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ABSTRACT 

 

Across the United States, there has been increasing attention to school pushout, the application of 

harsh and exclusionary discipline of marginalized students that contributes to school dropout 

and/or justice system-involvement. While a growing body of research demonstrates the school-

to-prison pipeline for youth of color, only one study so far has documented the disparity in 

school and criminal justice sanctions between lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) youth and their 

heterosexual peers (Himmelstein & Bruckner, 2011). Additionally, a recent national school 

climate survey found that LGBTQ youth were more than twice as likely as their non-LGBTQ 

peers to report they did not plan to finish high school, and that these expectations were tied to 

disproportionate school discipline, a hostile school climate, mental health concerns, 

discriminatory school policies, and the effect of safety and discomfort on student attendance and 

academic performance (GLSEN, 2016). However, no empirical research to date has looked at 

actual disparities in high school graduation among LGB youth. This study uses data from the 

National Longitudinal Survey on Adolescent and Adult Health (Add Health) to look at this 

disparity. The dependent variable for the logit regression is high school graduation by age 32 and 

the key independent variable is sexual orientation, with “non-heterosexual” being defined as 

having ever been attracted to the same gender, dating someone of the same gender, or describing 

oneself as gay, mostly gay, or bisexual. Holding constant for race, gender, socioeconomics, 

academic achievement, grade retention, and school absences, the findings provide modest 

evidence that non-heterosexual youth are 4 percentage points less likely, on average, to graduate 

high school (p = .05). The study also finds that controlling for potential mechanisms of this 

disparity such as experiences of victimization, school belongingness, skipping school, parental 

connectedness, expulsion and arrest, makes the relationship between being non-heterosexual and 

graduating high school indistinguishable from zero.   



iv 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The research and writing of this thesis 

is dedicated to everyone who helped along the way. 

 

Many thanks, 

Caroline 



v 

 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 1 

Review of Prior Literature .............................................................................................................. 3 

LGBTQ Youth and School Pushout ........................................................................................... 3 

Behavioral and Emotional Engagement in a Hostile School Climate ........................................ 4 

High School Graduation ............................................................................................................. 7 

Data and Methods ......................................................................................................................... 10 

Data ........................................................................................................................................... 10 

    Analysis Sample.................................................................................................................... 11 

    Variables ............................................................................................................................... 12 

    Limitations ............................................................................................................................ 18 

Methods..................................................................................................................................... 19 

    Limitations ............................................................................................................................ 20 

Results ........................................................................................................................................... 21 

Discussion ..................................................................................................................................... 24 

Appendix: Figures and Tables ...................................................................................................... 28 

References ..................................................................................................................................... 34 

 

  



vi 

 

 

 

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model  .........................................................................................  26 

 

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Variables Included in Logit Model. .......  27 

 

Table 2. Variable Creation by Factor Analysis. .............................................................  28 

 

Table 3. Differences in Means by Sexual Orientation. ..................................................  29 

 

Table 4. Differences in Means by High School Graduation Status ...............................  30 

 

Table 5. Marginal Effects of Multiple Regression Logit Models Predicting High School 

Graduation......................................................................................................................  31 

 



1 

 

Introduction 

Across the United States, there has been increased attention to school pushout, the result of 

harsh and exclusionary discipline of marginalized students that contributes to school dropout and 

involvement in the justice system. School policies and school climate negatively affect Black 

students and other students of color, students with disabilities, lesbian, gay and bisexual students, 

and gender non-conforming students (Himmelstein & Bruckner, 2011; Snapp et al., 2014). 

Instead of deterring wrongful behavior, disproportionate school suspensions lead to more 

infractions, more missed school, a lasting stigma, and eventually school expulsion, school 

dropout, and/or incarceration, making up the school-to-prison pipeline (GLSEN, 2016). While a 

growing body of research demonstrates the school-to-prison pipeline for youth of color, 

specifically Black and Latino males, only one study so far has documented the disparity in 

school and criminal justice sanctions between lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) youth and their 

heterosexual peers (Himmelstein & Bruckner, 2011). The concept of school pushout presumes 

that a school environment that allows students to experience increased discipline related to their 

sexual orientation, race, and/or ability may also lead these same students to drop out of school 

before graduating high school. In support of this idea, a recent national school climate survey 

indicated that LGBTQ youth were more than twice as likely as their non-LGBTQ peers to report 

they did not plan to finish high school (GLSEN, 2016). 

In this paper, I seek to extend studies on school pushout to analyze differences in high school 

graduation among LGB and non-LGB youth. To date, research on high school graduation of 

LGB youth has focused on expectations of graduation, and no empirical research has analyzed 

actual disparities in graduation rates. This study will use data from the National Longitudinal 
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Survey on Adolescent and Adult Health (Add Health), which follows a nationally representative 

sample of youth beginning in grades 7 through 12 (Wave 1) most recently through ages 24 to 32 

(Wave 4). I use logit regression with the dependent variable of high school graduation by age 32. 

The key independent variable is whether the respondent identifies as lesbian, gay, or bisexual, as 

measured by attraction to same gender, relationship history, and self-identification. Other control 

and explanatory variables include demographic characteristics, academic achievement, school 

belongingness and absences, grade retention, parental connectedness, experiences of 

victimization, expulsion and arrests. 

This is the first study to use a nationally representative and longitudinal sample to look at 

both sexual orientation and high school graduation. The study’s hypothesis is that LGB youth are 

being pushed out and graduating high school at lower rates than their heterosexual peers. This 

paper seeks to explore this hypothesis as well as some mechanisms through which this disparity 

may operate. Additional research assessing and understanding disparities in high school 

graduation could influence educational policies increasing equity and academic achievement in 

schools.  
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Review of Prior Literature 

LGBTQ Youth and School Pushout 

The school-to-prison pipeline operates through school pushout, whether students are 

disciplined into incarceration or simply worn down and out of options. Himmelstein and 

Bruckner (2011) analyzed nationally representative data from the National Survey on Adolescent 

Health to demonstrate that LGB youth are more likely than their heterosexual peers to be stopped 

by police, expelled from school, arrested and convicted (as youth and as adults), holding constant 

for race, age, gender, family income, and both violent and nonviolent behaviors that lead to 

punishment. Strikingly, even youth who had experienced attraction to the same gender but 

identified as heterosexual were more likely to experience school and criminal justice sanctions 

than their peers who had not experienced same gender attraction. However, little research has 

been done on how these school and criminal justice sanctions may lead to dropout. 

A few studies have highlighted that LGBTQ youth have lower expectations of graduating 

high school, a factor that has been found to correlate with actual graduation rates (Fall & 

Roberts, 2012). In a survey administered by GLSEN to a nationally representative sample of 

youth in 2015, LGBTQ students were more than twice as likely to report that they do not plan to 

finish high school than non-LGBTQ students (2.7% vs. 0.8%) and nearly twice as likely to report 

that they did not plan to continue their education past high school (9.6% vs. 5.7% of non-

LGBTQ students) (Greytak et al., 2016). These trends in differing expectations have remained 

consistent over time; Kowkiw et al. (2001; 2003; 2005) found the same rates comparing GLSEN 

national surveys with NCES data, as did Aragon et al. (2014) in looking at data from the Dane 

County Youth Assessment of 2009. 
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GLSEN (2016) analyzed data from the National School Climate Survey conducted during 

the 2012-13 school year to assess the “pathways to dropping out” of school for LGBTQ youth. In 

this survey, 3.4 percent of LGBTQ students reported that they were either unsure or did not plan 

to graduate high school. Of these students, a disproportionate number were multiracial, black, 

Hispanic, transgender, genderqueer, gender non-conforming, homeless, and physically, 

emotionally, or educationally disabled. The most common reason LGBTQ students cited for 

being unsure about or not planning to graduate high school was a hostile or unsupportive school 

climate, followed by concerns about academic achievement and completing graduation 

requirements. Previous research notes that other pathways to dropping out include discriminatory 

policies and practice, mental health concerns, and school discipline (Birkett, et al, 2008; Kosciw, 

et al., 2016; Greytak et al., 2016). 

Behavioral and Emotional Engagement in a Hostile School Climate 

School engagement can be broken down into behavioral engagement, emotional 

engagement, and cognitive engagement (Fall & Roberts, 2012). Behavioral engagement refers to 

indicators such as being on task, following the rules, and participating in school activities.  While 

much of the research to date indicates a correlation between behavioral engagement and high 

school completion (Fall & Roberts, 2012; Bowers, Sprott & Taff, 2013), Stearns et al. (2007) 

also found that socially and academically engaged students were less likely to drop out of school. 

Similarly, Zaff et al. (2016)’s analysis of eight longitudinal studies demonstrated that 

participation in extracurricular activities positively predicted students’ likelihood of high school 

graduation after accounting for socioeconomic status, gender, race, immigration status, and prior 

achievement. Fall and Roberts (2012) also found emotional engagement, defined as feelings of 
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belongingness, safety, interest in school, and pride in one’s school, is associated with academic 

achievement and in turn high school graduation. Stearns et al. (2007) concluded that youth who 

exhibit high levels of behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement (motivation and desire to 

learn) are significantly less likely to drop out of school early, and more likely to do well 

academically. 

High rates of victimization, disproportionate school discipline, and experiences of family 

rejection may work together to decrease behavioral and emotional engagement for LGBTQ 

youth. Schuster et al. (2015) analyzed a longitudinal survey of students in Alabama, California 

and Texas from fifth through tenth grade and found that LGB students were 91 percent more 

likely to be bullied and 46 percent more likely to experience victimization than their heterosexual 

peers. According to a separate National School Climate Survey by GLSEN (2015), 67 percent of 

LGBTQ students reported that they experienced victimization by their peers in the past year 

because of their actual/perceived sexual orientation, compared with 13.5% of their non-LGBTQ 

peers (Greytak et al., 2016).  Additionally, 60 percent of LGBTQ youth in this survey said they 

experienced peer victimization because of their gender expression, compared with only 17.6% of 

their non-LGBTQ peers (Greytak et al., 2016). In the same GLSEN survey, 57.6 percent of 

LGBTQ students who were harassed or assaulted in school said that they didn’t report the 

incident to staff.  The most common reason students said they did not report the incident was 

because they doubted that an intervention would happen or be effective, or that reporting the 

incident might make the situation worse (Kosciw et al., 2016). In fact, 63.5 percent of students 

who reported incidents of victimization said that school staff told students to ignore it or did not 

respond at all (Kosciw et al., 2016). 
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Instead of receiving support from teachers, LGBTQ youth experience punishment for 

being victimized or for defending themselves against victimization (Palmer & Greytalk, 2017; 

Snapp et al., 2014; Toomey et al., 2010). Himmelstein & Bruckner (2011)’s analysis of a 

national population-based survey, the same data set used in this study, found that 

nonheterosexuality predicted higher risk of sanctions such as being stopped by the police, or 

being arrested or convicted as an adult or juvenile, controlling for demographics as well as the 

behaviors that may warrant punishment. LGBTQ students who reported higher levels of 

victimization based on their sexual orientation in GLSEN’s National School Climate Survey 

(2012-13) were more than three times more likely than other students to report that they may not 

complete high school, and were three times more likely to have missed school in the past month 

(GLSEN, 2016). Additionally, 1.5 percent of LGBTQ students who had experienced school 

discipline indicated that they might not complete high school, compared with 0.6 percent of their 

LGBTQ peers. 

Many LGBTQ youth experience victimization and rejection at home as well as at school. 

Estrada and Marksamer (2006) found that 26 percent of non-heterosexual children leave their 

families because of conflicts over sexual orientation. In another survey of LGBT teens, 26 

percent reported that non-accepting families were the most important problem in their lives 

(MAP, 2016). Non-LGBT teens in this survey instead listed college and career, financial 

pressures, and classes, exams and grades as their most important problems (MAP, 2016). 

Another survey by HRC (2012) highlighted that only 32 percent of youth chose their family from 

a list of sources where they frequently hear positive messages about being LGBT, and almost 
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half of respondents (46%) chose their family as their most frequent source of negative messages 

about being LGBT. 

High School Graduation 

Early research on high school graduation focused on often unchangeable characteristics 

of students’ lives that were associated with an increased likelihood of dropping out of school. 

Students from low-income families and/or single-parent households, and students who are Black, 

Hispanic, whose parents and/or siblings didn’t graduate high school, or who grew up in urban, 

rural or low-income neighborhoods are all less likely to graduate high school than their peers 

(Bowers, Sprott & Taff, 2013; Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; Rumberger, 1995; Teachman et al., 

1996). Additionally, students who have changed schools and who have adult responsibilities, 

characteristics associated with family of origin, are less likely to complete high school on time or 

at all (Rumberger, 1995; Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999). Studies that focus on high school dropout 

(leaving high school before graduation, measured by age 18) and on high school completion 

(students who drop out may return at a later age to complete high school or to get a GED or other 

high school equivalency degree) tend to take the same factors into account and find similar 

results, therefore a greater understanding can be gained from the literature by looking at both 

types of studies. 

More recently, research has focused factors beyond unchangeable characteristics in order 

to more effectively identify possible program and policy interventions to increase high school 

completion. Bowers, Sprott and Taff (2013) analyzed 110 potential dropout predictors across 36 

studies and found that longitudinal growth models, particularly around academic achievement in 

math, were the most precise predictors of dropout. Their results overall suggest that low and 
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failing grades are some of the most accurate indicators of dropping out, especially for students 

with few high school credits. Fall and Roberts (2012)’s analysis of data from the Education 

Longitudinal Study of 2002-04 data found that poor school engagement led to lower academic 

achievement which in turn, led students to be more likely to drop out.   

Other research has noted the moderating effect of teacher involvement and relationships 

with teachers on school engagement, and therefore on high school completion. Patrick et al. 

(2007) found that support from teachers improved students’ sense of their ability to learn and do 

well academically, which facilitated further cognitive and behavioral engagement. Croninger and 

Lee (2001) found that, for high-risk students, personal relationships with teachers and comfort 

with talking openly with particular teachers had a stronger effect on continued enrollment than 

having generally supportive teachers. Unfortunately, the higher rates of discipline among 

LGBTQ students compared to their peers may deter students from confiding in teachers in ways 

that might otherwise support their school experience. 

While research has yet to demonstrate a disparity in high school graduation between 

lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth and their heterosexual peers, the evidence about factors that may 

point to a potential disparity is strong. This study seeks to take these factors into account to better 

understand and explain the high prevalence of LGB dropouts. Figure 1 demonstrates the 

conceptual model for this study. As shown in the model and described in the research above, a 

student’s sexual orientation may lead them to experience family rejection and homelessness, 

victimization and bullying, and unequal rule enforcement at school (Palmer & Greytak, 2017; 

Snapp et al., 2014). These experiences lead to behaviors such as survival crimes, self-defense, 
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and skipping school, which may lead to school discipline/expulsion, juvenile arrest, and school 

dropout (Palmer & Greytak, 2017; Snapp et al., 2014).  
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Data and Methods 

Data 

Data for this study come from the 1994 to 2008 National Longitudinal Study of 

Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), an ongoing nationally representative sample of 

individuals who were in school in the US and ages 10 to 18 when the survey began in the 1994-

95 school year. Add Health is distributed by the Carolina Population Center at the University of 

North Carolina-Chapel Hill’s Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research. The 

survey was developed in response to a mandate from the US Congress to fund a study of 

adolescent health, and was funded by many diverse institutions such as the United States 

Department of Health and Human Services and National Institutes of Health. 

Data were collected by in-person interviews in homes and schools across the US, and 

interviews were conducted with individuals as well as with their parents, romantic partners, and 

some school administrators. The Carolina Population Center utilized a stratified, random sample 

and all students listed on selected school rosters were eligible, with oversampling of some 

groups. 

During Wave 1, in-home interviews were conducted among 20,745 individuals of ages 10 

to 18, 17,670 parents, and 144 school administrators, with a response rate of 79 percent. In-home 

interviews of 7
th

 to 12
th

 graders included topics such as health status, peer networks, decision-

making processes, family composition and dynamics, educational aspirations and expectations, 

romantic and sexual partnerships, substance use, and criminal activities. Wave 2 data, which is 

not included in this study, were collected in 1996 among 14,738 individuals with an 86.6 percent 
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response rate. Wave 3 data were collected from 2001-02 among 14,197 17 to 26-year-olds and 

1507 partners, with a 77.4 percent response rate. Interviews explored adolescent experiences 

related to decisions and behaviors in the transition to adulthood, including questions about 

families, relationships, sexual experiences, educational histories, mental health, delinquency, 

violence, substance use, and involvement with the criminal justice system. The most recent data 

used in this study is from Wave 4 interviews in 2008-09 of 15,701 24 to 32-year-olds. Ninety-

three percent of Wave 1 in-home interviewees were located and 80.3 percent responded to 

questions about developmental and health trajectories from adolescence into young adulthood.  

Analysis Sample 

This study only uses data from in-home interviews for individuals who were interviewed 

three times in Waves 1, 3, and 4 and are in the public use sample. The public use dataset consists 

of roughly one third of the full sample and is made up of half of the core sample and half of the 

oversample of African American adolescents with a parent with a college degree, selected at 

random. Four percent of the study sample has ever identified as gay/lesbian, bisexual, or mostly 

gay/lesbian (LGB) and only 2 percent of individuals identified as LGB in both Wave 3 and Wave 

4 interviews. Two percent have been in a relationship with someone of the same gender, and 16 

percent have ever been attracted to an individual of the same gender. These numbers are 

relatively consistent with current estimates of the LGBT population in the US. (Gallup, 2018). 

Twelve percent of the study sample had not graduated high school by the time of their Wave 4 

interview, while 9 percent of individuals had ever been expelled and 8 percent had been arrested 

before the age of 18. Twenty-two percent of the study sample who ever identified as bisexual, 
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and 18 percent of the study sample identified as LGB, had not graduated high school by the time 

of their Wave 4 interview. 

Of the 6,504 individuals in the public use data set in Wave 1, 6,503 remained in the 

sample through Wave 4. I restricted the sample to 3432 individuals (53% of the original public 

use sample) who answered all relevant survey questions had no missing data for any of our 

dependent, explanatory, or control variables. There were no noticeable patterns among missing 

data for the observations excluded, and the sample size appears sufficient for generalizing to the 

broader US population. 

Variables 

 Table 1 describes the means and standard deviation for each variable listed below. 

Dependent Variable 

 The key dependent variable in the logit regression model is whether or not someone 

graduated high school by the time of their Wave 4 Interview. The variable was created based on 

the 24 to 32-year-old interviewees’ Wave 4 response to “what is your high school graduation 

status?” Individuals who indicated that they had “Finished high school with diploma” were 

coded as having graduated high school, and individuals who indicated that they had “Earned a 

high school equivalency degree (GED), Earned a certificate of attendance or completion, [or] 

Did not receive a diploma, GED, or other certificate” were coded as not having graduated high 

school. Individuals who did not answer this question were dropped from the sample.  
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Key Independent Variable 

Sexual orientation is measured in three ways throughout the Add Health Questionnaires: 

attraction to the same gender, history of romantic relationship(s) with someone of the same 

gender, and self-identity. The primary variable used in this study is a dummy variable called 

Non-Heterosexual, coded as 1 for anyone who indicated they were attracted to the same gender, 

identified as gay/lesbian/bisexual/mostly gay, or had been in a relationship with someone of the 

same gender in 7
th

 to 12
th

 grade.  

Same-Gender Attraction: In Waves 1, 3, and 4, respondents are asked “Have you ever 

had a romantic attraction to a female?” and “Have you ever had a romantic attraction to a male?”  

Respondents who identify as female and answered yes, they have been attracted to a female, are 

coded as having experienced same-gender attraction, as are respondents who identify as male 

and indicate that they have been attracted to a male. An examination of responses across the 

three waves of the survey reveal inconsistencies, with some individuals indicating that they have 

never been attracted to a female even though they reported being attracted to a female in an 

earlier wave. This may be attributable to faulty memory, fluidity of sexual attraction and 

orientation, or imprecision within the data. Therefore, the primary variable used representing 

same gender attraction in this study is a dummy variable coded “1” for anyone who ever 

experienced same gender attraction in waves 1, 3, or 4 and “0” for those who never experienced 

same gender attraction in waves 1, 3, or 4. 

LGB Identity:  In Waves 3 and 4, respondents are asked the following question and given 

the following responses: “Please choose the description that best fits how you think about 

yourself: 100 percent heterosexual (straight), Mostly heterosexual/somewhat attracted to people 
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of own sex, Bisexual-attracted to men and women equally, Mostly homosexual/somewhat 

attracted to opposite sex, 100 percent homosexual (gay), Not sexually attracted to either males or 

females, Don't know.”   Individual’s responses are inconsistent over time, perhaps because of 

fluidity of sexual orientation or because of self-discovery that unfolds over time. Because of this, 

the primary variable used to represent LGB identity is whether or not an individual has ever 

identified as bisexual, mostly homosexual, or 100 percent homosexual.  

Same-Gender Relationship: Relationship history was only ascertained in Wave 1. 

Respondents are asked to identify as many as three recent romantic relationships, by asking “In 

the last 18 months, have you had a special romantic relationship with any one?” and then asking 

for the first and last initials of up to 3 romantic partners, who are added to the respondent’s 

“Romantic Relationships Roster”. Additionally, individuals who indicated no special romantic 

relationships are then asked a series of three questions about the last 18 months to “identify, by 

their behavior, respondents who are presently in such relationships” (Add Health Public Use 

Codebook). The questions include “did you ever hold hands with someone who was not a 

member of your family? Did you ever kiss someone on the mouth who was not a member of 

your family? Did you ever tell someone who was not a member of your family that you liked or 

loved them?”  Respondents who answer yes to all three questions and indicate that these things 

happened with the same person are then asked for the initials of that individual and they are 

added to the respondent’s roster. For each romantic partner included in the respondent’s 

“Romantic Relationships Roster,” respondents are asked to confirm that they considered this 

person a “special friend” and then after a few other questions are asked for that person’s gender. 

Individuals who indicate that one of their romantic partners was their same gender are coded as 
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having dated someone of the same gender. These questions are not asked again in later surveys. 

Fifty-seven respondents in the survey sample indicate having been in a same-gender relationship. 

Only 32 percent of these respondents ever identify as having been attracted to the same gender in 

Waves 1, 3 or 4, while only 12 percent of these respondents ever identify as LGB in Wave 3 or 

4.  

Additional Explanatory and Control Variables 

School Belongingness: This is a composite score based on factor analysis of responses to 

seven questions from the Wave 1 questionnaire, when all respondents were still in middle or high 

school. The specific survey questions included in factor analysis are included in Table 2, and 

generally capture an individual’s happiness at school, closeness with others, sense of safety and 

belonging, and how well they get along with other students and their teachers. 

Prejudice of Students: This is a dummy variable coded 1 if students responded to a 

question of how much they agreed or disagreed with the statement “Students at your school are 

prejudiced.” 

Victimization Index:  Student victimization is a composite score from factor analysis 

based on responses from the Wave 1 questionnaire about whether students had been jumped, 

shot, stabbed or threatened with a weapon, and how often those events had happened over the 

course of twelve months. Table 2 includes the survey questions used for factor analysis. 

Academic Achievement: This variable is based on a students’ self-reported math grade 

for the 1994-95 school year, when a student may have been in 7
th

 to 12
th

 grade. All models were 

originally estimated using both a students’ Math and English grade, which were both correlated 
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with one’s high school graduation status, and the English score was later removed to reduce 

collinearity in the model. Students tended to report very similar Math grade and English grades, 

and Math grades on average were correlated with high school graduation at slightly greater 

magnitude and statistical significance than English scores.  

Grade Retention: This dummy variable was based on students’ self-reported responses to 

“Have you ever repeated a grade or been held back a grade?” answered while they were in 

grades 7 to 12.  

School Absence: School absence was measured based on two survey questions in Wave 

1, which asked “During the past school year, how many times were you absent from school for a 

full day with an excuse—for example, because you were sick or out of town?” then repeated the 

question asking “how many times were you absent from school for a full day without an 

excuse?”  One variable Missed School combined these responses while Absent included only 

information on excused absences and Skipped School included only information on unexcused 

absences.  

Depression Index: This index was created from factor analysis of Add Health’s “feeling 

scale” based on 19 questions about how much a student enjoys their life, how often they’re sad 

or unable to eat, whether they’ve felt depressed or had trouble focusing, their fears of failure, and 

whether others dislike or are unfriendly to them. The exact survey questions used to construct the 

index are included in Table 2.  

Parent Connectedness: This variable is based off of information about a respondent’s 

connection with their mother and is an average of the Likert scale (where 1 is strongly disagree 
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and 5 is strongly agree) coded for two statements: “Most of the time, your mother is warm and 

loving toward you” and “Overall, you are satisfied with your relationship with your mother.”  

School Expulsion: This dummy variable uses data from Wave 1 and Wave 3 to determine 

whether a student has been expelled based on their response to the question “Have you ever been 

expelled from school?” If a student replied yes to this question in either questionnaire, they are 

marked as having been expelled and assigned a value of “1.” 

Arrested Before age 18: In Wave 3, respondents are asked if they have ever been arrested 

or taken into custody by the police and for their age the first time this happened. This data is 

combined with a question from Wave 4 asking again for their age at first arrest and for how 

many times they were arrested before age 18. If any of these responses indicate that an individual 

was arrested before the age of 18, this dummy variable is coded as “1.” 

Demographics: Female, Black, and Hispanic were each dummy variables drawn from 

responses to questions in Wave 1. Age and Moms’ Highest Level of Education were continuous 

variables drawn from responses to questions in Wave 1. Age was represented by the respondent’s 

precise age at the date of the Wave 1 interview. Moms’ Highest Level of Education was coded 

based on parent responses (and student responses when parents’ were missing) as 0 for parents 

who attended no school, 1 for finishing 8
th

 grade or less, 2 for not finishing high school, 3 for 

completing a GED or equivalent, 4 for graduating high school, 5 for some college, 6 for 

graduating college, and 7 for completing an additional degree.  
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Limitations 

Several of the limitations of the data set come from an imperfect fit between the study’s 

conceptual model and the available data. The most significant data missing from Add Health that 

would be useful for this study is on gender identity and gender expression. Add Health measures 

binary sex only and does not measure a change in one’s biological sex over time. Because of the 

imprecise measure of gender identity, Trans and gender non-conforming respondents may have 

been misidentified as LGB. Because identifying as Trans may be associated with lower rates of 

graduating high school (GLSEN, 2016), both the potential disproportionate number of Trans 

youth identified as LGB as well as the inability to control for Trans and gender non-conforming 

identities may downwardly bias the relationship between identifying as LGB and graduating high 

school. Unfortunately, Add Health also does not include data on homelessness before the age of 

18 (a prevalent phenomenon based on national level data) or on particular school policies or the 

enforcement of these policies within schools, so I was not able to include measures on 

homelessness or on unequal rule enforcement in schools. In addition to missing school-level 

data, I was also unable to control for broader geography, because that data was under restricted 

use. Controlling for geography would have allowed me to reduce variation associated with 

cultural norms in different regions across the US, as well as the existence of state or local 

policies that protect LGBTQ people.  

Additionally, while available data includes victimization, I am unable to isolate 

victimization based on sexual orientation or identity, or to isolate violence or behavioral 

transgressions that stemmed from self-defense. While studies have drawn a connection between 

experiencing sexual orientation-based victimization (and related self-defense) and decreased 
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expectations of graduating high school, no studies have made a connection between general 

victimization or violent behavior and high school graduation. Therefore, grouping all kinds of 

violence and all kinds of victimization together may underestimate the relationship between 

violent behavior and high school graduation and the relationship between victimization and high 

school graduation.  

Methods 

Given the binary nature of my dependent variable, high school graduation, I estimate a 

series of Logit regression models rather than relying on Ordinary Least Squares (OLS). Logit is 

selected because OLS can return values for binary dependent variables that are less than 0 or 

greater than 1, and produces less precise lines of fit. Himmelstein and Bruckner (2011) also use 

Logit regression models to estimate the relationship between sexual orientation and experiencing 

school and criminal justice sanctions. Because Logit regression models produce coefficients that 

are more difficult to interpret than OLS, I also use the margins command in Stata (StataCorp, 

2017) to estimate marginal effects of high school graduation rates for LGB and for heterosexual 

respondents. Model 1 is estimated using bivariate regression with the independent variable as 

LGB identity. For sensitivity, the same bivariate regression model was estimated with other 

sexual orientation measures as the independent variable such as same-gender attraction and a 

variable called “non-heterosexual” that combines attraction, identity and relationship history. 

Because Add Health used a clustered sample with unequal probability for each cluster (Chen & 

Chantala, 2014), each model in this study used a sampling weight GSWGT4 and a cluster 

variable CLUSTER2. GSWGT4 was computed as the inverse of the probability that a particular 

respondent was selected for the interview (Chen & Chantala, 2014). A strata variable was not 
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available for use with the public-use data set, which only minimally affects the standard errors 

(Chen & Ping, 2014). 

After Model 1, the rest of the models are multivariate. Model 2 controls for basic 

demographics such as age, race, binary sex, and socioeconomic status. Model 3 controls for 

school-specific factors associated with high school graduation such as academic performance, 

grade retention, and absences. Model 4 breaks down absences into excused and unexcused 

absences, described as student absence and skipping school. Lastly, Model 5 brings in factors 

associated with school pushout for LGBTQ youth such as victimization, school belongingness, 

mental health, connection with parents, and being kicked out of the house, expelled, or arrested 

before the age of 18. 

Limitations 

There are a few measurement issues in both independent and dependent variables that 

may also bias the study results. The wide age range of respondents’ means that we have a more 

complete understanding of the dependent variable for those who graduate high school later in life 

if they were interviewed closer to age 32 than 24 in Wave 4. However, because most individuals 

graduate high school within a few years of 18 if at all, this population is likely to be small, and 

there’s no reason to believe that those interviewed at a later age are more or less likely to identify 

as LGB. Additionally, logit regression models have built-in error terms to capture the noise in 

the dependent variable, so this measurement error will increase the variance of the standard error 

but will not bias our coefficient. 
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The trickier measurement issue comes from measuring sexual orientation itself, our key 

independent variable. School Pushout theory posits that instances of discriminatory rule 

enforcement and victimization based on sexual orientation are responsible for lower high school 

graduation rates. Experiencing discrimination of this type requires others to somehow identify 

one’s sexual orientation, correctly or incorrectly. It is unlikely that either variable of Identifying 

as LGB or Experiencing Same-Gender Attraction precisely gets at one’s presentation of their 

sexual orientation during formative school years. Additionally, other factors associated with both 

high school graduation and sexual orientation, such as one’s mental health or connectedness with 

their parents, rely on one’s internal and external identity before turning 18, neither of which is 

precisely measured by the sexual orientation variables in this model. An imprecise measurement 

of sexual orientation essentially means that I am omitting the “true value” of one’s sexual 

orientation, which should be positively correlated with our imprecise version of sexual 

orientation, but which I have hypothesized is negatively related to high school graduation. 

Therefore, this measurement error of our key independent variable is likely to lead us to 

underestimate the true relationship between sexual orientation and high school graduation.  

Results 

Table 3 describes the means and standard deviations, and difference in means for each 

explanatory variable based on whether or not a respondent has ever identified as LGB, has ever 

been attracted to the same gender, and is considered non-heterosexual. The Difference of Means 

testing attempts to determine how experiences of LGB youth differ from those of non-LGB 

youth. As expected, respondents coded as “non-heterosexual” and “heterosexual” differ 

significantly in terms of whether they have ever identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or mostly 
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lesbian/gay, as well as whether they have ever been attracted to or in a romantic relationship with 

someone of the same gender. While 93 percent of respondents coded as non-heterosexual have 

been attracted to the same gender, only 26 percent have identified themselves as LGB before the 

age of 32, demonstrating the complicated nature of measuring sexual orientation. Non-

heterosexual respondents experience more severe victimization and depression and skip school 

more often than their heterosexual peers. They are also more likely to be kicked out of their 

parents’ house, expelled from school, arrested, and to not graduate from High school. Non-

heterosexual youth have lower math grades and a lower sense of school belongingness than their 

heterosexual peers.  

Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations, and difference in means for each 

explanatory variable based on whether or not a respondent graduated from high school. In 

accordance with the research, high school graduates have higher math grades, a greater sense of 

school belongingness, and are less likely to repeat a grade than those who do not graduate high 

school. Students who did not graduate high school were more likely to have skipped school and 

to have been depressed, kicked out of their parents’ home, expelled from school, and arrested 

before the age of 18. 

Having established differences between heterosexual and non-heterosexual youth and 

between high school graduates and non-graduates, I now turn to multivariate models that allow 

me to control for factors that may explain some of the relationship between identifying as LGB 

and dropping out of school. As shown in Table 5, Model 1 indicates a negative relationship 

between being non-heterosexual and graduating from high school: Bivariate analysis indicates 

that non-heterosexual youth are associated with 5 percentage points lower likelihood of 
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graduating high school than their heterosexual peers (p=.006). Model 2 similarly indicates that, 

when controlling for gender, race, age, and socioeconomic status, LGB youth are still associated 

with a lower likelihood of graduating high school than their heterosexual peers by 5 percentage 

points, with the same level of statistical significance (p=.007). Having established a relationship 

between being non-heterosexual and graduating from high school, the rest of the models attempt 

to determine the mechanisms by which this correlation exists.  

Model 3 indicates that doing poorly in math, missing school, and repeating a grade are all 

negatively associated with high school graduation and each relationship is distinguishable from 

0. However, holding these three factors and demographics constant, non-heterosexual youth 

remain associated with statistically significant lower rates of graduation by 4 percentage points 

from their heterosexual peers (p=.05). This coefficient for Non-heterosexual begins to diminish 

in magnitude and statistical significance only in Models 4 and 5. In breaking down missing 

school into excused absences and unexcused absences, we see that each type of absence is 

separately and significantly associated with lower rates of graduation and that these relationships 

are distinguishable from zero at the 0.1% level. School pushout of LGB youth may operate 

through hostile environments that lead youth to skip school (captured in unexcused absences) as 

well as through home and school related stress that lead youth to miss school for illnesses or 

other reasons excused by parents and staff. Missing school, as hinted at in both Models 3 and 4, 

may make it more difficult for youth to catch up and graduate. By including excused and 

unexcused absences as separate variables in Model 4 separately, we may have explained away 

some of the relationship between being non-heterosexual and missing school in ways that were 

missing when we grouped these absences together in Model 3.  
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Model 5 demonstrates many relationships relevant to the operation of school pushout. 

Controlling for demographics, academic achievement, absences, and other school and LGB-

related factors, experiencing victimization and being kicked out of a parents’ house are both 

associated with a lower likelihood of graduating high school. Holding each of those factors 

constant, being expelled from school is associated with a 12-percentage-point lower likelihood of 

graduating (p=.000). Similarly, being arrested before the age of 18 is statistically significantly 

associated with a 6 percentage point lower likelihood of graduating high school. Because being 

non-heterosexual is no longer statistically significantly related to graduating in this model, it may 

be that mechanisms such as school and criminal justice sanctions and victimization by peers and 

family members explain much of the disparity shown in Models 1 to 3. It may also be that the 

mismatch between the non-heterosexual identifier used in this study and the concept of school 

pushout of LGB youth have led to significant measurement error in our key independent 

variable, downwardly biasing the coefficient and increasing our standard error.  

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to determine whether LGB students have lower predicted 

probabilities of graduating high school than their heterosexual peers, and to examine how school 

pushout operates for this group of youth. To explore this question, I looked at differences 

between LGB and non-LGB youth based on factors associated with high school graduation as 

identified in the literature, and ran a series of logit regression models controlling for these factors 

and attempting to identify mechanisms of school pushout.  

On average, non-heterosexual youth graduate high school at lower rates than their 

heterosexual peers, as hypothesized. Difference in means testing also demonstrates that LGB 
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adults, as adolescents, felt like they belonged in school less, were more depressed, and were 

more likely to have been kicked out of their parents’ homes on average than non-LGB peers. 

Non-heterosexual adolescents also experienced higher rates of victimization, lower grades in 

math, less connection with their parents, and were more likely to skip school, get expelled, and 

get arrested, on average, than their heterosexual peers. While the relationship between being non-

heterosexual and not graduating from high school exists across race, gender, and socioeconomic 

background, it disappears when we add in factors such as skipping school, perceived prejudice, 

school belongingness, parent connectedness, expulsion and arrest. 

This phenomenon described in this study is one in which students’ likelihood of 

graduating high school is influenced by their sexual orientation. Despite social, political, and 

legal gains for the LGBTQ community over the past decades, public policy has so far failed to 

address significant disparities in our education system, a system intended to level the playing 

field. Fully addressing these disparities requires further investigation of the mechanisms by 

which LGB youth are prevented from accessing the same opportunities as their heterosexual 

peers. GLSEN’s report (2016) on Educational Exclusion offers some concrete policy and 

program recommendations supported by the findings of this study. One of these 

recommendations is to improve data collection on LGBTQ youth within the school-to-prison 

pipeline context. Data from GLSEN’s report indicate that transgender and LGBQ gender non-

conforming youth were at greater risk of school pushout than LGBQ gender conforming youth, 

so it is imperative that nationally representative surveys include data not only on sexual 

orientation but on gender identity (GLSEN, 2016). Similarly, efforts such as restorative justice 

programs in school that aim to address and improve upon exclusionary discipline require more 
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rigorous program evaluation.  Restorative Justice programs allow students and staff to repair 

harm and hold each other accountable through dialogue and shared agreements as an alternative 

to exclusionary discipline. However, current program evaluation efforts have mixed data on their 

effectiveness in reducing school discipline.  Additionally, there is no research on their 

effectiveness with LGBTQ students. 

There are several policy changes that could help to improve the school environment for 

LGBTQ youth.  States, municipalities, and individual schools can adapt or expand non-

discrimination policies to protect against discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender 

identity/expression.  Similarly, anti-bullying policies can be expanded to explicitly prohibit 

harassment of LGBTQ youth.  In strengthening non-discrimination and anti-bullying policies, 

schools must be careful to avoid zero-tolerance policies and exclusionary discipline that would 

exacerbate school pushout and the school-to-prison-pipeline.  GLSEN’s study (2016) also found 

that LGBTQ students who were African-American, Latinx, or Multiracial experienced higher 

rates of school discipline and were less likely to believe they would complete high school than 

white LGBTQ students.  School policies and training of personnel must take into account the 

intersectionality of a students’ identity and address disparities in discipline faced by students of 

color and students with disabilities.  

This study highlighted mechanisms of school pushout for LGB youth such as school 

belongingness, academic performance, attendance, mental health, parental connectedness, 

victimization, school expulsion and justice-system involvement.  However, future research is 

needed to more closely determine how each of these mechanisms operates in order to develop 

more precise and effective interventions.  
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Limitations in sample size of homeless LGBTQ youth, LGBTQ youth in foster care, and 

LGBTQ youth of color restricted the study from highlighting the unique challenges faced by 

LGBTQ youth whose identities are criminalized in multiple ways. The lack of data on gender 

identity and expression in Add Health similarly limited the study from distinguishing between 

challenges faced by LGB youth and by Trans and gender non-conforming youth. Given the high 

rates of violence against Trans adults, particularly against Black Trans Women, further research 

is needed to understand how to improve the school environment for all youth. 
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Appendix: Figures and Tables 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Variables Included in Logit Model 
 

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Variables Included in Logit Model 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation 

Dependent Variable 
  

   Graduated High school 0.88 0.32 

Sexual Orientation 
 

   LGB Identity (Ever) 0.04 0.20 

   Same Gender Attraction (Ever) 0.16 0.36 

   Same Gender Relationship (Ever) 0.02 0.13 

   LGB Identity in Wave 3 0.03 0.16 

   LGB Identity in Wave 4 0.04 0.19 

   Queerness Scale 0.18 0.56 

   Same Gender Attraction in Wave 1 0.05 0.23 

   Same Gender Attraction in Wave 3 0.09 0.28 

   Same Gender Attraction in Wave  4 0.07 0.25 

Demographics 
  

   Age at First Interview (Wave 1) 14.77 1.72 

   Female 0.56 0.50 

   Black 0.24 0.43 

   Hispanic 0.09 0.29 

   Moms' Highest Level of Education 4.67 1.52 

Other Explanatory/Control Variables 
 

   School Belongingness 13.43 2.57 

   Belief that Other Students are Prejudice 3.09 1.21 

   Victimization 0.22 0.59 

   Math Grade 2.74 1.02 

   English Grade 2.93 0.94 

   Grade Retention 0.17 0.38 

   School Absences 1.60 0.85 

   Skipped School 0.43 0.93 

   Depression 1.78 2.65 

   Connectedness with Mom 4.35 0.76 

   Kicked Out of Parents' Home 0.09 0.29 

   Ever Expelled from School 0.09 0.28 

   Ever Arrested Before Age 18 0.08 0.27 

Source: National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), 1994-2008 [Public Use] 
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Table 2 Variable Creation by Factor Analysis 
 

Concept Survey Question or Statement 

School Belongingness                                                                                                      Eigenvalue = 2.83, N = 6,360 

Each question for this section asked students to reflect on the 1995-1996 school year for their response. 

  
How often did you have trouble getting along with other students? (0- Never, 1- Just a few times, 2- 

About once a week, 3-Almost every day, 4- Every day) 

  How often did you have trouble getting along with your teachers? (Used same 0-4 scale as above) 

  You feel close to people at your school. (Likert Scale) 

  You feel like you are a part of your school. (Likert Scale) 

  You are happy to be at your school .(Likert Scale) 

  You feel safe in your school (Likert Scale) 

Victimization                                                                                                                   Eigenvalue = 1.88, N =  6,451 

This section of the Wave 1 Questionnaire began with "During the past 12 months, did the following happen? If so, 

how often?" (0- Never, 1- Once, 2- More than once) 

  Someone pulled a knife or gun on you.  

  Someone shot you. 

  Someone cut or stabbed you. 

  You were jumped 

Depression                                                                                                                        Eigenvalue = 5.96, N = 6,457 

This section of the Wave 1 Questionnaire began with "How often was each of the following things true during the 

past week?" (0- Never/rarely, 1- Sometimes, 2- A lot of the time, 3- Most/all of the time) 

  You were bothered by things that usually don't bother you. 

  You didn't feel like eating, your appetite was poor. 

  You felt that you could not shake off the blues, even with help from your family and your friends. 

  You felt that you were just as good as other people. 

  You had trouble keeping your mind on what you were doing. 

  You felt depressed. 

  You felt that you were too tired to do things. 

  You felt hopeful about the future. 

  You thought your life had been a failure. 

  You felt fearful. 

  You were happy 

  You talked less than usual. 

  You felt lonely. 

  People were unfriendly to you. 

  You enjoyed life. 

  You felt sad. 

  You felt that people disliked you. 

  It was hard to get started doing things. 

  You felt life was not worth living. 

Source: National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), 1994-2008 [Public Use] Codebook 
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Table 3. Differences in Means by Sexual Orientation 
 

Table 3. Difference in Means by Heterosexual and Non-heterosexual Identity 

  
 

Non-heterosexual 

Identity Ever 

(N=575) 
 

Heterosexual 

Identity Always 

(N=2,857) 
 

Difference in 

Means 

Variable 
 

Mean Std. Dev 
 

Mean Std. Dev 
 

Diff 
Std. 

Error 

Dependent Variable 

   Graduated High School 
 

0.82 0.38 
 

0.89 0.31 
 

-0.07 *** 0.01 

Sexual Orientation                   

   LGB Identity (Ever) 
 

0.26 0.44 
 

0.00 0.00 
 

0.26 *** 0.01 

   Same Gender Attraction (Ever) 
 

0.93 0.26 
 

0.00 0.00 
 

0.93 *** 0.00 

   Same Gender Relationship (Wave 1) 
 

- - 
    

0.10 *** 0.01 

Demographics                   

   Age at First Interview (Wave 1) 
 

14.67 1.66 
 

14.79 1.73 
 

-0.12 0.08 

   Female     
 

0.66 0.48 
 

0.54 0.50 
 

0.12 *** 0.02 

   Moms' Highest Level of Education 
 

4.54 1.58 
 

4.69 1.51 
 

-0.15 ** 0.07 

   Hispanic     
 

0.13 0.34 
 

0.08 0.28 
 

0.05 *** 0.01 

   Black     
 

0.23 0.42 
 

0.24 0.43 
 

-0.01 0.02 

Other Explanatory/Control Variables 

   Victimization Index 
 

0.27 0.66 
 

0.21 0.58 
 

0.06 * 0.03 

   School Belongingness    
 

12.97 2.74 
 

13.52 2.52 
 

-0.54 *** 0.12 

   Belief that Other Students are     

         Prejudice  
3.14 1.25 

 
3.08 1.20 

 
0.06 0.06 

   Math Grade    
 

2.59 1.05 
 

2.77 1.02 
 

-0.18 *** 0.05 

   Missed School (includes excused  

         and unexcused absences)  
2.74 0.84 

 
2.69 0.91 

 
0.06 0.04 

   Skipped School    
 

0.58 1.08 
 

0.40 0.89 
 

0.18 *** 0.04 

   School Absences    
 

1.70 0.85 
 

1.58 0.85 
 

0.12 ** 0.04 

   Grade Retention    
 

0.18 0.38 
 

0.17 0.38 
 

0.01 0.02 

   Depression Index 
 

2.51 3.18 
 

1.64 2.50 
 

0.87 *** 0.12 

   Connectedness with Mom   
 

4.22 0.86 
 

4.37 0.73 
 

-0.15 *** 0.03 

   Kicked Out of Parents' Home 
 

0.15 0.36 
 

0.08 0.28 
 

0.07 *** 0.01 

   Ever Expelled from School  
 

0.12 0.32 
 

0.08 0.27 
 

0.04 ** 0.01 

   Ever Arrested Before Age 18 
 

0.10 0.31 
 

0.08 0.27 
 

0.02 * 0.01 

Notes: *** P ≤ 0.001   ** P ≤ 0.01   * P ≤ 0.05  † P ≤ 0.1  

Source: National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), 1994-2008 [Public Use] 
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Table 4. Differences in Means by High school Graduation Status 
 

Table 4. Difference in Means by High School Graduation Status 

 

Did not Graduate 

High School 

(N=404) 
 

Graduated High 

School (N=3,028)  
Difference in 

Means 

Variable Mean Std. Dev 
 

Mean Std. Dev 
 

Diff 
Std. 

Error 

Sexual Orientation 

   Non-Heterosexual 0.25 0.43   0.16 0.36   0.09 *** 0.02 

   LGB Identity (Ever) 0.07 0.25   0.04 0.20   0.03 * 0.01 

   Same Gender Attraction (Ever) 0.23 0.42   0.15 0.35   0.08 *** 0.02 

Demographics 

   Age at First Interview (Wave1) 14.56 1.64   14.79 1.73   -0.23 ** 0.09 

   Female     0.49 0.50   0.57 0.50   -0.08 ** 0.03 

   Moms' Highest Level of Education 3.66 1.51   4.80 1.47   -1.14 *** 0.08 

   Hispanic     0.13 0.34   0.09 0.28   0.04 ** 0.02 

   Black     0.25 0.44   0.24 0.43   0.02 0.02 

Other Explanatory/Control Variables 

   Victimization Index 0.51 0.89   0.18 0.53   0.33 *** 0.03 

   School Belongingness    12.52 2.78   13.55 2.51   -1.03 *** 0.13 

   Belief that Other Students are        

         Prejudice 
3.04 1.29   3.10 1.20   -0.06 0.06 

   Math Grade    2.18 1.02   2.82 1.00   -0.64 *** 0.05 

   Missed School (includes excused  

         and unexcused absenses) 
2.83 0.68   2.68 0.92   0.15 ** 0.05 

   Skipped School (Frequency) 0.89 1.31   0.37 0.85   0.51 *** 0.05 

   Excused Absenses (Frequency) 1.90 0.87   1.57 0.84   0.33 *** 0.04 

   Grade Retention 0.44 0.50   0.14 0.34   0.31 *** 0.02 

   Depression Index 2.63 3.36   1.67 2.51   0.96 *** 0.14 

   Connectedness with Mom   4.30 0.76   4.35 0.76   -0.06 0.04 

   Kicked Out of Parents' Home 0.21 0.40   0.08 0.27   0.13 *** 0.02 

   Ever Expelled from School  0.31 0.46   0.06 0.23   0.25 *** 0.01 

   Ever Arrested Before Age 18 0.24 0.43   0.06 0.24   0.18 *** 0.01 

Notes: *** P ≤ 0.001   ** P ≤ 0.01   * P ≤ 0.05  † P ≤ 0.1  

Source: National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), 1994-2008 [Public Use] 
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Table 5. Marginal Effects of Multiple Regression Logit Models Predicting High School 

Graduation 
 

Table 5. Marginal Effects of Multiple Regression Logit Models Predicting High School Graduation 

  

Model 1 

dy/dx 

Model 2 

dy/dx 

Model 3 

dy/dx 

Model 4 

dy/dx 

Model 5 

dy/dx 

Sexual Orientation 

   Non-heterosexual -0.05 ** -0.05 ** -0.04 † -0.03 -0.02 

Demographics 

   Age at First Interview (Wave1) - 0.01 *** 0.02 *** 0.03 *** 0.02 *** 

   Female     - 0.06 *** 0.04 ** 0.04 ** 0.01 

   Black     - -0.03 * -0.01 -0.02 0.01 

   Hispanic     - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 † 

   Moms' Highest Level of Education - 0.05 *** 0.04 *** 0.04 *** 0.03 *** 

Other Explanatory/Control Variables 

   Math Grade    - - 0.05 *** 0.04 *** 0.03 *** 

   Missed School (includes excused and  

      unexcused absences) 
- - -0.02 * - - 

   School Absences - - - -0.04 *** -0.03 *** 

   Skipped School    - - - -0.04 * -0.02 *** 

   Grade Retention    - - -.13 *** -.12 *** -0.10 *** 

   School Belongingness    - - - - 0.01 * 

   Victimization     - - - - -0.02 * 

   Belief that Other Students are Prejudice - - - - 0.01 

   Depression     - - - - 0 

   Connectedness with Mom   - - - - 0 

   Kicked Out of Parents' Home - - - - -.03 † 

   Ever Expelled from School  - - - - -0.12 *** 

   Ever Arrested Before Age 18 - - - - -0.06 *** 

Adjusted R² 0.01 0.09 0.19 0.23 0.28 

Notes: N=3232, Mean Graduation = 0.88, S.D. = 0.32                                                                       *** P ≤ 0.001   ** P ≤ 0.01   * P ≤ 0.05  † P ≤ 0.1 

Source: National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), 1994-2008 [Public Use] 
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