to be a stable, consistent, and trustwdiglire in her students’ lives.

Megan directly connected her identity as a mothérer professional identity and her
commitment to supporting LGBTQ students. In the ikstee wrote to volunteer for the study,
she presented her experiences as both parentacitete”l am the parent of a gay child and |
have had many students over the years who were I8 afraid to discuss it with most
people.” Her experiences of supporting LGBTQ stislevho were afraid to discuss their
gender or sexual identities included caring fodshis whose families were not supportive of
them:

His family disowned him. To this day, they don't.. le& here after he graduated from

high school and went and lived with his paternahgimother in Detroit who called me

and said to me, his father was really nasty to nek ah, because | was very supportive

of him, and [the grandmother] apologized to mehier son, his father. (Interview 1,

3/18/12)

Although this story does not specifically mentionthering, it is an example of using care to fill
a void in a student’s life, and it illustrates hdegan’s participation in the life of a student
could cross from school life into family life. Part knowing and supporting this student was
coming to know his family experiences and, evemyuabnnect with family members who were
also part of his support network. She did not setlolaries on her care for this student, and she
expressed support for him regardless of the riaskghe would experience conflict with his
father. At the end of the study, when she was atkeeflect on why this student and others feel

safe talking to her about LGBTQ identity or otheings that they do not typically share with
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adults, she speculated that safety and her mothpdyoach to teaching were relevant to earning
her students’ trust:

[T]he thing is, in the classroom, I've, I'm kind,dfcan be motherly and bitchy and all of

the things rolled up into one, but they always &adk. You know? And | don’t know if

it's that motherly part or what it is....Um, you knpperhaps it's because, you know, |

don’t lie to them about anything. You know? | tislém the truth. (Interview 2, 6/19/12).
Megan describes herself as both “motherly” andctyt” which are oppositional professional
identity clams. “Bitchy” is gender transgressive#ese it resists the social expectations that a
woman will always be nice, compliant, or patierieTidentity claim also carries a negative
connotation because “bitch” is a marker for a womwao has overstepped the boundaries of
femininity. Megan is a teacher with a loud voicesaacastic sense of humor, exhibited little
patience for students who did not follow her instiens, and she told stories of confronting
school and district administrators to fight agajslicies that she believed were irrational or had
negative effects on her students. However, becstusevas also “motherly,” she believed the
classroom remained a safe environment. When thgashaf mother and teacher are connected,
educational discourse is applying the most idedlmnetherly characteristics to the work of
educating young people. The mother is assumed tas®vorthy, kind, forgiving, invested in
creating environments where youth can learn andethBeing motherly is believed to have a
more powerful effect on the students and the abassrenvironment than being “bitchy” because
feeling cared for is the most important part of tkeessroom experience. Additionally, it is
possible that her bitchy qualities communicaterttessage to her students that she will fight for

them when they need an advocate.
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Participants who talked about being motherly wélreammitted to caring for students
and making them feel safe. The teachers were cdedriih being stable and loving fixtures in
their students’ lives, and they wanted studentsetable to trust and rely on them. This type of
teaching philosophy attends to the social and ematineeds of their students and to the quality
of the classroom climate, and these priorities verderstood to be imperative for supporting the
success of LGBTQ youth because teachers are rabjgofts minimizing the effects of
victimization or preventing it altogether. Howeveare frameworks for working with socially
marginalized students often inadvertently privilég@cher perspectives. In their research on
White teachers’ care for students of color, PertoimgBrock, and Ndura (2012) argue that
socially privileged teachers “can be focused tigbth themselves as the ones caring acting in
socially determined ways. Teachers’ positions dftbiem the power to construct caring
relationships in ways they deem appropriate” ()76 other words, because teachers are in
positions of both social privilege and institutibaathority, there is a risk that they will make
decisions about how to meet students’ needs withecgssarily giving marginalized youth
opportunities to articulate their experiences erkimds of care they need. Additionally, care
frameworks individualize issues of marginalizatiofeeusing on helping individuals be more
successful and feel safer at school, but not “atiing the multiple ways school cultures subtly
yet systematically silence and exclude LGBTQ sttslgfsmith, in press). In other words,
“framing ally work through the discourse of tbaring teacherisks the pitfalls of deficit-based
teaching practices” (Smith, in press) where th@i$as on “fixing” or “saving” marginalized
students rather than looking to the culture thatgmnalizes them.

Gender and Authority
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Another way that participants’ gender and profassi identities intersected was in
discussions of teacher authority. Teachers perdahar possibilities for authority to be shaped
by both their own gender and the gender of theestisothey were working with in a particular
situation. This was a topic where gender stereotypwas particularly prevalent because
assumptions about men as natural leaders and wasnegretakers—but not necessarily
automatic authority figures—were embedded in hovtiggpants felt about their own authority
in the classroom and how they compared themsetvesllieagues. Karen described a specific
experience where she observed the stark differdretegeen the possibilities for her authority
and those of a male colleague.

[S]o the 8th period class that you've seen mangsinum, the period started one day and

| was filling out forms. | was at the front of th@om...and there was a little bit of chaos

because the class hadn't really started and they atekinda talking and | was signing
these forms. And the, the chemistry teacher cantigeimoom for something, and a boy in
the back row got up to go to the bathroom. Anddukéd, and the chemistry teacher saw
him as he walked in the door, and the boy lookati@teacher and the teacher just
gestured, pointed his finger down. And the kid ledlat him and he just sat right down.

You know? Like, they would never do that for me.uMaow? ‘Cause I'm not scary.

But, um, yeah, and they have this, they commandekom more respect in some ways.
Unless you are a really mean teacher. You know tlaee are some women teachers that
are really mean, and kids are scared of them.tBase are really old school teachers,
too. | think. There’s like no young ones that ake really mean, you know? (Interview

3, 6/21/12)
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Throughout the study, Karen repeatedly expresseidlathat teaching this group of students
would be a little easier for her in terms of foliogy directions and listening rather than all
talking at once, and she presented this experiane@® example of the authority she never
manages to have with her students. On this paaticdy, a male teacher walked into Karen’s
classroom and immediately took over with his forhawthority, which overshadowed Karen’s
role in her own classroom. When the student stgoftam his seat, the male teacher responded
with a swift directive rather than allowing Karemides and leadership stand as the standards
students should look to when they are in her clkdasen was not bothered by the teacher’s
interjection, but rather in awe of his ability tetgsuch a swift response from students who she
knew well and who had challenged her authoritytierentire school year. She perceived that
male teachers “command more respect”—a phrasestivaticative of cultural assumptions
about men’s automatic or “natural” claim to leadigps In order for women to do this, they have
to prove their authority by being “really mean.”dther words, women have to move away from
traditionally feminine teaching qualities—Ilike bgipatient, kind, or nurturing—to command the
same respect as their male colleagues.

Younger teachers talked about issues of authordtse often than other participants
because they were in the midst of developing ahaaitative persona and learning to be a leader
in the classroom. Kelly was in her second yeaeathing, and after a “rough” first year she
believed she had learned both to establish haasedfleader and develop rapport with her
students. However, some students resisted heheamability to productively work with those
students was connected to the gendered positibatbfherself and the student. When asked
about a student who had challenged her that yesly grovided an example of a student who

represented a “type” of girl that made Kelly uncontble:
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She, she is, she hates school. She just wantswhadtever she wants to do whenever
she wants to do it. Doesn’t want to have to ligteauthority. Doesn’t, doesn’t want to
do any of it. You know, doesn’t want to be herd ahe will point blank tell you that.
You know? She tries to be nice about it. She’s ltkés not you, | just hate school in
general.” I'm like, “Okay, super. Way to be operdaeceptive to some new things.”
Um, so she’s been really tough for me becausenktpart of it is that, that is the type of
person, that when | was her age | would have beeniatimidated by. Like, as a 15-
year-old | didn’t know how to relate to her therowrknow, and | don’t know that that
much has changed in the last, you know, 12 yedtsnk that is tough for me. In general
| think | do, | do well with female students whaeedike me and guys in general | have an
easier time with. Like, regardless of their perdibynal have an easier time with guys. |
think that’s for me in general in my real life td®o she, she’s been tough and | never
really know who I'm going to get from her when stmmes in the door. (Interview 3,
6/11/12)
Kelly’s attempts to teach and develop a relatiogmstith this student illustrate how power
struggles that are similar to those found in peeugs can also occur between students and
teachers. Kelly compared this student to girls witionidated her in high school. In this context,
“intimidating” is defined as a girl who resistsenactions with others by flatly refusing to engage
with them rather than being “nice” and politely agag in the social rituals of the classroom.
This student was dismissive of Kelly’s authorityhess teacher and of the possibility that she
could have a positive experience by participatmthe class. Her attitude about school and
failure to be “open and receptive” did not confamygendered expectations for “good” girls or

students because she was not compliant, hard vegpréirinterested in trying to please her
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teacher. Her perspectives on school were oppoaitiorKelly’s worldview and her own gender
performance, which made it difficult for Kelly tmmagine how she could convince this student to
become more open to the possible value of schHdlimately, although Kelly holds the default
authority position in her classroom, this studerg'sisted her authority in ways that reminded
Kelly of high school experiences when she feltnmdiated by—and, therefore, subordinate to—
particular “types” of girls. She did not directliagn that she felt intimidated by this student, but
connecting her narrative to those high school egpees implies that this student is threatening
her authoritative stance in some way. Girls whiefoon more closely to the “good girl” role
and “boys in general” do not resist her in a wagt thhakes her feel like she is fighting to hold on
to her authority in the classroom.

Paula was the participant who spoke the most absués of teacher authority. Paula felt
that she had to consistently battle to resist retaldents’ challenges to her authority. She was a
well-liked teacher, and she talked many times ahbsirntg her rapport with students “to my
advantage” because she perceived that studentsingeaffection for her motivated them to
work harder and behave in her classes. Howeverlsbebelieved her age and small physical
stature contributed to boys’ persistence in engaber in joking, teasing and banter, and she
said they used these social strategies to try $t per out of her professional role and into the
“friend zone.” She said, “I had a hard first yeatid that she became “exhausted” from trying to
manage, deflect, and minimize her male studentsatier. She said that at the present point in
her career—the research year was her fifth yetgaghing—she was much more comfortable
navigating and managing this behavior from her rsaldents:

Yeah, | definitely think that....[being] only a fevegrs apart from these guys, and you

know, it's, it's the age. The, they're, they're jlike that, and there’s nothing...you don’t
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wanna hurt their feelings by ignoring them or stgyaway from them, but you also don’t
want to become closer than you have to, to givettiee wrong idea about anything.
‘Cause | think that they don’t look at you as athauty figure when you're the age | am.
| think you’re either, they're your friend or theipn't get along with you, so they just do
whatever. | just, | don'’t feel...l don’t know. Sonmaes | feel authoritative, but not
sometimes with the boys. | feel like they just...ghituoff and are like, “Oh, well, who
are you?” [laughs] And that kind of thing with theys. But I'm getting, obviously, more
and more into that role as | go into it. ‘Causesllearned, you know? You can'’t just
mess, you can't just kid around with them as mwhiau can, you know, with maybe the
girls and things like that. (Interview 3, 6/18/12)
Epstein and Johnson (1998) argue that “schools .stewetured on age relations” (p. 113) and
that teachers and students have different intesbstging how they engage in these age relations:
“[1]n teacher cultures, issues of surveillance andtrol are often overriding. Pupil cultures, on
the other hand, often hinge upon the blocking amteumining of teachers’ disciplinary powers”
(p- 113). In Paula’s reflections on the lessonshaslearned about authority, she indicated that
the core issue in her social interactions with bogs been control. Boys act on their male
privilege through their attempts to “mess around“ked around” with her—which is what one
does with friends—and she wanted to limit thoses$ypf conversations to avoid falling into a
trap where they think of her as a friend and doraspect her as a teacher. She alluded to social
dynamics where heterosexual boys seek and fedegintd attention from girls (“don’t wanna
hurt their feelings”), but this was not problemdtic her. She dismissed such displays of male
privilege, saying “they’re just like that” and thette tried to navigate those social dynamics in

ways that will not offend them. However, she alskrowledged that there is greater risk to
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authority and professionalism when a young femedeltier has a friendly relationship with
heterosexual boys than there is when she is fryendh girls.

During her last interview, Paula provided examiesow being young and friendly with
her students had been both a positive and negatimeg that particular school year, and she
raised the question of whether or not she can bisstudents to interpret their relationships
with her in the same way she would. To illustr&iie perspective she contrasted a positive
relationship with a group of female students amelaionship with a male student that made her
feel uneasy. Throughout the school year she hallaslorith a group of girls who often spent
their lunch periods with her, and they formed atrehship that she compared to a relationship
between sisters:

So that made me feel nice, and | knew that thekaextra hard because they really

enjoyed our relationship and stuff like that. It 'amfortable. But then, | guess | would

say on a negative one that | have to be carefll jtum, you know, especially with the
boys, one of them, um, as he’s getting up to takedst and getting ready to leave, you
know, he wanted a hug. And he all year has beamgdbis playful thing with me, and |
know he settles down and gets to work becauséhital “Come on.” You know. “We
got this.” He'll...I can use it to my advantaget Bue always felt a little uneasy about it,
too, like he was flirting or something like thabt &@hen he asked for a hug at the end of
the year, | just kinda, “How ‘bout a handshake?’UMamow? And that was the kind of
thing whereas the girls, | trusted them. Him, tjden’t trust it's the same relationship.

Even though I've used them both to my advantaggetdhe kids to work better and

maybe get them to do things they wouldn’t have datherwise, and stay longer after

school, you know? Him | feel like it's a differefgteling than what it was with the girls
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because, | don’'t know, | trusted him to interptehe wrong way. Whereas | trusted the

girls to interpret it the right way. (Interview 8/18/12)
Paula proposed that there was a “right” way andir@rig” way to interpret her relationships
with these students, and the wrong way involvedttesibility for heterosexual desire. Her
relationship with the group of girls was understagsdnnocent and led to the girls working
harder and learning more than they likely wouldendheir teacher had been someone they did
not like or respect. Paula did not experience aipdgy of desire in this same-gender
relationship, so it was “safe” for her to be clegth these girls. In contrast, the male student
pushed the boundaries of “innocent” teacher andestirelationships in ways that made her
uneasy and exposed the “fragility and vulneraboityvomen teachers to unsolicited inscriptions
of their bodies as sexualized” (Atkinson, 2008112). Paula used the fact that he liked her all
year to build rapport and convince him to do hiskybut she was not sure she made the right
decision because this particular student maded®tt‘tineasy” about their friendly interactions.
This boy was socially sanctioned to “play” with laigraction to her because in heteronormative
culture, men are allowed to express their desirevtimen even when the desire is unwanted.
His expression of power over her diminished thespigty for her to have authority in her role
as his teacher. While she was able to influencstilent’s behavior in her classroom, she also
surrendered authority because he was likely resyp®ts her requests because he was attracted
to her, not because he respected her.
Possible Gender Transgressions

When patrticipants acknowledged the differenceséen their experiences as
heterosexual-identified teachers and as thoseeafgly colleagues’, they described multiple

ways that surveillance regulates the professiondlpersonal lives of teachers. Teachers are
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“expected to have exemplary sexual lives outsidestthool” (Epstein & Johnson, 1998, p. 123)
as defined by heteronormative standards for ggmeldormance and family life. Further,
teachers are expected to fulfill the role of “miogaardian,” setting an example for children and
regulating youthful sexualities” (p. 123). If te@&ch are perceived to be setting an immoral
example—or if they question the institutional (heteronormative) definition of morality, “then
their lives may become the subject of scandal, everal panic” (p. 123). Although some
participants had experiences of self-censoringitiails of their personal lives they allowed to
be known at school, they also recognized that baingterosexual teacher allowed them
freedoms in their identity expression and in thelationships with students that their LGBTQ
colleagues do not experience.

Sharing home life.Stories of heterosexual family life were allowedahool, and
teachers frequently referenced their children, bodb, or fiancées in classroom discussions.
Participants who did not totally conform to theatieed identity of “moral guardian” did not
share details about their lives. Susan was mabyetie time the research began, but before she
was married she made conscious decisions aboutimagritetails from the personal narratives
she shared with students:

And | remember | used to feel [uncomfortable] whem, my husband was still my

boyfriend, especially when we were living togethecause | didn't know how that

would be taken in the community as a whole, yowknribit would be judged, because
obviously we weren't married. Um, and sometimes, kimow, | hear about how
conservative the area is. It's predominantly Rdpabl very conservative...And so | do
kinda not want to open any uncomfortable doorsngttang and say, you know.l.

wouldn't want a parent to get upset with me becauses talking about this in class
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and... You know. But, um, after a while | got outethough, and was like, “Whatever.
Whatever. Yeah, we live together.” Especially winanwere engaged. Who cares at this
point? (Interview 2, 4/25/12)
Susan’s decision to limit the types of personatldsures she made to her students were in
response to the assumption that a “conservativeinconity would believe that a woman should
not live with a man before they are married. T8k cites the possibility of women being
labeled as “promiscuous” or “whore” if she has saiside of marriage. Although she eventually
decided that the risk was minor and “got overittj8 significant that the possibility of moral
judgment was enough to make her question the @typof her relationship. As a woman
teacher, she is expected to be a model for herléestadents, which includes modeling
resistance to men’s sexual advancestmodeling the possibility of successful romantic
relationships outside the context of marriage Sestein & Johnon, 1998). Susan drew
connections between her discomfort and the poggithiat her gay colleague may hide details
about his personal life from his students:
| kind of wonder if he feels that he can't talk mbbis home life sometimes, because he
loves to cook and he'll cook things and bring thepand | don't think he'll ever tell a
story of...you know, whereas | might say, “I malis fast night and my husband loved it,
so | thought I'd make it for you.” You know, anykliof story like that, | always wonder
if he's comfortable making those kinds of commeatsis students.
Once Susan got married, she was granted impliamigsion to talk about her home life at
school. During the research project, students ksteavand her husband bought a house, were
spending a lot of time painting, and were movinthatend of the school year. Sharing these

routines of married life posed zero risk becausg tligned with the heteronormative cultural
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narrative of the early stages of marriage. Hergdleague, on the other hand, cannot escape the
risk of being interpreted as deviant or perceived ¢hreat to the innocence and well-being of his
students because of his sexual identity (Endo, &&éler, & Santavicca, 2010; Hardie, 2012).
Her example of sharing stories about cooking weenihed to illustrate how their relationships

are similar, but his same-sex partnership is agendrm violation and stigmatized in ways that
puts him at risk for judgment from students ancepts and punishment from school leaders. In
short, Susan is allowed to talk about her marrlzggEause she will be perceived as a model
heterosexual woman, and her stories of marriagesh@thoral and respectable way of life. Her
gay colleague’s stories of home life would put fatwisk for moral judgment from colleagues,
students, and parents.

Are you a lesbian?0One of the risks that teacher allies experientleagpossibility that
they will be interpreted as LGBTQ themselves (Sdhiret al., 2012). This possibility of being
labeled with a stigmatized identity puts them ineline of fire” where “they will be called to
account for their identity, be questioned, arefalhy accepted, are ‘tolerated,’ feel ‘socially
awkward,’ or feel they are being stereotyped” (Q2@&L3, p. 240). In the context of this
research, teachers did not talk about managingtssibility by altering or limiting their
support for LGBTQ students, but two educators hgmbgences that illustrated how ally work
can lead people to the conclusion that they areldawever, the possibility of such questions is
also related to the teacher’s gender expressi@hikaren believed that questions about her
sexual orientation were likely more about percepiof her interpretations than her beliefs
about LGBTQ equality:

Did | ever tell you that somebody had written otkesk that “[her name] is gay”? Did |

ever tell you that?
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Mel: No.
K: Yeah. It was either here or at [previous schaistrict]. | can’t remember which. And |
was like, “Wow.” Um, and I, obviously, | actualliythink...people probably question
that about me because | do a lot of sports, amoh’t thave a husband and, um, you know,
| have had a boyfriend but | don't, | don't talkaalt it. When | did have a boyfriend | just
didn’t really discuss it. And, uh, | remember nowt being upset but being like, “Wow.
That's kind of surprising.” And | remember thinkingell, you know, in fact, | had a, |
had a gay, um, teacher at my old district ask nheveis gay, too. She was like, “Are you
part of the, are you a church membdtaughs] And | said, “No, no, I’'m not. But I'm
honorary.” You know? So | know I'm, people aretldiunclear ‘cause I...for whatever
reason. And it didn’t bother me. So, maybe soms tthk I'm gay, too. (Interview 3,
6/21/12)
Karen interjected these stories into a conversatimyut which teachers in her school are likely
to talk about LGBTQ identities in class. In thiswtext, it was unclear if she presented these
experiences as illustration that ska teacher who talks about LGBTQ identities, if the
conversation had triggered a memory that informdhaking about LGBTQ inclusion, or if she
simply wanted an opportunity to include these edgmees in the data. She listed several
qualities that she believed would lead studentscatidagues to the conclusion that she is gay.
These qualities illustrate ways that she does oofiocm to traditional gender norms: she is
unmarried and athletic. Her age (mid 40s), appearéshort hair and thin, muscular body), and
pictures around the room of the sports she engiydarced her gender transgression. Like
Susan, she did not discussion her long-term relghigps because they had not earned the social

approval that comes with marriage, so the studeadsnot been exposed to any information that
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would “prove” her heterosexuality. So, while itpgssible that the student had intended the label
“gay” as a colloquial term for expressing displaaswith her class, she could imagine students
coming to the conclusion that she was a lesbiaalssmany of the things they know about her
fit the stereotype. She claimed she did not feetlibred” or at professional risk because
students and colleagues have considered this pagshwut it led her to question how students
may interpret her.

When Rachel received questions about her sexigadtation, they were a direct result of
her growing reputation as a teacher who LGBTQ stitsleeek out for support. This trend started
with a few students, and over time those kids etidoringing their friends to her classroom and
eventually she became a known resource for LGBTQestts. Both teachers and students
“joked” with her that she must be gay to earn thputation:

Um, you know, people just used to, you know, |ja,) know, joke about it. But not in

like a mean way. Just say, like, “Everybody's captmyou.” Like, “why do all...” And

then the girls want to joke with me. | got a, ulmasmbow colored notepad. Had nothing
to do with them. They were like, “Miss, you're lgajay.” “No, I'm really not.” They're

just funny. You know kids. (Interview 2, 6/19/12)

Rachel did not know how she came to have sucloagteputation as an ally, but she thought it
was “funny” that it had led some to the conclusioat she must be gay, too. She said that
colleagues were not really serious or “mean” wheaytmade jokes, and it was generally known
throughout the school that she is married to a amghhas two children. However, the fact that
they commented on her sexuality illustrated howpgrefessional practice had transgressed the
boundaries of “normal” teaching practice and gemaformance. Rachel’s support for LGBTQ

students extended beyond providing safe, homopHodéaearning environments. If all support
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occurred within the “safe classroom” context, leacher and gender identities would have fit
neatly into the archetype of the “caring” or “matliy&teacher. Instead, LGBTQ students—many
of whom were not her academic students—also spratih her classroom before and after
school, which increased the visibility and scrutafyher support for LGBTQ students. However,
Rachel did not interpret these questions as slameg or as limitations to her ability to support
these students:
| think that sometimes it's easier to be a stratghther talking to [LGBTQ] kids.
Because it's not like, you know, and I think alsople have some warped perceptions
especially of males wanting to be with younger maieu know? And I think that that
can be incredibly difficult also because, you knaviot...there’s, you know. You've got
to be careful. | mean that’s just in general. Sbjrk, you know, with gay males that are
in our building, it’s, it's, very, you know, likeothave other gay males that want to bond
is a--you know, like teenagers, | think that thatud be a situation that people can
perceive as being very dangerous for their endusecaf the perception in our society.
(Interview 2, 6/19/12)
As a straight teacher, Rachel believed she had fre@dom than her gay colleagues did to
develop relationships with LGBTQ students, and was because she did not feel vulnerable to
the same kinds of scrutiny or judgment that theghthexperience. Because it was well-known
that she is married to a man—thus proving her beexuality—she believed she was more able
to have direct conversations with students abait thating experiences, family experiences, or
marginalization in the school. In contrast, her galjeagues faced the risk of being accused of
inappropriate relationships with their studentsause of the stigma that gay men are pedophiles

or unable to control their sexual desires. In otherds, they could be construed as dangerous,
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threatening, or corruptive, but Rachel’s proverehmtexuality allows her to hold on to her
position as a safe, nurturing teacher.
Teachers as Gender Role Models

Schools provide few options for fulfilling educaddo fulfill institutional expectations for
“good” or “effective” teaching. Schools have acadegoals and an obligation to prevent
violence, but they are also expected to socializéents in ways that will set them up to be
successful adults. Teachers are the role modethdbfuture success, and as such their
professional personas are under surveillance ermte if they are appropriate “moral
guardians” (Epstein & Johnson, 1998) for their stutd. In a culture that values heterosexual
marriage and family life above all other possiliie trajectories, teachers who model
“successful” (i.e. “normal”) interpretations of Bebnormative gender roles reassure parents and
school leaders that they are entrusting their ol learning to good people. In the
participants’ reflections about how gender normd I@en significant to their professional
experience, they offered insight to the possiketitior being recognized as both a “good” woman
and teacher. Teachers who support LGBTQ studenitscbhyporating these students’ needs into
their work ascaring teacherslo the critical work of making these youth feekage and secure
as possible. Further, their reflections provideghts to threats to professionalism—and how
those threats are really the manifestation of dbostandard. Susan felt the threat of
punishment for living with her boyfriend, and Paté# threat of losing her authority because
male students were inappropriate with her. Womegreea&nced possibilities for punishment that
men do not.

Perhaps more importantly, these reflections alswige a glimpse into how teachers’

gender transgressions might contribute to the fgrggect of blurring the boundaries of binary
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gender categories—both by providing students witrrative images of womanhood and
through the ways these “different” or “transgressigender performances create better
opportunities for actually creating cultural chanllegan’s identity claim of “bitchy” is one that
represents qualities and professional practicels ascomplaining to administrators,
recommending changes, and pushing until she getgeais. These qualities might be interpreted
asleadershipif they came from men (Blount, 1996). Instead wtfyqroviding the safe
classroom, the bitchy teacher might be impatieti wijustice and willing to do or say things to
change policy and practice. Instead of just praagdndividual support to students, the bitchy
teacher would be more inclined to take action @nittierest of institutional or cultural change.
The “maybe lesbian” teacher potentially challengesumptions about the relationship between
sex, gender, and sexuality, about how to be a woarahabout how to be a straight person.
These brief moments of identity ambiguity may alemonstrate that consistently performing
“straightness” or being surrounded by straightnges®t important or ideal. Modeling how to
include different kinds of gender and sexualitieghieir lives, to enjoy those parts of their lives,
and to allow different interpretations of their gens and sexualities to happen shows students
that one does not have to be perfectly straighbtdoe gay—and that maybe troubling the lines
between the two categories is worthwhile.
Summary

Wilkinson and Pearson (2009) argue that “[w]hemeater number of individuals within
a school operate within heteronormative schemasyrdrrmativity acquires more legitimacy
and power, creating a relational context that branailable outlets for adolescent sexuality and
stigmatizes same-sex desire” (p. 546). Individwdis operate within heteronormative schemas

conform to strictly defined binary gender categeressume that all peers and educators are
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heterosexual and gender conforming, and are ind@stmaintaining the claim to social
privilege that comes with heterosexual identityadtger interviews and the interactional patterns
observed in the classrooms indicate that, despitiEcpants’ investment in creating more
inclusive environments for LGBTQ youth, conformitagstrict gender roles is still the order of
business in their classrooms. Teachers took bigangered differences for granted, and students
fell into traditional heteronormative roles—aqirlaigt and boys boisterous. These roles were
intertwined with boys’ pervasive demonstrationsnae privilege. Hegemonic masculinity was
highly visible and teachers’ pedagogy was shapedra managing male privilege without
getting caught in power struggles with their matedents. Girls’ positions were subordinate to
boys’ and if girls wanted to speak, they had toatie¢e these dynamics in ways that avoided
conflict but also made their requests for teacltengon clear. Teachers also conformed to
heteronormative expectations, and they faced quressbr felt “uneasy” when they tested the
boundaries of acceptable gender expression fonéesc

The ways that participants talked about their @nwd their students’ gender roles and the
gender dynamics in participants’ classrooms argatbe of school cultures where “normal”
student identity is dependent on binary gendemoates. Ngo (2003), argues that “student [and
adult] discourses of ‘normal’ gender and sexuatigke the school feel unsafe for [LGBTQ]
students” (p. 118), and this is largely becausealy@nd adults) take up these categories as they
decide who to target for being different, who teass for violating normalcy in particularly
egregious ways—Ilike same-sex attraction or crossigeclothing. Engaging in this sort of
policing is an avenue to social status and ofteuiscin peer interactions that themselves seem
innocuous or “normal” (Payne & Smith, 2013; Pas@tH,3; Ringrose & Renold, 2010).

Conceptualizing ally work in ways that maintaintdigce from direct engagement with gender
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and sexual diversity issues allows these sociahaycs go unchallenged and, implicitly, grants
permission for youth to continue using gender smhto determine who deserves social status
and who does not. These findings point to a needthink how teachers are educated about
adolescent identity formation, how schools reindogendered assumptions about student
development, and how conversations about topids asienale privilege need to become the

status quo in K-12 schools.
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Chapter 7: CONCLUSION

By engaging these nine participants in extended@ations about their professional
practice and spending time watching them teacha# possible to gain insight to how they
interpret their responsibilities to LGBTQ studeatsl how they envision optimal classroom
environments for their students. The significanttheir experiences and their willingness to
share them cannot be underestimated because thaggeraluable examples of how teachers
address a known problem like LGBTQ harassment alen they do not feel sufficiently
knowledgeable about LGBTQ students’ experiencegnvihey worry about resistance to
classroom conversations about LGBTQ identitiesyloen they are not completely sure how to
make a classroom feel safe and comfortable for all.

By bringing together the conceptsteicher identityandally identity, it was possible to
reach a more complicated understanding of how &Fadhtegrate advocacy or support for a
marginalized group into their professional livestlier than thinking of ally work as an “add on”
to a long list of roles and responsibilities, teegarch questions targeted greater understanding
of the connections between support for LGBTQ sttgland other teacher work such as daily
instruction, developing rapport and relationshiphwtudents, behavior management, and
setting expectations for engaging in the classroommunity. This framework also allowed for
analysis of the professional norms that shape dissipilities for LGBTQ support and advocacy
in K-12 schools, as well as how participants uneid “who” LGBTQ students are in the
school. Participants consistently described theifgssional identities with language such as
“open,” “accepting,” and “welcoming” of “all stud&s)” and they made the case for treating
LGBTQ students just like their peers. They situdtesir professional responsibilities and

awareness of LGBTQ youth in the school within #ugér framework of “supporting diversity,”
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and they understood this to mean that all studdggerve equal access to education in an
environment where they are not judged or threateflee category of “LGBTQ youth” was
constructed as a category of adolescents thatiglaer risk than the general population for
distress or trauma due to the possibility that télyexperience discrimination or harassment.
Teachers met the standards of “good teaching” inyirhting discriminatory behaviors from
their classrooms and by judging or excluding LGBStQdents in any way. This work could be
done through teaching or modeling tolerance, bttigi@ants claimed that most work related to
support for LGBTQ students occurred through thpermess to learning about students’ lives
and working with their LGBTQ students as if theyrevénormal” teenagers, rather than being
preoccupied by their differences.

Participants’ discussions of their teaching padithat were particularly relevant to
supporting LGBTQ students reflected the languag@eif identity narratives in that they
connected support for LGBTQ students to generaliztipretations of “safe classroom,”
“tolerance,” and “diversity.” That is, participamsovided far more examples of teaching
strategies that were intended to meet the need$-etind therefore were understood to
automatically cover the needs of LGBTQ students-a#xamples of educational practices that
were specifically serving the needs of LGBTQ stugehhese strategies included attention to
the “comfort” of their classrooms, using curriculdanfacilitate community-building, teaching
and modeling tolerance, and developing studentsdsitly and knowledge about cultures and
ways of living that are different from their ownig8ificantly, these strategies mostly focused on
developing privileged or “normal” students’ capgdiir accepting difference, which in turn
defined LGBTQ youth as a category of studentsithatitside or different from “normal’

students and needs to be accepted into the mainspepulation. This tension between treating
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LGBTQ students like “everybody else” and relyingtolerance education as a mechanism for
improving their school experiences recurred thrauglhe data. Ultimately, teachers’ strategies
focused on making the students more tolerant of LQRlentities, rather than changing school
or classroom culture in ways that will value thi#etences and contributions of LGBTQ
students.

Based on the observation data, the participatrategjies for supporting LGBTQ youth
were successful in that students were not obsdsghdving in ways that were overtly
homophobic or transphobic. The findings do notudel any examples of students saying “that’s
S0 gay,” “no homo,” or targeting peers with anyesthpithets that are both abusared
considered to be “normal” youth speech. Howeveterosexual privilege and male privilege
circulated in many observed classrooms in waysrttaate it difficult to imagine how gender
non-conforming students could feel comfortableade sn these classrooms. Teachers relied on
stereotypical understandings of boys’ and girlsieational needs to make decisions about
instruction and classroom management—focusing #rergy on raising girls’ academic
confidence and on limiting boys’ impulses. Boys'vament, interruptions, and bids for
attention shaped the social dynamics of particgadssrooms, and the teachers reported
tailoring their pedagogy to accommodate and neggphbays’ behavior. The consequence of
these strategies was that heteronormative so@editthies were unchallenged. Teachers’
positions were also, in some ways, subordinatBitodominant masculinity because the
available strategies for managing these behaviers those that avoided engagement in power
struggles. This was particularly true for youngsaahers, as male students often interacted with
them as if they were peers rather than authogyrés. Despite participants’ complaints about

the “boy problem” in some of their classes, thesgad dynamics were taken-for-granted as
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normal experiences of working with groups of teenbhgys. Participants did not raise questions
about how girls or LGBTQ students experience tlodsesroom power dynamics, nor did they
consider the possibility that such masculine pentoices could be disrupted.

Possibly the most significant barrier to disrugthreteronormativity was that the
institutionally-sanctioned professional positiomsl deaching strategies are themselves shaped by
heteronormative expectations for ideal studenttides and ideal teacher role models. As
women teachers, they experienced expectations ¢tarogg, patient, and a moral guide for their
students (Alsup, 2006; Boler, 1999; Britzman, 199Chare” was a readily available framework
for them to talk about their support for LGBTQ stuts because, despite the stigmatization of
LGBTQ identities, a truly caring teacher would betmeeting her responsibilities if she
excluded any student (Smith, in press). Some [aatits connected this type of care to their
experiences as mothers and claimed they took onhenlg” qualities in the classroom such as
being protective and nurturing. These genderedegsidnal practices were understood to be
assets in their efforts to support LGBTQ stude@tber teachers reported experiencing
limitations that were specifically tied to theirrgker such as not being perceived as authority
figures like their male colleagues or feeling ltkey needed to hide details about their personal
lives because they were not married. Straying detgiese boundaries of traditional femininity
came with the possibility of being labeled as laslor immoral and, while the teachers who
have experienced this reported it did not persgrmither them, historically such as label has
been accompanied by severe professional consequ@Bioeint, 1996 & 2000). These
experiences illuminate the degree to which hetaroatve expectations shape the experiences

of all members of school communities and how, evkan school personnel are invested in
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finding space for non-conforming students to fedésnd flourish, they are also modeling
conformity to traditional gender expectations.

It would be easy to interpret the participants’estigial acknowledgment of non-
normative gender and sexual identities as inadgooiafailure. If teacher allies are not talking
about how gender and sexual identity are relevamhotv students experience their schooling—
or are even aware of how heteronormative structareshaping students’ and teachers’
experiences of school—then what educator will? lowld their classrooms possibly be
inclusive for LGBTQ students? How could they pobsii® expressing authentic care to their
students? Interpreting the data in this way woddo simplistic, and it would place blame on
individual educators without examining the sociadl @olitical contexts of education and
LGBTQ youth advocacy in the U.S. Instead, the ititgnof this dissertation is to provide a
glimpse into how teachers are engaging in the wbdupporting LGBTQ students at this
historical moment and in a specific geographicaltert. Close examination of their descriptions
of their own pedagogy, professional identity navest, and observations of the social dynamics
in their classrooms provided insight to how allyieators understand the possibilities and
professional standards for educating LGBTQ youtiplement these practices to make their
classrooms as inclusive as possible, but do titidisrupt the power of heterosexuality and
normative gender expressions in their schoolshémtsthese research findings highlight how
hard it is to de-stabilize the heteronormative pdoase in U.S. secondary schools.

An ally pedagogy that does not directly engage veslies of gender and sexuality has
obvious limitations to its capacity to disrupt tn@rginalization of LGBTQ youth in schools, but
it is important to remember that the teachers whaeate this sort of work are operating within

a “societal rule of silence” (Fredman et al., 20a8)und LGBTQ issues. Participants were
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indeed committed to eradicating expressions of hgmabia—particularly those specifically
targeting or occurring in the vicinity of their kwa LGBTQ students—but the sexual and gender
identities of their students (as well as their owe)e largely erased from their narratives of
support and ally identity, much like LGBTQ youtle(periences of navigating heteronormativity
and social stigma in their schools has been erasadthe broader social problem of LGBTQ
bullying (Payne & Smith, 2013). This means thagrewhen teachers are openly committed to
being allies for their LGBTQ students, they ar@lkworking in contexts where open
conversations about gender or sexuality are nqi@tgd. Teachers were careful to connect any
mention of LGBTQ identity to the institutionally+setioned curriculum so that any resistance to
such content can be met with an “academic” rater@lpporting students by developing safe
classroom community or teaching lessons of tolexrasienuch less risky. However, as Mayo
(2002) argues “in approaching questions of biagrdity, and difference through the
manufacture of ‘safe spaces,” we may neglect exaqiior whom those spaces are safe and
why” (p. 185). In the case of improving the scherperiences of LGBTQ youth, this means
asking how and why schools aresafe and which students do not have to worry aboigehe
guestions of safety? Fox (2007) recommends alieshsider the question: “What if queers
were todemandsafe space? How might this demand change the paegions between those
who ‘create’ safe spaces and those who are intetadeenefit from such spaces?” (p. 503). Such
guestions open avenues towards a more radical pgddyoudell, 2011) through which
oppressive structures can be critiqued and disdupte
Implications
The findings of this research highlight a needaise educator knowledge and awareness

about “who” LGBTQ students are and how they expegemarginalization. The teachers in this
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study stated commitment to inclusive and safe dsHoo all, and they all recognized LGBTQ
students as a group that is particularly vulnerébkexclusion and violence. However, their lack
of direct engagement with issues of sexual and gredigtersity—and their focus on
discriminatory attitudes and behaviors as the gmltio be solved—stimulate questions about
what these teachers are missing by using thiséidiffce blind” (Tarca, 2005) approach. What
new understanding of their students could be dg@esldaf they recognized gender and sexuality
to be relevant to how youth experience school? Hoght their own (unexamined) heterosexual
privilege create barriers between themselves asid tleBTQ students? How is that privilege
limiting their understanding of the marginalizatib@BTQ students experience? What facets of
their LGBTQ students’ school experiences are thayrlooking when they choose to focus on
the “sameness” between LGBTQ students and theardwtxual peers? Are there expressions of
sexual or gender identity that are too transgressivdraw such connections of sameness? Are
there student experiences that are too “queeit totb generalized diversity frameworks where
sexuality and gender are hardly mentioned?

In light of these findings, the goal for change trues shifting teacher allies’ practice in
ways that will make it possible for youth who trgress binary gender categories and
heteronormative expectations will be valued in stlemvironments. This would be a cultural
revolution because it would mean that schools Istmgped assuming that all students are gender
conforming and rewarding the most successful exasngl masculinity and femininity. While it
is unlikely that this sort of cultural shift willogur in the short-term (if ever), there are folgaar
of change that could better equip teachers to aéigeteronormative school cultures and take a
more critical approach to equitable, justice-omehtlassroom practice: teacher education,

professional development, educational leadersimigh fature research.
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Teacher Education

Teacher education has an important role to pladwancing equity and social justice
projects in school because it potentially creatBmiadation for how teachers conceptualize
issues of inequality and schooling. LGBTQ educatiossues are not typically addressed in
teacher education programs in any meaningful wag,veéhen they are it is usually in the context
of anti-bullying or mental health risk (Jenningdvgacgillivray, 2011; Macgillivray & Jennings,
2008; Sherwin & Jennings, 2006). This means thaTQ youth are being described as
victimized youth who need therapeutic interventi@ther than as youth who, just like their
heterosexual peers, have potential to make valuaigibutions to school culture.
Additionally, this framework for teaching pre-sex@iteachers about LGBTQ students
individualizes issues of marginalization and viaenwhich results in focusing interventions on
correcting abusive behaviors and attitudes witladgt examining the cultural roots of peer-to-
peer aggression. In order to provide educatois mitre critical and complicated frames of
reference, teacher education—and subsequent pmfakdevelopment— needs to include
content that is focused on providing their gradsiatéh tools for understanding LGBTQ
marginalization as an issue of inequality, rathantas an issue of bullies targeting victims. Such
a curriculum would include: (1) information aboeixsgender, and sexuality—how they are
differentandhow they are connected; (2) education on instihaidveteronormativity and how
schools privilege heterosexuality and gender naxityathrough policy, curriculum, school
traditions and rituals, and disciplinary practicgh;exposure to research on gendered bullying
and harassment, which argues that much of the sgjgrethat occurs between peers serves the
purposes of policing the boundaries of “normal” demperformance and raising the aggressor’s

social status; (4) tools for using their knowledd@ut heteronormativity and schooling to
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critically analyze their own teaching practices #imel social dynamics of their classes in order to
identify opportunities for destabilizing heterosekprivilege; (7) tools and strategies for
recognizing and interrupting gender-based aggresaiud (6) tools and strategies for integrating
gender and sexual diversity into curriculum. Cdlledy, these recommendations are focused on
helping teachers connect theoretical knowledge alb@BTQ marginalization to classroom
practice. The hope is that having more experiente gender and sexual divershgfore
teachers enter the schools will help them makeguglaal choices that are focused creating
equitable educational experiences and maintaimaglignity of their students, regardless of the
professional culture in which they work.
Professional Development

In order for teachers engage with the complicategept of recognizing how
heteronormativity shapes their own classroom practhey need opportunities to increase their
knowledge about the intersections between gendruadity, and schooling. Therefore,
professional development is key to providing thecheers in this study with the tools to push
beyond the safe and comfortable frameworks of “spece,” “anti-bullying,” or “tolerance” for
supporting LGBTQ youth. Such professional developimeuld ideally occur in a small group
context and allow teachers to work toward increbeeggender and sexual diversity competency
over an extended period of time—such as a semassethool year. Curriculum for such
professional development would include examining'smprivileged positions as White, straight,
middle class educators; critically examining treirriculum in order to recognize gender biases
and heterosexism; identifying opportunities to taje the biases in their curriculum and
increase the recognition of gender and sexual sityewithin curriculum; and critical reflection

on how gender norms shape their interactions wittleits and how the proliferation of gender
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stereotypes that occur through instruction andsctesn management. Throughout this long term
professional development experience, educatorsdumeiexpected to implement learning into
classroom practice, reflect on those experienceswark with the small professional group to
learn and improve through each implementation ezpee. Engaging in this type of
professional training would provide teachers wipiportunities to acquire nuanced, in-depth
knowledge about the relationships between gendeguadity, and education and provide teachers
with support and guidance as they try new practoe®d at disruption institutional
heteronormativity.
Educational Leadership

A significant and memorable finding of this reséewas the degree which male
privilege circulated through the participants’ gamoms. Hegemonically masculine boys
dominated the social dynamics, interrupted instonctflirted with teachers, and policed one
another’s gender—all of which occurred with onlynm interventions from the participating
teachers. Previous research has found that ingtiltfactors contribute to the normalization of
hypermasculinity—and, subsequently, homophobiaKWslon & Pearson, 2009). Therefore,
efforts to disrupt patterns of male privilege mestend beyond the efforts of classroom teachers.
School leaders will have an important role in safforts. Principals who are informed about
how pervasive male privilege affects the entireosticommunity will be in the best position to
provide leadership and establish a philosophy atlgeequality throughout the school
environment. Such leadership would require awageoebow hegemonically masculine boys
assert power in the classroom by policing otheisbggnder, severely limiting the possibilities
for all other students to speak or otherwise engagi&ssroom community, and undermining

female teachers’ professionalism through flirtatisexual harassment, or refusing the recognize
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women as authority figures. All of these pattemisforce the idea that men an women are
expected to fall into two complementary categoaied limit the possibilities for recognizing
identities outside those norms. School leadersavb@ngaged with such issues provide
professional development for their teachers; crepfortunities for students of all gender and
sexual identities to be rewarded and celebratadpuanicate a clear message to the school
community that sexual and gender diversity areetodzcognized and valued in the school
community.
Future Research

Continued scholarship about LGBTQ allies will beessary to gain in-depth
understanding of the complicated work of disruptiegeronormativity in K-12 public schools.
This scholarship must, first and foremost, focugmmng voice to more teachers who are
informed about gender and sexual diversity anceitperiences of LGBTQ youth and taking
specific actions to disrupt marginalization in schand classroom environments. The teachers in
this study lend valuable insight to the work tisabeing done in schools, but more examples of
exemplary teacher allies will provide the field vitaluable information about what kinds of
transformative pedagogy are possible. Second,dutgearch needs to focus on larger sample
sizes and a more diverse sample of teacher alheswork in diverse contexts. The perspectives
of teachers of color and teachers who work in raral urban schools are needed to begin
compiling a more complete picture of the possiesitand limitations of teacher ally practice.
Third, future analyses of this data and the dafaitofe studies needs to continue pushing
possible intersections between LGBTQ and Whiteiditity. In particular, closer examination
of the issues of ally complicity will potentiallghd valuable insight to the limitations—and

possible dangers—of the “ally” framework for affirmg and educating socially marginalized
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youth. Because so little data on allies’ work irlLK-schools is available—particularly classroom
observation data—it is important that these re$eafforts focus on the need to spend time in
classrooms and understand what it looks like whegyemonic genders are privileged, as well as
what it looks like when teachers and students sisfolty create moments when gender and
sexual diversity are recognized and valued.
Conclusions

Collectively, the nine participants presented a ehad “ally” this is focused on care,
tolerance, and safety. Because discriminationréahty of school environments and threatens
the well-being of LGBTQ youth, participants werargdpimportant work to minimize the
injurious effects and position themselves as teaclvbo respect these youth and are invested in
their success. They are valuable assets to tHenoss because they are doing work—and talked
to a researcher about work—that is still not widstgepted in the field of education. However,
their positive contributions to their schools’ eukts are only a starting point. Their attention to
students’ safety and emotional needs and thematieto affirm LGBTQ students’ identities
provide glimpses into the possibilities for transfative pedagogy—pedagogy that could shift
school cultures in ways that would make “safe sgasenecessary because the school
community would value this kind of diversity. Howasythe persistence of rigid gender norms
and heteronormative expectations continued to leiteuhrough participants’ classrooms and
illuminated the need for more professional develepnand more creative methods for
destabilizing heterosexual privilege. Creating aeriamowledgeable collective of teachers will
create new opportunities for increasstgdentknowledge about gender and sexual diversity,
starting school-wide conversations about institwdiqorivileging of heterosexuality, and

developing new rituals for rewarding students Hratinclusive of all gender performances.
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These shifts will contribute to the developmensdfool cultures where gender and sexuality

differences are valuable and affirmed.



Appendix A

School Demographic Dat4’

School | Location| Grade | White | Black | Hisp/Lat | Asian | Multirace | Limited | Free/ Enroliment
English | Reduced
Prof. Lunch
School | Suburban High 87% 3% 2% 8% 0% 1% 7% 1577
1 School
School | Suburban High 92% 2% 2% 1% 3% No data 32% 1389
2 School
School | Rural Middle | 95% 2% 1% 1% 1% No data 39% 568
3 School
School | Urban K-8 43% 46% 5% 4% 1% 2% 53% 705
4
School | Urban High | 17% 70% 8% 1% 3% 3% 70% 1294
5 School

2 New York State Report Cards, 2011-2012. httpgdreards.nysed.gov/schools.php?district=80000002&9ear=2012
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Appendix B
Invitation to Participate

Research participation requested for female, straight-identified public school (middle and
high school level) teachers who are supportive of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender
(LGBT) students.

October 2011
Dear Educator:

My name in Melissa Smith, and | am a PhD candidate at the Syracuse University School of
Education. | am writing to invite you to participate in my dissertation research project. This is a
gualitative study examining the experiences of female, straight-identified public school
teachers who are supportive of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) students. To
date, education research on improving school environments for LGBT students includes very
little data from teachers who work to support this group of students. Your participation will
make a significant contribution to the field of education’s knowledge about teacher experiences
with LGBT students and the process of improving school environments for LGBT youth.

Data will be collected through interviews and classroom observations. The first interview will
be a “life history” interview where teachers will be asked broad questions about their
professional beliefs and practices. Each teacher will be observed 4-6 times, and each
observation will last approximately 2 hours. Through these observations, | will come to better
understand what a supportive classroom looks like. Two follow-up interviews—one after the
second observation and one after the last observation—will ask clarification questions about
my observations of the classroom practice and provide participants the opportunity to add to
what they want to share about their practice. Data collection will occur between November
2011 and March 2012.

The data for this study will be kept confidential. Participants’ names and schools will be
replaced by pseudonyms in all transcripts, notes and in any publications generated from this
data. Geographic location will not be disclosed in any research documents. Data will not be
shared with school administration at any time. Audio recordings of interviews will be kept in a
password-protected file on the researcher’s personal computer.

If you are interested in participating, please contact me via email or telephone. Also, please
feel free to contact me with any questions about participating in this research.

Sincerely,

Melissa Smith

PhD Candidate

Syracuse University School of Education
mjsmit13@syr.edu

c: (402) 321-4733
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Appendix C
Research Proposal to School Districts

Research Purpose and Rationale

Schools and educators are being called on to provide “safe and supportive” learning
environments for all students, and yet successfully supporting a diverse community of students
is still something schools and teachers struggle to accomplish. Educational research has made
progress toward understanding the school experiences of socially marginalized student identity
groups, but the experiences of educators who work to support and include all students in their
classrooms is largely absent from educational research. As pressure intensifies in U.S. K-12
contexts to provide safe and supportive educational environments—and as the implementation
of New York’s Dignity for All Students Act approaches—it is important to gain insight to the
experiences of educators who have taken on this work and draw implications that can be
applied to teacher education and professional development programming. To date, education
research, policy and best practices on creating safe and inclusive cultures includes very little
data from teachers who make a point to include lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT)
students in their understanding of school diversity. Therefore, this qualitative research project
will focus on teachers who recognize the needs of this group of students.

Methodology

Data will be collected through teacher interviews and participant observations.
Interviews will explore teachers’ perspectives and experiences related to creating safe and
inclusive classroom cultures for a diverse community of learners. Observations will focus on
professional practice and address two overarching questions: (1) What does a supportive,
inclusive classroom look like? and (2) How do teachers create that culture on a day-to-day
basis?

Interviews will take place at a time and location that is convenient for each individual
teacher. Three interviews will take place over the research period—one before observations
begin; one at the mid-point of observations; and one after observations have been completed.
Four to six observations will take place over an approximately 6 week period following the first
interview. Each observation will be approximately 2 hours, depending on teachers’ individual
class schedules.

Confidentiality Procedures

The data for this study will be kept confidential. Participants’ names and schools will be
replaced by pseudonyms in all transcripts, notes and in any publications generated from this
data. Geographic location of school districts will not be disclosed in any research documents.
The document containing participants’ names and schools of employment will be kept in a
password-protected file on the researcher’s personal computer. Transcripts, field notes and
other data generated through work with individual teachers will only be available to Melissa
Smith (researcher) and Dr. Elizabethe Payne (university supervisor). These documents will not
be made available to school administration or Syracuse University personnel outside the
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research team at any time. Audio recordings of interviews and digital files (Word, Excel)
containing data will be kept in a password-protected file on the researcher’s personal
computer. If they so wish, participants will be allowed to view the data generated from their
own interviews and observations, but not those of other research participants.
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Appendix D
Life History Interview Protocol

1. Tell me about becoming a teacher.
2. How would you describe yourself as a teacher?
3. What are the core values in your school? (Meydissertation)

4. What are the expectations of teachers in this 48hoo
a. How do you describe your role as a teacher ingti®ol?
b. What are your responsibilities according to theosth According to you?

5. What do you see as important problems in your déhd@bleyers’ dissertation)

6. Describe your students.
a. What do you think are some of the differences betwgur students?
b. Have you ever experienced tension in your classeslation to student
differences?
c. Can you describe an example? What did you do? &ftewhese differences
resolved/addressed?

7. Tell me about your relationships with your students

8. How would you describe the culture (word choiceyaodir classroom?
a. What is your role in/what are your strategies f@ating that culture?

9. Tell me about a time when a “controversial topicsaan issue in your class. What did
you do? (leading?)

10.What are your early memories about gender? Abmuiaity? (word choice? Sexual
orientation?) LGBT people/identities?

11.What do you know about the experiences of LGBT kidgour school? How have you
come to know these things?

12.How did you come to describe yourself as suppoiftive. GBT students? (This works
for the participants | have so far—who have all etk “supportive” claim.)
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Appendix E
Participant Demographics
Name Age Race| Relationship| School Type Grade Subject Years
Status Professional
Experience

Molly mid- | White Married Suburban High School AP United Stadetory 21
40s Psychology

Susan Late-| White Married Suburban Middle and High French 6
20s School

Laura mid- | White Married Suburban High School Chemistry 8
40s

Rachel mid- | White Married Urban High School English 12
30s

Megan mid- | White Married Urban Middle School English 28
50s

Karen mid- | White Single Suburban Middle and High German 15
40s School

Kelly Late- | White Engaged Suburban High School Biology 2
20s

Tina Late | White Married Rural Middle School Reading 15
30s

Paula Late | White Married Suburban High School Global Histand 5
20s United States History
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