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Czech Teachers’ Attitudes 
Towards LGBT+ Students1 

Irena Smetáčková, Jack D. Simons, Petr Pavlík

Abstract: Many studies report that sexual and gender minority youth face homonegativity at 
school. Today schools are expected to uphold the principle of inclusive education for all students, 
including LGBT+ students. It is well established that LGBT+ students often encounter negative 
experiences. Th is has negative eff ects on their well-being and cognitive learning. Teachers, therefore, 
should support LGBT+ students. Th is study presents fi ndings from a survey taken by 548 teachers 
in Czech lower secondary and higher secondary schools. Th e teachers described the climates in 
their schools, responded to statements about educational requirements, and evaluated three school 
case scenarios. Most of the teachers indicated that respect and the safety of all students, including 
LGBT+ students, are paramount. However, attitudes toward sexual and gender minorities were 
found to vary among the teachers. As a result, it appears that more training about sexuality and 
gender topics in Czech schools is warranted. 
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INTRODUCTION

One of the traditional issues consti-
tuting educational psychology has been 
teachers’ attitudes and expectations 
towards students. Since the 1960s it 
has been shown that teachers’ expecta-
tions have a major infl uence on the way 
they communicate with students and 
on the arrangement of learning situa-
tions (Dusek & Joseph, 1983; Rubie-
Davies, 2006; Gentrup et al., 2020). 

In the long run, teachers’ attitudes and 
expectations can infl uence students’ 
self-concept and self-effi  cacy and the 
knowledge and skills they acquire. Th e 
relationship between attitudes and be-
haviour is not direct – a particular atti-
tude is not always realised in one partic-
ular behaviour (Armitage & Christian, 
2003). Nevertheless, attitudes create 
a certain readiness for certain types of 
behaviour (while the realisation of oth-
ers is unlikely). Th erefore, educational 

1 Th e study was fi nancially supported by a Horizon 2020 project titled Outstanding Actions for LGBTI and 
a GAČR project titled LGBT+ identity as a developmental challenge in school settings: an individual, social, and 
institutional perspective (23-07934S).
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psychology includes a long tradition of 
research on teachers’ attitudes and ex-
pectations towards diff erent groups of 
students, including lesbian, gay, bisexu-
al, and transgender (LGBT+) students. 

LGBT+ STUDENTS

One of the distinctions among 
groups that has been examined is based 
on gender. Th e research studies have 
looked at how teachers’ expectations 
and attitudes diff er for girls and boys, as 
well as at the eff ect of the gender gap on 
school achievement. Th ere is extensive 
literature documenting diff erences in 
the behavioural and academic outcomes 
of girls and boys in elementary and sec-
ondary school (Buchmann, DiPrete, 
& McDaniel, 2008; Holder & Kessels, 
2017). Currently, tracking gender dif-
ferences is standard in most educational 
and school psychology studies. 

Gender, however, is a complex con-
cept that should be used in research 
with suffi  cient theoretical insight and 
not as a  dichotomous descriptive trait. 
Gender represents a  set of characteris-
tics that are expected of women/girls 
and men/boys in a  particular society. 
For some students, gender may also 
be related to sexual orientation. In the 
context of a  heteronormative society, 
the majority expect the “true woman” 
and the “true man” to be heterosexual 
(Kimmel, 2000). When mediated by 
other personality-psychological process-
es, individuals develop their identity in 
relation to these cultural expectations. 

Gender and sexual identity, there-
fore, act as an interface with student 
identity (Simons, 2021). If students 
feel unaccepted at school because of 
their gender identity and/or sexual ori-
entation, their academic performance 
may deteriorate. This is often due to 
experiencing minority stress related 
to the actual or perceived presence of 
physical or verbal assaults or resulting 
from their specific experiences and 
needs being ignored (Meyer & Frost, 
2013; Bundick, Lipinski & Meidl, 
2017). A meta-analysis by Toomey and 
Russell (2016) showed that LGBT+ 
students face victimisation in schools 
more often than their heterosexual 
peers. Kosciw et al. (2010) found that 
more than 80% of sexual and gender 
minority students had experienced ver-
bal harassment, 40% reported physical 
harassment, and more than 50% had 
experienced cyberbullying. Outcomes 
like these tend to result in a  higher 
prevalence of depressive symptoms 
among LGBT+ students (Lucassen et 
al., 2017).

TEACHERS AND LGBT+ 
STUDENTS

Th e principle of inclusive education 
brings with it the requirement of a sen-
sitive approach to all students. Teachers 
are supposed to address all individual 
educational needs. Such an approach 
should include not only students with 
learning diffi  culties but all students 
with specifi c challenges related to their 
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salient identities. Th ese might also be 
students with sexual orientation and 
gender identity issues. 

Unfortunately, many LGBT+ in-
dividuals have reported mixed inter-
actions with educators (Kosciw et al., 
2016; Simons & Russell, 2021). Many 
students report that educators do  not 
treat them negatively, but neither 
do  they feel supported by them. Th e 
quality of social support is marginal 
at best (Alemi et al., 2003). Students 
trust that teachers would not tolerate 
open attacks against them. However, 
students often refrain from confi ding in 
teachers about unpleasant experiences 
because they are unsure whether they 
would intervene sensitively. Simons et 
al. (2017) reported that failed interven-
tions with LGBT+ youth take on a va-
riety of diff erent forms, including both 
an unintentional and intentional lack 
of intervention. More research is war-
ranted in this area.

Eff ective teacher approaches corre-
spond with attitudes and with knowl-
edge. Many authorities argue that 
teachers must have certain competen-
cies regarding the natural diversity 
among students. Teacher competencies 
always include a  set of knowledge and 
skills, but also attitudes. Th e Euro-
pean Agency for Development in Spe-
cial Needs Education (2012) requires 
that teachers value learner diversity 
and support all learners. Supporting 
and using students’ diversity for more 
eff ective learning is referred to as in-
clusive competence or competence for 

inclusive education. It includes valu-
ing learner diversity, supporting all
students, cooperation with others, and 
continuing personal and professional 
development (European Agency for 
Development in Special Needs Educa-
tion, 2012). Educators who are inclusive 
adapt curriculum materials, develop 
behavioral management skills, iden-
tify special needs, modify content, and 
ask questions eff ectively (Kuyini et al., 
2016). Th e dominant concept of inclu-
sive education applies only to students 
in special education. However, we con-
sider it important to use a broader con-
cept that embraces overall diversity and 
promotes a personalised approach to all 
learners. Th is broad concept, therefore, 
also includes learners who are perceived 
as, or identify as, sexual and gender mi-
norities. 

Bauman and Del Rio (2006) 
showed that teachers are more likely to 
subscribe to an LGBT+ ally identity and 
thus intervene if they feel greater em-
pathy toward LGBT+ students. Other 
studies showed that educated and ex-
perienced teachers support LGBT+ stu-
dents more frequently and effi  ciently 
than those who lack knowledge and 
possess low levels of self-effi  cacy in this 
area (Silveira & Goff , 2016; Swanson 
& Gettinger, 2016; Toomey & Russell, 
2016; Kull, Kosiw & Greytak, 2017; 
Hall & Rodgers, 2019; Stargell et al., 
2020). Findings from special educa-
tion research have reached similar con-
clusions. For example, Low, Lee, and 
Ahmad (2019) indicated that teachers 
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with better knowledge about special 
needs feel more competent to embrace 
inclusive education for special needs 
children.

Stargell et al. (2020) measured the 
beliefs and behaviours of 144 teach-
ers before and after they participated 
in training on sexual orientation and 
gender identity. Th e training resulted 
in signifi cant increases in both areas 
and involved learning about the needs 
of LGBT+ youth, the impact of beliefs, 
and basic intervention skills. Hall and 
Rodgers (2019) surveyed 305 teachers 
about their attitudes toward LGBT+ 
students and discovered that favorable 
attitudes were signifi cantly related to 
being younger, living in the Northeast 
and Pacifi c Northwest regions in the 
United States, possessing a  liberal po-
litical orientation, identifying as White 
in terms of race/ethnicity, and being 
less religious. Swanson and Gettinger 
(2016) surveyed 98 teachers in middle 
and high schools to examine the rela-
tionships between teachers’ attitudes 
and knowledge, the presence of Gay-
Straight Alliances (GSAs), training on 
sexual orientation and gender identity, 
and explicit anti-bullying policies. 

Signifi cant diff erences in attitudes 
were found for teachers on the basis of 
their degree of participation in profes-
sional development and whether they 
worked in schools with or without 
GSAs. Silveira and Goff  (2016) gath-
ered and analysed data from 612 mu-
sic teachers in elementary, middle, and 
high schools who completed an online 

questionnaire about their attitudes to-
ward transgender students. Th e teach-
ers held positive attitudes towards the 
students, and these attitudes were sig-
nifi cantly related to gender and political 
affi  liation. Females and those who were 
liberal held more positive attitudes than 
males and those who were more conser-
vative.

Across the studies mentioned above, 
the validity of the contact hypothesis, 
the premise of intergroup contact theo-
ry,  is supposed. One of the factors that 
cause individuals, including teachers, 
to hold more positive attitudes is the 
amount of contact they have with the 
LGBT+ community. Th e intergroup 
contact theory, building on Allport’s 
concept, posits that prejudice and ste-
reotyping between two groups can be 
reduced by intergroup contact (Brown 
& Hewstone, 2005). However, the con-
tact must take place under certain con-
ditions, particularly involving a higher 
number of people, so as not to confi rm 
the stereotype but rather to build up 
the perception of heterogeneity among 
the members of the stereotyped group. 
A meta-analysis of 515 empirical stud-
ies by Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) con-
fi rmed that contact leads to reducing 
anxiety and increasing empathy and 
perspective-taking. Conversely, en-
hancing knowledge about the outgroup 
proved less powerful.  

Herek and Capitanio (1996) con-
fi rmed the contact hypothesis in a study 
focusing on gay men. In their study, 
heterosexuals reporting interpersonal 
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contact manifested more positive atti-
tudes towards gay men than those with-
out contact. Th eir attitudes were more 
favorable to the extent that they report-
ed more relationships with gay men, 
closer relationships with them, and ex-
periencing gay men disclose about their 
sexual orientation. Smith, Axelton, and 
Saucier (2009) conducted a quantitative 
synthesis of 41 papers and showed a sig-
nifi cant negative relationship between 
lack of contact and sexual prejudice. 

Teachers’ attitudes towards diff erent 
groups of students are an important issue 
because of their strong impact on percep-
tions, assessments, behaviour, and com-
munication. In the Czech context partic-
ularly, we know very little about teachers’ 
attitudes toward sexual orientation and 
gender identity minorities in education. 
Th is study follows this research question: 
What are the attitudes of Czech teachers
towards LGBT+ students? Th e study 
addresses teachers’ attitudes through case 
scenarios concerning sexual and gender 
minorities in schools. For each scenario, 
teachers rated several components that 
corresponded to aff ective, cognitive, and 
behavioral components tied to attitude. 

METHODS

Sample

Th e respondents were 548 teach-
ers, 57% (312) from lower-secondary 
schools, 16% (88) from gymnasi-
ums (upper secondary comprehensive 
schools), 21% (115) from secondary 

vocational schools, and 5% (27) from 
vocational schools. Th e sample in-
cluded 72% (394) females, 21% (115) 
males, and 7% (39) people who opted 
for “I  do  not want to answer”. Given 
the high representation of women, ar-
guably some teachers could have been 
susceptible to indicating infl ated posi-
tive attitudes that did not accurately 
refl ect the real situation in the schools 
for LGBT+ youth. Th e low representa-
tion of men roughly corresponds to the 
imbalance of women and men in the 
target teacher population. Th e slightly 
lower proportion of men is probably 
also related to the topic of the study. 
For example, men’s attitudes toward 
sexual minorities are more negative 
than women’s attitudes. 

Th e length of the respondents’ 
teaching careers varied between one 
and 37 years, and only 6% of the teach-
ers (33) indicated a career shorter than 
fi ve years. With respect to professional 
training and certifi cation, 70% of the 
teachers (384) reported graduating 
from a  teacher education programme. 
Th e respondents were from all the re-
gions of the Czech Republic. Approxi-
mately 10% of the teachers came from 
Prague, where we could assume a great-
er number of teachers holding more tol-
erant attitudes on the evidence of public 
opinion polls (CVVM, 2019). 

Th e existing research confi rms that 
positive attitudes toward sexuality and 
gender topics are related to the exis-
tence of close relationships with LGBT+ 
people. As a  result, the questionnaire 
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asked teachers if they knew any LGBT+ 
individuals, or if they self-identifi ed 
as LGBT+. A  total of 92% of the re-
spondents (504) confi rmed the former. 
LGBT+ people with whom the teacher 
respondents had contact included the 
following: (a) 31% of the teachers (170) 
reported a  close friend, 10% (55) re-
ported a  family member, 50% (274) 
reported an acquaintance or colleague, 
and 9% (49) reported a former student. 
Four percent (22) of the teachers identi-
fi ed as LGBT+ themselves.

Th e survey was conducted online. 
Teachers were invited to complete the 
questionnaire both through a  general 
email to school principals and through 
recruitment messages posted on social 
media. Th e participating teachers may 
have felt a strong motivation to respond 
and wanted to express their views (ei-
ther positive or negative). We did not 
use non-probability sampling, and 
therefore the impact of bias was taken 
into account when interpreting results. 

Measurement

Th e study used an online question-
naire with case scenarios. Teachers were 
asked to evaluate a situation based upon 
their own experience in terms of how 
they might feel and respond. Th e teach-
ers’ attitudes were identifi ed on the ba-
sis of their answers. 

Each scenario contained an initial de-
scription of a situation followed by three 
multiple-choice questions. Th e fi rst ques-
tion explored if teachers had experienced 

a similar situation based upon their 
own experience (did they know of simi-
lar situations from their own practice?). 
Th e second question ascertained whether 
they perceived the situation as negative, 
positive, or neutral. Th e third question 
explored what behavior they would have 
been most likely to adopt in the situation. 

Th e scenarios (situation and poten-
tial behaviour) presented situations that 
were identifi ed as most important to as-
sess based upon fi ndings from the anal-
ysis of literature and from qualitative 
data that was collected earlier as part of 
focus groups conducted with secondary 
school students and teachers. Th e ques-
tionnaire was piloted.

Th e three case scenarios were as fol-
lows: (1) In class, you hear a conversation 
in a  group of teenagers during a  break. 
In this conversation, the words “ homo-
sexual” and “gay” are said several times 
as a  designation for one of the students. 
Th e dialogue shows that the students are 
trying to make fun of how the student is 
dressed. (2) At the beginning of the les-
son, a student who is known to be gay en-
ters the classroom. Th e student says that 
the class is starting to make fun of him, 
and they all look at him and laugh, but 
he is not laughing. (3) During a meeting, 
a colleague presents a proposal to involve 
the school in a  primary prevention pro-
gramme that addresses prejudice against 
LGBT+ people. Some support the propos-
al, others are against it, but most remain 
silent (do not share an opinion). 

Th e list of possible answers for the 
choice of the respondents’ own behav-

Smetáčková, I., Simons, J. D., Pavlík, P.
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iour is given in Tables 2–4 below. Th e 
individual answers were scored 0, 0.5, 
or 1, according to whether they were in 
line with the principles of inclusive edu-
cation. Th e evaluation was carried out 
by a group of fi ve experts. In the ques-
tionnaire, each teacher selected one or 
more behaviours that they would have 
been most likely to adopt in a  given 
situation.  

Besides the scenarios, the question-
naire contained other items on  demo-
graphics such as grade level, school 
size, region, length of the teacher’s ca-
reer, and knowledge of LGBT+ people 
defi ned as having an understanding of 
the unique challenges and experiences 
faced by LGBT+ people. Th e question-
naire was distributed to the teachers 
online via teachers’ associations and 
various teachers’ social media platforms 
during January and February 2022. Th e 
questionnaire was completed in the on-
line application Survey Monkey.

Data Analysis

Th e data were cleaned and analysed 
using SPSS version 26. We ran Welch's 
ANOVA to compare attitudes toward 
LGBT+ people to levels of LGBT+ in-
clusive competence, tied to the quality 
of the responses to each of the three case 
scenarios. 

Th ere were no outliers in the data, as 
assessed by inspection of a boxplot for 
values greater than 1.5 box lengths from 
the edge of the box. However, the as-
sumption of homogeneity of variances 

was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test 
for equality of variances (p < .0001). As 
a  result, the Games-Howell post hoc 
test was used to identify diff erences. 
Subsequently, Welch’s ANOVAs were 
calculated to make comparisons across 
school characteristics in attitudes to-
ward LGBT+ students. ANOVAs are 
considered tolerant of skewed data with 
large group sizes. Th at is, non-normality 
has a limited to no eff ect on the Type I
error rate. Spearman’s correlation was 
used to compare attitudes and LGBT+ 
inclusive competence. Chi-square Tests 
of Independence were used to compare 
levels of inclusive competence across all 
the study variables, including attitudes. 
Bivariate linear regression was used to 
predict LGBT+ inclusive competence 
in response to the three case scenarios 
by attitudes toward LGBT+ individu-
als. Bootstrapping was used to examine 
the relationship between attitudes and 
LGBT+ inclusive competence while 
controlling for school characteristics 
and the level of subscription to ten 
LGBT+ inclusive actions. To test the 
hypotheses further, SPSS AMOS was 
used for path analysis and structural 
equation modelling. 

RESULTS

Overall, 45% of the teacher respon-
dents reported having a  recent direct 
experience in their schools in which 
one or more students came out openly 
as LGBT+. Another 30% of the teach-
ers believed that some students in their 
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schools were LGBT+ by appearance but 
were not out to others. Th is suggests 
that 75% of the teachers need to deal 
with sexual orientation and/or gender 
identity while developing pedagogical 
relationships with their students. In 
contrast, only 21% of the teachers were 
unable to identify if any of their stu-
dents were LGBT+ and 4% of the teach-
ers did not believe that any LGBT+ 
students existed in their schools. It  is 
especially concerning. Earlier research 
results indicate that at a minimum 
two percent of any student population 
would identify as LGBT+.

Ninety-eight percent of the teachers 
thought that their schools were inclusion-
ary of LGBT+ students, thus being open 
and respectful of diff erences between 
people linked to sexual and gender top-
ics. Similarly, 97% of the teachers believed 
that their schools were just as safe for 
LGBT+ students as for all other students. 
Th e teachers from Gymnasia believed most 
strongly, in comparison to teachers from 
other schools, that their school climates 
were respectful of LGBT+ students.

When asking teachers about the ex-
tent of openness, respect, and school 

safety, the infl uence of social desirabil-
ity should be kept in mind. Some teach-
ers might have indicated infl ated posi-
tive attitudes that did not accurately 
refl ect the real situation in the schools 
for LGBT+ youth. Th e survey included 
three case scenarios that teachers might 
encounter (for the full versions of the 
scenarios, see above). Th e fi rst two 
school case scenarios addressed the pres-
ence of homonegative discourse within 
student statements. Th e fi rst one ad-
dressed the use of homonegative slurs, 
the second one made use of commen-
tary related to a  student that ridiculed 
his LGBT+ identity, and the third sce-
nario addressed the reactions of school 
staff  to a proposed prevention initiative 
addressing homonegativity among stu-
dents. Th e items aimed at capturing 
attitudes (including the implicit level) 
and preferred response behaviour. In 
addition, the items examined the in-
dividual perspectives of teachers. Two 
items asked the teachers to evaluate the 
overall school climate. For each case 
study, the teachers indicated if they 
had encountered such a  situation, how 
it made them feel, and how they would 

Table 1. Teachers´ Evaluations of the Th ree Case Scenarios 

Situation unfamiliar 
from teachers’ 

experiences

Negative 
perception 

of the scenario

Scenario 1 – conversation disparaging gays 58% 89%

Scenario 2 – gay student entering the classroom 87% 94%

Scenario 3 – prevention of LGBT+ stereotypes 84% 27%

Smetáčková, I., Simons, J. D., Pavlík, P.
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handle it. See Table 1 for the teachers’ 
evaluations of each case scenarios.

Scenario one

Th e fi rst scenario concerned com-
menting on gender non-conforming 
appearance (e.g. clothing) and behav-
iours that did not correspond to the 
majority social norm for males. A  boy 
was punished by his peers because he 
did not conform to expected gender 
norms. Th ey communicated to him as 
a  perceived sexual minority person in 
a derogatory way. Th e boy’s true sexual 
orientation was not relevant because the 
main goal was to convey to him that 
a heterosexist view of the world was su-
perior. However, the implications were 
clearly homonegative. Th e words “ho-
mosexual” and “gay” were used to pun-
ish and single the boy out. In response 

to this scenario, teacher respondents 
were off ered six possible reactions to the 
situation. Th ey chose one or more of the 
answers that corresponded to their fa-
voured probable action(s). 

For 42% of the teachers, the situa-
tion was the same as, or similar to, one 
or more they had experienced. Across 
the responses individually, the most 
frequently reported response, selected 
by 58% of the teachers, was response 
four – for the teacher to intervene and 
show their position. At the same time, 
41% of the teachers opted for response 
five, which means integrating the issue 
into upcoming lessons. These mea-
sures were identified as representative 
of proactive intervention and preven-
tion practices. The prevalence of these 
responses appear to respond to the fact 
that 89% of the teachers perceived the 
case scenario as negative. However, 

Table 2. Responses to Scenario One with Point Values and Teacher Response Rates  

Answer Points value Prevalence
1. Since this is a discussion not related to class content, 

I am not aff ected. 0 4%

2. Th e situation does not seem serious enough to require 
intervention. 0 8%

3. I will try to join in the discussion and fi nd out more 
information. 1 30%

4. I intervene and say that I don’t like how he talks about 
his classmate and what words he uses.  1 58%

5. I will include the topic of homosexuality in my 
teaching, its prevalence and the disparaging remarks 
associated with it.

1 41%

6. I will consult an experienced colleague or someone from 
the school counselling department about the situation. 0.5 24%

Czech Teachers’ Attitudes Towards LGBT+ Students
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30% of the teachers selected response 
three – to enter the conversation and 
gather more information. Unlike the 
more proactive responses, this response 
appeared to downplay the seriousness 
of the observed bullying and do less 
to prevent its recurrence. Twelve per-
cent of the teachers indicated that they 
would not intervene at all concern-
ing the scenario because they did not 
consider the situation a  concern, or 
because the homonegative occurrence 
did not take place during class (i.e., 
it took place during student break). 
This is of concern because if teachers 
choose to overlook the seriousness of 
bullying based on actual or perceived 
sexual or gender identity because it oc-
currs in one space rather than another, 
they may miss out on opportunities to 
teach young people about how its oc-
currence affects everyone in a negative 
way. 

Across all combinations of respons-
es, the teachers favoured similar re-
sponses: responses four (21%) and fi ve 
(10%) were endorsed the most, followed 
by response three (8%). Only 3% of the 
sample achieved the optimal point value 
of 3.50 across all the response choices 
(multiple selections), suggesting that 
more training is warranted to increase 
the likelihood that teachers will display 
higher levels of LGBT+ inclusive com-
petence when encountering situations 
similar to case scenario one. 

Scenario two

Th e second scenario featured explic-
it derogatory comments about a  class-
mate’s perceived sexual orientation. 
Prejudice against LGBT+ people exists 
in the background, as does homonega-
tivity in the classroom; a student utters 
a negative comment towards a  student 

Table 3. Responses to Scenario Two with Point Values and Teacher Response Rates 

Answer Points value Prevalence
1. Th e situation does not seem serious enough to require 

my intervening. 0 1%

2. I would intervene and declare that I do not like (a) the 
presumptions the student has made about a peer 
and (b) how the others have reacted.

1 78%

3. I will put the topic of homosexuality, its presence, and 
the use of slurs in connection with it on the agenda of 
the upcoming lessons

1 41%

4. After the class, I will ask the student who was the target 
of the comment how s/he/they felt and discuss how 
others could react.

1 47%

5. I will consult an experienced colleague or someone from 
the school counselling centre about the situation. 0.5 24%

Smetáčková, I., Simons, J. D., Pavlík, P.
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who appears to be gay. Th e student ex-
pects that the negative “bullying” com-
ment will be viewed as acceptable by the 
other students. 

Th e responses made by the teachers 
to this case scenario indicated that only 
13% of them had experiences like this 
occur in their classrooms, but 94% of 
the teachers perceived the situation neg-
atively. Ninety-nine percent would in-
tervene if it happened in their presence. 

Across responses individually, the 
most frequent answer, given by 78% of 
the teachers, was reaction two, in which 
teachers intervene and show their posi-
tion. Relatedly, 41% of the teachers in-
dicated that they would try to prevent 
similar situations from happening. Th ey 
indicated that they would integrate the 
issue into upcoming lessons (response 
three). Almost half of the teachers felt it 
was important to support the negatively 
aff ected student (response four). 

Across all combinations of responses, 
the teachers favoured similar responses: 
response two (28%) was endorsed the 
most, followed by various combinations 
of responses two, three (3%), and/or four 
(3%). Only 11% of the sample achieved 
the optimal point value of 3.50 across 
all response choices (multiple selection), 
suggesting the same as was found for 
scenario one: more teacher training is 
warranted to increase levels of LGBT+ 
inclusive competence among teachers 
when they encounter situations similar 
to case scenario two. Some teachers did 
not indicate having the ability, desire, or 
need to have classroom discussions on 

sexuality and gender topics, regardless 
of having bullying incidents brought to 
their attention by a victim (case two) or 
witnessing a bullying (case one). Some 
teachers did not indicate having the 
ability, desire, or need to explore the im-
pact of incidents on a personal level to 
gather more information (case one), or 
to solicit feedback from students about 
the quality of interventions (case two). 
Lastly, how the teachers interpreted the 
severity of a  bullying related to actual 
and perceived sexual orientation var-
ied (cases one and two). More research 
is called for in this area to discern how 
perception of bullying target identity 
infl uences upstanding.

Scenario three

Th e third case scenario concerned 
the overall approach of the school with 
respect to rejecting homonegative con-
duct. Th e scenario highlighted a  situa-
tion in which the school staff  members 
did not have  a  clearly stated and uni-
fi ed position with respect to supporting 
actual and presumed LGBT+ students. 
Th e teachers were not familiar with the 
situation – only 16% reported expe-
riencing the same or similar in which 
the benefi ts of introducing a  preven-
tion programme for LGBT+ students in 
Czech schools were brought up among 
staff  members. Moreover, these teachers 
were indiff erent to the need for an ini-
tiative like this. 

Across the responses individually, 
we found that of the entire sample, 
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14% of the teachers felt that it would 
be negative to introduce these types of 
prevention programmes. Up to 75% of 
the teachers indicated that they would 
support the person who introduced the 
idea in a staff  meeting. Th e teachers se-
lected response three in which the issue 
is considered as important for student 
development. Conversely, 14% of the 
teachers indicated that they would not 
support the proposal for an LGBT+ 
prevention programme because they 
thought that sexuality and gender top-
ics should not be a part of curricula, or 
other topics should be discussed instead 
of LGBT+ topics. 

Across all case scenario responses, 
the teachers endorsed response three 
(72%) the most, followed by response 
two (9%) and responses three and four 
together (7%). Only 8% of the sample 
achieved the optimal point value of 
2.00 across all response choices (multi-
ple selections). Many teachers indicated 
“other” responses concerning the in-
troduction of a  prevention programme 
(case three). Th is suggests that best 

practices for how teachers should re-
spond in this instance should be further 
refi ned. While some teachers indicated 
the need for a  prevention programme 
because they perceived negative at-
titudes concerning LGBT+ students, 
more teachers indicated the need be-
cause they believed the students needed 
to be exposed to the topic. Th is suggests 
that training and continuing education 
programmes should include content 
about what infl uences attitudes both 
in and outside school settings and how 
attitudes infl uence behaviour, whether 
the attitudes held by individuals are 
known by others or not.

LGBT+ INCLUSIVE COMPETENCE 
AND ITS CONTEXT

On the basis of the responses cho-
sen in the scenarios, we infer levels of 
LGBT+ inclusive competence among 
teacher respondents. Th e individual 
responses were scored on the basis of 
expert judgment. Higher scores are in-
dicative of higher levels of LGBT+ in-

Table 4. Responses to Scenario Th ree with Point Values and Teacher Response Rates 

Answer Points value Prevalence
1. I will not support the proposal because I do not think 

this topic should be addressed in the school. 0 2%

2. I will not support the proposal because I think there are 
more important issues that need to be addressed. 0 12%

3. I will support the proposal because I consider it 
important for pupils to be familiar with this topic. 1 75%

4. I will support the proposal because I perceive that there are 
negative attitudes towards LGBT+ people in our school. 1 8%
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clusive competence. Levels of LGBT+ 
inclusive competence among teacher 
were rather high. In all the scenarios, 
most of the teachers chose one of the 
responses that were considered sup-
portive. However, in each situation, 
multiple steps could have been taken 
that, in combination, have intervention 
and prevention eff ects, both at the indi-
vidual and group levels. Conversely, the 
combination of all desirable responses 
that would indicate a maximum level of 
LGBT+ inclusive competence occurred 
for only a few teachers. Across the sce-
narios, this ranged from 3% to 11%. 
Chi-Square Tests of Signifi cance indi-
cated that LGBT+ inclusive competence 
was interconnected (p < 0.001) with the 
following items: (1) the importance of 
addressing sexuality in education; and 
(2) being comfortable around LGBT+ 
people. Additionally, other items were 
found to be signifi cantly related to 
LGBT+ inclusive competence: (1) teach-
ing about sexuality in the classroom, (2) 
having suffi  cient knowledge and skills 
to teach about LGBT+ topics, and (3) 
welcoming more LGBT+ education. 

Using Welch’s ANOVAs, the rela-
tionships between the LGBT+ inclusive 
competence and school culture and 
the position of school principals were 
also found. Teacher respondents were 
more likely to think positively about 
LGBT+ students in schools when they 
knew that they would not be prevented 
from supporting LGBT+ youth, Welch’s 
F(3,275.491) = 6.734, p < .0005. If the 
teachers felt supported by their prin-

cipals regarding use of inclusive ap-
proaches towards LGBT+ students and 
in addressing gender and sexuality is-
sues, they reported more positive atti-
tudes towards LGBT+ students. 

Most of the teachers noted that 
they had not encountered any of the 
proposed scenarios in real life. Th is is 
surprising; up to 75% of the teachers 
were employed in schools with LGBT+ 
students. Th is could mean that the ac-
tual and perceived presence of LGBT+ 
students in the schools were related to 
a  positive evaluation of the school cli-
mate, or that homonegative behaviour 
in schools but not witnessed or ignored 
was present but ignored or not seen. 
Our fi ndings are supported by the 
teachers’ responses to two other items 
focusing on the school context in which 
teachers gain their professional experi-
ence. Th e teachers evaluated a measure 
of their agreement with statements de-
scribing the support for LGBT+ topics 
in their schools. Concerning the state-
ment “Students in our school are rather 
open to LGBT+ topics and accept them,” 
69% of the teachers agreed and 22% 
strongly agreed with the statement. 
Concerning the statement: “Teachers 
in our school avoid everything which has 
anything to do with LGBT+ topics,” 15% 
agreed and 3% strongly agreed. More-
over, 83% of the teachers indicated 
that their school staff did not avoid 
topics relating to sexuality and gender. 
This latter finding corresponded to the 
evaluation of the statement: “It is im-
portant also to address topics concerning 
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sexuality during school education.” with 
which 34% of the teachers agreed and 
60% strongly agreed.

Although most of the teachers con-
sidered the topic important, 40% rated 
their knowledge and skills regarding an 
LGBT+ inclusive approach and inter-
vention as lacking. Only 18% reported 
that they had participated in profes-
sional development (e.g., a  seminar) 
on LGBT+ topics. As a result, approxi-
mately 80% of the teachers must rely on 
only general knowledge of sexuality and 
gender topics acquired from lay sources. 
Th us, we were not surprised to fi nd that 
59% of the teachers wanted more edu-
cation concerning LGBT+ topics.

DISCUSSION

Th e study did not meet the strict 
criteria of representativity because only 
those who were interested in the topic 
completed the questionnaire. Our re-
sults were skewed slightly, especially 
toward more positive attitudes (e.g., by 
those who found the topic important 
and subsequently participated in the 
study). Teachers who found the topic 
fundamentally problematic refused to 
participate. Several sent their reasons 
for this to the research team. 

Th e study focused on the experi-
ences of teachers from lower and higher 
secondary schools in Czech schools 
with sexuality and gender topics in 
education. Most of the participating 
teachers considered it important that 
LGBT+ students felt safe and accepted 

in schools. Th e teachers’ answers paint-
ed a  more positive picture than the 
fi ndings from previous studies, both 
Czech and international. Toomey and 
Russell’s metanalysis (2016) revealed 
a  high prevalence of victimisation of 
LGBT+ students. According to Kosciw 
et al. (2016), more than 80% of LGBT+ 
students had experienced verbal harass-
ment; similar fi ndings show other stud-
ies as well (Bundick, Lipinski & Meidl, 
2017, f.e.). However, the teachers in 
our study did not report bullying con-
cerning sexual orientation and gender 
identity topics among students at the 
same levels. Approximately half of the 
teachers perceived their schools as safe 
enough for LGBT+ students. On the 
other hand, this suggests that the other 
half considered that their schools were 
not safe enough for LGBT+ students. 
As research shows, this may lead to 
compromised development of cognitive 
skills among those students who do not 
feel supported (Myers et al., 2020) and 
an increase in depressive symptoms 
(Luccassen et al., 2017).

In our study, 42% of the teachers 
(230) had witnessed implicit homonega-
tive comments among students, and 13% 
(71) reported encountering explicit com-
ments. Naturally, it may also be the case 
that the teachers did not witness more 
of these unfortunate situations because 
they happened in peer groups. According 
to Toomey and Russell (2016), students 
reported a  higher prevalence of bully-
ing than teachers. We consider it hope-
ful that most teachers in Czech schools 

Smetáčková, I., Simons, J. D., Pavlík, P.



505

see that it is important to address gen-
der and sexuality in schools. While some 
teachers may not be competent enough 
to address sexuality and gender issues in 
classes and to communicate about them 
with students, nearly 60% of the teach-
ers in our sample were willing to receive 
more training on how to do  so. Kull et 
al. (2017) found that teachers with more 
knowledge of sexual orientation and gen-
der identity issues handled these topics 
better and communicated about them 
more eff ectively. 

Th e importance of high-quality train-
ing is also supported by our fi ndings. 
Most of the teachers indicated that they 
were willing to support LGBT+ students; 
teachers in Czech schools appear to view 
bullying of LGBT+ youth and lack of re-
sources for them as negative. Th at is, they 
do not think it should be permissible 
for people to be bullied on the basis of 
their actual or presumed sexual orienta-
tion. Bauman and Del Rio (2006) found 
that teachers were more likely to inter-
vene if they felt greater empathy towards 
LGBT+ students. However, the fi ndings 
from empathy studies have been mixed, 
studies on how to foster more empathy 
for LGBT+ individuals are sparse (Clay-
ton, 2017) and the construct continues 
to be poorly defi ned in studies (Baldner 
& McGinley, 2023). One of the eff ective 
ways of limiting stereotyping and chal-
lenging prejudice toward some social 
group, including LGBT+ people, seems 
to be intergroup contact (Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2006) place; between Pettigrew 
and Smith citations (Smith et al., 2009). 

Our study showed that teachers who re-
ported more contact with LGBT+ peo-
ple selected more supportive behaviour 
across our three scenarios. 

In our study, the teachers would 
intervene in response to homonega-
tive peer communication. In doing so, 
they would consider which follow-up 
measures to use to improve students’ 
attitudes and foster a  positive social 
climate for LGBT+ students. However, 
a  minority of the teachers (10–20%) 
would avoid any involvement because 
they thought it was irrelevant to ad-
dress sexual orientation and/or gender 
identity at school. Simons and Russell 
(2021) found that the most favourable 
form of intervention is explicit and 
positive, such as speaking out directly 
against witnessed bullying of sexual 
minority youth. Saarento, Garandeau 
& Salmivalli (2015) confirmed that 
effective teacher interventions like 
this challenge negative social norms 
and signal that the bullying of LGBT+ 
youth is unacceptable. Delivering 
anti-bullying and LGBT+ inclusive 
programming also helps (Kull et al., 
2017). 

We recommend focusing future re-
search in this area on factors moderat-
ing the relations between teachers’ atti-
tudes, behavioural intention, and actual 
LGBT+ advocacy behaviour (Simons et 
al., 2017). It is important to gain stron-
ger evidence on how teachers most ef-
fectively help — to use the best inclusive 
intervention. In utilizing quantitative 
research methods, scenarios are helpful 
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instruments. In doing so, researchers 
should continue to ask respondents to 
select all plausible intervention choices 
versus selecting just one best response. 
Th is allows respondents to refl ect on 
the complexities of intervention from 
a variety of angles on the basis of their 
expertise. As a  result, it will help re-
searchers continue to investigate both 
the professional and private factors to 
examine the nuances of intervention 
aimed at protecting and supporting 
LGBT+ youth. 

While some teachers may seem to 
lack competence to support LGBT+ 
students, this may not be accurate be-
cause they chose to resort to lower-/
diff erent-level interventions to com-
pensate for the lack of LGBT+ inclu-
sion where they work. For example, 
they want to do more but cannot (e.g., 
because of the risk of losing their job), 
so they do what they can strategically 
versus implementing all best practices 
for supporting LGBT+ youth. Finally, 
answers to these questions should be 
sought by examining responses to case 
scenarios in relation to gender diff er-
ences among students and teachers, 
as well as by examining aggregate 
responses to case scenarios. It is plau-
sible to consider responses to each of 
the three scenarios as three intercorre-
lated dependent variables in a general 
linear model. Th ree diff erent LGBT+ 
inclusive competencies may not exist, 
but possibly only one, which mani-
fests itself in diff erent ways depending 
on the scenario.

CONCLUSION

Th e study focused on teachers’ be-
liefs and experiences concerning sexual 
orientation and gender identity topics 
and students. Czech schools subscribe to 
inclusive education. However, their de-
clared defi nition of inclusivity is rather 
narrow. It is usually limited to children 
with special educational needs. Never-
theless, we would argue that it should 
cover all types of students, including 
LGBT+ youth. It is well established that 
students who identify as LGBT+ might 
face homonegativity and transnegativ-
ity in schools. Th is has a  negative im-
pact on their well-being and cognitive 
learning. 

Our study was motivated by the lack 
of knowledge about Czech teachers’ 
experiences and attitudes concerning 
sexual orientation and gender identity 
issues. Th e analysis showed that most 
of our teacher respondents subscribed 
to the value of respect and safety for 
all students, including LGBT+ stu-
dents. Many also thought that it was 
important to teach about sexuality and 
gender. Nevertheless, there was still 
a  substantial number of teachers who 
were not in agreement that these topics 
should be taught as part of school cur-
ricula as part of prevention program-
ming. In both groups, many reported 
that they were not competent enough to 
address sexual and gender issues when 
they encountered them. 

In the Czech education system, the 
offi  cial bodies (such as the Ministry of 
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Education) are not transparent enough 
in their requirements about how (and 
whether) sexuality and gender educa-
tion should be incorporated into man-
datory school curricula. As a result, it 
makes the situation very tense, con-
fusing, and uncomfortable for some 
teachers. The findings of the present 
study indicate that teachers in Czech 
schools appear to lack the knowledge 
to act in accordance with their beliefs 
that LGBT+ youth deserve support. 

More special training concerning 
sexuality and gender topics should be 
offered to teachers in the Czech Re-
public. These teachers are certainly 
willing to teach about these issues, 
stand up for equality, and to increase 
their own professional competence in 
this field. Transparent and enumerat-
ed school policies that explicitly men-
tion LGBT+ youth would also be of 
help to teachers so that they feel more 
supported. 

References
Alemi, F., Stephens, R., Llorens, S., Schaefer, D., Nemes, S., & Arendt, R. 

(2003). The Orientation of Social Support measure. Addictive Behaviors, 
28(7), 1285–1298. 

Armitage, C. J., & Christian, J. (2003). From attitudes to behaviour: Basic and applied 
research on the theory of planned behaviour. Current Psychology, 22(3), 187–195.

Baldner, C., & McGinley, J. (2023). Re-thinking empathy: Is a hiatus on empathy as a unique 
construct necessary? [Conference presentation]. 19th General Meeting of the European 
Association of Social Psychology, Krakow, Poland. 

Bauman, S., & Del Rio, A. (2006). Preservice teachers’ responses to bullying scenarios: 
Comparing physical, verbal, and relational bullying. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
98(1), 219–231. 

Brown, R., & Hewstone, M. (2005). An integrative theory of intergroup contact. Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology, 37, 255–343.

Buchmann, C., DiPrete, T.A., & McDaniel, A. (2008). Gender Inequalities in Education. 
Annual Review of Sociology, 34, 319–337.

Bundick, M. J., Lipinski, J., & Meidl, C. (2017). Teachers’, LGBTQ students’, and student 
allies’ perceptions of bullying of sexually-diverse youth. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment 
& Trauma, 26(9), 972–988. 

Clayton, J. D. (2017). Teachers helping LGBTQ teens: The role of empathy, attitudes, and ally 
identity. Dissertation. New York: Fordham University.

CVVM (2019). Postoje veřejnosti k právům homosexuálů [Public attitudes towards gay rights]. 
Center for Public Opinion Research, Institute of Sociology of the Academy of Sciences 
of the Czech Republic. Available: https://cvvm.soc.cas.cz/media/com_form2content/
documents/c2/a4940/f9/ov190607.pdf

Czech Teachers’ Attitudes Towards LGBT+ Students



508

 

Dusek, J. B., & Joseph, G. (1983). The bases of teacher expectancies: A meta-analysis. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 75(3), 327–346.

European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education (2012). Teacher Education for 
Inclusion across Europe. Challenges and Opportunities. Available: https://www.european-
agency.org/sites/default/files/te4i-synthesis-report-en.pdf

Gentrup, S., Lorenz, G., Kristen, C., & Kogan, I. (2020). Self-fulfilling prophecies in the 
classroom: Teacher expectations, teacher feedback and student achievement. Learning 
and Instruction, 66, 101296.

Hall, W. J., & Rodgers, G. K. (2019). Teachers’ attitudes toward homosexuality and the 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and queer community in the United States. Social Psychology of 
Education: An International Journal, 22(1), 23–41. 

Herek, G. M., & Capitanio, J. P.  (1996). “Some of my best friends”: Intergroup contact, 
concealable stigma, and heterosexuals’ attitudes toward gay men and lesbians. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(4), 412–424.

Holder, K., & Kessels, U. (2017). Gender and ethnic stereotypes in student teachers’ 
judgments: A  new look from a  shifting standards perspective. Social Psychology of 
Education, 20, 471–490.

Kimmel, M. S. (2000). The gendered society. Oxford University Press.
Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., Diaz, E. M., & Bartkiewicz, M. J. (2010). The 2009 National 

School Climate Survey: The experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in our 
nation’s schools. GLSEN.

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

Kull, R., Kosiw, J., & Greytak, E. (2017). Preparing school counselors to support LGBT+ 
youth: The roles of graduate education and professional development. Professional School 
Counseling, 20(1a), 13–20. 

Kuyini, A. B., Yeboah, K. A., Das, A. K., Alhassan, A. M., & Mangope, B. (2016). Ghanaian 
teachers: Competencies perceived as important for inclusive education. International 
Journal of Inclusive Education, 20(10), 1009–1023.

Low, H. M., Lee, L. W., & Ahmad, A. C. (2020). Knowledge and attitudes of special education 
teachers towards the inclusion of students with autism spectrum disorder. International 
Journal of Disability, Development and Education, 67(5), 497–514.

Lucassen, M. F., Stasiak, K., Frampton, C. M., & Merry, S. N. (2017). Sexual minority youth 
and depressive symptoms or depressive disorder: A systematic review and meta-analysis of 
population-based studies. Australian & New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 51(8), 774–787. 

Meyer, I. H., & Frost, D. M. (2013). Minority stress and the health of sexual minorities. In 
C. J. Patterson & A. R. D’Augelli (Eds.), Handbook of psychology and sexual orientation 
(pp. 252–266). Oxford University Press.

Smetáčková, I., Simons, J. D., Pavlík, P.



509

Myers, W., Turanovic, J. J., Lloyd, K. M., & Pratt, T. C. (2020). The victimization of LGBTQ 
students at school: A meta-analysis. Journal of School Violence, 19(4), 421–432.

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751–783.

Rubie-Davies, C., Hattie, J., & Hamilton, R. (2006). Expecting the best for students: Teacher 
expectations and academic outcomes. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(3), 429–444. 

Saarento, S., Garandeau, C. F., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). Classroom- and school-level 
contributions to bullying and victimization: A review. Journal of Community and Applied 
Social Psychology, 25(3), 204–218. 

Silveira, J. M., & Goff, S. C. (2016). Music teachers’ attitudes toward transgender students 
and supportive school practices. Journal of Research in Music Education, 64(2), 138–158. 

Simons, J. D. (2021). From identity to enaction: Identity Behavior Theory. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 12, 679490. 

Simons, J. D., Hutchison, B., & Bahr, M. W. (2017). School counselor advocacy for lesbian, 
gay, and bisexual students: Intentions and practice. Professional School Counseling, 20(1a). 

Simons, J. D., & Russell, S. T. (2021). Educator interaction with sexual minority students. 
Journal of Gay and Lesbian Social Services, 33(4), 451–474. 

Smith, S. J., Axelton, A. M., & Saucier, D. A. (2009). The effects of contact on sexual 
prejudice: A meta-analysis. Sex Roles, 61, 178–191.

Stargell, N. A., Jones, S. J., Akers, W. P., & Parker, M. M. (2020). Training school teachers 
and administrators to support LGBTQ+ students: A quantitative analysis of change in 
beliefs and behaviors. Journal of LGBT+ Issues in Counseling, 14(2), 118–133. 

Swanson, K., & Gettinger, M. (2016). Teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and supportive 
behaviors toward LGBT+ students: Relationship to Gay-Straight Alliances, antibullying 
policy, and teacher training. Journal of LGBT+ Youth, 13(4), 326–351. 

Toomey, R., & Russell, S. T. (2016). The role of sexual orientation in school-based 
victimization: A meta-analysis. Youth & Society, 48(2), 176–201. 

Irena Smetáčková
Faculty of Education, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic; 
e-mail: irena.smetackova@pedf.cuni.cz

Jack D. Simons
Mercy College, New York, USA; 
e-mail: jsimons1@mercy.edu

Petr Pavlík
Faculty of Humanities, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic; 
e-mail: petr.pavlik@seznam.cz

Czech Teachers’ Attitudes Towards LGBT+ Students



510

 

SMETÁČKOVÁ, I., SIMONS, J. D., PAVLÍK, P.  Postoje českých 
vyučujících k LGBT+ studujícím

Od  současných škol se očekává, že se budou řídit principy inkluzivního vzdělávání pro 
všechny studující. To zahrnuje také studující s  menšinovou sexuální orientací a  genderovou 
identitou (LGBT+ studující). Řada studií uvádí, že mladí LGBT+ lidé čelí ve  škole 
homonegativitě a odlišnému zacházení. To snižuje efektivitu jejich školního učení a psychickou 
pohodu. Učitelé a učitelky by proto měli podporovat LGBT+ studující. Tato studie představuje 
zjištění z dotazníkového šetření, kterého se zúčastnilo 548 vyučujících. Vyučující popisovali klima 
ve  svých školách, reagovali na  baterii tvrzení o  vzdělávacích nárocích a  hodnotili tři scénáře 
s popisem konkrétních situací ze školního prostředí. Většina vyučujících indikovala, že jsou pro ně 
respekt a bezpečí všech studujících, včetně LGBT+ studujících, důležitou hodnotou. Až polovina 
vyučujících si však není jistá svými kompetencemi a  uvítala by možnost školení o  sexualitě 
a genderových tématech. 

Klíčová slova: LGBT+, vyučující, učitelé, studující, studenti, postoje, školy, inkluzivní 
vzdělávání
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