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In conjunction with global efforts, Israel has committed to promoting lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) students’ rights to a safe, affirming learning environment. Given Israeli society’s mostly negative perception of homosexuality as well as the growing role of religious parties in the government, the authors question the extent to which this commitment is realized. Using data from the Israeli School Climate Survey conducted in 2016 (n=909), this article documents the school experiences of LGBT students. Findings reveal that LGBT students in Israel occasionally hear homophobic remarks in schools, they experience high levels of victimization (verbal, sexual, and physical), and they report limited access to school-based supports. Moreover, school climate varies across communities in Israel. We argue that by avoiding a centralized effort to address homophobic and transphobic bullying and by allowing communities and schools to lead the way, Israel maintains its international standing while limiting its internal conflict. 
 



1. Introduction
In the past decade, national and transnational organizations have promoted lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) students’ rights to safe, affirming learning environment. In 2011, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) completed the first-ever international consultation on homophobic and transphobic bullying in schools (UNESCO, 2012a, 2012b); this work draws on international human rights frameworks such as the United Nation Convention on the Rights of the Child and Education for All initiative (Cornu, 2016). Furthermore, in 2016, UNESCO held an international ministerial meeting on violence based on sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression. Since then, 56 countries have joined a call to strengthen and scale up education sector responses to homophobic and transphobic violence, “ensuring schools are places where children and young people can learn free from threats and violence” (UNESCO, 2016). More recently, UNESCO published a brief to strengthen the routine monitoring of school violence based on sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender expression (SOGIE; UNESCO, 2019), with a focus on international large-scale assessments and other school-based surveys assessing health-related behaviors and outcomes. 
Activists around the world have worked with these global efforts and have developed their own strategies to advance the cause of LGBT students in their countries. In Israel, the focus of this article, local discourse on homophobic and transphobic bullying emerged in the early 2000s, prior to the work of transnational organizations (Pizmony-Levy, Shilo, and Pinhasi, 2009). Israeli activists and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have used various types of evidence to construct homophobic and transphobic bullying as a social problem (Knesset, 2005). They argue that bullying should be considered a problem that needs addressing. This work led to the inclusion of LGBT topics in educational programs published by the Unit for Sexual Education in the Psychological Counseling Service in the Ministry of Education in 2006 (Yedid, Rimon, and Zimmerman 2011). Reports from Israeli NGOs, however, have documented little change in LGBT students’ experience (IGY, 2016).
In 2016, Israel signed UNESCO’s Call for Action for inclusive and equitable education for all learners (Tzena, 2016). This act is quite notable. At that time, the Israeli minister of education was Naftali Bennett, the leader of the Jewish Home (Ha’bait Ha’yehudi), an Orthodox Jewish, religious Zionist, and right-wing political party. Members of the Jewish Home party are often vocal opponents of LGBT rights in Israel. Furthermore, the political coalition that formed the 34th Israeli government relied on the support of other anti-LGBT, Ultra-Orthodox Jewish parties. What, then, explains Israel’s engagement with the emerging global script on LGBT student rights? One answer may be found in a statement by Carmel Shama Hacohen, Israel’s ambassador to UNESCO: “Israel is one of the leaders of the pro-LGBT coalition and supports the idea and the [LGBT] community at every opportunity, let alone in the struggle against violence and human rights within the education system” (Tzena, 2016). This short statement illustrates an example of what scholars have identified as “homonationalism” or “pink washing,” which describes how recent Israeli governments use LGBT rights to obscure other human rights violations within Israel and the occupied territories (Gross, 2015). Another explanation is that Israel engages the emerging global script without taking meaningful actions on the ground, leaving the topic to schools and local communities.  
Comparative and international education scholars have long debated the role of global and local dynamics in shaping education policy and practice. On the one hand, world culture scholars stress the importance of international governmental and non-governmental organizations in legitimizing new ideas about the responsibilities of the nation-state (Meyer, 2010; Meyer et al., 1997). Individual nation-states later adopt these ideas, and thus, over time, education systems converge into a similar model. On the other hand, local culture scholars stress the importance of domestic factors in shaping educational realities. Here, domestic actors are seen as having agency to decide whether or not to engage with new foreign ideas (Steiner-Khamsi, 2004). Furthermore, domestic actors and conditions translate and appropriate global ideas into local reality (Anderson-Levitt, 2003; 2012). 
Pizmony-Levy (2011, 2018) offers a synthesis of world culture and local culture literatures by building on the concept of “decoupling” — a disconnection between high-level organizational policy with concrete implementation and outcomes “on the ground” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). He uses the metaphor of the optic prism to describe the theoretical model:
“[…] the light beam represents a global script formulated in and coming from world society (this script is not necessarily uniform or monolithic and could be malleable). The prism represents an individual nation-state (with its unique sociocultural characteristics) as well as subnational elements […] The refracted light—the colors of the rainbow—represents the global script after it has been negotiated and appropriated within the nation-state. In sum, this approach follows a script all the way from world society until it is implemented on the ground” (Pizmony-Levy, 2011, 604).

In this article, we examine the school experience of LGBT students in Israel to assess the implementation of the global script for addressing homophobic and transphobic bullying. Drawing from the above synthesis of world culture and local culture literatures, we explore the extent to which the school experiences of LGBT students vary across communities. Specifically, we examine two community characteristics: socioeconomic status and geographic district.
We use data from the 2016 Israeli School Climate Study (n=909). The survey asked students about their academic engagement and their exposure to homophobic remarks, victimization, and availability of school supports. To examine the role of community context, we enriched the individual-level survey data with background information about the school’s municipalities. We use these data to address two related questions:
Research question 1: To what extent do school climate variables — homophobic remarks, victimization, and school supports — vary by community characteristics?
Research question 2: What is the relationship between school climate characteristics, community characteristics, and academic engagement?
	
2. Background
The literature review weaves three lines of research to develop our argument about the potential role of communities in shaping LGBT students’ experiences. First, we review the growing literature on school climate. Second, we introduce Bronfenbrenner’s ecological framework (1988) to situate schools (and school climate) within their local community. We conceptualize community as a social context with certain norms, culture, and resources that could affect LGBT students’ experiences. Third, we briefly review the status of LGBT people in Israel. We conclude the literature review by outlining six propositions. 

2.1 School Climate 
School climate is a school improvement strategy that promotes a safer, more supportive, and more inclusive learning environment for all students (Thapa, Cohen, Guffey & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013). The U.S. National School Climate Council (2019) defines school climate as: 
…the quality and character of school life. School climate is based on patterns of students', parents' and school personnel's experience of school life and reflects norms, goals, values, interpersonal relationships, teaching and learning practices, and organizational structures.
School climate is expressed in interpersonal relations between students and between students and teachers, and these relations have great potential for creating a community that nurtures the health and well-being of its members (Smokowsky, Reynolds & Bezruczko, 1999; Witmer & Sweeney, 1992).
The past two decades witnessed a growing interest in school climate for LGBT youth (Hatzenbuehler et. al., 2014; Pizmony-Levy & Kosciw, 2016). Scholars have operationalized three key elements of school climate (Kosciw et. al., 2018). The first element is biased language. Homophobic, sexist, racist, and other types of biased language can create a hostile school environment for all students. Pervasive homophobic remarks, even if not directed toward specific individuals, delegitimize LGBT identities and can contribute to an unsafe feeling at school and create a negative learning environment. The second element is peer victimization. Direct experiences with harassment and assault can have serious consequences in students’ lives. The spectrum of peer victimization includes overt acts of aggressive behavior (e.g., verbal harassment, physical harassment, and physical assault) and relational forms of aggression that can damage peer relationships, such as spreading rumors or excluding students from peer activities. The third element is supportive resources. Several key resources may promote a safer climate and more positive school experiences for students (e.g., LGBT-supportive school personnel, LGBT-inclusive curricular materials, and anti-harassment and anti-assault policies). 
Research has demonstrated the negative impact of peer victimization on psychological adjustment and academic outcomes (Birkett, Espelage & Koenig 2009; Kosciw, Palmer, Kull & Greytak, 2013; Pizmony-Levy & Kosciw, 2016). Yet research has also documented how affirmative supports for LGBT students at school can contribute to better school climates for LGBT students, including healthier well-being and academic success (Kosciw et al., 2013; Pizmony-Levy et. al, 2008; Toomey, Ryan, Diaz & Russell, 2013; Toomey & Russell, 2013). Within this line of research, academic outcomes include achievement (GPA), educational aspirations and future plans, missing classes, skipping days of schools, and sense of belonging at school. 
The existing research is limited in two important ways. First, research on LGBT students’ school experience mostly overlooked the role of the community contexts in which schools exist. Community contexts could be associated with both school climate and students’ academic engagement (outcomes). In other words, schools in more affluent communities will be more welcoming and affirming of LGBT identities and simultaneously have students who are more academically engaged. Therefore, to confirm the association between school climate and students’ academic engagement, we must adjust for community contexts in the analysis. Second, most research on the topic is conducted in the United States (e.g., Kosciw et. al, 2016; but see: Kosciw & Pizmony-Levy, 2016). Thus, we know little about the school experience of LGBT students in other countries (Nordtveit, 2017). In this article, we aim to address these gaps by incorporating community-level variables in the analysis and by focusing on Israel. 

2.2 Schools and Communities
The Ecological Systems Theory developed by Urie Bronfenbrenner (1988) is a useful starting place for thinking about the role of communities in shaping the school climate for LGBT youth. Bronfenbrenner’s theory emphasizes studying children and youth in the context of multiple environments — also known as ecological systems — to understand their development; these systems include the family/home, school, immediate community, and larger society. The International Civic Education Study, for example, has used Ecological Systems Theory to develop a ‘nested’ framework for exploring how young people learn about citizenship through engagement with family members, school peers, and the community (Torney-Purta et al., 2001). 
	Using Bronfenbrenner’s theory, we argue that the local community could play an important role in shaping the school climate for LGBT students. We conceptualize the local community as a social context with various resources (material and symbolic) and opportunities. Schools operate within and respond to these social contexts. For this study, we operationalize the concept of local community using the local governments in Israel, including cities, local councils, and regional councils. 
Research on local communities and LGBT students’ school experience is limited (Fetner & Kush, 2008; Hatzenbuehler et. al, 2019; Kosciw, Greytak, & Diaz, 2009). Fetner and Kush (2008) found that the social contexts in which young people live deeply affect their access to Gay Straight Alliances (GSAs - extracurricular student group that offer safe spaces, social support, and opportunities for activism to LGBT students). GSAs are more common in urban or suburban settings and in regions with progressive political leanings. Furthermore, Fetner and Kush reported that schools in wealthier neighborhoods are more likely to have these support groups than schools in poorer neighborhoods. Kosciw, Greytak, and Diaz (2009) found that LGBT youth in rural communities and communities with lower adult educational attainment face particularly hostile school climates. More recently, Hatzenbuehler and his associates (2019) demonstrated the link between a local anti-LGBT campaign and the change in LGBT youth’s school experiences. Using Proposition 8 in California in 2008 (where opponents of same-sex marriage tried to limit married rights), they observed a small but robust increase in the proportion of students reporting homophobic bullying during the 2008-2009 academic year compared to previous years. 

2.3 LGBT Issues in Israel
Like other Western countries, in the past three decades Israel has liberalized considerably in state policies regarding LGBT people and has seen more social acceptance of same-sex relationships (Frank & Mceneaney, 1999; Kama, 2000). Israel is described today as one of the Western countries in which LGBT rights exist as a part of the broad modern civil rights system (Gross, 2001; Harel, 2000; Weishut, 2000). Aside from being unable to marry or to have family rights, the judicial, legal, cultural, and health systems often follow the conditions prevalent in other Western countries (ILGA, 2017). 
Despite the liberalization of state policies and the growing public discourse about the needs of the LGBT community, public opinion research shows a rather complex social context (Israel Democracy Institute, 2009). Overall, the patterns are consistent or stable over the past two decades (Smith, Son, and Kim, 2014). Findings from the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) suggest that half of Israeli adults say that ‘sexual relations between two adults of the same sex’ are always wrong; a growing share of the population, however, say same-sex relations are not wrong at all (16.8% in 1991 to 29.8% in 2008). Similar patterns are evident in a 2013 Pew survey. Only 40.0% of Israeli adults say that society should accept homosexuality. This figure is the lowest among North American and Western European countries. Nevertheless, findings from the European Social Survey show that six in ten Israelis agree that “gay men and lesbians should be free to live their own life as they wish” (61.2% in 2016). Together, these data points suggest that while Israelis feel mostly negatively about the morality of homosexuality, they demonstrate some tolerance toward LGBT individuals.  
Researchers generally agree that social factors are associated with public opinion and attitudes towards LGBT individuals, including gender, age, education, religiosity, community size, and contact with lesbian and gay people (e.g., Herek, 1984; Herek & Glunt, 1993; Pizmony-Levy & Ponce, 2012; Powell et. al., 2010). For example, about half of women in Israel (48%) express positive views of homosexuality, compared with just 31% of men (Pew, 2013). Secular Jews are more than twice as likely as those who describe themselves as traditional, religious, or ultra-Orthodox to say homosexuality should be accepted (61% vs. 26%); just two percent of Israeli Muslims share this view (Pew, 2013). Importantly, little difference exists across age groups. Overall, the peer group of contemporary LGBT youth seems to be no different than older Israelis when it comes to accepting sexual minorities. Based on these studies suggest, we hypothesize that in communities characterized with educated population and a higher quality of life, schools will be more supportive of LGBT students. Furthermore, in communities where the LGBT community is more visible and recognized, students and teachers will have more contact with LGBT people and thus schools will become more accepting of LGBT students. 
Although Israel is a relatively small state and polity, we found variation between municipalities with respect to the visibility of and engagement with the LGBT community. To illustrate this point, we reviewed the development of LGBT Pride parades in Israel. Pride parades are outdoor events celebrating LGBT culture and pride; at times these events serve as demonstrations for LGBT rights. To date, 11 cities in Israel hosted, at least once, a LGBT Pride parade (Table 1). Tel-Aviv Jaffa was the first city to host a formal parade in 1998; the parade has been marching annually since then. Seven cities began to host a parade as recently as 2012. Except for Eilat, all cities hosting a parade have high or medium socioeconomic status (SES) populations (six [54.5%] and four [36.4%], respectively).[footnoteRef:1] Most of these parades faced, at some point, some anti-LGBT protest.  [1:  Eilat is the southernmost point and a resort town. As such, the Eilat LGBT Pride parade catered to domestic and international tourists (rather than to the local LGBT community). The parade was cancelled in 2015. ] 

Table 1 – about here
2.4 Propositions
Previous research and evidence on public opinion and Pride events in Israel lead to the following propositions: 
Proposition #1a: Exposure to homophobic remarks and experience with harassment will have a negative effect on academic engagement. 

Proposition #1b: Supportive resources will have a positive effect on academic engagement. 

Proposition #2a: LGBT students in the Tel-Aviv district will report on more access to supportive resources in their schools.

Proposition #2b: LGBT students in the Tel-Aviv district will be more academically engaged. 

Proposition #3a: LGBT students in higher SES municipalities will report more access to supportive resources in their schools.

Proposition #3b: LGBT students in higher SES municipalities will be more academically engaged.

3. Data & Methods
3.1 Data Sources
Data for this study come from the 2016 Israeli School Climate Study. The authors have conducted the study with The Israeli LGBT+ Youth Organization (IGY), a professional organization dedicated to empowering LGBT youth within formal and informal education systems. Conducted every four years since 2004, the study has been valuable for exploring LGBT students’ school experiences and the relationship between school climate and academic engagement. The study is conducted to inform evidence-based solutions to K-12 schools and to support advocacy efforts. Results from previous cycles, for example, have informed the revision of the Student’s Rights Law to prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression. 
The Israeli School Climate Study is based on previous work by Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network (GLSEN) in the United States (for a comparative discussion of IGY and GLSEN surveys, see: Pizmony-Levy & Kosciw, 2016). The survey instrument was designed as a web-based, self-administered questionnaire. The first author and a research assistant independently translated the GLSEN survey instrument from English to Hebrew. They then compared the translations with the original version of the instrument and addressed ambiguities and discrepancies. They also adapted survey items to better reflect the Israeli context (see Pizmony-Levy et. al, 2008). Because the Israeli School Climate Study was not intended as a comparative study, the researchers did not perform back-translation (from Hebrew to English). Additional survey items were adapted from the Violence Monitoring Survey by the National Authority for Measurement and Evaluation in Education (RAMA in Hebrew) and from international large-scale assessments (e.g., Programme for International Student Assessment [PISA]). The research team also developed original items to gauge specific aspects of school climate. 
To evaluate the reliability of the instrument, the second author administered the survey to five students and conducted a short follow-up cognitive interview about the survey format and item wordings. For example, students requested that we include additional options on items pertaining to gender identity and sexual orientation to better capture the diversity of human experience (e.g., genderqueer, pansexual, and asexual). Also, students suggested we pay more attention to bullying related to gender expression (masculinity and femininity). We revised the instrument to incorporate students’ feedback. 
The research team used three recruitment methods to obtain a more representative sample of Israeli LGBT youth. First, we distributed the link to the study with all youth groups in IGY. In 2016, IGY operated youth groups in 40 municipalities; the majority of respondents in the sample (71.0%) are from these municipalities.[footnoteRef:2] Second, we reached out through community groups serving LGBT youth (e.g., groups serving religious youth or transgender youth). Third, we shared the link to the study via online channels and social media.[footnoteRef:3] The survey instrument was available between February 5 and March 30, 2016 to allow for maximum exposure.  [2:  Slightly more than one-third (35.3%) of respondents have participated in IGY’s social activities.]  [3:  About half of the respondents (47.7%) saw the link to the survey on IGY’s website, and a similar share of respondents (47%) saw the link on social media (Facebook – 27.3%; WhatsApp – 17.7%; Instagram – 2%). Other respondents received the link from other LGBT organizations. ] 

	
3.2 Measures 
Dependent Variables
This study examines two dependent variables: absenteeism and school belonging.
Absenteeism. The survey asked respondents to indicate how many days they did not go to school because they felt uncomfortable or unsafe at school or on the way to or from school. In the questionnaire, absenteeism was measured on a five-point scale (0 times/days, 1 time/day, 2 or 3 times/days, 4 or 5 times/days, and 6 or more times/days). Because these items had heavily skewed distribution (with majority of respondents not skipping a day of school), we recoded the variable as binary (0 = no, 1 = yes). 
School belonging. We assessed this construct with the scale that Goodenow (1993) developed for adolescents in Psychological Sense of School Membership. The measure includes 18 four-point Likert-type items, such as “Other students in my school take my opinions seriously” and “I feel like a real part of my school.” We used the mean of the 18 items, with higher scores meaning higher levels of belonging to school. The reliability of this scale was high (Cronbach's α = .91).

Independent Variables
Homophobic remarks. The survey asked respondents three items to indicate the frequency of hearing pejorative remarks (hearing “homo” or “lesbian” in a negative way and other types of homophobic remarks, such as “faggot”). These variables were measured with five-point Likert-type scale: 1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = frequently. We computed the mean of these items, with higher scores indicating higher levels of exposure to homophobic remarks at school.
Victimization. The survey asked respondents to indicate the frequency of verbal harassment (e.g., name-calling, threats), physical assault (e.g., punching, kicking), and sexual harassment (e.g., sexual remarks, inappropriately touching). These variables were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale: 1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = frequently. We computed the mean of these items, with higher scores indicating higher levels of exposure to homophobic victimization at school.

Supportive Resources for LGBT Students
 We examine five types of school resources; all of these variables were coded as binary: 0 = no; 1 = yes.
Textbooks and other resources. The survey asked respondents whether textbooks or other materials in the school library contained information about LGBT people, history, or events.
[bookmark: _Hlk12104295]Internet access to LGBT information. The survey asked respondents whether they had access to LGBT information and community websites from school computers.
LGBT-related extracurricular activities. The survey asked respondents to indicate whether their schools host guest lectures/workshops by LGBT NGOs (for detailed description of this intervention, see Eick, Rubinstein, Hertz, & Slater, 2016). This item captures activities or learning experiences that complement the academic curriculum. 
Supportive teachers. The survey asked respondents whether their school has teachers or other school staff who signal support for LGBT students.
Inclusive curriculum. The survey asked respondents whether they have learned anything positive about the LGBT community. Respondents who answered positively read a follow-up question about school subjects in which they learned about the LGBT community.

School’s Municipality
The survey asked respondents to indicate the name of the municipality in which their school was located (e.g., cities, towns, local councils, and regional councils). Using data from the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics, we match the dataset with two indicators: 
District. This indicator classifies the local authorities into five administrative/geographic districts: Tel-Aviv, Center, Jerusalem, South, and North.
Socioeconomic status of municipality. This indicator classifies the local authorities by the SES of their population. The indicator, which ranges between 1 (low) to 10 (high), summarizes variables such as demographic composition (e.g., median age and percentage of families with four or more children), educational attainment (e.g., average years of schooling and percentage of residents holding an academic degree), employment, and quality of life (e.g., average monthly income per person and average number of days abroad). We recoded the indicator into three groups: low (clusters 1-4), medium (5-6), and high (7-10). 

3.3 Control Variables
Sociodemographics. Respondents self-reported their age, gender, and sexual orientation. Gender was coded into three groups: male, female, transgender. Sexual orientation was coded into three groups: gay/lesbian, bisexual, other. 
Degree of outness. The survey asked respondents the extent to which they are “out” to people in school and to their family. The survey listed people and groups and asked respondents to indicate to whom they were out and to check all that applied: father, mother, siblings, close friend, one teacher, most teachers, school staff, and all students. The survey also asked whether respondents are not out to anyone. We generated two variables: one indicating being out to at least one person (0 = out to no one; 1 = out to anyone) and another variable indicating being out to at least one person in school (0 = out to no one at school; 1 = out to anyone at school). 

3.4 Sample
After list-wise deletion of missing information, the sample consisted of a total of 909 respondents. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for demographic characteristics of the sample. Half of the sample (54%) are women, one-quarter are men (28%), and approximately one-fifth (17%) are transgender individuals and others. One in three students (36%) identifies as gay/lesbian, slightly more than a quarter (27%) as bisexual, and close to two-fifths (37%) as other sexualities (questioning – 16%; pansexual – 8.5%; asexual – 3.52%; queer – 2.3%; other – 5.8%). The average age is 16 years (SD=1.41). Most respondents (90%) indicated they are out to at least one person; approximately two-thirds (63%) indicated they are out to at least one person at school. 
Compared to the Israeli K-12 student population, the sample includes more students from the Center district of the country and from high SES municipalities. One-fifth (19%) of Israeli students attend schools in the Center district (MOE, 2019); this figure increases to one-third (35%) in our sample. About one-third (31.6%) of Israeli students attend schools located in high SES municipalities; this figure increases to six in ten students in our sample (59%). These patterns may have implications for the findings we present below. Because respondents come from schools located in more advantaged social contexts, we may overestimate access to supportive resources (which we expect to be more common in high SES municipalities) and underestimate victimization.
Table 2 – about here
3.5 Analytical Strategy 
To address the research questions that guide this study, we begin with descriptive statistics of school climate and academic engagement. We conducted a series of Chi-Square tests and one-way ANOVA tests for independent means to compare respondents attending schools in different municipalities. Then, we conducted two separate multivariate analyses to examine the relationships between school climate indicators and academic outcomes. As absenteeism was a dichotomous outcome variable, we estimated logistic regression models (Long, 1997). For school belonging, we estimated an ordinary least square (OLS) regression. All models include a series of control variables. 

4. Results
4.1 Descriptive Patterns
We begin by exploring school climate variables (Table 2). One in five students (22%) missed days of school because of feeling unsafe. This figure is disproportionally higher compared to national estimates of three percent, as RAMA reported (2018). On average, LGBT students report a medium-level sense of belonging at school (M=2.75, SD=.89). In other words, many students do not feel accepted by or feel a part of their school community. LGBT students report frequent exposure to homophobic remarks (M=3.28, SD=1.09) and a relatively low level of experience with harassment and assault (M=1.47, SD=.63). Drawing from a comparison of the coefficient of variation for these variables, we conclude that more variance exists in exposure to homophobic remarks and experience with harassment and assault than in sense of belonging. 
School-based resources, such as supportive school personnel and inclusive curricula may help to create a more positive school climate for LGBT students. Most students (79.9%) have access to at least one school-based resource. Slightly more than half of the sample (56%) reported access to websites about LGBT issues at school; half of the sample could identify at least one school staff member whom they believe was supportive of LGBT students. We asked students whether they had been exposed to positive representations of LGBT people, history, or events at school, and one-third (35%) of respondents said that their classes included these topics. These students mentioned sex education, history, literature, social studies, and English as second language as the classes in which most often they learned about positive LGBT topics (see Figure 1). About one-quarter of students (28%) recalled attending LGBT-related extracurricular activities at their school. Only eight percent reported that their school libraries had material on sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression.
Figure 1 – about here
School climate variables vary across districts, as illustrated in Table 3. We find statistically significant variation for four variables: exposure to homophobic remarks, extracurricular activities, supportive teachers, and inclusive curriculum. Exposure to homophobic remarks is relatively low in Tel-Aviv and Jerusalem districts (M=3.07 and M=3.15, respectively). Post-hoc Scheffe test (alpha = .05) indicates LGBT students in the Tel-Aviv district are less frequently exposed to homophobic remarks than students in the southern district. Apparent differences between other districts do not reach statistical significance. As for school-based resources, students in the Tel-Aviv district are more likely than others to have access to these important supports. For example, six in ten students in Tel-Aviv (60%) could identify at least one supportive school staff member; in other districts, however, this figure drops to half of students or less (North = 50%, Jerusalem = 49%, Center = 47%, and South = 42%). 
Table 3 – about here
However, school climate variables vary to lesser extent across the SES of the schools’ municipalities (Table 4). Both outcomes — absenteeism and sense of belonging — do not vary across the SES of the municipalities. LGBT students attending schools in medium SES municipalities are exposed to more frequent homophobic remarks. As for school-based resources, students attending schools in high SES municipalities have more access to LGBT-related extracurricular activities and to positive representations of LGBT people, history, or events in lessons at their school. 
 Table 4 – about here
4.2 Multivariate Analysis
Table 5 presents findings from a logistic regression analysis for absenteeism. The first model included the characteristics of the municipalities in which schools are located (i.e., districts and SES). The second model included exposure to homophobic remarks and experience of harassment and assault in school. The third model included access to supportive resources for LGBT students. The fourth model introduced all variables simultaneously. 
Table 5 – about here
	As described above, absenteeism did not vary by the characteristics of the schools’ municipalities (Model 1). Overall, the likelihood of missing a day of school was similar regardless of school location.[footnoteRef:4] Negative school climate was associated with absenteeism among LGBT students. Frequent exposure to homophobic remarks and experiences of assault and harassment increased the likelihood of absenteeism (Model 2). The effect of exposure to homophobic remarks and experience of assault and harassment held even after controlling for the availability of school-based resources (Model 4). A change of one standard deviation in exposure to homophobic remarks increased the odds of absenteeism by a factor of 1.253 (Exp(.226)). A change of one standard deviation in experience of assault and harassment increased the odds of absenteeism by a factor of 2.440 (Exp(.892)).  [4:  Note that there is a statistically significant difference between students attending schools in the Center district and their counterparts attending schools in the South district. The pattern is easily calculated by subtracting the coefficient for the Center district from the coefficient of the South district first ([.312] – [-.307] = .619).
] 

	Model 3 suggests that students who were taught positive information about LGBT people, history, and events were less likely to miss days of school due to feeling unsafe. Although the coefficients for other school-based resources did not reach statistical significance, their negative direction is in line with main finding. Students who had access to school supports were less likely to miss days of school. The effect of inclusive curriculum, however, decreased and lost significance once we adjusted for other school climate variables (Model 4). 
Table 6 presents the findings from the OLS regression analysis for sense of belonging at school. Following the previous analysis, we estimated four models. Compared with their counterparts in Tel-Aviv, LGBT students in the Center district were less likely to feel like they belong in their school (Model 1). This coefficient declined and lost statistical significance once we adjusted for other school climate variables (Model 4). In other words, the gap in sense of belonging is associated with differences in the school climate in the Tel-Aviv and Center districts.  
Table 6 – about here
Frequent exposure to homophobic remarks and experience of assault and harassment had negative and significant relationship with sense of belonging at school (Model 2). Students who had access to important supportive resources — websites concerning LGBT issues, at least one supportive school staff member, and positive information about LGBT people, history, and events — reported higher levels of a sense of belonging (Model 3). All patterns held, though weakened, even after introducing other elements of school climate (Model 4).  
4.3 Supplemental analyses
We conducted several methodological checks on our results (available on request). First, we used ordinal logistic regression (Long, 1997) and OLS regression to analyze the original variable for absenteeism (which includes five categories). Patterns were consistent across all methods and models, suggesting that our results are not an artifact of the transformation of the original variable into a binary variable.
	Second, we analyzed the models with the original items for exposure to homophobic remarks and victimization instead of the scales. In doing so, we examined whether the original items affect outcome variables differently. Overall, patterns were consistent across all models. 
Third, we specified additional models to check for the patterns’ robustness. For example, we estimated separate models: one with districts and another with municipalities’ SES. We also estimated models without control for the variable outness. Overall, patterns were consistent across all models. 
Finally, we conducted a series of analyses in which we included various interactions among community-level characteristics and school climate variables. We explored the interactions between exposure to homophobic comments and community-level characteristics, and interactions between victimization and community-level characteristics. We then examined the interactions between school-based supports and community-level characteristics. We added these interaction terms in separate blocks to prevent complex covariance structures. In the end, we found all interactions terms to be statistically nonsignificant. That is, the effect of school climate variables on the outcome variables does not vary across communities. 

5. Discussion 
The study of school climate is critical for understanding how nation-states engage with the emerging global discourse on LGBT students’ right to safe and affirming learning environments. We posit that nation-states uphold international ideas while simultaneously allowing a disconnection between these ideas and the reality “on the ground” (i.e., “decoupling”). By avoiding a centralized effort to address homophobic and transphobic bullying and by letting communities and schools lead the way, the nation-state — in this case Israel — can maintain its international standing with limited internal conflict (Pizmony-Levy, 2011).
	Using an original survey of LGBT students in Israel (n=909), our analysis indicates that Israeli schools are often not safe or affirming environments for LGBT youth. Homophobic remarks at school and experiences of anti-LGBT victimization are common. This pattern suggests that even after a decade of local public discourse on the rights of LGBT students and official commitments to address homophobic and transphobic bullying, the reality “on the ground” remains harsh. Furthermore, our analysis indicates that different elements of school climate vary across community characteristics. LGBT students attending schools in the Tel-Aviv district, where the LGBT movement is more visible and celebrated (e.g., Gay Pride events since 1998), are more likely than others to have access to supportive resources, including supportive teachers, inclusive curriculum, and guest lectures by LGBT NGOs (Proposition 2a). Also, LGBT students attending schools in the Tel-Aviv district are less likely to be exposed to homophobic remarks.  
	Following past research on the link between SES and acceptance of LGBT people, we expected to find variation in school climate related to the SES of the local community. We operationalized SES using the official classification of local authorities by the socioeconomic level of their population (e.g., median age, percentage of residents holding an academic degree, and average monthly income per person). Our analysis, however, provides only partial support for this expectation. While LGBT students attending schools in higher SES communities are more likely than others to have access to supportive resources (Proposition 3a), the pattern is not linear. As illustrated in Table 4, LGBT students attending schools in low SES communities are more likely than their peers in medium SES communities to have access to supportive resources. We suspect that this pattern is due to the inclusion of Jerusalem in the low SES cluster. Being the capital of Israel and having a vibrant LGBT community, Jerusalem may provide more resources for LGBT students. Indeed, once we remove Jerusalem from the low SES cluster, the patterns become more linear (information available upon request).
Results from multivariate analysis corroborate past research on the correlation between different elements of school climate and LGBT youths’ academic engagement (Pizmony-Levy et. al, 2008; Pizmony-Levy & Kosciw, 2016). On one hand, we found that hearing homophobic remarks and experiencing victimization significantly related to both indicators of academic engagement (i.e., absenteeism and school belonging; Proposition 1a). On the other hand, we found that availability of supportive resources linked to school belonging but not to absenteeism (Proposition 1b). Importantly, our models adjust for schools’ social context. That is, the association between school climate and LGBT youths’ academic engagement exists net of the effect of the district and the community’s SES. This analysis strengthens previous research by addressing omitted variables that could lead to misspecification of the regression. 
One might have suspected that LGBT students attending schools in the Center district, with close proximity to the Tel-Aviv district, would benefit from a more accepting and affirming school climate. However, our findings indicate this is not the case. One possible explanation for this pattern is that unlike the Tel-Aviv district, which has had more than two decades of organized, visible, and consistent LGBT life, municipalities in the Center district have only recently hosted a more vibrant and visible LGBT life (see Table 1 on LGBT Pride celebrations). The relative low indicators of school climate and academic engagement among LGBT students in the Center district may echo the fact that municipalities in this district are late adopters. Other explanations are also possible, and future research could look into the structure and culture of community life across different districts to explain the patterns we report here.
The evident variation in how schools and communities engage with homophobic and transphobic bullying allows powerholders and activists to see “what is possible” (Foshay, 1962). This variation also highlights the disconnect between the Israeli Ministry of Education’s public statements and the implementation of the global script into action. In communities that are more accepting of LGBT people, educators and students are doing a better job of promoting the rights of LGBT youth by providing more resources and reducing exposure to biased language.  
We have identified three limitations to our study. First, the 2016 Israeli School Climate Study was administrated only in Hebrew. However, the Israeli population is a linguistically and culturally diverse community; this means that the survey was less accessible to Arabic and Russian speakers in Israel. This limitation may explain the relatively low representation of the Arab minority in the sample. Second, the data refer to two indicators of academic engagement (i.e., absenteeism and school belonging). Other potential indicators with life-long implications include GPA, high school matriculation certificate (Bagrut), and enrollment in higher education. This analysis is beyond the scope of our research as it requires longitudinal research design, but we believe that further research should examine these outcomes. Third, the data is based on a non-random sample of LGBT youth in Israel and collected through out-of-school channels. This limitation may explain why the sample includes more students from the Center district and from high SES municipalities.  
Future research on school climate and LGBT students could develop in four ways. First, quantitative analysis of school climate trends over time could shed light on how educational systems change with respect to engagement with global educational movements and global scripts— such as those advancing the cause of LGBT students. Second, future directions could include SOGIE-related items in international and national educational surveys (UNESCO, 2019). This approach will enable researchers to compare sexual minorities and other students across different outcomes (for discussion on potential challenges, see: Cimpian & Herrington, 2017). Third, comparative research of school climate and the experience of LGBT students could shed light on the role of national characteristics, including the location of power and authority (e.g., centralized vs. decentralized systems), values, religion/religiosity, and engagement with transnational organizations that champion the rights of LGBT students. Finally, quantitative and qualitative analysis of the diffusion of LGBT-related innovations across the educational system could shed light on the social processes that create different opportunities for LGBT students.
	This study has implications for the United Nations’ Agenda 2030. The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), with their targets and implementation plans, represent a comprehensive blueprint for eliminating extreme poverty, reducing inequality, and protecting the planet. Education plays a central role in achieving Agenda 2030 and is identified as a standalone goal (SDG #4). However, none of the SDGs and targets mention LGBT people or the words “sexual orientation” or “gender identity.” Our findings suggest that Agenda 2030 must consider school climate to secure equal opportunities for LGBT students and other marginalized groups. As the international community makes progress on Agenda 2030, policymakers should incorporate clear indicators on school climate for LGBT students as part of Targets 4.5 (gender equality and inclusion) and 4.7 of the SDGs (education for sustainable development and global citizenship). Requiring countries to document the school experiences of LGBT students may contribute to mainstreaming this topic in educational development.

References
Anderson-Levitt, K. M. (2012). Complicating the concept of culture. Comparative education, 48(4), 441-454.
Anderson-Levitt, K. M. (Ed.). (2003). Local meanings, global schooling: Anthropology and world culture theory. Springer.
Birkett, M., Espelage, D. L., & Koenig, B. (2009). LGB and questioning students in schools: The moderating effects of homophobic bullying and school climate on negative outcomes. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 38(7): 989-1000.‏
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1988) Interacting systems in human development. In N. Bolger, C. Caspi, G. Downey and M. Moorehouse (Eds.), Persons in context: Developmental processes (pp.25–50). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Cimpian, J. R., & Herrington, C. D. (2017). Editors’ introduction: Introducing a methodological research collection on pressing issues for LGBTQ students. Educational Researcher, 46(9): 495–497
Cornu, C. (2016). Preventing and addressing homophobic and transphobic bullying in education: A human rights–based approach using the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. Journal of LGBT Youth, 13(1-2), 6-17.
Eick, U., Rubinstein, T., Hertz, S., & Slater, A. (2016). Changing attitudes of high school students in Israel toward homosexuality. Journal of LGBT Youth, 13(1-2), 192-206.
Fetner, T., & Kush, K. (2008). Gay-straight alliances in high schools: Social predictors of early adoption. Youth & Society, 40(1), 114-130.
Foshay, A. W. (1962). Educational Achievements of Thirteen-year Olds in Twelve Countries: Results of an International Research Project, 1959-61. UNESCO.
Frank, D. J., & McEneaney, E. H. (1999). The individualization of society and the liberalization of state policies on same-sex sexual relations, 1984–1995. Social Forces, 77(3), 911-943.
Goodenow, C. (1993). The psychological sense of school membership among adolescents: Scale development and educational correlates. Psychology in the Schools, 30(1), 79-90.
Gross, A. (2001). Challenges to compulsory heterosexuality: Recognition and nonrecognition of same-sex couples in Israeli law. In R. Wintemute & M. Andenaes (Eds.) Legal recognition of same-sex partnerships: A study of national, European and international law (pp. 391–414). Oxford: Hart. 
Gross, E. (2015). The Politics of LGBT rights in Israel. Colombia Human Rights Law Review 46(2): 81-152.
Harel, A. (2000). The rise and fall of the Israeli gay legal revolution. Columbia Human Rights Law Review, 31(2), 443–471.
Hatzenbuehler, M. L., Shen, Y., Vandewater, E. A., & Russell, S. T. (2019). Proposition 8 and homophobic bullying in California. Pediatrics, 143(6), e20182116.
Hatzenbuehler, M. L., Birkett, M., Van Wagenen, A., & Meyer, I. H. (2014). Protective school climates and reduced risk for suicide ideation in sexual minority youths. American journal of public health, 104(2), 279-286.
Herek, G. M. (1984). Attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: A factor-analytic study. Journal of Homosexuality, 10(1-2), 39-51.
Herek, G. M., & Glunt, E. K. (1993). Interpersonal contact and heterosexuals’ attitudes toward gay men: Results from a national survey. Journal of sex research, 30(3), 239-244.
IGY (2016). Israeli School Climate Survey 2016. Tel-Aviv, Israel: IGY. http://igy.org.il/download.php?attachment&fid=157 
ILGA (2017). State-Sponsored Homophobia - A World Survey of Sexual Orientation Laws: Criminalization, Protection and Recognition. 12th Edition. https://ilga.org/ilga-state-sponsored-homophobia-report-2017 
Israel Democracy Institute (2009). Views towards the LGBT community: Was the writing on the wall before the attack? https://www.idi.org.il/articles/9531 
Kama, A. (2000). From terra incognita to terra firma: The logbook of the voyage of gay men's community into the Israeli public sphere. Journal of Homosexuality, 38(4), 133-162.
Knesset (2005, May 31). Protocol of joined meeting of the Committee on the Status of Women and Gender Equality and the Committee on Education, Culture, and Sports. Jerusalem: Knesset 16th.
Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., & Diaz, E. M. (2009). Who, what, where, when, and why: Demographic and ecological factors contributing to hostile school climate for lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth. Journal of youth and adolescence, 38(7), 976-988.
Kosciw, J. G., & Pizmony-Levy, O. (2016). International perspectives on homophobic and transphobic bullying in schools. Journal of LGBT youth, 13(1-2), 1-5.
Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., Giga, N. M., Villenas, C., & Danischewski, D. J. (2016). The 2015 National School Climate Survey: The Experiences of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer Youth in Our Nation's Schools. New York: Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN). 
Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., Zongrone, A. D., Clark, C. M., & Truong, N. L. (2018). The 2017 National School Climate Survey: The Experiences of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer Youth in Our Nation's Schools. Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN).
Kosciw, J. G., Palmer, N. A., Kull, R. M., & Greytak, E. A. (2013). The effect of negative school climate on academic outcomes for LGBT youth and the role of in-school supports. Journal of School Violence, 12(1), 45-63.
Meyer, J. W. (2010). World society, institutional theories, and the actor. Annual review of sociology, 36, 1-20.
Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony. American journal of sociology, 83(2), 340-363.
Meyer, J. W., Boli, J., Thomas, G. M., & Ramirez, F. O. (1997). World society and the nation-state. American Journal of sociology, 103(1), 144-181.
Nordtveit, B. H. (2017). CER news: Sexual diversity, marginalization, and the Comparative Education Review. CIES Perspective. Available online: http://www.cies.us/
Pew Research Center (2013). The Global Divide on Homosexuality. Retrieved from: http://www.pewglobal.org/2013/06/04/the-global-divide-on-homosexuality/
Pizmony-Levy, O. (2011). Bridging the global and local in understanding curricula scripts: The case of environmental education. Comparative Education Review, 55(4), 600-633.
Pizmony-Levy, O. (2018). Compare globally, interpret locally: international assessments and news media in Israel. Globalisation, Societies and Education, 1-19.
Pizmony-Levy, O., & Kosciw, J. G. (2016). School climate and the experience of LGBT students: A comparison of the United States and Israel. Journal of LGBT Youth, 13(1-2), 46-66.
Pizmony-Levy, O., & Ponce, A. (2013). Framing strategies and public support for the legalization of marriage between two people of the same sex. Sociological Perspectives, 56(2), 169-190.
Pizmony-Levy, O., Kama, A., Shilo, G., & Lavee, S. (2008). Do my teachers care I'm gay? Israeli lesbigay school students' experiences at their schools. Journal of LGBT Youth, 5(2), 33-61.
Pizmony-Levy, O., Shilo, G., & Pinhasi, B. (2009). Is there a new Israeli gay teenager? Journal of LGBT Youth, 6(4), 340-368.
Powell, B., Blozendahl, C., Geist, C., & Steelman, L. C. (2010). Counted out: Same-sex relations and Americans' definitions of family. Russell Sage Foundation.
Smith, T. W., Son, J., & Kim, J. (2014). A Compilation of Cross-national Studies of Attitudes towards Homosexuality and Gay Rights. Williams Institute, UCLA School of Law. Retrieved from: https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Public-Attitudes-toward-Homosexuality-table.pdf
Smokowsky, P. R. Reynolds, A. J., & Bezruczko, N. (1999). Resilience and protective factors in adolescence: An autobiographical perspective from disadvantaged youth. Journal of School Psychology, 37(4): 425-448.
Steiner-Khamsi, G. (Ed.). (2004). The global politics of educational borrowing and lending. Teachers College Press.
Thapa, A., Cohen, J., Guffey, S., & Higgins-D’Alessandro, A. (2013). A review of school climate research. Review of educational research, 83(3), 357-385.
The US National School Climate Council (2019). What is School Climate? https://www.schoolclimate.org/about/our-approach  
Toomey, R. B., & Russell, S. T. (2013). Gay-straight alliances, social justice involvement, and school victimization of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and queer youth: Implications for school well-being and plans to vote. Youth & Society, 45(4), 500-522.
Toomey, R. B., Ryan, C., Diaz, R. M., Card, N. A., & Russell, S. T. (2013). Gender-nonconforming lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth: school victimization and young adult psychosocial adjustment.
Torney-Purta, J., Lehmann, R., Oswald, H., & Schulz, W. (2001). Citizenship and education in twenty-eight countries: Civic knowledge and engagement at age fourteen. Amsterdam, Netherlands: IEA Secretariat. 
Tzena,. S. (July 24, 2016). Israel signed the UNESCO Convention on Education against Homophobia in schools. Israel Hayom. https://www.israelhayom.co.il/article/399739 
UNESCO (2016). Countries support a Call for Action on homophobic and transphobic violence. http://www.unesco.org/new/en/media-services/single-view/news/countries_support_a_call_for_action_on_homophobic_and_transp/ 
UNESCO (2019). Bringing it out in the open: monitoring school violence based on sexual orientation, gender identity or gender expression in national and international surveys. Paris, France: Author. Retrieved from https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000367493 
UNESCO. (2012a). Review of homophobic bullying in educational institutions. Paris, France: Author. Retrieved from http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0021/002157/215708e.pdf
UNESCO. (2012b). Education sector responses to homophobic bullying. Paris, France: Author. Retrieved from http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0021/002164/216493e.pdf
Weishut, D. J. (2000). Attitudes toward homosexuality: An overview. Israel Journal of Psychiatry and Related Sciences, 37(4), 308-319.
Witmer, J. M. & Sweeney, T. J. (1992). A holistic model for wellness and prevention over the life span. Journal of Counseling and Development, 71(1):140-149.
Yedid, N., Rimon, Y., & Zimmerman, S. (2011). The Ministry of Education's policy on LGBT: Between" laying the cards on the table" and the General Director's circular against homophobia. Mifgash: Journal of Social-Educational Work. 

Table 1: Cities in Israel hosting a formal LGBT Pride parade, socioeconomic cluster and district

	First Pride parade
	Locality
	Socioeconomic 
cluster
	Socioeconomic
group
	District

	1998
	Tel-Aviv Jaffa
	8
	High
	Tel-Aviv

	2002
	Eilat
	6
	Medium
	South

	2002
	Jerusalem
	3
	Low
	Jerusalem

	2003
	Haifa
	7
	High
	North

	2012
	Hadera
	6
	Medium
	North

	2012
	Petah Tikva
	7
	High
	Center

	2012
	Ra'anana
	8
	High
	Center

	2012
	Rishon LeZion
	7
	High
	Center

	2013
	Ashdod
	5
	Medium
	South

	2017
	Be'er Sheva 
	5
	Medium
	South

	2018
	Kfar Saba
	8
	High
	Center


Note: Socioeconomic groups: low (clusters 1-4), medium (clusters 5-6), and high (clusters 7-10)



Table 2: Metrics, means, and standard deviations for variables of interest
	Variable
	Metrics
	Mean
	SD

	Absenteeism
	0=no, 1=yes
	.22
	

	
	
	
	

	Sense of belonging at school
	Average of 18 items; 1=strongly disagree to 4=strongly agree
	2.75
	.59

	
	
	
	

	Exposure to homophobic remarks
	Average of 3 items;
1=never to 5=frequently
	3.28
	1.09

	
	
	
	

	Experience with harassment and assault
	Average of 3 items;
1=never to 5=frequently
	1.47
	.63

	
	
	
	

	Supportive resources for LGBT students
	
	
	

	Books and other resources in school library
	0=no, 1=yes
	.08
	

	Access to websites in school
	0=no, 1=yes
	.56
	

	Extracurricular activities
	0=no, 1=yes
	.28
	

	Supportive teachers
	0=no, 1=yes
	.50
	

	Inclusive curriculum
	0=no, 1=yes
	.35
	

	
	
	
	

	Socioeconomic cluster of locality
	
	
	

	Low (clusters 1-4)
	0=no, 1=yes
	.16
	

	Medium (clusters 5-6)
	0=no, 1=yes
	.25
	

	High (clusters 7-10)
	0=no, 1=yes
	.59
	

	
	
	
	

	District of locality
	
	
	

	Tel-Aviv
	0=no, 1=yes
	.19
	

	Center
	0=no, 1=yes
	.35
	

	Jerusalem
	0=no, 1=yes
	.11
	

	South 
	0=no, 1=yes
	.12
	

	North
	0=no, 1=yes
	.22
	

	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	

	Men
	0=no, 1=yes
	.28
	

	Women
	0=no, 1=yes
	.54
	

	Transgender 
	0=no, 1=yes
	.03
	

	Other
	0=no, 1=yes
	.14
	

	
	
	
	

	Age
	Years
	15.94
	1.41

	
	
	
	

	Sexual Orientation
	
	
	

	Gay/Lesbian
	0=no, 1=yes
	.36
	

	Bisexual
	0=no, 1=yes
	.27
	

	Other
	0=no, 1=yes
	.37
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	“Out” to anyone
	0=no, 1=yes
	.10
	

	“Out” to anyone at school 
	0=no, 1=yes
	.63
	

	
	
	
	





Table 3: Means for variables of interest, by district
	
	Tel-Aviv
	Center
	Jerusalem
	South
	North

	Absenteeism
	.19
	.24
	.25
	.16
	.21

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sense of belonging at school	
	2.84
	2.70
	2.72
	2.71
	2.77

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Exposure to homophobic remarks a
	3.07
	3.31
	3.15
	3.48
	3.38

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Experience with harassment and assault
	1.42
	1.47
	1.60
	1.47
	1.47

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supportive resources for LGBT students
	
	
	
	
	

	Books and other resources in school library
	.08
	.09
	.08
	.04
	.11

	Access to websites in school
	.60
	.54
	.60
	.52
	.55

	Extracurricular activities b
	.38
	.29
	.30
	.15
	.23

	Supportive teachers b
	.60
	.47
	.49
	.42
	.50

	Inclusive curriculum b
	.44
	.34
	.40
	.22
	.33

	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: a One-way ANOVA is significant, p < .05; b Chi-Square test is significant, p < .05



Table 4: Means for variables of interest, by socioeconomic cluster 
	
	Low
SES
	Medium
SES
	High
SES

	Absenteeism
	.25
	.19
	.22

	
	
	
	

	Sense of belonging at school
	2.75
	2.71
	2.76

	
	
	
	

	Exposure to homophobic remarks a
	3.17
	3.50
	3.22

	
	
	
	

	Experience with harassment and assault
	1.53
	1.49
	1.45

	
	
	
	

	Supportive resources for LGBT students
	
	
	

	Books and other resources in school library
	.08
	.07
	.09

	Access to websites in school
	.55
	.50
	.59

	Extracurricular activities b
	.21
	.18
	.34

	Supportive teachers
	.45
	.48
	.52

	Inclusive curriculum b
	.34
	.27
	.38

	
	
	
	


Note: a One-way ANOVA is significant, p < .05; b Chi-Square test is significant, p < .05




Table 5: Unstandardized coefficients for logistic regression of missing days of school (n=909)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	
	
	
	

	District: Jerusalem
	.109
	-.142
	.130
	-.155

	
	(.374)
	(.390)
	(.374)
	(.391)

	
	
	
	
	

	District: North
	.072
	-.095
	.015
	-.140

	
	(.267)
	(.280)
	(.271)
	(.283)

	
	
	
	
	

	District: Center
	.312
	.180
	.215
	.104

	
	(.235)
	(.246)
	(.239)
	(.248)

	
	
	
	
	

	District: South
	-.307
	-.495
	-.441
	-.577

	
	(.347)
	(.360)
	(.350)
	(.361)

	
	
	
	
	

	SES: Medium 
	-.317
	-.439
	-.323
	-.438

	
	(.301)
	(.313)
	(.299)
	(.312)

	
	
	
	
	

	SES: Top
	-.311
	-.314
	-.229
	-.259

	
	(.296)
	(.308)
	(.298)
	(.310)

	
	
	
	
	

	Exposure to homophobic remarks
	
	.265**
	
	.226*

	
	
	(.088)
	
	(.090)

	
	
	
	
	

	Experience with harassment
	
	.890***
	
	.892***

	
	
	(.134)
	
	(.136)

	
	
	
	
	

	Books and resources in library
	
	
	-.192
	-.074

	
	
	
	(.329)
	(.339)

	
	
	
	
	

	Access to websites in schools
	
	
	-.158
	.003

	
	
	
	(.171)
	(.180)

	
	
	
	
	

	Extracurricular activities
	
	
	-.110
	-.100

	
	
	
	(.209)
	(.217)

	
	
	
	
	

	Supportive teachers
	
	
	-.211
	-.271

	
	
	
	(.176)
	(.184)

	
	
	
	
	

	Inclusive curriculum
	
	
	-.552**
	-.388

	
	
	
	(.203)
	(.211)

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-.677
	-4.094***
	-.638
	-3.844**

	
	
	
	
	

	Controls included
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	
	

	pseudo R2
	.022
	.101
	.041
	.110

	AIC
	959.711
	889.051
	951.836
	889.812

	BIC
	1027.083
	966.049
	1043.271
	990.871


Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Controls: Age, gender, sexual orientation, and outness 
Reference categories: District – Tel-Aviv, SES – low
Table 6: Unstandardized coefficients for OLS regression of sense of belonging (n=909)
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	
	
	
	

	District: Jerusalem
	-.114
	-.063
	-.129
	-.078

	
	(.091)
	(.084)
	(.081)
	(.077)

	
	
	
	
	

	District: North
	-.056
	-.008
	-.014
	.021

	
	(.062)
	(.058)
	(.056)
	(.053)

	
	
	
	
	

	District: Center
	-.157**
	-.106*
	-.080
	-.050

	
	(.055)
	(.051)
	(.050)
	(.047)

	
	
	
	
	

	District: South
	-.095
	-.038
	-.003
	.029

	
	(.077)
	(.071)
	(.069)
	(.065)

	
	
	
	
	

	SES: Medium 
	-.064
	-.021
	-.066
	-.037

	
	(.072)
	(.066)
	(.065)
	(.061)

	
	
	
	
	

	SES: Top
	.009
	.003
	-.053
	-.050

	
	(.072)
	(.067)
	(.065)
	(.061)

	
	
	
	
	

	Exposure to homophobic remarks
	
	-.148***
	
	-.104***

	
	
	(.018)
	
	(.017)

	
	
	
	
	

	Experience with harassment
	
	-.202***
	
	-.193***

	
	
	(.030)
	
	(.028)

	
	
	
	
	

	Books and resources in library
	
	
	-.011
	-.055

	
	
	
	(.064)
	(.060)

	
	
	
	
	

	Access to websites in schools
	
	
	.174***
	.124***

	
	
	
	(.037)
	(.035)

	
	
	
	
	

	Extracurricular activities
	
	
	.020
	.025

	
	
	
	(.043)
	(.040)

	
	
	
	
	

	Supportive teachers
	
	
	.264***
	.268***

	
	
	
	(.037)
	(.035)

	
	
	
	
	

	Inclusive curriculum
	
	
	.327***
	.263***

	
	
	
	(.040)
	(.039)

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	2.606***
	3.765***
	2.542***
	3.487***

	
	
	
	
	

	Controls included
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	.026
	.174
	.218
	.311

	AIC
	1620.172
	1472.127
	1425.300
	1312.521

	BIC
	1687.545
	1549.124
	1516.734
	1413.580


Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Controls: Age, gender, sexual orientation, and outness 
Reference categories: District – Tel-Aviv, SES – low


Figure 1: Positive representations of LGBTI-related topics taught in class
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