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Sexually inclusive primary education, namely a school environment that uses
inclusive practices toward sexual minorities contributes to students’ psychological
and learning adaptation. Therefore, it is essential primary school stakeholders’
perspective on sexually inclusive education to be explored, since this could facilitate
the effective implementation of related prevention/awareness programs targeted at
students. Nevertheless, teachers’ and parents’ related perspective, as main school
stakeholders, as well as the predictive value of their homophobic prejudice and
moral disengagement remain an under-investigated research field. The present
study examined comparatively teachers’ and parents’ perspective on sexually
inclusive primary education. Furthermore, the predictive role of homophobic
prejudice and moral disengagement was investigated for each subgroup. Overall, 249
primary school teachers (78% women) of the fifth and sixth grades from randomly
selected Greek public schools and 268 parents (81% mothers) of children who
attended the above grades of the participating schools completed an online self-
reported questionnaire on the variables involved. In general, participants expressed
a relatively conservative perspective on sexually inclusive primary education, with
teachers’ perspective being less inclusive than that of the parents. Teachers'’
related perspective was predicted negatively mainly by homophobic prejudice
and secondarily by moral disengagement. Parents’ corresponding perspective
was predicted negatively only by moral disengagement. Despite the differentiated
perspective between the two subgroups, the findings imply that both teachers
and parents need to attend prevention/awareness actions regarding students’
sexual diversity and their school inclusion. Within these actions, differentiated
experiential activities could be implemented for teachers and parents to combat
homophobic prejudice and/or moral disengagement.
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1 Introduction

The diversity of the student population concerns not only their
multicultural background but also their sexual orientation (Klocke,
2024). In general, a school environment that uses practices inclusive
toward students’ diversities (e.g., sexual orientation), contributes
significantly to students’ mental health and subsequently to their
academic outcomes (loverno, 2023; Woolweaver et al, 2023).
Therefore, it is essential for teachers to adopt sexually inclusive
teaching strategies in the school environment, that is, behaviors of
respect and sensitization toward students belonging to sexual
minorities. These sexually inclusive behaviors contribute to students’
healthy interpersonal relationships and well-being, especially for
students who belong to sexually minority groups, such as gays,
lesbians or bisexuals (Mayo, 2022). The same applies to parents whose
sexually inclusive behavior (receptivity and respect for sexual
diversity) cultivates in their children a more tolerant attitude toward
issues of diversity in general (Katz-Wise et al., 2022). Based on the
Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991), one parameter that
predicts individuals’ intention to engage in a behavior and,
subsequently the manifestation of this behavior (e.g., sexually inclusive
practices) is individuals’ perceptions/attitudes regarding this behavior/
issue. In other words, individuals’ actions regarding an issue (sexually
inclusive practices) are significantly directed by their related
perceptions/attitudes (e.g., perceptions on sexually inclusive
education). Consequently, investigating in-service teachers’ and
parents’ perspective regarding sexually inclusive education, as primary
stakeholders of the school community, may reveal the extent of their
readiness toward the adoption of relevant practices at school and
subsequently highlight the necessity of launching prevention/
awareness actions for them regarding students’ sexual diversity.
Moreover, given that primary education is an optimal time to
introduce prevention and awareness initiatives (Sprague and Walker,
2021), it is crucial to explore the attitudes of primary school teachers
and parents of primary school students toward sexually
inclusive education.

The international literature reveals that while numerous studies
have explored teachers’ and parents’ views on sex education broadly
and its incorporation into the school curriculum (e.g., Berne et al.,
2000; Ramiro and Matos, 2008; Runhare et al., 2016; Shin et al., 2019;
Zhuravleva and Helmer, 2024), there is a scarcity of research explicitly
addressing their perceptions on sexual diversity within primary
education (sexually inclusive primary education). Regarding teachers,
research on secondary education indicates that secondary school
teachers often lack awareness about sexual diversity (Kwok, 2019).
They may overlook or sidestep discussions related to students’
homosexuality, and when such issues do arise, they tend to endorse
the concept of ‘compulsory heterosexuality’ (Francis, 2012). Generally,
based on secondary school teachers’ self-reports, a less friendly
environment for students with diverse sexual orientations seems to
be reflected (Aguirre et al., 2021). Similarly, the limited research
carried out in primary education has demonstrated that teachers often
exhibit an indifferent and evasive attitude toward students’ sexual
diversity, expressing uncertainty about handling such matters in the
Leent, 2017).
Consequently, according to existing studies, both secondary and

school environment (Souza et al, 2016; Van

primary school teachers appear to have a less favorable view toward
sexually inclusive education.
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The perspective of parents on this issue has been somewhat
explored. However, most existing research primarily concentrates on
parents of secondary school students. These studies suggest that
parents of adolescents generally favor the inclusion of sexual diversity
topics in their children’s education (McCormack and Gleeson, 20105
Ullman et al., 2022). In contrast, a more recent study has shown that
parents seem to believe that the inclusion of sexual diversity issues
into the school curriculum could be “confusing” for adolescents, who
are not very mature and could be easily influenced negatively by these
issues (Ferfolja et al., 2023). To the best of our knowledge, the study
by Van Leent and Moran (2023) is the only recent research focusing
solely on parents of primary school children. The parents participating
in this study expressed that topics related to gender and sexual
diversity should be integrated into the primary school curriculum
(Van Leent and Moran, 2023). As a result, unlike the somewhat
unclear stance observed among parents of secondary school children,
the findings from parents of primary school children appear to
indicate a more positive and inclusive viewpoint on this matter.

Nevertheless, the above findings imply that the perspective on
sexually inclusive education is significantly under-examined for
primary school teachers. Furthermore, a somewhat inconsistent
research picture arises regarding parents’ related perceptions, while
the fact that most findings come from parents of children in secondary
schools does not allow us to draw safe conclusions for the
corresponding perspective of parents of primary school children.
Also, according to the authors’ knowledge, no study examines
comparatively teachers’ and parents’ perspective on sexually inclusive
primary education. A related study could highlight a necessity for
intensifying possibly differentiated awareness actions for these two
stakeholders of the primary school community.

When analyzing the views of school community stakeholders on
sexually inclusive primary education, it is crucial to identify
sex-related factors that could pose risks to or protect this perspective.
Someone would expect that homophobic prejudice, namely the
prejudicial attitudes toward individuals with diverse sexualities, such
as gays and lesbians (Herek, 2000), could be considered as an
aggravating sex-related factor which is associated with a less inclusive
perspective on sexually inclusive education. However, no related
research findings are identified in international literature. The only
available studies which concern preservice (e.g., Foy and Hodge, 2016;
Heras-Sevilla and Ortega-Sanchez, 2020) and in-service teachers (e.g.,
D’Urso et al., 2023) but not parents, investigate their homophobic
attitudes only in relation to their demographic and personality traits,
revealing relatively conservative beliefs, but not in relation to their
perspective on sexually inclusive education. Although it would
be expected that teachers’ and parents homophobic prejudice
predisposes them negatively toward sexually inclusive primary
education, it needs to be tested empirically.

Furthermore, for decades, there has been a debate about the
morality of individuals with diverse sexual orientations (e.g., Brooke,
1993; Jones and Kwee, 2005). Therefore, it is not surprising that moral
disengagement, namely ‘the deactivation of moral control and to the
justification of one’s transgressions to preserve self-esteem and avoid
punishment’ (Camodeca et al., 2019, p. 505), has been reported as a
contributor to sexually non-inclusive behaviors among adolescents,
such as homophobic bullying (Camodeca et al., 2019). Someone
would expect that moral disengagement, as a morality-related factor,
could operate as an aggravating factor for individuals’ inclusive
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perspective on sexual minorities. Nevertheless, there are no evidence-
based findings about this issue, and especially about the contributing
role of teachers’ and parents’ moral disengagement in their perspective
on sexually inclusive education.

A related study focused on the role of teachers’ and parents’
homophobic prejudice and moral disengagement in their perspective
under examination could imply the following: The necessity of school
prevention programs for awareness about sexual inclusivity to
be enriched, not only with issues related to students’ sexual diversity
in general but also with differentiated and specific activities aimed at
enhancing less homophobic attitudes and/or more moral
consciousness. In this way, teachers and parents’ more tolerant
perspective on this issue could be achieved.

This study aims to compare the perspective of teachers and
parents on sexually inclusive primary education. It also seeks to
determine the influence of homophobic prejudice and moral

disengagement on their viewpoints. Specifically, the study investigated:

(1) Differences in perspective on sexually inclusive primary
education between teachers and parents.

(2) The predictive role of homophobic prejudice in the perspective
on sexually inclusive primary education, separately for teachers
and parents.

(3) The predictive role of moral disengagement in the perspective
on sexually inclusive primary education, separately for teachers
and parents.

According to the available related findings, we were able to
hypothesize the following:

(1) Teachers’ perspective on sexually inclusive primary education
is less positive than parents’ corresponding perspective
(Hypothesis 1; Souza et al., 2016; Van Leent, 2017; van Leent
and Moran, 2023).

(2) Teachers' homophobic prejudice predicts negatively their
perspective on sexually inclusive primary education
(Hypothesis 2; D'Urso et al, 2023). No corresponding
hypothesis was stated for parents due to the lack of
related findings.

(3) Regarding the role of teachers and parents moral
disengagement in their perspective on sexually inclusive
primary education no hypotheses were set due to the lack of
related findings.

2 Materials and methods
2.1 Sample

Following the G*Power analysis (detailed in subsection 2.4), the
study’s participant pool consisted of 249 primary school teachers [78%

female (N=194), M,,.=43.3, SD=1.02] who taught fifth and sixth
grades'. These participants were from public schools (with a 29%

1 In Greece primary education lasts 6 years including six grades (Ministry of

Education, n.d.)
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response rate) situated in economically varied districts of Athens and
Thessaloniki, the two largest cities in Greece. Teachers from these grades
were selected because the initial introduction to topics concerning the
two sexes (a parameter partially relevant to the studied issue) occurs
within the curriculum of fifth and sixth grades (Pedagogical Institute,
n.d.). Also, the study included 268 parents [81% mothers, (N=217),
M,,.=40.8, SD=0.93] whose children attended the fifth and sixth grades
of the participating schools. The over-representation of females in both
teachers and parents, which is usually common in educational
professions and in responding to school research calls in Greece, did not
allow, from a statistical point of view, to test gender-based differences
safely in the variables involved. Finally, the pilot phase of the study was
conducted in 23 teachers [61% females, (N=14), M,,.=41.9, SD=0.91]
and in 29 parents [64% mothers, (N=19), M,,.=39.5, SD=1.14], who
were not included in the main sample.

2.2 Questionnaire

Both teachers and parents answered online a self-reported
questionnaire, which included initial demographic questions (e.g.,
gender, age) and the following three main scales:

2.2.1 Perspective on sexually inclusive education
Participants’ perspective on sexually inclusive primary education
was examined through the Attitudes Toward the Inclusion of Trans and
Gender Diverse Students Measure (Goff, 2014). The measure includes
19 statements (10 are reverse scored) regarding school-inclusive
strategies for students with diverse sexual orientation (e.g., “It is the
responsibility of school staff to stop others from making negative comments

» <«

based on gender identity or expression;” “Positive representations of trans

and gender diverse people should be included in the curriculum whenever

possible;
gender-based student harassment”). The statements, which form a

School staff should receive training on how to intervene against

unidimensional structure, are answered on a five-point Likert-type
scale (from 1=Strongly disagree to 5= Strongly agree). Higher scores on
the scale denote higher perceived sexually inclusive primary education
(Goff, 2014). Testing the measure’s psychometric properties, a principal
component analysis was applied with the main component method and
Varimax-type rotation for both teachers (KMO=0.902, Bartlett
Chi-square =2487.982, p<0.001) and parents (KMO=0.874, Bartlett
Chi-square=1847.004, p <0.001) to ensure the same factorial structure
in each case. In both cases, one factor emerged with eigenvalue >1.0
and significant interpretive value: teachers (Factor 1, explaining 65.88%
of the total variance - loadings from 0.474 to 0.791), parents (Factor 1,
explaining 69.12% of the total variance - loadings from 0.458 to 0.783).
In both cases, the internal consistency indexes were good (@=0.855 and
a=0.872 for teachers and parents, respectively).

2.2.2 Homophobic prejudice

Participants’ homophobic prejudice was investigated through the
revised Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (ATLG-R;
Herek, 2000). The scale includes 13 statements (6 are reverse scored)
regarding prejudicial attitudes toward individuals with sexual diversity
(e.g., “Male homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifestyle that
should not be condemned,” “Female homosexuality is a perversion”). The
statements, which form a unidimensional structure, are answered on a
five-point Likert-type scale (from 1= Absolutely disagree to 5= Absolutely
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agree). Higher scores on the scale denote higher homophobic prejudice
(Herek, 2000). Testing the measure’s psychometric properties, a
principal component analysis was applied with the main component
method and Varimax-type rotation for both teachers (KMO=0.841,
Bartlett Chi-square=1765.011, p<0.001) and parents (KMO=0.822,
Bartlett Chi-square=1183.182, p<0.001) to ensure the same factorial
structure in each case. In both cases, one factor emerged with eigenvalue
>1.0 and significant interpretive value: teachers (Factor 1, explaining
69.02% of the total variance - loadings from 0.405 to 0.662), parents
(Factor 1, explaining 65.43% of the total variance - loadings from 0.497
to 0.756). In both cases, the internal consistency indexes were good
(@=0.868 and a=0.841 for teachers and parents, respectively).

2.2.3 Moral disengagement

Participants’ moral disengagement was tested through the Moral
Disengagement Scale (Caprara et al., 1995). The scale includes 14
statements regarding an individual’s tendency to justify unethical
behaviors/attitudes due to the lack of moral control (e.g., “People who
get teased do not really get too sad about it”). The statements, although
they reflect different mechanisms, form a unidimensional structure, as
in previous studies (e.g., Gini, 2006), and are answered on a five-point
Likert-type scale (from 1=Strongly disagree to 5=Strongly agree).
Higher scores on the scale denote higher moral disengagement (Caprara
etal., 1995). Testing the measures psychometric properties, a principal
component analysis was applied with the main component method and
Varimax-type rotation for both teachers (KMO=0.911, Bartlett
Chi-square =3482.187, p<0.001) and parents (KMO=0.894, Bartlett
Chi-square=2798.014, p <0.001) to ensure the same factorial structure
in each case. In both cases, one factor emerged with eigenvalue >1.0 and
significant interpretive value: teachers (Factor 1, explaining 61.45% of
the total variance) and parents (Factor 1, explaining 60.08% of the total
variance). In both cases, the internal consistency indexes were good
(@=0.848 and @=0.839 for teachers and parents, respectively).

2.3 Procedure

Upon approval of the study by the Greek Institute of Educational
Policy (011/19442/A3, 02/09/2023), the principals of the randomly
selected schools were emailed, asking for them to forward the research
approval and the link to the questionnaire to the teachers of the fifth
and sixth grades as well as to parents whose children attended these
grades. The questionnaire was constructed via an online platform
(SurveyMonkey) ensuring the concealment of participants’ computer
IP addresses. Through the link, participants had access to an informed
consent form and the scales related to the variables examined.
Participants’ answers were automatically entered into the platform.
The completion of the questionnaire was estimated at about
10-15min. This procedure was followed in the pilot (September 2023)
and main study (October 2023-February 2024), meeting the research
ethical rules.

2.4 Statistical analyses
Without any missing cases, different statistical analyses were used.

For each analysis an a priori power analysis of sample size was
performed, using G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007), with power (1-f) of
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85%, medium effect (f=0.05), and an alpha error of probability
a=0.05. Differences in perspective on sexually inclusive primary
education between teachers and parents was examined via independent
samples T-test (Noncentrality parameter 6=2.47, Critical t=2.11,
df=89, Actual power: 0.84, required sample per group: N=202). The
dyadic relationships among the variables were investigated through the
Pearson (Pearson r) correlations (Noncentrality parameter §=2.38,
Critical t=2.82, df=85, Actual power: 0.84, required sample: N=208).
The predictive role of participants’ homophobic prejudice and moral
disengagement in their perspective on sexually inclusive primary
education (dependent variable) was explored via Multiple Linear
Regression using the enter method (Noncentrality parameter 6=3.09,
Critical t=2.41, df=83, Actual power: 0.85, required sample: N=205).

3 Results

3.1 Differences between teachers’ and
parents’ perspective on sexually inclusive
primary education

The findings indicated a significant difference concerning the
perspective on sexually inclusive education between teachers and
parents, ¢ (38)=4.33, p=0.001. Teachers demonstrated a less inclusive
stance (M=2.01, SD=1.28) compared to parents (M=2.33, SD=1.09).
However, it is important to point out that, within the five-point scale
used for responses, the overall attitudes of both teachers and parents
toward this matter are below the midpoint average. Indicatively, the
relevant school strategies that were supported in slightly higher
percentages by parents were the following: It is the responsibility of
school staff to stop others from making negative comments based on
gender identity or expression (71%), School districts should allow trans
and gender diverse students to participate in sports on the basis of their
gender identity, not assigned sex (65%), Positive representations of trans
and gender diverse people should be included in the curriculum
whenever possible (59%). The corresponding school strategies were
supported in lower percentages by teachers (53, 50, and 44%).

3.2 Correlations between the variables

The correlation analyses were run separately for both teachers and
parents to ensure the same pattern of correlations among the variables
in each case. Based on Table 1, in each case, the perspective on sexually
inclusive primary education was correlated negatively with
homophobic prejudice and moral disengagement, while homophobic
prejudice and moral disengagement were correlated positively with
each other. It should be mentioned that in the case of teachers most of
the correlations were stronger than in the case of parents.

3.3 The predictive role of homophobic
prejudice and moral disengagement in the
perspective on sexually inclusive primary
education

According to Table 2, it was found for teachers that primarily their
homophobic prejudice and secondarily their moral disengagement
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TABLE 1 Correlations among variables.

Parents

Teachers

10.3389/feduc.2024.1421759

Teachers Parents Teachers Parents

1. Perspective on Teachers 1
sexually inclusive | p,rones 1
primary
education
2. Homophobic Teachers —0.468** 1
prejudice Parents —-0.101* 1
3. Moral Teachers —0.249%* 0.305%* 1
disengagement Parents —0.309%% 0.112% 1

#p < 0.05; Fp < 0.01.

TABLE 2 The predictive role of homophobic prejudice and moral
disengagement in the perspective on sexually inclusive primary
education.

Participants = Predictors R? Beta t P

Teachers Homophobic 0.328 -0.359 | —5.872 | 0.001
prejudice
Moral —0.187 = —3.108 = 0.022
disengagement

Parents Homophobic 0.305 —-0.032 = —0.354  0.112
prejudice
Moral —0.338 —5.438 0.003
disengagement

Beta: standardized regression coefficient.

predicted negatively their perspective on sexually inclusive education.
Regarding parents, it seemed that only moral disengagement proved
a negative predictor of their corresponding perspective.

4 Discussion

The study undertook a comparative examination of teachers’ and
parents’ views on sexually inclusive primary education, assessing
within each group the impact of homophobic prejudice and moral
disengagement on their receptiveness to this perspective.

The research yielded four primary findings. Firstly, even with
the distinctions between the two groups, their overall perspective
remained below the midpoint (2.5) on the evaluative scale,
indicating a widespread hesitancy among Greek parents and
teachers toward embracing sexually inclusive primary education.
This hesitance is likely influenced, at least partially, by the
broader context of Greek society, which predominantly reflects
conservative views on matters of sexual diversity (Iliadou, 2020;
Karadimos, 2022). This finding could be considered awakening
for the whole school community since the main school
stakholders, such as teachers and parents, who support practices
inclusive toward students’ sexual diversities positively affect
students’ well-being and their learning (loverno, 2023;
Woolweaver et al., 2023).

Secondly, aligning with Hypothesis 1, the findings showed
that primary school teachers display a less favorable attitude

Frontiers in Education

toward sexually inclusive primary education than parents.
Teachers were notably less inclined to engage in proactive
behaviors supportive of sexually inclusive educational strategies.
This encompasses a lesser sense of duty to counter negative
comments regarding students’ gender identity or expression, a
reduced willingness to allow students to participate in sports
activities congruent with their gender identity, and weaker
support for curricula that positively represent diverse sexual
orientations. The reluctance of participating teachers toward
sexually inclusive primary education reflects earlier findings,
which identified similar attitudes among both primary school
(Souza et al.,, 2016; Van Leent, 2017) and secondary school
teachers (Aguirre et al., 2021; Francis, 2012; Kwok, 2019). These
studies noted a tendency among teachers to shy away from
discussions on homosexuality, displaying a preference for
heterosexual norms. Despite primary school teachers receiving
training on student diversity during their undergraduate
programs (e.g., Department of Primary Education, University of
the Aegean, 2023-2024), there appears to be a gap between their
theoretical knowledge on sexual diversity and their willingness
or ability to implement sexually inclusive strategies in the
classroom. This hesitation might stem from a clash with their
existing beliefs or a lack of confidence in executing such
strategies effectively.

The study highlights that teachers’ reluctance to adopt sexually
inclusive primary education is predominantly influenced by their
homophobic tendencies, aligning with Hypothesis 2. Such biased
attitudes significantly limit the adoption of supportive measures for
students of diverse sexual orientations (D'Urso et al., 2023). In
Mediterranean contexts like Greece, where educational systems may
exhibit conservative views toward sexual diversity (loverno et al.,
2016; Karadimos, 2022), such prejudices are particularly pronounced,
further
school environments.

hampering the move toward sexually inclusive

Notably, homophobic prejudice emerged as the primary barrier
to teachers’ acceptance of sexually inclusive education, overshadowing
the role of moral disengagement. This suggests that, while moral
disengagement has been identified as a factor in homophobic bullying
among students (Camodeca et al,, 2019), its impact on teachers’
inclinations toward inclusive practices is secondary. This is reinforced
by research indicating that ethnic prejudice can indirectly foster
non-inclusive behaviors through moral disengagement (lannello et al.,

2021), hinting at a more intricate interplay between these factors.
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Therefore, it appears that moral disengagement, though significant,
plays a more mediated role in influencing teachers’ attitudes toward
sexually inclusive education, primarily exacerbating the effects of
homophobic prejudice. Future research is needed to more definitively
map out these dynamics and confirm the observed patterns within the
context of teacher attitudes toward sexually inclusive education.

Thirdly, parents demonstrated a relatively more open stance
toward sexually inclusive primary education. This more open stance
aligns with previous research indicating that both primary (Van Leent
and Moran, 2023) and secondary school children’s parents
(McCormack and Gleeson, 2010; Ullman et al., 2022) generally favor
integrating gender and sexual diversity into their children’s academic
curriculum. This inclination among participating parents may
be partially attributed to a natural parental desire to safeguard their
children’s physical and psychological well-being, whether at home or
elsewhere (Brooks, 2023; Grille, 2014). The predominance of mothers
within the study’s participant pool might have further emphasized a
more tolerant and supportive view toward sexually inclusive
educational practices among the parents involved. Undoubtedly,
future related studies with a more equally gender-distributed sample
of parents could either verify or challenge these parental attitudes.

Fourthly, an intriguing finding emerged regarding how parents’
(notably mothers’) perspective on sexually inclusive education is
shaped by their level of moral disengagement and homophobic
prejudice. Similar to teachers, parents’ diminished moral judgment
regarding unethical behaviors, namely moral disengagement,
fosters a more conservative viewpoint toward sexually inclusive
education strategies. Yet, a notable difference between the two
groups emerges: parents’ views on homophobic prejudice do not
play a significant role in shaping their stance on sexually inclusive
education. This variation reflects the initial, weak correlation
yielded between parents’ moral disengagement and their attitudes
toward sexually inclusive primary education, possibly suggesting a
complex interplay of these factors.

This finding challenges traditional assumptions and invites a deeper
exploration into the complex interplay of societal norms, personal
beliefs, and educational values. Firstly, this observation may reflect a
broader societal shift toward more accepting attitudes concerning
sexual orientation and identity. As communities become more inclusive,
parents recognize the importance of mirroring these values within
educational settings, underscoring the belief that all children deserve an
environment of understanding and acceptance. Moreover, there appears
to be a nuanced distinction made by parents between their personal
prejudices and their beliefs about educational content. This separation
suggests a mature approach toward education—one that prioritizes
creating a non-discriminatory and supportive learning environment
over personal biases. It’s a testament to the idea that, within the school
gates, the focus should heavily lie on fostering respect and tolerance
among students (Frumkin et al., 2006; Kadyro and Mullabaeva, 2023).
Mothers, especially, might play a critical role in this dynamic. The
inherent desire to shield children from harm could override personal
prejudices, leading to a stronger endorsement of inclusive education
practices (Brooks, 2023; Grille, 2014). This protective instinct aligns
with the recognition that an inclusive curriculum could play a vital role
in preventing bullying and creating a safer school environment for all
students (Forlin and Chambers, 2003; Sayfulloevna, 2023). However, it’s
also worth considering that parents might not be fully aware of their
implicit biases. This lack of awareness or acknowledgement of subtle
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prejudices could contribute to the underestimation of their impact on
attitudes toward sexually inclusive education. It's a reminder of the
complex nature of prejudice and the need for ongoing self-reflection
and education. Lastly, the influence of social desirability cannot
be overlooked (Van de Mortel, 2008). In research contexts, parents
might consciously or unconsciously align their responses with what is
socially acceptable, potentially underreporting their true prejudices.
This highlights the need for careful consideration of how we interpret
data from surveys and studies on sensitive topics. Based on the above,
it could be partially explained why parents’ homophobic prejudice did
not emerge as a potential negative contributor to their perspective on
sexually inclusive primary education.

Due to specific limitations (small sample size, unequal gender-
based distribution of the sample, possibly socially acceptable
responses, restriction to quantitative data) future research directions
could be outlined. Indicatively, studies conducted on a larger sample
of teachers and parents in primary education, combining both
quantitative and qualitative data (e.g., semi-structured interviews)
and applying mediation analyses could enhance the present findings
highlighting possibly more complex patterns of relationships between
predictors (homophobic prejudice, moral disengagement) and
participants’ perspective on sexually inclusive primary education.
However, the study informs about the somehow differentiated
perspective between teachers and parents, highlighting corresponding
contributors. These findings imply the necessity of intensifying
awareness actions for the main stakeholders of the primary school
community (teachers, parents) regarding students’ sexual diversity
and their inclusion in the school environment. These actions could
be seen as an integral part of a broader curriculum-based
comprehensive sexuality education, which aims at promoting in the
school community attitudes and values respectful of individuals’
sexual rights (Mark et al., 2021) as well as knowledge about sexual
health education (Ng et al., 2024). Within these actions, differentiated
experiential activities for teachers and parents could be implemented
aimed at combating homophobic prejudices and/or strengthening
moral consciousness. These initiatives could be organized by school
psychologists and school counselors or by official Educational and
Counseling Centers, such as KE.D.A.S.Y. in Greece. In these centers
the interdisciplinary scientific personnel may collaborate with the
schools in order to train and sensitize teachers, administrators and
parents toward current psycho-educational issues such as sexually
inclusive education.
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