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ABSTRACT	

School	discrimination	and	violence	against	children	and	youth	with	non-normative	sexual	

orientation,	 gender	 identity	 and	 expression	 (SOGIE)	 is	 an	 issue	 of	 concern	 across	 the	

globe.	 International	 institutions	 and	 civil	 society	 organizations	 have	 called	 on	 the	

international	 community	 to	 build	 comprehensive	 education	 sector	 responses	 to	

homophobia,	 lesbophobia,	 biphobia	 and	 transphobia.	 Previous	 studies	 have	 shown	 that	

the	existence	of	diverse	forms	of	school	support	is	associated	with	positive	outcomes	for	

students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE.	 This	 paper	 explores	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	

presence	 of	 supportive	 school	 staff	 members	 and	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	 among	 queer	

students	 in	Brazil,	Mexico,	Peru	and	Uruguay.	Using	 individual-level	data	from	the	2015-

2016	National	School	Climate	Surveys	fielded	in	those	four	Latin	American	countries,	in	a	

multivariate	 regression	model,	 I	 find	 that	 the	 presence	 of	 welcoming	 staff	 members	 is	

correlated	 with	 reduced	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	 caused	 by	 feelings	 of	 unsafety	 or	

discomfort	 among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE.	 When	 I	 differentiate	 my	

relationship	of	interest	based	on	students’	gender	identity,	I	obtain	mixed	results.	
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RESUMEN	

La	 discriminación	 y	 violencia	 escolar	 contra	 niñes	 y	 jóvenes	 con	 orientaciones	 sexuales,	

identidades	y	expresiones	de	género	(OSIEG)	no	normativas	es	un	fenómeno	preocupante	

en	 todo	 el	 mundo.	 Entre	 otros,	 organismos	 internacionales	 y	 organizaciones	 de	 la	

sociedad	 civil,	 han	 pedido	 a	 la	 comunidad	 internacional	 que	 se	 desarrollen	 respuestas	

integrales	 del	 sector	 educativo	 contra	 la	 homofobia,	 lesbofobia,	 bifobia	 y	 transfobia.	

Estudios	anteriores	han	demostrado	que	la	presencia	de	diversas	formas	de	apoyo	escolar	

está	 asociada	 con	 resultados	 positivos	 entre	 estudiantes	 con	OSEIG	 no	 normativa.	 Este	

documento	 se	 centra	 en	 explorar	 la	 relación	 existente	 entre	 la	 presencia	 de	 personal	

escolar	empático	y	 los	niveles	de	ausentismo	entre	estudiantes	queer	en	Brasil,	México,	

Perú	 y	 Uruguay.	 Usando	 datos	 obtenidos	 de	 la	 Encuestas	 Nacionales	 de	 Clima	 Escolar,	

aplicadas	 durante	 el	 año	 escolar	 2015-2016	 en	 estos	 cuatro	 países	 de	 América	 Latina,	

mediante	modelos	 de	 regresión	multivariada,	 encuentro	que	 la	 presencia	 de	 apoyo	por	

parte	del	personal	escolar	está	correlacionada	con	reducción	en	los	niveles	de	ausentismo	

escolar	 causados	por	 sentimientos	de	 inseguridad	o	 incomodidad	entre	estudiantes	 con	

OSEIG	no	normativa.	En	contraste,	al	momento	de	diferenciar	mi	 relación	de	 interés	en	

torno	a	la	identidad	de	género	de	les	estudiantes,	obtengo	resultados	mixtos.	
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INTRODUCTION	

From	 the	 early	 stages	 of	 life,	 children	 and	 youth	 with	 non-normative	 sexual	

orientation,	gender	identity,	or	expression	(SOGIE)	suffer	from	violence	and	discrimination	

(UN	 Committee	 on	 the	 Rights	 of	 the	 Child,	 2015).1	According	 to	 UNESCO,	 educational	

settings	are	no	exception	(UNESCO,	2015).	SOGIE-based	violent	and	discriminatory	acts	in	

schools	violate	a	number	of	human	rights,	 including	 the	rights	 to	education,	 freedom	of	

expression,	and	equality	and	non-discrimination	(IACHR,	2015).	

Previous	 studies	 have	 shown	 that	 homophobic	 and	 transphobic	 bullying	 are	

associated	with	outcomes	ranging	from	feelings	of	unsafety	in	the	United	States	(Kosciw	J.	

G.,	 2016)	 to	 isolation	 in	 European	 countries	 (Formby,	 2013)	 and	 low	 academic	

achievement	 in	Australia	 (Smith,	2014).	Other	 studies	have	 suggested	 that,	 for	 students	

with	 non-normative	 SOGIE,	 hostile	 educational	 environments	 are	 positively	 correlated	

with	school	absenteeism	and	drop	out	rates.	In	Argentina,	for	instance,	a	national	survey	

of	 transgender	 women	 found	 that	 only	 36%	 of	 respondents	 were	 able	 to	 finish	 their	

primary	 studies,	while	only	 16%	obtained	 their	 high	 school	 diplomas	 (State	of	Argetina,	

2013).		

In	turn,	early	school	leaving	and	high	rates	of	absenteeism	may	constrain	the	labor	

market	opportunities	of	children	and	youth	with	non-normative	SOGIE	(Lee	Badget,	2014),	

and	 could	 restrict	 their	 access	 even	 to	minimum	wage	 jobs	 (IACHR,	 2017).	 Indeed,	 the	

Inter-American	Commission	on	Human	Rights	 reports	 that	 the	cycle	of	exclusion	against	

																																																								
1	For	the	purposes	of	this	study,	I	will	use	the	term	“children	and	youth	with	non-normative	SOGIE”	to	refer	
to	children,	adolescents	and	young	adults	who	identify	as	non-heterosexual	and/or	whose	gender	identity	is	
different	from	cisgender,	or	who	are	perceived	as	such	as	a	consequence	of	their	personal	manifestation	of	
their	gender.	
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people	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 frequently	 begins	 at	 home	 and	 school,	 and	 that	 its	

victims	are	more	often	than	not	left	in	poverty	(IACHR,	2017).	As	a	response,	UNESCO	has	

recently	called	on	the	international	community	to	build	“comprehensive	education	sector	

responses”	to	address	homophobia	and	transphobia,	highlighting,	among	other	remedies,	

the	importance	of	having	school	staff	to	facilitate	healthier	environments	(UNESCO,	2015).	

The	presence	of	 supportive	 staff	has	been	 found	 to	be	predictive	of	 lower	absenteeism	

rates	among	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE	(Kosciw	et	al.,	2014).	

In	 Latin	 America,	 the	 availability	 of	 data	 on	 discrimination	 and	 violence	 towards	

persons	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE,	 including	 data	 related	 to	 homophobia	 and	

transphobia	 in	 educational	 settings,	 is	 limited	 (IACHR,	 2015)	 (UNESCO,	 2015).	 As	 a	

consequence,	between	2015	and	2016,	a	group	of	civil	society	organizations	 from	seven	

Latin	 American	 countries	 conducted	 their	 first	 National	 Surveys	 on	 School	 Climate.2	All	

seven	national	survey	reports	have	echoed	previous	studies	 in	suggesting	an	association	

between	 having	 access	 to	 supportive	 staff	 members	 and	 lower	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	

among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 (100%	 Diversidad	 y	 Derechos,	 2016;	

Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	 Gays,	 Bissexuais,	 Travestis	 e	 Transexuais,	 2016;	

Colombia	 Diversa	 y	 Sentiido,	 2016;	 Fundación	 Arcoiris,	 2015;	 PROMSEX,	 2016;	 Ovejas	

Negras,	2016;	Todo	Mejora	Chile,	2016).	

																																																								
2	These	 organizations	 were:	 100%	 Diversidad	 y	 Derechos	 in	 Argentina;	 Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	
Gays,	Bissexuais,	Travestis	e	Transexuais	in	Brazil;	Todo	Mejora	Chile	in	Chile;	Sentiido	and	Colombia	Diversa	
in	 Colombia;	 Fundación	 Arcoiris	 in	 Mexico;	 PROMSEX	 in	 Peru,	 and	 Colectivo	 Ovejas	 Negras	 in	 Uruguay.		
These	surveys	were	fielded	with	the	support	of	GLSEN	(pronounced	“glisten”	and	formerly	called	Gay	and	
Lesbian	 Independent	 School	 Teachers	 Network),	 the	 leading	 organization	 working	 on	 building	 safe	
educational	 environments	 for	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 in	 the	 United	 States.	 Among	 the	
participant	organizations,	only	Fundación	Arcoiris	from	Mexico	had	already	implemented	a	national	survey	
on	school	violence	toward	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE.	This	survey	was	fielded	in	2012.		
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The	present	study	aims	to	broaden	the	scope	of	the	national	reports	 from	Brazil,	

Mexico,	Peru	and	Uruguay,	by	employing	multivariate	 regression	and	subgroup	analysis,	

focusing	 on	 the	 association	 between	 school	 support	 and	 absenteeism.	 The	 study	 also	

contributes	 to	 the	 historically	 understudied	 field	 of	 comparative	 queer	 studies	 in	 Latin	

America	by	contrasting	the	results	from	each	of	these	countries.	

	

BACKGROUND	

The	Role	Of	School	Staff	In	Building	A	Positive	School	Climate	

School	 climate	 remains	 an	 evolving	 concept	 among	 researchers	 and	 education	

practitioners	 (Wang	 et	 al.,	 2013).	 Some	 authors	 have	 proposed	 definitions	 that	 rely	 on	

descriptions	of	its	constituent	elements,	including	school	culture,	organizational	structure,	

and	 social	 environment	 (Stewart,	 2003).	 Scholars	 sometimes	 argue	 that,	 in	 building	

positive	 school	 climates,	 teachers	 and	 school	 officials	 should	 call	 for	 the	 adherence	 to	

values	–	such	as	caring,	respect	and	empathy	–	which	have	been	found	to	be	associated	

with	both	lower	levels	of	school	harassment	(Wang	et	al.,	2013)	and	higher	levels	of	trust	

among	 students	 who	 report	 violent	 incidents	 (Elliot,	 2010).	 Equally	 important,	 in	 the	

context	 of	 homophobic	 and	 transphobic	 bullying,	 is	 the	 role	 of	 school	 staff	 who	 are	

supportive	of	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE	(Kosciw	J.	G.,	2016).	

Recent	 studies	 have	 suggested	 that,	 without	 proper	 training	 on	 diversity	 and	

inclusion	issues,	K-12	teachers	are	less	likely	to	succeed	in	reshaping	the	heteronormative	

and	 cisnormative	 cultures	 of	 their	 schools	 (Goodboy	 &	 Martin	 ,	 2018).	 For	 instance,	
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untrained	educators	may	be	less	able	to	identify	often-ignored	biases	and	possible	micro-

aggressions	against	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE		(McCabe	et	al.,	2013).	

Policy	Background	

The	 adoption	 of	 comprehensive	 education	 sector	 responses	 remains	 a	 pending	

task	 for	 the	national	governments	of	Brazil,	Mexico,	Peru	and	Uruguay.	While	Brazil	has	

shown	some	progress	–	 including	the	adoption	of	specific	resolutions	related	to	SOGIE	–	

based	harassment	at	the	National	Conference	for	Education	in	2010	and	2014	(Associação	

Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	 Gays,	 Bissexuais,	 Travestis	 e	 Transexuais,	 2016),	 the	 Mexican	

Secretary	of	Education,	during	the	Peña	Nieto	administration,	breached	its	commitment	to	

issue	a	policy	 to	address	school	violence	against	children	and	youth	with	non-normative	

SOGIE	(Domínguez,	2017).	

In	 the	 case	 of	 Peru,	 PROMSEX	 reports	 some	 progress	 in	 the	 adoption	 of	 SOGIE-

related	 education	 policies	 (PROMSEX,	 2016).3	In	 particular,	 the	 government’s	 National	

Strategy	 against	 School	 Violence	 2013-2016	 included	 sexual	 orientation	 as	 a	 potential	

source	of	school	harassment.	Likewise,	Peru’s	Strategic	National	Plan	for	Youth	2015-2012	

contemplates	the	implementation	of	actions	to	overcome	discrimination	based	on	sexual	

orientation.	 Finally,	 although	Uruguay	 has	made	 significant	 progress	 in	 adopting	 SOGIE-

related	 laws	 and	 policies	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 rights	 to	 work,	 social	 security,	 same-sex	

marriage	and	gender	identity	recognition,	it	has	made	almost	no	progress	in	the	education	

sector	(Ovejas	Negras,	2016).	

	

																																																								
3	PROMSEX	 (Centro	 de	 Promoción	 y	 Defensa	 de	 los	Derechos	 Sexuales	 y	 Reproductivos)	 is	 a	 Peruvian	
organization	working	for	the	promotion	and	defense	of	sexual	and	reproductive	rights.	
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Legal	Background	

Brazil,	 Mexico,	 Peru	 and	 Uruguay	 are	 signatories	 of	 international	 human	 rights	

treaties	 that	 guarantee	 the	 right	 of	 children	 and	 youth	 to	 have	 access	 to	 education	

without	 discrimination	 of	 any	 kind. 4 	Likewise,	 all	 four	 countries	 have	 accepted	 the	

adjudicatory	 function	 of	 the	 Inter-American	 Court	 of	 Human	 Rights	 (IACtHR)	 that	 has	

recently	established	a	benchmark	for	preventing	discrimination	in	school	contexts	against	

children	who	belong	to	at-risk	populations	(IACtHR,	2015).	

The	four	countries	have	also	adopted	legislation	to	prevent	violence	in	educational	

settings	 (National	Congress	of	Brazil,	 2015;	 Congress	 of	 the	 Union	 of	 Mexico,	 2009;	

Congress	of	 the	 Republic	 of	Peru,	 2011;	 General	 Assembly	 of	Uruguay,	 2013).	 However,	

none	of	this	national	legislation	contemplates	special	provisions	related	to	homophobic	or	

transphobic	bullying,	which	may	deter	the	creation	of	stronger	and	more	comprehensive	

future	policies.	

	

LITERATURE	REVIEW	

Previous	 studies	 have	 examined	 the	 relationship	 between	 access	 to	 supportive	

staff	 at	 school	 and	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	 among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE.	

Their	 findings	 suggest	 that	 students	who	 are	 able	 to	 identify	 empathetic	 personnel	 are	

less	 likely	to	miss	classes	and	to	drop	out	of	school.	Although	the	vast	majority	of	these	

studies	 have	 been	 conducted	 in	 the	 United	 States,	 recent	 studies	 from	 Latin	 American	

																																																								
4	All	four	countries	have	ratified	the	International	Covenant	on	Economic,	Social	and	Cultural	Rights	(ICESCR)	
and	 the	 United	 Nations’	 Convention	 on	 the	 Rights	 of	 the	 Child	 (CRC).	 The	 four	 countries	 are	 also	 State	
parties	to	the	Organization	of	American	States’	Additional	Protocol	to	the	American	Convention	on	Human	
Rights	in	the	Area	of	Economic,	Social	and	Cultural	Rights.	
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countries	 have	 produced	 similar	 results.	 However,	 evidence	 from	 Latin	 America	 relies	

mostly	on	descriptive	statistics	and	simple	bivariate	regression	analyses,	which	presents	a	

window	of	opportunity	for	more	expanded	research.	

Supportive	Staff	And	Absenteeism	In	US	Educational	Settings	

The	 United	 States	 stands	 as	 the	 leader	 in	 research	 on	 the	 school	 climate	

experienced	 by	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 (Pizmony-Levy	 &	 Kosciw,	 2016).	

Research	 papers	 and	 reports	 prepared	 by	 GLSEN	 (pronounced	 “glisten”	 and	 formerly	

called	 Gay	 and	 Lesbian	 Independent	 School	 Teachers	 Network),	 the	 US	 leading	

organization	working	 on	 building	 safe	 educational	 environments	 for	 students	with	 non-

normative	 SOGIE,	 and	 its	 collaborators	 are	 so	 far	 the	 richest	 source	 of	 information.	 In	

particular,	 the	National	 School	 Climate	 Survey,	 implemented	 by	 GLSEN	 biannually	 since	

2001,	 is	 the	 primary	 data	 resource	 for	 scholars	 interested	 in	 analyzing	 the	 school	

experiences	of	children	and	youth	with	non-normative	SOGIE	in	the	United	States	(Kosciw,	

J.	G.,	 2001;	 Kosciw,	 J.	G.,	 2004;	 Kosciw	&	Diaz,	 2006;	 Kosciw	et	 al.,	 2008;	 Kosciw	et	 al.,	

2010;	Kosciw	et	al.,	2012;	Kosciw	et	al.,	2014;	Kosciw	et	al.,	2016;	Kosciw	et	al.,	2018)	

Based	on	the	results	of	its	School	Climate	Survey,	beginning	with	its	first	survey	in	

2001,	GLSEN	data	have	shown	that	there	is	a	positive	relationship	between	the	presence	

of	supportive	staff	and	feelings	of	school	belonging	among	queer	students	 (Kosciw	J.	G.,	

2001).	Similarly,	since	2003,	GLSEN	has	reported	a	positive	correlation	between	students’	

access	to	supportive	staff	or	 faculty	and	their	 levels	of	academic	achievement	(Kosciw	J.	

G.,	2004).	Moreover,	 in	surveys	since	2005,	GLSEN	data	have	shown	that	the	number	of	
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supportive	teachers	is	associated	with	lower	levels	of	school	absenteeism	(Kosciw	&	Diaz,	

2006).		

According	to	an	analysis	of	GLEN’s	2005	data,	among	students	with	non-normative	

SOGIE,	the	presence	of	one	to	five	supportive	school	staff	members	 is	associated	with	a	

3.4	percentage	point	decrease	in	the	likelihood	of	missing	at	least	one	day	of	class	in	the	

past	month,	 in	comparison	with	school	settings	without	any	supportive	teachers	or	staff	

(Kosciw	&	Diaz,	2006).	More	significantly,	the	same	analysis	suggests	that,	among	students	

who	identify	six	or	more	caring	adults	in	their	schools,	the	probability	of	missing	classes	is	

even	lower,	averaging	a	16.8	percentage	point	decrease	in	the	probability	of	absenteeism	

relative	to	the	same	baseline	(Kosciw	&	Diaz,	2006).	Although	the	2005	survey’s	measures	

have	 changed	 in	 more	 recent	 reports,	 GLSEN’s	 2017	 study	 shows	 the	 same	 general	

pattern,	suggesting	an	average	difference	of	28.7	percentage	points	 in	the	probability	of	

absenteeism	between	students	with	no	personnel	support	and	students	who	have	access	

at	school	to	more	than	eleven	caring	adults	(Kosciw	et	al.,	2018).	

In	 contrast	 to	 the	 simple	 bivariate	 regressions	 whose	 results	 are	 normally	

presented	 in	 GLSEN’s	 reports,	 Kosciw	 et	 al.	 (2013)	 used	 data	 from	 the	 2009	 National	

School	Climate	Survey	to	conduct	a	more	sophisticated	analysis.	Even	after	adding	a	set	of	

demographic	 controls	 and	 indicators	 for	 four	 different	 types	 of	 school	 support,	 the	

authors	find	that	welcoming	educators	were	the	strongest	predictor	of	lower	absenteeism	

among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE,	 ahead	 of	 building	 gay-straight	 alliances,	

SOGIE-inclusive	 curriculums,	 and	 policies	 to	 reduce	 SOGIE-based	 school	 harassment	

(Kosciw	et	al.,	2013).	
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Although	most	studies	of	SOGIE-based	school	harassment	have	relied	on	data	from	

the	 US	 National	 School	 Climate	 Survey,	 others	 have	 implemented	 their	 own	 data-

collection	 efforts.	 Seelman	 et	 al.	 (2012),	 for	 instance,	 using	 data	 from	 an	 online	 survey	

implemented	in	the	Rocky	Mountain	region,	estimates	a	multivariate	regression	model	of	

the	 relationship	 between	 “fear-based	 truancy”	 and	 three	 school	 support	 variables.	 In	

keeping	with	 the	general	 findings	of	previous	 studies,	 children	and	youth	who	 reported	

having	at	least	one	supportive	staff	member	in	their	schools	were	found	to	miss	about	a	

half	day	of	class	less	than	children	and	youth	who	could	not	identify	a	trustworthy	teacher	

(Seelman	et	al.,	2012).	

Comparative	Subgroup	Analyses	

There	 are	 also	 quantitative	 and	 qualitative	 studies	 of	 the	 relationship	 between	

having	 access	 to	 supportive	 adults	 and	 truancy	 levels	 among	 subgroups.	 Greytak	 et	 al.	

(2012)	in	the	United	States	and	Smith	et	al.	(2014)	in	Australia	used	survey	data	to	study	

the	 relationship	 between	 teacher	 support	 and	 absenteeism	 among	 students	 with	 non-

normative	 gender	 identity.	 Greytak	 et	 al.	 (2012)	 found	 a	 negative	 correlation	 between	

having	supportive	educators	and	the	levels	of	absenteeism	among	transgender	students,	

while	 Smith	 et	 al.	 (2014)	 found	 that	 students	 with	 non-normative	 gender	 identity	 who	

could	 not	 identify	 supportive	 teachers	 were	 four	 times	 more	 likely	 to	 leave	 school	

compared	to	those	who	felt	supported	by	school	personnel.	

Correspondingly,	 qualitative	 and	mixed-method	 studies	 conducted	 in	 the	 United	

States	 have	 concluded	 that	 transgender	 youth	 who	 have	 access	 to	 at	 least	 one	 caring	

adult	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 stay	 in	 school	 (Sausa,	 2005)	 and	 that	 teacher	 attachment	 is	
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positively	 correlated	 with	 students’	 feelings	 of	 security	 within	 educational	 institutions	

(McGuire	et	al.,	2010).	

Supportive	Staff	And	Absenteeism	In	Latin	American	Educational	Settings	

Between	 2015	 and	 2016,	 inspired	 by	 the	 US	 National	 School	 Climate	 Survey,	 a	

group	of	civil	society	organizations	from	seven	Latin	American	countries	conducted	a	set	

of	national	surveys	to	learn	more	about	the	experiences	of	students	with	non-normative	

SOGIE	in	their	respective	countries	(Fundación	Todo	Mejora	Chile,	2016).5	As	in	the	case	of	

GLSEN	 in	 the	United	 States,	 these	organizations	published	 a	 series	 of	 reports	 that	 offer	

results	 similar	 to	 those	 found	 in	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 world,	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 relationship	

between	 having	 access	 to	 supportive	 personnel	 and	 the	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	 among	

queer	 students	 (100%	 Diversidad	 y	 Derechos,	 2016;	 Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	

Gays,	 Bissexuais,	 Travestis	 e	 Transexuais,	 2016;	 Colombia	 Diversa	 y	 Sentiido,	 2016;	

Fundación	 Arcoiris,	 2015;	 PROMSEX,	 2016;	 Ovejas	 Negras,	 2016;	 Todo	 Mejora	 Chile,	

2016).	

However,	the	methods	of	these	studies	vary.	In	the	case	of	Brazil,	for	instance,	the	

report	 presents	 only	 descriptive	 statistics	 for	 both	 variables	 (i.e.,	 supportive	 adults	 and	

absenteeism)	(Associação	Brasileira	de	Lésbicas,	Gays,	Bissexuais,	Travestis	e	Transexuais,	

2016).	 In	 contrast,	 the	 reports	 from	 Mexico,	 Peru	 and	 Uruguay	 present	 results	 from	

bivariate	 linear	 regression	 models,	 suggesting	 that	 there	 is	 a	 negative	 relationship	

between	 the	 presence	 of	 supportive	 adults	 in	 school	 environments	 and	 the	 number	 of	

																																																								
5	For	the	purposes	of	the	present	study,	I	will	focus	on	the	surveys	implemented	in	Brazil,	Mexico,	Peru	and	
Uruguay.	Although	I	reached	out	to	all	seven	national	organizations,	only	Associação	Brasileira	de	Lésbicas,	
Gays,	Bissexuais,	Travestis	e	Transexuais,	Fundación	Arcoiris,	PROMSEX	and	Ovejas	Negras	agreed	to	share	
their	data	with	me.	
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absences	among	children	and	youth	with	non-normative	SOGIE	(Fundación	Arcoiris,	2015;	

PROMSEX,	2016;	Ovejas	Negras,	2016).	

The	Present	Study		

The	present	study	expands	upon	the	existing	evidence	for	Brazil,	Mexico,	Peru,	and	

Uruguay,	 broadening	 the	 scope	 of	 the	 analysis	 in	 ways	 similar	 to	 what	 GLSEN	 and	 its	

collaborators	have	done	in	the	US,	including	the	estimation	of	differentiated	outcomes	for	

the	 non-normative	 identities	 within	 the	 SOGIE	 spectrum,	 and	 the	 use	 of	 multivariate	

regression.	At	the	same	time,	the	study	provides	a	comparative	analysis	among	those	four	

countries,	 an	 exercise	 that	 has	 rarely	 been	 performed	 before	 in	 other	 regional	 studies,	

and	has	never	been	done	in	Latin	America	(Pizmony-Levy	&	Kosciw,	2016).	

	

CONCEPTUAL	FRAMEWORK	

Based	 on	 the	 existing	 literature,	 I	 anticipate	 that,	 among	 students	 with	 non-

normative	SOGIE	in	the	four	selected	Latin	American	countries,	the	presence	of	supportive	

school	staff	will	be	associated	with	a	decreased	likelihood	of	missing	days	of	school.	Based	

on	the	results	of	previous	studies,	 I	also	expect	the	strength	of	this	relationship	to	differ	

depending	on	the	sexual	identities	of	the	respondents,	particularly	for	students	with	non-

normative	 gender	 identity.	 My	 model	 includes	 a	 diverse	 array	 of	 control	 variables,	

including	other	forms	of	school	support,	rates	of	school	victimization,	demographics,	and	

school	characteristics.	Figure	1	illustrates	the	variables	included	in	my	model.	
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Figure1.	Influences	on	school	absenteeism	among	children	and	youth	with	non-normative	SOGIE.	
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Previous	 studies	 have	 shown	 that,	 besides	 the	 presence	 of	 supportive	 staff	

members,	 schools	 can	 take	other	 steps	 to	 create	welcoming	 environments	 for	 students	

with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 (Kosciw	 et	 al.,	 2013).	 These	 include	 building	 SOGIE-inclusive	

curriculums,	 providing	 educational	 materials	 with	 SOGIE-related	 content,	 and	 adopting	

policies	 to	 reduce	 SOGIE-based	 school	 harassment	 (Kosciw	 et	 al.,	 2018).	 Under	 the	

heading	 of	 school	 support,	 I	 also	 include	 the	 identification	 of	 other	 queer	 peers	 as	 a	

control,	 under	 the	assumption	 that	 their	 presence	 can	allow	 for	mutual	 support	 among	

students	with	non-normative	SOGIE.	
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Victimization	

Through	 verbal	 abuse,	 physical	 harassment,	 sexual	 violence,	 and	 online	 bullying,	

students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 are	 systematically	 harassed	 in	 school	 settings	

(UNESCO,	2015).	Most	previous	 studies	have	asked	 these	 students	 about	 the	 frequency	

with	which	they	experience	harassment	episodes	(Kosciw	et	al.,	2013),	and	have	found	a	

strong	correlation	between	rates	of	victimization	and	levels	of	absenteeism	among	queer	

children	and	youth	(Greytak	et	al.,	2012).		

SOGIE	Identities	

In	most	studies	conducted	in	the	United	States,	sexual	orientation,	gender	identity	

and	gender	expression	are	included	as	demographic	controls	(Kosciw	et	al.,	2009;	Kosciw	

et	 al.,	 2013;	 Greytak	 et	 al.,	 2012).	 However,	 since	my	 study	 aims	 to	 produce	 subgroup	

analysis	across	the	queer	identities,	I	treat	SOGIE	as	a	separate	vector.	Subgroup	analysis	

is	necessary,	for	instance,	to	assess	whether	the	association	between	school	support	and	

absenteeism	 tends	 to	 be	 larger	 among	 transgender	 students,	 as	 previous	 studies	 have	

suggested	(Greytak,	2012;	Smith	et	al.,	2014).	

Demographics	

Since	age	and	race	are	the	only	demographic	data	available	in	the	national	surveys,	

apart	 from	 self-identified	 SOGIE	 (Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	 Gays,	 Bissexuais,	

Travestis	e	Transexuais,	2016;	PROMSEX,	2016;	Ovejas	Negras,	2016;	Fundación	Arcoiris,	

2015),	I	propose	to	include	them	as	controls	in	the	present	analysis.	
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School	Characteristics	

Most	studies	employ	school	characteristics	 in	 their	conceptual	models	 (Kosciw	et	

al.,	2009;	Kosciw	et	al.,	2013;	Greytak	et	al.,	2012),	including	location,	public	versus	private	

status,	and	school	religious	affiliation.	In	Latin	America,	religious	groups	have	resisted	the	

advancement	 of	 the	 human	 rights	movement	 (IACHR,	 2015),	 and	 religious	 schools	may	

therefore	provide	 less	welcoming	environments	 for	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE.	

In	addition,	I	include	school	size	as	a	control,	since	it	has	been	found	to	be	correlated	with	

attendance	rates	(Cotton,	1996).	

Variation	Across	Countries	

Although	Brazil	and	Mexico	are	widely	considered	the	Latin	American	countries	in	

which	 people	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 experience	 the	 most	 violence,	 this	 view	 has	

never	been	tested	empirically.	 Indeed,	the	 Inter-American	Commission	on	Human	Rights	

suggests	 that	 the	 existing	 data	 could	 reflect	 both	 a	 greater	 visibility	 of	 SOGIE-based	

violence	 in	 these	 two	 countries	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 they	 have	 comparatively	 larger	 non-

normative-SOGIE	populations	than	other	Latin	American	countries	(IACHR,	2015).	

	

DATA	AND	METHODS	

My	empirical	analyses	use	individual-level	data	on	children	and	young	adults	aged	

13	 to	 21	 who	 have	 a	 non-normative	 SOGIE.	 All	 respondents	 attended	 an	 educational	

institution	in	Brazil,	Mexico,	Peru	and	Uruguay	during	the	2015-2016	school	year.	 	These	

data	were	collected	through	surveys	implemented	separately	in	each	country	(Associação	

Brasileira	de	Lésbicas,	Gays,	Bissexuais,	Travestis	e	Transexuais,	2016;	Fundación	Arcoiris,	
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2015;	PROMSEX,	2016;	Ovejas	Negras,	2016).	Although	surveys	were	conducted	in	seven	

Latin	 American	 countries,	 only	 the	 surveying	 organizations	 in	 Brazil,	 Mexico,	 Peru	 and	

Uruguay	agreed	to	share	their	data	with	me.	These	data	were	gathered	in	online	surveys	

implemented	 by	 civil	 society	 organizations	 in	 each	 country,	 with	 the	 support	 of	 GLSEN	

(Fundación	Todo	Mejora	Chile,	2016).	The	survey	instruments	were	adapted	from	the	US	

National	School	Climate	Survey	(Fundación	Todo	Mejora	Chile,	2016).	

To	 assess	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 presence	 of	 supportive	 staff	 and	 school	

absenteeism	 among	 students	with	 non-normative	 SOGIE,	 I	 estimate	 a	 linear	 probability	

model	with	country	fixed	effects.	My	country	fixed	effects	control	for	factors	(for	example,	

cultural	 and	 educational	 norms)	 that	 are	 common	 to	 all	 schools	 in	 a	 given	 country.	 I	

estimate	the	following	model:	

!"#$%&$$'#( =

!! +  !! !"##$!"#$%&"'(( ! + !! !"##$!"%"& ! +  !! !"#!$%%&' !  +

  !! !"#$%$& !  +  !! !"#$%& ! + !! !"##$%##$& ! +  !! !"#ℎ!"!##$%&' ! +

 !! !"#ℎ!"!##$%!" ! +  !! !"#ℎ!"!##$%&' ! +  !!" !"#ℎ!"!##$%&' !  +

 !!! !"#ℎ!"!##$%&' ! + !!" !"#$%#&''"()* ! + !!" !"#$%"&&'() ! + !!" !"# ! +

 !!" !"#$ ! +  !!" !"#$%&'ℎ!!" ! +  !!" !"#$%&'ℎ!!" ! +  !!" !"#$%&'()ℎ!!" ! +

 !!" !"#$%$&'(()ℎ!!" !  + !!+ !!+ !!+ !!,	

	

where	 ! 	represents	 the	 country	 index,	 !! 	represents	 a	 set	 of	 dichotomous	

variables	for	each	country,	γk	represents	a	set	of	dichotomous	variables	for	various	sexual	

orientations,	δk	 represents	 a	 set	 of	 dichotomous	 variables	 for	 various	 gender	 identities,	
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and	!!is	 the	 error	 term.	 My	 dependent	 variable	 is	 a	 dummy	 that	 indicates	 whether	 a	

student	missed	at	least	one	day	of	school	during	the	last	month	because	the	student	felt	

unsafe	or	uncomfortable.		

Some	analyses	of	this	outcome	have	employed	the	Likert	scale	that	is	provided	in	

the	survey	(Kosciw	et	al.,	2013),	while	others	have	dichotomized	this	variable	according	to	

whether	 students	 fall	 above	or	below	 the	midpoint	 in	 the	 scale’s	 range	 (Seelman	et	al.,	

2012).	 However,	 each	 of	 these	 countries’	 national	 reports	 recodes	 this	 variable	 as	 a	

dummy	set	equal	to	one	when	students	have	missed	any	days	of	class	in	the	past	month	

(Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	 Gays,	 Bissexuais,	 Travestis	 e	 Transexuais,	 2016;	

Fundación	Arcoiris,	2015;	PROMSEX,	2016;	Ovejas	Negras,	2016).	 I	 follow	the	practice	of	

these	national	reports	in	operationalizing	my	dependent	variable.		

My	 key	 independent	 variable	 was	 also	 coded	 as	 a	 Likert	 scale,	 which	 I	

dichotomized	following	the	practice	of	the	national	reports,	creating	a	dummy	variable	set	

equal	to	one	when	students	are	able	to	 identify	at	 least	six	supportive	staff	members	 in	

their	 school.	My	 sample	 includes	 a	 total	 of	 3,075	 students,	 of	whom	 969	 are	 Brazilian,	

1,423	are	Mexican,	275	are	Peruvian,	and	382	are	Uruguayan.	Table	1	provides	definitions	

for	each	of	the	variables	included	in	my	model.	
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Table	1.	Definitions	Of	Variables.	

Variables	 Definitions	
Dependent	variable	 	
School	absenteeism	
	 	

A	dichotomous	variable	indicating	whether	students	missed	
at	least	one	day	of	school	during	the	last	month	because	of	
feeling	unsafe	or	uncomfortable.	

Independent	variable	
Supportive	staff	
	
	 	

A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	
reported	 that	 there	 were	 at	 least	 six	 supportive	 staff	
members	in	their	school.		

Other	forms	of	school	support	
Inclusive	curriculum	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	

reported	 being	 taught	 positive	 representations	 of	 people	
with	non-normative	SOGIE.		

Textbooks	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	whether	 students	were	
provided	with	 textbooks	 that	contained	 information	about	
sexual	diversity.		

Library	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 had	
access	 to	 resources	 in	 their	 school	 library	 that	 contained	
information	about	sexual	diversity.		

Policy	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	whether	 students	were	
aware	 of	 the	 existence	 of	 school	 policies	 that	 addressed	
SOGIE-based	school	harassment.		

Queer	peers	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	
reported	that	there	were	more	than	six	queer	peers	in	their	
school.a	

Victimization		 	
Sexual	orientation-based	
verbal	harassment	

A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 have	
experienced	 verbal	 harassment	 during	 the	 last	 year	 based	
on	their	sexual	orientation.	

Sexual	orientation-based	
physical	harassment	

A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 have	
experienced	physical	harassment	during	the	last	year	based	
on	their	sexual	orientation.	

Gender	expression-based	
verbal	harassment	

A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 have	
experienced	 verbal	 harassment	 during	 the	 last	 year	 based	
on	their	gender	expression.	

Gender	expression-based	
physical	harassment	

A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 have	
experienced	physical	harassment	during	the	last	year	based	
on	their	gender	expression.	

Sexual	harassment	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 have	
experienced	sexual	harassment	during	the	last	year.	

Cyber	bullying	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 students	 have	
experienced	 cyber	 bullying	 during	 the	 last	 year	 based	 on	
their	SOGIE.	
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Table	1.	Definitions	Of	Variables	(Continued).	

Variables	 Definitions	
SOGIE		 	
Gender	identity	 A	 set	 of	 four	 dummies	 indicating	 the	 students’	 gender	

identity,	 categorized	 as	 transgender,	 cisgender	 man,	
cisgender	woman,	and	queer	or	other	identity.b	

Sexual	orientation	 A	 set	 of	 three	 dummies	 indicating	 the	 students’	 sexual	
orientation,	 categorized	 as	 lesbian	 woman/gay	 man,	
bisexual,	or	other.	

Non-normative	gender	
expressionc	

A	dichotomous	variable	indicating	whether	students	have	a	
non-normative	gender	expression.	

Demographics	 	 	
Age	 A	continuous	variable	indicating	the	respondent’s	age.	
White	 A	dichotomous	variable	set	equal	to	one	if	the	respondent	

identifies	 as	 white	 and	 equal	 to	 zero	 if	 the	 respondent	
identifies	with	any	other	racial	identity.	

School	characteristics	 	
Large	school	 A	dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	whether	 the	 school	 is	 a	

small	 school,	 as	 opposed	 to	 a	 large	 school,	 based	 on	
number	of	students.d	

Urban	school	 A	 dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	 whether	 the	 school	 is	
located	in	a	rural	area,	as	opposed	to	an	urban	area.		

Private	school	 A	dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	whether	 the	 school	 is	 a	
private,	as	opposed	to	a	public	school.		

Religious	school	 A	dichotomous	 variable	 indicating	whether	 the	 school	 is	 a	
religious,	as	opposed	to	a	secular	school.		

a	 Some	studies	 in	 the	US	also	measure	 the	presence	of	gay-straight	alliances	 (Greytak	et	al.,	
2012).	However,	since	those	policies	are	non-existent	 in	Latin	America,	such	a	variable	 is	not	
available	 in	my	data.	 Instead,	 I	 include	 the	 identification	 of	 peers	 as	 a	 proxy	 for	 this	 factor,	
under	the	assumption	that	the	presence	of	queer	peers	can	allow	for	mutual	support	among	
students	with	non-normative	SOGIE.	
b	Except	for	Uruguay,	where	disaggregated	data	on	cisgender	individuals	are	not	available.	
c	 A	 person’s	 gender	 expression	 encompasses	 all	 external	 manifestations	 of	 their	 gender	
including	 postures,	 gestures,	 mannerisms,	 language	 patterns,	 clothing,	 body	 modifications,	
behavior	and	social	interactions.	
d	 This	 variable	was	 originally	 coded	 into	 four	 categories,	 depending	 on	 school	 size,	 but	was	
recoded	 as	 a	 dichotomous	 variable.	 I	 refer	 to	 schools	 with	 1,000	 students	 or	 less	 as	 small	
schools,	and	to	schools	with	more	than	1,000	as	large	schools.	This	threshold	was	taken	from	
previous	studies	that	have	suggested	a	correlation	between	school	size	and	attendance	rates	
(Cotton,	1996).	
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PRELIMINARY	FINDINGS:	DESCRIPTIVE	STATISTICS		

Table	 2	 provides	 descriptive	 statistics	 for	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 key	

independent	variable	and	the	controls	included	in	the	regression	model.6	Samples	sizes	for	

each	 country	differ	 due	 to	differences	 in	 sampling	design	 and	high	 variation	 in	 national	

survey	response	rates.7	However,	for	the	purposes	of	this	study,	I	analyze	a	concatenated	

version	of	the	four	samples,	treating	them	as	a	single	database	with	3,075	observations.	

Table	2	indicates	that	28%	of	the	students	in	my	sample	reported	having	missed	a	

class	during	the	last	month	due	to	feeling	unsafe	or	uncomfortable.	In	terms	of	the	various	

forms	of	school	support,	having	empathetic	staff	 is	the	most	common	type,	with	35%	of	

respondents	reporting	having	more	than	six	supportive	adults	in	their	schools.	Accesses	to	

an	inclusive	curriculum,	textbooks,	and	libraries	have	similar	reported	levels	ranging	from	

17%	 to	 19%.	 The	 existence	 of	 a	 comprehensive	 SOGIE-based	 school	 policy	 against	

harassment	was	reported	by	only	8%	of	the	respondents.		
																																																								
6	Although	the	National	School	Climate	Survey	was	implemented	in	Brazil,	Mexico,	Peru,	and	Uruguay	during	
the	same	period,	not	all	variables	 included	 in	my	analyses	are	contained	 in	all	of	countries’	surveys.	Thus,	
the	sample	sizes	for	the	following	controls	are	smaller	than	for	the	other	variables	in	my	dataset:	textbooks;	
books	 in	 library;	 policy;	 cisgender	male;	 cisgender	 female;	 queer	 and	other;	 gender	 expression;	 race;	 and	
school	size.	
7	I	used	single	imputation	and	listwise	deletion	for	dealing	with	missing	data.	Original	sample	sizes	for	each	
country	were:	Brazil,	1,015	observations;	Mexico,	1,772	observations;	Peru,	321	observations;	and,	Uruguay,	
423	 observations.	 In	 none	 of	 the	 four	 data	 sets	 were	 the	 dependent	 variable	 or	 the	 key	 independent	
variable	 imputed.	 The	 following	 variables	 were	 imputed	 via	 logistic	 regression	 using	 the	 rest	 of	 the	
dependent	variables	as	predictors.	For	Brazil:	policy,	physical	harassment	based	on	sexual	orientation	and	
gender	expression,	verbal	harassment	based	on	sexual	orientation,	cyber	bullying,	race,	large	school,	urban	
school,	private	school,	religious	school,	and	gender	identity	variables.	For	Mexico:	textbooks,	library,	peers,	
verbal	harassment	based	on	sexual	orientation	and	gender	expression,	physical	harassment	based	on	sexual	
orientation	 and	 gender	 expression,	 urban	 school,	 private	 school,	 religious	 school,	 and	 gender	 identity	
variables.	 For	 Peru:	 curriculum,	 physical	 harassment	 based	 on	 sexual	 orientation	 and	 gender	 expression,	
race,	private	school,	religious	school,	and	gender	 identity	variables.	For	Uruguay:	verbal	harassment	based	
on	sexual	orientation	and	gender	expression,	physical	harassment	based	on	sexual	orientation	and	gender	
expression,	 large	school,	urban	school,	private	school,	religious	school.	Since	some	values	were	 impossible	
to	 impute,	 given	 that	 most	 variables	 used	 as	 predictors	 presented	 missing	 values,	 the	 corresponding	
observations	were	dropped	from	the	analytic	sample.	The	final	sample	sizes	for	each	country	are:	Brazil,	969	
observations;	Mexico,	1,423	observations;	Peru,	275	observations;	and,	Uruguay,	382	observations.	The	four	
data	sets	were	concatenated	in	order	to	allow	for	an	integrated	analysis.	
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Among	 types	 of	 school	 violence,	 verbal	 harassment	 based	 on	 gender	 expression	

and	sexual	orientation	is	reported	as	the	most	common.	Strikingly,	sexual	harassment	was	

reported	by	50%	of	respondents.		

	

Table	2.	Descriptive	Statistics.	

Dependent	variable	 Mean	 Min	 Max	 SD	
School	absenteeism	 .29	 0	 1	 .45	
Key	independent	variable	 	 	 	 	
Supportive	staff	 .35	 0	 1	 .48	
Other	forms	of	school	support	 	 	 	 	
Inclusive	curriculum	 .19	 0	 1	 .39	
Textbooksa	 .18	 0	 1	 .39	
Books	in	libraryb	 .17	 0	 1	 .38	
Policya	 .08	 0	 1	 .27	
Queer	peers		 .71	 0	 1	 .46	
Victimization	 	 	 	 	
Gender	expression-based	verbal	harassment	 .67	 0	 1	 .47	
Gender	expression-based	physical	harassment	 .28	 0	 1	 .45	
Sexual	orientation-based	verbal	harassment	 .67	 0	 1	 .47	
Sexual	orientation-based	physical	harassment	 .26	 0	 1	 .44	
Sexual	harassment	 .50	 0	 1	 .50	
Cyber-bullying	 .34	 0	 1	 .48	
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Table	2.	Descriptive	Statistics	(Continued)	

SOGIE			 Mean	 Min	 Max	 SD	
Gay	and	lesbian	 .67	 0	 1	 .47	
Bisexual	 .28	 0	 1	 .45	
Other	sexual	orientations	 .05	 0	 1	 .23	
Cisgender	 .81	 0	 1	 .39	
Cisgender	femalea	 .38	 0	 1	 .48	
Cisgender	malea	 .41	 0	 1	 .49	
Transgender	 .07	 0	 1	 .26	
Queer	and	others	 .13	 0	 1	 .34	
Non-normative	gender	expressionc	 .24	 0	 1	 .42	
Demographics	 	 	 	 	
Age	 16.5	 13	 21	 1.4	
Whited	 .50	 0	 1	 .50	
School	characteristics	 	 	 	 	
Large	schoole	 .37	 0	 1	 .48	
Urban	school	 .77	 0	 1	 .42	
Private	school	 .30	 0	 1	 .46	
Religious	school		 .11	 0	 1	 .31	
N	=	3,049	 	 	 	 	
a	N	=	2,667	(not	available	for	Uruguay).	 	 	 	 	
b	N	=	2,392	(not	available	for	Peru	and	Uruguay).	 	 	 	 	
c	N	=	382	(only	available	for	Uruguay).	 	 	 	 	
d	N	=	1,244	(not	available	for	Mexico	and	Uruguay).	 	 	 	 	
e	N	=	1,351	(not	available	for	Mexico	and	Peru).	 	 	 	 	

	

Table	 3	 summarizes	 differences	 among	 countries	with	 respect	 to	my	 dependent	

variable,	key	independent	variable,	and	control	variables.	

There	 is	 little	 difference	 in	 the	 average	 values	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable	 among	

observations	 in	 Brazil,	 Peru	 and	Uruguay,	while	Mexican	 respondents	 reported	 a	 lower	

rate	 of	 absenteeism.	 The	 presence	 of	 supportive	 staff	 is	 similar	 among	 Uruguayan	 and	

Brazilian	 respondents,	but	 is	 lower	by	more	 than	ten	percentage	points	among	Mexican	

respondents	and	by	about	25	percentage	points	among	Peruvian	respondents.	The	values	

for	 the	 Peruvian	 subsample	may	 reflect	 the	 fact	 that	 it	was	 drawn	mostly	 from	private	
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institutions,	and	a	high	number	of	 these	are	 religious	 schools.8	The	 samples	 from	Brazil,	

Mexico	and	Uruguay,	on	the	other	hand,	were	drawn	predominantly	from	public	schools.	

Among	other	forms	of	school	support,	the	existence	of	an	inclusive	curriculum	and	

the	 presence	 of	 queer	 peers	 are	 the	 only	 controls	 for	 which	 data	 are	 available	 for	 all	

countries	 included	 in	my	analysis.	The	data	 for	 the	 inclusive	curriculum	variable	 indicate	

that	 Uruguayan	 respondents	 report	 the	 widest	 use	 of	 an	 inclusive	 curriculum,	 while	

Mexican	respondents	report	the	least	prevalent	use	of	such	a	curriculum.	In	terms	of	the	

presence	 of	 other	 queer	 students,	 Mexican	 and	 Uruguayan	 respondents	 report	 the	

highest	levels,	although	the	numbers	from	all	four	countries	are	above	sixty	percent.		

Brazilian	 and	 Mexican	 respondents	 report	 higher	 levels	 of	 verbal	 and	 sexual	

harassment	than	do	Peruvian	and	Uruguayan	respondents.	However,	physical	harassment	

and	cyber	bullying	do	not	follow	the	same	pattern;	for	these	variables	the	reported	levels	

of	 abuse	are	 similar	 for	 every	 country.	Across	 the	 four	 countries,	 the	 levels	of	 reported	

sexual	harassment	are	worryingly	high.		

	 	

																																																								
8	Based	on	the	author’s	analysis	of	the	data.	
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Table	3.	Descriptive	Statistics	By	Country	(Mean	Values).	

Variable	 Country	
Dependent	variable	 Brazil	 Mexico	 Peru	 Uruguay	
School	absenteeism		 .32	 .25	 .32	 .29	
Key	independent	variable	 	 	 	 	
Supportive	staff	 .43	 .31	 .17	 .45	
Other	forms	of	school	support	 	 	 	 	
Inclusive	curriculum	 .26		 .10	 .18	 .32	
Textbooks	 .14	 .22	 .19	 NA	
Books	in	library	 .17	 .17	 NA	 NA	
Policy	 .08	 .08	 .08	 NA	
Queer	peers	 .66	 .74	 .63	 .77	
Victimization	 	 	 	 	
Gender	expression-based	verbal	harassment		 .68	 .69	 .58	 .64	
Gender	expression-based	physical	harassment		 .25	 .31	 .25	 .30	
Sexual	orientation-based	verbal	harassment		 .72	 .75	 .31	 .49	
Sexual	orientation-based	physical	harassment		 .27	 .28	 .19	 .22	
Sexual	harassment	 .57	 .46	 .53	 .43	
Cyber-bullying	 .35	 .35	 .36	 .31	
SOGIE	 	 	 	 	
Gay	and	Lesbian	 .70	 .72	 .60	 .45	
Bisexual	 .22	 .26	 .33	 .42	
Other	sexual	orientations	 .07	 .02	 .07	 .13	
Cisgender	 .78	 .78	 .86	 .96	
Cisgender	female	 .46	 .31	 .44	 NA	
Cisgender	male	 .32	 .47	 .42	 NA	
Transgender	 .08	 .07	 .07	 .04	
Queer	and	others	 .13	 .15	 .07	 NA	
Non-normative	gender	expression	 NA	 NA	 NA	 .24	
Demographics	 	 	 	 	
Age	 16.4	 16.7	 16	 16.2	
White	 .59	 NA	 .18	 NA	
School	characteristics	 	 	 	 	
Large	school	 .40	 NA	 NA	 .28	
Urban	school	 .75	 .73	 .91	 .84	
Private	school	 .27	 .26	 .78	 .19	
Religious	school	 .07	 .07	 .47	 .13	
N=	 969	 1,423	 275	 382	
NA:	Not	available	in	the	country	data	set.	 	 	 	 	
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REGRESSION	RESULTS	

The	Role	Of	Supportive	School	Staff	Members		

Tables	4	and	5	report	my	regression	results.	Table	4	reports	results	for	regressions	

that	 use	 my	 concatenated	 data	 set,	 and	 Table	 5	 reports	 separate	 results	 for	 the	 four	

countries	in	my	sample.	Table	4	includes	the	results	of	four	regression	models.	Model	(1)	

estimates	the	bivariate	relationship	between	having	at	least	six	supportive	staff	members	

and	the	likelihood	that	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE	have	missed	at	least	one	day	

of	 school	 during	 the	 last	month	 because	 they	 felt	 unsafe	 or	 uncomfortable.9	Model	 (2)	

controls	 for	 other	 forms	 of	 school	 support,	 school	 characteristics,	 different	 types	 of	

victimization,	 sexual	 orientation,	 gender	 identity,	 and	 age,	 all	 of	 which	 are	 plausibly	

related	to	both	the	presence	of	supportive	staff	and	to	levels	of	absenteeism	among	queer	

students.10	Model	 (3)	 adds	 country	 fixed	 effects	 to	 the	 analysis,	 which	 allows	 me	 to	

control	 for	 all	 unobserved	 country-level	 characteristics	 that	 are	 common	 across	 all	

observations	in	a	given	country.	Model	(4)	allows	for	subgroup	analysis	based	on	students’	

gender	 identity. 11 	Robust	 standard	 errors	 are	 reported	 for	 all	 coefficients. 12 	Table	 5	

																																																								
9	I	choose	to	estimate	my	regressions	by	dichotomizing	my	key	independent	variable	around	the	threshold	
of	 having	 at	 least	 six	 supportive	 staff	 members,	 since	 six	 is	 the	 threshold	 employed	 in	 the	 previously	
discussed	country	reports.	However,	I	also	estimate	the	four	models	by	setting	the	threshold	around	having	
at	least	two	or	at	least	ten	supportive	staff	members,	and	I	find	similar	results	than	the	ones	obtained	for	my	
main	specification,	as	reflected	in	Tables	A1	and	A2.	
10	For	 the	 regression	of	my	concatenated	dataset,	 I	was	only	able	 to	 control	 for	 those	characteristics	 that	
were	 measured	 in	 all	 four	 countries.	 As	 a	 result,	 I	 left	 out	 the	 existence	 of	 school	 policies	 that	 address	
SOGIE-based	school	harassment,	the	availability	textbooks	that	contain	 information	about	sexual	diversity,	
access	to	resources	in	the	school	library	that	contain	information	about	sexual	diversity,	school	size,	gender	
expression,	and	race.	However,	my	approach	varies	for	the	different	country-specific	regression	models,	as	
specified	in	footnote	13.	
11	To	 estimate	 differentiated	 results	 depending	 on	 the	 students’	 gender	 identity,	 I	 used	 a	 collapsed	 and	
dichotomized	version	of	the	gender	identity	variables,	by	dividing	observations	into	those	who	identify	with	
the	sex	they	were	assigned	at	birth	and	those	who	do	not.	
12	For	the	purposes	of	verification,	both	logistic	and	probit	regression	models	were	estimated	and	contrasted	
with	the	reported	linear	probability	model,	with	only	small	differences	in	magnitudes	and	significance	levels.	
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reports	 comparative	 country	 results	 by	 replicating	Models	 (2)	 and	 (4)	 from	 Table	 4	 for	

each	country	separately.13		

In	 line	 with	 my	 hypothesis,	 Table	 4	 shows	 that	 the	 correlation	 in	 Model	 (1),	

between	 having	 at	 least	 six	 supportive	 staff	 members	 and	 the	 likelihood	 that	 students	

with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 will	 have	 missed	 at	 least	 one	 day	 of	 school	 during	 the	 last	

month	because	 they	 felt	unsafe	or	uncomfortable,	 is	negative	and	significant.	Given	 the	

reported	 average	 level	 of	 absenteeism	 (.29),	 the	magnitude	 of	 the	 relationship	 (.14)	 is	

equivalent	 to	a	decrease	of	almost	half	 in	 the	probability	of	missing	days	of	 school.	The	

addition	to	Model	(2)	of	controls	for	other	forms	of	school	support,	school	characteristics,	

different	types	of	victimization,	sexual	orientation,	gender	identity,	and	age,	reduces	the	

magnitude	of	the	coefficient	(to	.066),	but	the	estimated	relationship	remains	significant.		

In	Model	 (3),	which	adds	country	 fixed	effects,	 the	magnitude	of	the	relationship	

increases	 slightly	 and	 the	 significance	 level	 remains	 roughly	 constant.	 The	 reported	

coefficient	(.0704)	indicates	that,	for	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE,	having	at	least	

six	 supportive	staff	members	 in	 school	 is	associated	with	a	decrease	of	7.04	percentage	

points	in	the	likelihood	of	having	missed	at	least	one	day	of	school	during	the	last	month	

because	of	feelings	of	unsafety	or	discomfort.	This	represents	a	decrease	in	the	reported	

average	level	of	absenteeism	(.29)	of	about	one	quarter.	

As	 noted	 previously,	 the	 importance	 of	 having	 supportive	 staff	 members	 in	

educational	 settings	 could	 vary	 depending	 on	 students’	 gender	 identity.	 I	 test	 this	

hypothesis	by	interacting	the	supportive	staff	variable	with	a	dichotomized	version	of	the	

																																																								
13	The	controls	added	to	each	regression	depended	on	their	availability,	given	the	questions	included	in	each	
country’s	survey.	
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gender	 identity	variables,	having	divided	the	sample	 into	students	who	 identify	with	the	

sex	they	were	assigned	at	birth	and	students	who	do	not,	including	those	who	identify	as	

transgender,	gender	fluid,	non-binary	and	others.	My	results	show	that,	for	students	with	

non-normative	gender	identity,	there	is	a	stronger	association	between	having	supportive	

staff	members	and	 levels	of	absenteeism	than	 for	cisgender	students.	For	students	who	

identify	 with	 the	 sex	 they	 were	 assigned	 at	 birth,	 having	 at	 least	 six	 supportive	 staff	

members	is	associated	with	a	decrease	of	6	percentage	points	in	absenteeism	levels.	This	

relationship	is	more	negative	by	about	5	percentage	points	for	those	students	who	do	not	

identify	as	cisgender,	reflecting	an	overall	decrease	of	11	percentage	points	(-0.0613	+	(-

0.0506)	 =	 -0.1119).	 The	 coefficient	 for	 the	 supportive	 staff	 variable	 is	 significant	 at	

conventional	 levels,	 both	 separately	 and	 after	 conducting	 an	 F-test	 of	 joint	 significance	

with	the	interaction	term.	However,	the	interaction	term	is	not	significant	by	itself.	Thus,	

Model	(4)	provides	only	suggestive	evidence	of	a	differentiated	relationship	for	cisgender	

versus	non-cisgender	students.			

	

		

	

	

	

	 	



	26	

Table	4.	Main	Regression	Results	for	the	Concatenated	Dataset.	
	

Dependent	variable:	Absenteeism	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	
	 	 	 	 	
Supportive	staff	 -0.142***	 -0.0668***	 -0.0704***	 -0.0613***	
	 (0.0161)	 (0.0159)	 (0.0160)	 (0.0172)	
Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender	 	 	 	 -0.0506	
	 	 	 	 (0.0408)	
	 	 	 	 	
Other	forms	of	school	support	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Inclusive	curriculum	 	 -0.0141	 -0.0350*	 -0.0358*	
	 	 (0.0189)	 (0.0194)	 (0.0194)	
Queer	peers	 	 -0.0327*	 -0.0299*	 -0.0298*	
	 	 (0.0179)	 (0.0179)	 (0.0179)	
	 	 	 	 	
Victimization	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Gender	expression-based	verbal	harassment	
	

	 0.0568***	 0.0541***	 0.0542***	
	 (0.0174)	 (0.0173)	 (0.0173)	

Gender	expression-based	physical	harassment	
	

	 0.0924***	 0.0963***	 0.0961***	
	 (0.0253)	 (0.0251)	 (0.0251)	

Sexual	orientation-based	verbal	harassment	
	

	 0.0149	 0.0312*	 0.0320*	
	 (0.0177)	 (0.0179)	 (0.0180)	

Sexual	orientation-based	physical	harassment	
	

	 0.159***	 0.156***	 0.156***	
	 (0.0265)	 (0.0262)	 (0.0262)	

Cyber	bullying	 	 0.163***	 0.161***	 0.162***	
	 	 (0.0189)	 (0.0188)	 (0.0188)	
Sexual	harassment	 	 0.0649***	 0.0565***	 0.0559***	
	 	 (0.0159)	 (0.0160)	 (0.0160)	
	 	 	 	 	
School	characteristics	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Urban	 	 -0.0115	 -0.0186	 -0.0188	
	 	 (0.0177)	 (0.0177)	 (0.0177)	
Private	 	 -0.0200	 -0.0221	 -0.0229	
	 	 (0.0190)	 (0.0193)	 (0.0193)	
Religious	 	 0.00515	 -0.0151	 -0.0139	
	 	 (0.0286)	 (0.0294)	 (0.0294)	
	 	 	 	 	
SOGIE	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Non-cisgender	 	 0.0599***	 0.0690***	 0.0845***	
	 	 (0.0208)	 (0.0208)	 (0.0260)	
Gays	and	lesbians	 	 -0.0495	 -0.0249	 -0.0263	
	 	 (0.0344)	 (0.0348)	 (0.0348)	
Bisexuals	 	 0.0180	 0.0407	 0.0388	
	 	 (0.0361)	 (0.0362)	 (0.0363)	
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Table	4.	Main	Regression	Results	for	the	Concatenated	Dataset	(continued).	
	

Dependent	variable:	Absenteeism	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	
	 	 	 	 	
Demographics	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Age	 	 -0.00468	 -0.000460	 -0.000497	
	 	 (0.00560)	 (0.00563)	 (0.00563)	
	 	 	 	 	
F-statistic	and	p-value	for	joint	hypothesis	testa		
	

	 	 	 10.15***	
(.00)	

	 	 	 	 	
Constant	 0.335***	 0.239**	 0.188*	 0.187*	
	 (0.0106)	 (0.0979)	 (0.0988)	 (0.0988)	
	 	 	 	 	
Country	FE	 NO	 NO	 YES	 YES	
Observations	 3,049	 3,049	 3,049	 3,049	
R-Squared	 0.022	 0.182	 0.191	 0.191	
	 	 	 	 	
a	H0:	β1(Supportive	staff)	+	β2(Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender)	=	0	
Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses	
***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	

	

Comparative	Results	By	Country	

Table	 5	 reports	 comparative	 country	 results	 that	 were	 obtained	 by	 replicating	

Models	(2)	and	(4)	from	Table	4	for	each	country.	Models	in	odd-numbered	columns	(1,	3,	

5	 and	 7)	 report	 statistically	 significant	 results	 for	 Brazil,	 Mexico	 and	 Peru,	 with	 some	

degree	 of	 variance	 across	 coefficients,	 which	 range	 from	 -0.0741	 to	 -0.148.	 However,	

these	 results	 are	 consistent	 in	 sign	 with	my	 results	 for	 the	 concatenated	 data	 set.	 For	

Brazil,	 among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE,	 having	 at	 least	 six	 supportive	 staff	

members	 in	 school	 is	 associated	 with	 a	 decrease	 of	 7.41	 percentage	 points	 in	 the	

likelihood	of	having	missed	at	 least	one	day	of	 school	during	 the	 last	month	because	of	

feelings	 of	 unsafety	 or	 discomfort.	 In	 the	 case	 of	Mexico,	 the	magnitude	 is	 slightly	 less	

strong,	with	an	estimated	decrease	of	6.14	percentage	points	in	the	possibility	of	missing	
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school	 days.	 However,	 for	 Peru,	 the	 relationship	 is	 stronger:	 the	 coefficient	 indicates	 a	

decrease	 of	 14.8	 percentage	 points.	 For	 Uruguay,	 my	 results	 are	 not	 statistically	

significant.14	Table	5	does	not	report	coefficients	for	other	forms	of	school	support,	forms	

of	victimization,	school	characteristics,	SOGIE,	and	demographics,	which	were	included	as	

controls	in	the	reported	regressions.	For	full	regression	results,	see	Table	A3.	

Models	 in	 even-numbered	 columns	 (2,	 4,	 6	 and	 8)	 report	 differentiated	 results	

according	 to	 students’	 gender	 identity.	 The	 resulting	 estimates	 are	 less	 conclusive	 than	

the	results	obtained	for	the	overall	dataset.	In	the	case	of	Peru,	the	results	are	similar	to	

those	 obtained	 for	 the	 concatenated	 dataset,	 showing	 only	 suggestive	 evidence	 of	 a	

stronger	relationship	for	non-cisgender	students.	While	the	coefficient	for	the	supportive	

staff	variable	(-0.141)	is	significant	at	conventional	levels	both	separately	and	jointly	with	

the	interaction	term	after	conducting	an	F-test,	the	 interaction	term	is	not	significant	by	

itself.	In	the	case	of	Brazil,	I	find	a	negative	and	statistically	significant	relationship	for	both	

groups	(-0.0744),	but	no	difference	in	the	relationship	of	interest	between	them.	For	both	

countries,	 the	 coefficient	 for	 the	 supportive	 staff	 variable	 remains	 constant	 across	 odd-

numbered	and	even-numbered	columns.		

In	contrast,	the	results	for	Mexico	suggest	the	existence	of	a	strong	and	negative	

association	exclusively	 for	non-cisgender	students	 (-0.108),	given	 that	 the	coefficient	 for	

the	 interaction	 terms	 is	 significant	 both	 separately	 and	 jointly	with	 the	 supportive	 staff	

variable	 after	 conducting	 an	 F-test.	 Although	 the	 reported	 relationship	 for	 Mexican	

																																																								
14	The	coefficient	for	Uruguay	is	only	statistically	significant	in	a	bivariate	model	estimating	the	relationship	
between	 having	 at	 least	 six	 supportive	 staff	members	 and	 the	 likelihood	of	 students	with	 non-normative	
SOGIE	 having	 missed	 at	 least	 one	 day	 of	 school	 during	 the	 last	 month	 because	 they	 felt	 unsafe	 or	
uncomfortable.	
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cisgender	students	is	not	statistically	significant,	the	coefficient	remains	correctly	signed,	

providing	 only	 suggestive	 evidence	 of	 a	 negative	 association.	 Interestingly,	 the	

relationship	 for	 non-cisgender	 students	 in	 Model	 (4)	 is	 higher	 than	 the	 reported	

relationship	 for	 both	 groups	 in	 Model	 (3).	 In	 the	 case	 of	 Uruguay,	 the	 coefficients	 of	

interest	are	again	not	significant.		
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Table	5.	Main	Regression	Results	per	Country.	
	 	 	 	 	

Dependent	variable:	Absenteeisma	 Brazil	 Mexico	 Peru	 Uruguay	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	 (5)	 (6)	 (7)	 (8)	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Supportive	staff	 -0.0741**	 -0.0744**	 -0.0614***	 -0.0390	 -0.148**	 -0.141*	 -0.0246	 -0.0372	

	 (0.0294)	 (0.0316)	 (0.0224)	 (0.0247)	 (0.0724)	 (0.0740)	 (0.0466)	 (0.0468)	

Supportive	staff	x		
Non-cisgender	

	 0.00149	 	 -0.108**	 	 -0.0570	 	 0.317	

	 (0.0692)	 	 (0.0538)	 	 (0.247)	 	 (0.284)	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

F-statistics	and	p-values	for	joint	hypothesis	testsb		 	 3.52**	

(.01)	

	 3.86***	

(.00)	

	 5.04***	

(.00)	

	 .60	

(.61)	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Constant	 0.167	 0.167	 0.152	 0.156	 0.683	 0.681	 0.315	 0.315	

	 (0.172)	 (0.172)	 (0.144)	 (0.144)	 (0.475)	 (0.473)	 (0.241)	 (0.241)	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Observations	 969	 969	 1,423	 1,423	 275	 275	 382	 382	

R-squared	 0.237	 0.237	 0.187	 0.189	 0.154	 0.155	 0.221	 0.225	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
a	
All	models	control	for	other	forms	of	school	support,	forms	of	victimization,	school	characteristics,	SOGIE	and	demographic	characteristics.

	

a	
H0:	β1(Supportive	staff)	+	β2(Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender)	=	0	
Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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DISCUSSION	

My	 analysis	 suggests	 that,	 among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE,	 the	

presence	of	 supportive	 staff	members	 is	 associated	with	 reduced	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	

caused	 by	 feelings	 of	 unsafety	 or	 discomfort.	 This	 association	 holds	 for	 both	 my	

concatenated	data	set	and	my	country-specific	data	sets,	with	the	exception	of	Uruguay,	

where	my	model	 produces	 a	 statistically	 significant	 estimate	 only	 in	 a	 simple	 bivariate	

specification.	These	results	are	generally	 in	 line	with	those	contained	 in	these	countries’	

national	 reports	 (Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	 Gays,	 Bissexuais,	 Travestis	 e	

Transexuais,	2016;	PROMSEX,	2016;	Ovejas	Negras,	2016;	Fundación	Arcoiris,	2015),	and	

with	 Kosciw	 et	 al.	 (2013),	who	 found	 that	welcoming	 educators	 and	 staff	members	 are	

strong	predictors	of	 reduced	absenteeism	among	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE	 in	

the	United	States.	

However,	 when	 I	 differentiate	 my	 relationship	 of	 interest	 based	 on	 students’	

gender	identity,	my	results	are	less	clear.	For	the	concatenated	and	Peruvian	datasets,	my	

relationship	of	interest	is	negative	and	statistically	significant	for	both	cisgender	and	non-

cisgender	students,	but	I	only	find	suggestive	evidence	of	a	stronger	association	for	non-

cisgender	 compared	 to	 their	 cisgender	 peers.	 In	 the	 case	 of	Mexico,	my	 results	 show	a	

strong	and	significant	relationship	only	for	non-cisgender	students.	My	analysis	for	Brazil	

shows	a	negative	and	significant	association	for	both	groups	with	no	difference	between	

them.	For	Uruguay,	I	find	no	evidence	of	any	relationship	for	either	of	the	two	groups.	
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Limitations		

There	are	a	number	of	factors	to	consider	when	interpreting	my	results.	First,	my	

analysis	did	not	account	for	all	variables	that	are	conceivably	related	to	both	the	presence	

of	 supportive	 staff	 and	 the	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	 among	 students	 with	 non-normative	

SOGIE.	Among	 the	omitted	variables,	 local	differences	on	perceptions	of	 the	population	

towards	 people	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 are	 probably	 the	 most	 relevant.	 In	 more	

progressive	areas	I	would	expect	greater	numbers	of	supportive	staff	members	and	lower	

levels	 of	 absenteeism,	 while	 in	 more	 conservative	 areas	 I	 would	 anticipate	 that	 the	

presence	 of	 supportive	 staff	 would	 be	 lesser	 and	 the	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	 would	 be	

higher.	 Thus,	 given	 that	 the	 signs	 of	 such	 correlations	 oppose	 to	 each	 other	 in	 both	

scenarios,	 the	 absence	 of	 a	 variable	 that	 controls	 for	 perceptions	 of	 the	 population	

towards	 people	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 is	 almost	 certainly	 downwardly	 biasing	 my	

coefficients,	presumably	making	my	results	appear	stronger	than	they	should	be.	

The	external	validity	of	my	analysis	may	also	be	limited	to	some	degree.	Since	the	

available	data	were	collected	by	online	surveys,	there	is	a	strong	possibility	that	students	

who	 do	 not	 have	 access	 to	 electronic	 devices	 and/or	 Internet	 connections	 are	

underrepresented.	 Likewise,	 as	 noted	 above,	 there	 is	 a	 major	 difference	 between	 the	

Peruvian	 and	 other	 national	 samples,	 since	 the	 Peruvian	 respondents	 were	 mostly	

students	 of	 religious	 institutions,	 who	 may	 be	 subject	 to	 more	 discrimination	 than	

students	in	non-religious	institutions.	
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Research	And	Policy	Implications	

The	 finding	 that	 the	 supportiveness	 of	 school	 staff	members	 is	 related	 to	 lower	

levels	 of	 absenteeism	 among	 students	 with	 non-normative	 SOGIE	 in	 Latin	 American	

countries	 represents	 a	 valuable	 contribution	 to	 the	 existing	 literature	 and	 suggests	

interesting	 avenues	 for	 further	 research.	 While	 previous	 reports	 have	 suggested	 the	

existence	 of	 a	 negative	 relationship	 between	 staff	 supportiveness	 and	 absenteeism	

(Associação	 Brasileira	 de	 Lésbicas,	 Gays,	 Bissexuais,	 Travestis	 e	 Transexuais,	 2016;	

PROMSEX,	 2016;	 Ovejas	 Negras,	 2016;	 Fundación	 Arcoiris,	 2015),	 my	 analysis	

demonstrates	the	robustness	of	this	finding	to	the	use	of	more	sophisticated	methods	of	

analysis,	 including	multivariate	 regression	models	and	country	comparisons.	My	analysis	

also	 includes	 the	 first	 subgroup	 analysis	 in	 the	 region,	 considering	 the	 differentiated	

association	 between	 staff	 supportiveness	 and	 levels	 of	 absenteeism	based	 on	 students’	

gender	 identity.	Although	my	results	are	not	conclusive,	 they	align	to	some	degree	with	

those	 obtained	 by	Greytak	 (2012)	 and	 Smith	 et	 al.	 (2014),	who	 find	 that	 non-cisgender	

students	 receive	 greater	 benefits	 than	 their	 cisgender	 peers	 from	 having	 supportive	

school	staff	members.	

A	 growing	 body	 of	 research	 suggests	 that,	 as	 recommended	 by	 UNESCO	 (2015),	

States	across	the	globe	should	start	building	comprehensive	education	sector	responses	to	

address	 homophobia	 and	 transphobia.	 Among	 the	 elements	 that	 should	 be	 considered	

when	launching	such	efforts,	the	presence	of	supportive	school	staff	appears	to	have	an	

important	 role	 to	play.	Following	 this	 logic,	 future	 research	on	Latin	American	countries	

should	focus	on	factors	that	could	 lead	to	 increases	 in	the	numbers	of	staff	members	 in	
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educational	 institutions	who	are	supportive	of	students	with	non-normative	SOGIE.	Such	

studies	could	help	to	inform	policy	recommendations	for	the	Latin	American	educational	

sector,	 including	the	 implementation	of	training	programs	for	school	staff	members	that	

have	 been	 suggested	 as	 possible	 avenues	 to	 reshape	 the	 heteronormative	 and	

cisnormative	cultures	within	schools	(Goodboy	&	Martin	,	2018).	
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APPENDIX:	REGRESSION	RESULTS	
	

Table	A1.	Main	Regression	Results	 for	 the	 Concatenated	Dataset,	 Independent	Variable:	 At	 least	 two	
supportive	staff	members.	

	

Dependent	variable:	Absenteeism	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	
	 	 	 	 	
Supportive	staff	 -0.107***	 -0.0648***	 -0.0623***	 -0.0485**	
	 (0.0197)	 (0.0186)	 (0.0185)	 (0.0203)	
Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender	 	 	 	 -0.0742	
	 	 	 	 (0.0466)	
	 	 	 	 	
Other	forms	of	school	support	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Inclusive	curriculum	 	 -0.0174	 -0.0382**	 -0.0391**	
	 	 (0.0188)	 (0.0194)	 (0.0194)	
Queer	peers	 	 -0.0341*	 -0.0322*	 -0.0318*	
	 	 (0.0178)	 (0.0177)	 (0.0177)	
	 	 	 	 	
Victimization	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Gender	expression-based	verbal	harassment	
	

	 0.0573***	 0.0549***	 0.0545***	
	 (0.0175)	 (0.0174)	 (0.0174)	

Gender	expression-based	physical	
harassment	
	

	 0.0906***	 0.0942***	 0.0942***	
	 (0.0253)	 (0.0251)	 (0.0251)	

Sexual	orientation-based	verbal	harassment	
	

	 0.0207	 0.0371**	 0.0378**	
	 (0.0177)	 (0.0179)	 (0.0179)	

Sexual	orientation-based	physical	harassment	
	

	 0.163***	 0.161***	 0.161***	
	 (0.0264)	 (0.0261)	 (0.0261)	

Cyber	bullying	 	 0.165***	 0.163***	 0.163***	
	 	 (0.0190)	 (0.0189)	 (0.0189)	
Sexual	harassment	 	 0.0659***	 0.0578***	 0.0578***	
	 	 (0.0159)	 (0.0160)	 (0.0160)	
	 	 	 	 	

School	characteristics	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Urban	 	 -0.0155	 -0.0224	 -0.0217	
	 	 (0.0178)	 (0.0178)	 (0.0178)	
Private	 	 -0.0195	 -0.0226	 -0.0225	
	 	 (0.0190)	 (0.0193)	 (0.0193)	
Religious	 	 0.0105	 -0.00890	 -0.00989	
	 	 (0.0286)	 (0.0295)	 (0.0295)	
	 	 	 	 	
SOGIE	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Non-cisgender	 	 0.0631***	 0.0716***	 0.127***	
	 	 (0.0207)	 (0.0208)	 (0.0404)	
Gays	and	lesbians	 	 -0.0494	 -0.0264	 -0.0272	
	 	 (0.0344)	 (0.0349)	 (0.0348)	
Bisexuals	 	 0.0189	 0.0404	 0.0386	
	 	 (0.0361)	 (0.0363)	 (0.0362)	
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Table	 A1.	 Main	 Regression	 Results	 for	 the	 Concatenated	 Dataset,	 Independent	 variable:	 At	 least	 two	
supportive	staff	members	(continued).	

	
Dependent	variable:	Absenteeism	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	
	 	 	 	 	
Demographics	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Age	 	 -0.00462	 -0.000572	 -0.000779	
	 	 (0.00560)	 (0.00563)	 (0.00562)	
	 	 	 	 	
F-statistic	and	p-value	for	joint	hypothesis	testa		
	

	 	 	 8.67***	
(.00)	

	 	 	 	 	
Constant	 0.366***	 0.260***	 0.209**	 0.202**	
	 (0.0174)	 (0.0987)	 (0.0997)	 (0.0996)	
	 	 	 	 	
Country	FE	 NO	 NO	 YES	 YES	
Observations	 3,049	 3,049	 3,049	 3,049	
R-Squared	 0.011	 0.181	 0.189	 0.190	
	 	 	 	 	
a	H0:	β1(Supportive	staff)	+	β2(Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender)	=	0	
Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses	
***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
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Table	 A2.	 Main	 Regression	 Results	 for	 the	 Concatenated	 Dataset,	 Independent	 variable:	 At	 least	 ten	
supportive	staff	members.	
	
Dependent	variable:	Absenteeism	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	
	 	 	 	 	
Supportive	staff	 -0.167***	 -0.0722***	 -0.0748***	 -0.0568***	
	 (0.0176)	 (0.0175)	 (0.0175)	 (0.0189)	
Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender	 	 	 	 -0.116***	
	 	 	 	 (0.0440)	
	 	 	 	 	
Other	forms	of	school	support	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Inclusive	curriculum	 	 -0.0161	 -0.0368*	 -0.0387**	
	 	 (0.0187)	 (0.0193)	 (0.0193)	
Queer	peers	 	 -0.0350**	 -0.0325*	 -0.0328*	
	 	 (0.0178)	 (0.0178)	 (0.0178)	
	 	 	 	 	
Victimization	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Gender	expression-based	verbal	harassment	
	

	 0.0552***	 0.0525***	 0.0529***	
	 (0.0175)	 (0.0173)	 (0.0173)	

Gender	expression-based	physical	harassment	
	

	 0.0920***	 0.0957***	 0.0967***	
	 (0.0253)	 (0.0251)	 (0.0252)	

Sexual	orientation-based	verbal	harassment	
	

	 0.0151	 0.0317*	 0.0323*	
	 (0.0178)	 (0.0180)	 (0.0180)	

Sexual	orientation-based	physical	harassment	
	

	 0.161***	 0.159***	 0.158***	
	 (0.0265)	 (0.0262)	 (0.0262)	

Cyber	bullying	 	 0.162***	 0.160***	 0.161***	
	 	 (0.0189)	 (0.0189)	 (0.0189)	
Sexual	harassment	 	 0.0660***	 0.0577***	 0.0568***	
	 	 (0.0159)	 (0.0160)	 (0.0160)	
	 	 	 	 	
School	characteristics	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Urban	 	 -0.0112	 -0.0184	 -0.0185	
	 	 (0.0178)	 (0.0178)	 (0.0178)	
Private	 	 -0.0217	 -0.0245	 -0.0249	
	 	 (0.0190)	 (0.0193)	 (0.0193)	
Religious	 	 0.0112	 -0.00911	 -0.00821	
	 	 (0.0285)	 (0.0294)	 (0.0294)	
	 	 	 	 	
SOGIE	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Non-cisgender	 	 0.0600***	 0.0689***	 0.0862***	
	 	 (0.0207)	 (0.0208)	 (0.0232)	
Gays	and	lesbians	 	 -0.0487	 -0.0247	 -0.0270	
	 	 (0.0345)	 (0.0349)	 (0.0350)	
Bisexuals	 	 0.0184	 0.0405	 0.0371	
	 	 (0.0361)	 (0.0363)	 (0.0364)	
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Table	 A2.	 Main	 Regression	 Results	 for	 the	 Concatenated	 Dataset,	 Independent	 variable:	 At	 least	 ten	
supportive	staff	members	(continued).	

	
Dependent	variable:	Absenteeism	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	
	 	 	 	 	
Demographics	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Age	 	 -0.00510	 -0.000927	 -0.000972	
	 	 (0.00559)	 (0.00562)	 (0.00563)	
	 	 	 	 	
F-statistic	and	p-value	for	joint	hypothesis	testa		
	

	 	 	 10.86***	
(.00)	

	 	 	 	 	
Constant	 0.317***	 0.237**	 0.186*	 0.187*	
	 (0.00935)	 (0.0978)	 (0.0987)	 (0.0987)	
	 	 	 	 	
Country	FE	 NO	 NO	 YES	 YES	
Observations	 3,049	 3,049	 3,049	 3,049	
R-Squared	 0.021	 0.181	 0.190	 0.191	
	 	 	 	 	
a	H0:	β1(Supportive	staff)	+	β2(Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender)	=	0	
Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses	
***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
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Table	A3.	Main	Regression	Results	per	Country	showing	control	variables.	
	 	 	 	 	

Dependent	variable:	Absenteeisma	 Brazil	 Mexico	 Peru	 Uruguay	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	 (5)	 (6)	 (7)	 (8)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Supportive	staff	 -0.0741**	 -0.0744**	 -0.0614***	 -0.0390	 -0.148**	 -0.141*	 -0.0246	 -0.0372	
	 (0.0294)	 (0.0316)	 (0.0224)	 (0.0247)	 (0.0724)	 (0.0740)	 (0.0466)	 (0.0468)	
Supportive	staff	x		
Non-cisgender	

	 0.00149	 	 -0.108**	 	 -0.0570	 	 0.317	
	 (0.0692)	 	 (0.0538)	 	 (0.247)	 	 (0.284)	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Other	forms	of	school	support	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Inclusive	curriculum	 -0.0781**	 -0.0781**	 0.000373	 -0.00151	 0.00304	 0.00354	 -0.0282	 -0.0259	
	 (0.0312)	 (0.0312)	 (0.0352)	 (0.0351)	 (0.0791)	 (0.0794)	 (0.0476)	 (0.0475)	
Queer	peers	 -0.0452	 -0.0452	 -0.0384	 -0.0385	 0.0226	 0.0209	 0.0335	 0.0329	
	 (0.0317)	 (0.0317)	 (0.0266)	 (0.0266)	 (0.0612)	 (0.0612)	 (0.0567)	 (0.0566)	
Textbooks	 0.0236	 0.0236	 -0.0216	 -0.0212	 -0.117*	 -0.115	 	 	
	 (0.0386)	 (0.0387)	 (0.0257)	 (0.0256)	 (0.0693)	 (0.0699)	 	 	
Library	 0.00833	 0.00835	 0.00757	 0.00688	 	 	 	 	
	 (0.0365)	 (0.0365)	 (0.0279)	 (0.0278)	 	 	 	 	
Policy	 0.00111	 0.00109	 -0.0579*	 -0.0596*	 -0.0924	 -0.0930	 	 	
	 (0.0471)	 (0.0472)	 (0.0324)	 (0.0322)	 (0.0968)	 (0.0973)	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Victimization	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Gender	expression-based	verbal	harassment	 0.0271	 0.0271	 0.0742***	 0.0747***	 -0.0138	 -0.0134	 0.115**	 0.113**	
	 (0.0320)	 (0.0320)	 (0.0238)	 (0.0238)	 (0.0684)	 (0.0686)	 (0.0557)	 (0.0558)	
Gender	expression-based	physical	harassment	 0.141***	 0.141***	 0.103***	 0.103***	 0.107	 0.108	 -0.00488	 -0.00245	
	 (0.0483)	 (0.0484)	 (0.0343)	 (0.0343)	 (0.0930)	 (0.0931)	 (0.0694)	 (0.0696)	
Sexual	orientation-based	verbal	harassment	 0.0983***	 0.0983***	 0.00304	 0.00577	 -0.00144	 -0.00131	 -0.0238	 -0.0280	
	 (0.0317)	 (0.0317)	 (0.0249)	 (0.0249)	 (0.0758)	 (0.0760)	 (0.0545)	 (0.0541)	
Sexual	orientation-based	physical	harassment	 0.162***	 0.162***	 0.124***	 0.124***	 0.0212	 0.0203	 0.298***	 0.294***	
	 (0.0478)	 (0.0479)	 (0.0365)	 (0.0365)	 (0.105)	 (0.105)	 (0.0812)	 (0.0813)	
Cyber	bullying	 0.131***	 0.131***	 0.174***	 0.176***	 0.126*	 0.126*	 0.200***	 0.203***	
	 (0.0355)	 (0.0356)	 (0.0260)	 (0.0259)	 (0.0667)	 (0.0668)	 (0.0601)	 (0.0598)	
Sexual	harassment	 0.0510*	 0.0510*	 0.0701***	 0.0685***	 0.0578	 0.0565	 0.0217	 0.0197	
	 (0.0296)	 (0.0297)	 (0.0228)	 (0.0228)	 (0.0584)	 (0.0586)	 (0.0471)	 (0.0469)	
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Table	A3.	Main	Regression	Results	per	Country	showing	control	variables	(continued).	
	 	 	 	 	

Dependent	variable:	Absenteeisma	 Brazil	 Mexico	 Peru	 Uruguay	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	 (5)	 (6)	 (7)	 (8)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
School	characteristics	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Urban	 -0.0377	 -0.0377	 -0.000210	 0.000435	 -0.104	 -0.109	 -0.0544	 -0.0522	
	 (0.0314)	 (0.0314)	 (0.0238)	 (0.0238)	 (0.106)	 (0.109)	 (0.0618)	 (0.0617)	
Private	 -0.0785**	 -0.0785**	 0.0269	 0.0253	 -0.0646	 -0.0666	 0.00468	 0.00621	
	 (0.0315)	 (0.0315)	 (0.0277)	 (0.0276)	 (0.0827)	 (0.0832)	 (0.0898)	 (0.0896)	
Religious	 0.0354	 0.0354	 -0.0526	 -0.0507	 -0.0181	 -0.0159	 -0.0211	 -0.0220	
	 (0.0559)	 (0.0560)	 (0.0488)	 (0.0487)	 (0.0659)	 (0.0669)	 (0.105)	 (0.104)	
Large	 0.0318	 0.0317	 	 	 	 	 0.0305	 0.0265	
	 (0.0277)	 (0.0278)	 	 	 	 	 (0.0503)	 (0.0501)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
SOGIE	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-cisgender	 0.0701**	 0.0695	 0.0276	 0.0569*	 0.276***	 0.283***	 0.0674	 -0.0295	
	 (0.0353)	 (0.0484)	 (0.0279)	 (0.0340)	 (0.0859)	 (0.0913)	 (0.132)	 (0.144)	
Gays	and	lesbians	 -0.0473	 -0.0472	 -0.0813	 -0.0861	 0.0493	 0.0496	 -0.0109	 -7.15e-05	
	 (0.0540)	 (0.0541)	 (0.0809)	 (0.0818)	 (0.1066)	 (0.107)	 (0.0707)	 (0.0688)	
Bisexuals	 0.00435	 0.00442	 -0.0157	 -0.0209	 0.0801	 0.0803	 0.0911	 0.100	
	 (0.0581)	 (0.0583)	 (0.0828)	 (0.0837)	 (0.1118)	 (0.112)	 (0.0710)	 (0.0704)	
Non-normative	gender	expression	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 -0.0136	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (0.0566)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Demographics	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Age	 0.00331	 0.00331	 -0.00124	 -0.00120	 -0.0176	 -0.0174	 -0.0133	 -0.0132	
	 (0.0100)	 (0.0100)	 (0.00834)	 (0.00833)	 (0.0291)	 (0.0292)	 (0.0146)	 (0.0145)	
White	 -0.0235	 -0.0235	 	 	 -0.0164	 -0.0162	 	 	
	 (0.0276)	 (0.0276)	 	 	 (0.0717)	 (0.0716)	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
F-statistics	and	p-values	for	joint	hypothesis	testsb		 	 3.52**	

(.01)	
	 3.86***	

(.00)	
	 5.04***	

(.00)	
	 .60	

(.61)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Constant	 0.167	 0.167	 0.152	 0.156	 0.683	 0.681	 0.315	 0.315	
	 (0.172)	 (0.172)	 (0.144)	 (0.144)	 (0.475)	 (0.473)	 (0.241)	 (0.241)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 969	 969	 1,423	 1,423	 275	 275	 382	 382	
R-squared	 0.237	 0.237	 0.187	 0.189	 0.154	 0.155	 0.221	 0.225	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
a	H0:	β1(Supportive	staff)	+	β2(Supportive	staff	x	Non-cisgender)	=	0	
Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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