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        ABSTRACT 

The school environment is one of the most critical developmental contexts for adolescents, as it informs both 

academic and occupational trajectories during the first 20 years of life (Russell & McGuire 2008). Given that LGBT 

youth may experience more negative academic outcomes than the general population (Kosciw 2010), there is a need to 

better understand the support needs of sexual minority young people. This research project aims to enhance our 

understanding of school climate for LGBT students and their heterosexual allies by examining how victimization may 

mediate the relationship between school connections and academic outcomes as well as how social support may 

moderate the relationship between victimization and academic outcomes. The study uses data from the Preventing 

School Harassment (PSH) survey, which included 2,559 middle and high school students in the state of California. The 

data was collected in 2003, 2004, and 2005 from school GSAs. Results illustrate that verbal victimization-direct and 

indirect- were significant mediators for LGBT students, whereas physical victimization and LGBT specific 

victimization was a significant mediator for both LGBT and straight populations. For both populations, the link 

between victimization and both outcomes was stronger aspirations than GPA. It was only for straight students for 

whom direct verbal and physical victimization was associated with GPA. For the moderation analyzes, the results 

show that esteem support and emotional support are the strongest buffers between victimization and academics for 

LGBT students. For straight students, the findings are more varied. Esteem, emotional, and informational support are a 

useful buffer for each kind of victimization—LGBT victimization, verbal, and physical. However, none of the social 

support dimensions buffered the negative effect for direct verbal victimization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

                                                                                                   

 

7 

  CHAPTER ONE  

INTRODUCTION  

The school environment is one of the most critical developmental contexts for adolescents because it informs 

both academic and occupational trajectories during the first 20 years of life (Russell & McGuire 2008). School climate 

can be characterized by the safety and belongingness that student experience in school. A dimension of school climate 

may include level of victimization. Recent national data have shown that Lesbian Gay Bisexual and Transgender 

(LGBT) youth experience significant levels of victimization in the school environment, which can negatively impact 

academic performance (Kosciw 2010). The empirical data also suggests that social connections and social support may 

be associated with positive academic outcomes (Russell, Seif & Truong 2001). However, it is not clear how school 

climate informs academics through victimization. In addition, little is known regarding the specific dimensions of 

social support that may help to strengthen academic outcomes for LGBT youth. This project will aim to examine how 

school climate may be associated with victimization and ultimately academic achievement and also which specific 

dimensions of social support are associated with increased academic performance.  

Recent empirical evidence has shown that LGBT students are significantly more likely to experience 

school harassment than their heterosexual counterparts.  In a 2009 national school climate survey from the 

Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network, it was found that the heightened victimization that LGBT 

students experience is associated with missing classes or school days altogether, which in turn is associated 

with lower grades as well as not graduating from high school (Kosciw 2010). The national research report also 

highlights more specific negative outcomes that LGBT youth experience compared to their heterosexual 

counterparts. For example, the percentage of LGBT students who did not plan to finish high school or pursue 

further education beyond secondary school was nearly twice the percentage of the general student population 

(12.4% versus 6.6%). In addition, a higher frequency of harassment was also associated with lower academic 

achievement among LGBT students in terms of grades. The grade point average (GPA) of students who were 
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frequently harassed because of their sexual orientation or gender expression was almost half a grade lower 

than among students who were less often harassed (2.8 versus 2.4 respectively) (Kosciw 2010).  

In addition to level of victimization, social support may also inform academic trajectories for LGBT youth. In 

the LGBT specific research, social support is cited as a potential buffer from negative psychological and social 

outcomes that are attributed from negative school environments (Doty et. al. 2010; Russell, Seif, & Truong 2001; 

Kosciw 2010). However, none of the aforementioned studies have documented which kinds of social support are most 

helpful for LGBT youth in relation to their academic outcomes. The specific dimensions of social support that are cited 

in the peer-reviewed literature include: emotional, esteem, informational, and tangible (House 1981). Given the within 

variability among LGBT students and school environments, additional research that examines the specific dimensions 

of social support may enhance our understanding of which types of social support are most helpful to LGBT youth in 

the school setting.  

This project utilizes cross-sectional data from the Preventing School Harassment (PSH) survey, which included 

2,559 middle and high school students in the state of California. The data were collected in 2003, 2004, and 2005 and 

was distributed in paper and online formats. The survey was distributed throughout the state of California to youth in 

both urban and rural communities. The purpose of the survey was to examine how school context impacts school 

safety for sexual minority students and their heterosexual allies. Data collection employed a multi-approach 

recruitment strategy, which included notification about the survey to high school Gay Straight Alliances (GSAs), 

LGBT community-based youth groups, and LGBT resource centers. Analyses for this study will only include students 

who identified as lesbian, gay bisexual, or transgender (LGBT) as well as students who identify as straight (for 

comparison reasons), which include a final sample of 2559 

Two models will be tested with the data to address the research goals of this project. The first model will 

include victimization as a mediator between school climate and academic performance. The second model will 

examine dimensions of social support as a potential buffer between victimization and academic performance. Three of 
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the four support dimensions-emotional, informational, and esteem-are included in PSH. (Tangible support is not 

available in the data source). For victimization, measures will address harassment due to LGBT or gender non-

conformity behavior, physical victimization, and verbal victimization-direct and indirect.  Finally, the outcome  

measures will include both academic achievement (GPA) as well as aspirations (e.g. plans to attend college, plans to 

graduate from high school, and plans for the future). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

             THEORECTICAL FRAMEWORKS 

Four general theories or frameworks will be used to guide this research project. The first two include the 

Ecological model and Life Course theory. These frameworks are useful for understanding how informational factors 

may inform academic opportunities or choices related to school outcomes. Next, Social Support Theory and the 

Minority Stress Model will be discussed. These frameworks are useful for understanding more of the interpersonal 

support interactions in the school environment that may inform academic outcomes.  

2.1 Ecological Model: 

A framework that may help to explain the academic outcomes among LGBT youth is the Ecological Model of 

Human Development (Bronfenbrenner 1998). There are two main pillars of the Ecological Model. The first proposition 

states that throughout the life course an individual’s development takes place through processes that become more 

complex. The interaction processes become reciprocal and include person, objects, and symbols (Bronfrenbrenner 

1998), and the forms of interaction in the immediate environment are referred to as proximal processes. The second 

pillar of the Ecological model suggests that form, content, and direction of the proximal processes will vary for 

individuals depending on their social context.  

Bronfenbrenner used four organizational concepts-microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem and macrosystem- to 

describe the interaction between the individual and the broader environment. The microsystem refers to the roles and 

interpersonal interactions that the individual has with others. The mesosystem is the linkage of the microsystems. The 

exosystems consists of the broader social institutions (schools) that indirectly influence the individual. Finally, the 

macrosystems consists of the larger belief systems, lifestyles, and opportunity structures that impact an individual’s 

life course. The interaction of the different systems occurs through a proximal process.  The engagement must take 

place on a regular basis, the activities must become more complex, and the interaction may include people or objects.  
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The Ecological model is a useful framework for understanding the academic performance among LGBT youth. 

Given that the school climate may be informed from the proximal processes that LGBT students have with teacher and  

peers (microsystems) as well as the linkages they have outside of school (macrosystems), which may inform their 

school experiences.  

2.2 Life Course Perspective: 

Life course is a second theory that can be used to explain academic outcomes among LGBT students within the 

school environment. This theory refers to a multidisciplinary paradigm that aims to study individual lives, structural 

contexts, and social change (Elder 1995). The theory includes ideas from an array of disciplines such as, history, 

sociology, demography, developmental psychology, biology, and economics. In particular, the theory directs attention 

to the connection between individual lives and the historical and social context in which lives unfold.  The main 

themes of life course theory include the following: 1) the interplay of human lives and historical times; 2) timing of life 

events; 3) linked lives, which is the interdependence of people’s lives with others; and 4) human agency, which 

suggest that individuals make choices within a range of options and resources available to them (Elder 1995). For the 

purpose of my area of research, I will focus on the historical context and linked lives as it relates to understanding 

academic achievement among LGBT youth.  

Historical context suggests that it is important to study individuals within their generational culture and that an 

individual’s social experience will vary depending on his/her cohort (Elder 1995). Like the Bronfrenbrenner model, 

Life course theory is useful for explaining how the macro-environment influences the developmental processes of an 

individual’s life, as the school environment is an example of a social institution that informs LGBT experiences and 

opportunities for learning. However, Life Course theory goes one step further by suggesting that the experiences in the 

school will depend on historical time period. Specifically, some research suggests that anti-gay language and verbal 

abuse are more common everyday occurrences in the school environment now than in earlier decades (Rivers 2010) 
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A second concept of life course theory that can be used to inform our understanding of LGBT youths’ 

academic abilities is linked lives. Life Course theory often views the individual in relation to others in his/her social 

network (Elder 1995). Linked lives is also similar to the belongingness hypothesis, which suggests that individuals 

need frequent and pleasant interactions with others and that the interaction must take place in a context where each 

person is concerned for the other’s welfare (Baumesister 1995). School counselors may be an example of individuals  

in the school setting who show concern and may help LGBT youth, as young people may seek help from counselors 

with depression, poor self-esteem, social isolations and elevated social risks (Rivers & D’Augelli 2001).  

Both historical timing and linked lives are two important themes within life course theory that can be used to 

better understand the academic experiences of LGBT youth.  The historical context may inform adolescents’ academic 

trajectories as the attitudes of the current school environment may impact youth’s sense of belonging and thus attitudes 

towards school. Similarly, linked lives is an important concept to consider when studying outcomes of LGBT youth, as 

the individuals in a LGBT persons network can positively or negatively impact his/her academic trajectory.  

2.3 Minority Stress Model: 

One of the most widely used theoretical and explanatory frameworks used to understand LGBT mental health 

risk is the Minority Stress Model (Meyer 2003). The model proposes that LGBT health disparities can be explained in 

large part by stressors induced by a hostile and homophobic culture, which can result in a life-time of harassment, 

discrimination, and victimization.  In his model, Meyer’s main thesis suggests that minority status leads to minority 

stress, which in turn leads to negative mental health outcomes. In addition, he also acknowledges that general social 

support may moderate the relationship between minority stress and mental health outcomes. Part of his model also 

considers circumstances in the environment that may lead to stressors, which affect mental health outcomes. 

The concept of social stress suggests that conditions in the social environment, not only personal events, are 

sources of stress that may lead to negative mental and physical effects. Social stress may be a particular concern to 

individuals belonging to stigmatized social categories related to socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, gender, or 
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sexuality.  Prejudice and discrimination related to low socioeconomic status, racism, sexism, or homophobia can 

induce changes that require adaptation and can therefore be conceptualized as stressful. Link and Phelan (2001) 

distinguished between individual discrimination and structural discrimination. Individual discrimination refers to 

personal perceived experiences with prejudice, whereas structural discrimination refers to informational practices that 

work to the disadvantage of minority populations. 

Stress refers to a condition that can arouse the adaptive machinery of the individual when they may have 

limited resources to meet certain demands. Stress also has the potential to require that the individual can adjust to the 

new situation or life circumstances. In the psychological literature, stressors are defined as events and conditions (e.g., 

losing a job, death of an intimate partner) that cause change and that require that the individual adapt to the new 

situation or life circumstances, and stressors can come from both individual and social circumstances.  

An extension of social stress theory may be referred to as minority stress. The concept of minority stress refers 

to the additional stressors, which individuals from stigmatized social categories are exposed to as a result of their 

position in a social group. The concept of minority stress is comprised of many different theories from the fields of 

psychology and sociology, which highlight the negative effects of social conditions, such as prejudice and stigma on 

the lives of individuals and groups (Allport 1954; Link & Phelan 2001). For instance, the role of the social 

environment was central to Durkeim’s (1951) idea of normlessness as an indicator of suicide. As Durkiem explains, 

when individuals experience normlessness and alienation, it may be lead to suicide.  In addition, social psychological 

theories provide a framework for understanding the effect of stress on minority groups. These theories suggest that the 

process of minority group categorization creates a foundation for group and self-definition (Tajfel & Turner 1986). 

The concept of minority stress comes from a mismatch of an individual’s characteristics and the broader social 

environment (Lazarus & Folkman 1984). History has shown us the ill effects of prejudice towards members of 

minority groups and of their struggles to gain freedom and acceptance in certain social environments. When 

conceptualizing the idea of a minority stress, there have been three assumptions made: first, it is a type of stress that is 
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additive to general stressors that are experienced by all people; second, minority stress is related to social structures 

that are stable; and third, it is rooted in social based processes and institutions.  

There is not specific research regarding the stress processes of LGBT people, but psychological theory, stress 

literature, and general research on LGBT populations provide a general framework for informing the development of 

the minority stress model (Meyer 2003). In the minority stress model, (Meyer 2003) suggests that there is a proximal  

and distal distinction, as the external environment influences the effect an individual has on his/her immediate 

thoughts, feelings and actions (proximal).  

Meyer (2003) suggests that there are three processes of minority stress. From the distal to the proximal, they 

include: 1) external stressful events and conditions (chronic and acute); 2) anticipation of stressful events and the 

vigilance towards these circumstances; and 3) the internalization of negative societal attitudes. Hiding of one’s sexual 

orientation can be seen as a proximal stressor because its stress effect is associated with negative internal psychological 

processes (Pennebaker 1995). 

Distal minority stressors can be defined as objective stressors because they do not depend on an individual’s 

perception or appraisals (Diamond 2000). For example, an individual may have a same-sex attraction, but not identify 

as gay. In contrast, the more proximal stress processes are subjective and are therefore related to self-identity as LGBT. 

The identities may vary in the social and personal meanings that are attached to them and in the subjective stress they 

entail. The importance of coping with stigma has also been researched in LGBT populations. For example, Weinberg 

and Williams (1974) suggest that occupying a negative status need not necessarily impede on day to day functioning of 

an individual, but it can actually help gay individuals develop more sophisticated and advanced coping skills to address 

the adverse effects of stress.  

Using the distal-proximal distinction, Meyer proposes that the stress process takes place within the context of 

the strengths and vulnerabilities of the larger environment, as his model of minority stress is placed within general 
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environmental circumstances. An important characteristic of an individual’s standing in the environment is the 

person’s minority status, for example being gay or lesbian. Circumstances in the environment may lead to exposure to 

stressors, including general stressors, such as a job loss or death of an intimate, and minority stressors unique to 

minority group members, such as discrimination in employment. In addition, minority status is associated with 

personal identification with one’s minority status. A minority identity may in turn lead to additional stressors related to 

the individual’s perception of the self as a stigmatized and devalued minority (Miller & Major 2000). Because they  

involve self-perceptions and appraisals, these minority stress processes are more proximal to the individual, including, 

as described above for LGBT individuals, expectations of rejection, concealment, and internalized homophobia. 

2.4. Social Support and Social Networks: 

Social support refers to the attachments that an individual has to improve adaptive competence in dealing with 

long-term or short-term challenges and stresses (Cobb 1979). Research has shown that individuals are psychologically 

affected by the social connections they have with others in an environment.  Social support is important for all 

individuals because it offers a sense of comfort and security and can reinforce one’s sense of worthiness and identity. 

In addition, support is critical because individual resources may be insufficient to meet certain goals without some kind 

of outside resources. 

The idea that social support influences well being can be traced back to Durkheim’s (1897) study of suicide. In 

his work, Durkheim suggests that social relationships, such as marriage, parenthood, employment, provided better 

mental health for individuals (and less suicide). More recent studies have shown that aspects of the social environment 

(e.g. economic change and unemployment) also influence the mental health of physical and health of individuals 

(Atkinson Liem, & Liem 1987), such that poor economic stability leads to negative increased mental health outcomes. 

Turner (1999) explains social support is a multi-dimensional concept that includes both perceived and received 

support. Perceived support refers to support that the recipient views as being helpful, whereas received support is 
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support given to a recipient, but it is not necessary always viewed as helpful. In most studies, preference is given to the 

measurement of perceived support, as it is a better indicator of mental health.   

In the social support literature, House (1981) indentifies four dimensions of social support, which include: 

emotional support, esteem support, tangible support, and informational support. Emotional support refers to trust, 

empathy and love, while esteem support refers to giving providing helping behaviors, skills, money, and time. 

Informational support refers to giving advice or information. Historically, most of the support research has focused on 

emotional support. In addition, most of the research suggests that support has a moderating (buffering effect) between 

stress and mental health outcomes (Turner 1999). 

In addition to social support, it is also important to examine social networks.  In the peer-reviewed literature, 

social networks may be defined as the affiliations that an individual has to other individuals, groups, or institutions 

(Lin 1999 pp 241-258).  Social networks help to inform how extensively a person is connected to others. The networks 

therefore may assess how integrated individuals are within a community and the level of resources that an individual 

has available.   

In an adolescent’s social network, some individuals may provide support and other may not. In addition, the 

kinds of support that individuals give in a network may vary. For example, a teacher may provide informational 

support to an adolescent whereas a peer may provide more emotional support. It is important for researchers examining 

connections to appreciate the fact that individuals, particularly in urban settings, may have affiliations in different 

groups, but have little support from those affiliations.  

2.5. Sexuality and Social Support: 

In addition to the general stressors experienced by all adolescents and young adults, LGBT youth may 

experience stressors that are specific to their sexual identity (Savin-Williams 1994). Sexual minority stress may 

include a variety of forms ranging from overt rejection or victimization to internalized shame (Meyer 2003). A 

growing body of research suggests that there is a link between sexual minority stress and emotional distress among 
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LGBT youth (Almeida, Johnson, Corliss, Molnar, & Azrael, D. 2009). Although there is clear evidence that LGBT 

youth experience heightened stress, some scholars have suggests that it is inappropriate to characterize all LGBT youth 

as “at risk” and many LGBT youth show reliance and support systems (Savin-Williams 2005). A wide body of 

research shows the benefits of social support in the general population, as both a direct predictor of mental health (i.e., 

main effect model) and as a protective factor that can lessen the negative effects of stress (i.e., the buffering model).  

When studying academic achievement among LGBT youth, it is important to study the role of significant 

others, as they may inform academic and professional trajectories beyond high school. A sense of support from others 

is a human need for motivation in school. When this need is not met, individuals may experience harmful outcomes, 

such as emotional and psychopathological distress. Youth who feel they do not connect or belong in the school  

environment also experience social-cognitive deficits, harmful self-perceptions, loneliness and depression (Pearson 

2007).  A growing body of literature suggests that perceived belonging to others in the school environment is 

associated with higher academic performance. Students who perceive a caring and supportive school community or 

believe that teachers promote mutual respect among all students report a stronger sense of belonging and better 

engagement in school activities and the curriculum. School connections are particularly important to the psychosocial 

adjustment of sexual minority students because it can prevent youth from spending a significant amount of energy 

trying to manage their visibility in an effort to prevent school harassment (Lasser & Tharinger 2003).   

Supportive resources and individuals inside of the school are necessary in order for youth to excel in the 

academic environment. Teachers can have an important role in creating supportive learning environments, as students 

who experience homophobia in school are likely to experience psychosocial distress. Furthermore, supportive teachers 

and non-family adult role models are important for adolescent development in general. One study has shown that 

LGBT students with positive feelings about their teachers are significantly less likely to experience school troubles 

than the LGBT students who did not have positive relationships with their teachers (Russell, Seif & Truong 2001). 

Therefore, teachers or supportive others in the school environment do play an important role in creating a school 
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environment where all youth can learn. Resources to train school staff are necessary in order to give teachers the tools 

necessary to be supportive of LGBT youth inside of the school environment.  

School counselors may be another source of school support for LGBT youth. Research has been written about 

the role of school counselors in helping to promote the mental health among LGBT students, and research has also 

documented that LGBT students have a need for school counseling because they may seek supportive services for help 

with depression, poor self-esteem, social isolations and elevated social risk. Counseling and mental health services are 

critical resources for LGBT youth because some individual needs require additional specialized training that is beyond 

peer or teacher support (Rivers & D’Augelli 2001).  

2.6. Integrative Summary  

The Ecological Model, Life Course theory, Minority Stress Model, and theories of Social Support, each 

provide a framework/theoretical guide for understanding and explaining the school experiences of LGBT youth.  

The Ecological model gives a broad sense of how individuals are situated in a social context (e.g. schools) and the 

proximal relationships with individuals in the meso-systems (peers, teacher), which can have a positive or negative 

spillover effect on academics. The ecological model is helpful for understanding the school environment, as it can 

inform the challenges that LGBT youth experience due to contextual factors. For example, recent literature suggests 

that levels of sexual prejudice in the broader social environment can be associated with physical violence, 

psychological stress, and poor school performance (Szalacha 2003). The Ecological framework also helps us to 

understand the ways in which LGBT youth may negotiate their needs and development in different social contexts. 

The framework may also provide an understanding for how individual characteristics (motivation, gender, etc) may 

inform how youth negotiate needs in their social environments (Horn, Russell & Kosciw 2009). 

Life Course theory is similar to the Ecological model in that it considers the contextual factors that can 

influence adolescent development. However, the theory is somewhat different in that it takes into account historical 

timing and linked lives, which are the social and historical influences that are expressed through a shared relationship. 
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Sexuality support in the school environment is an example of a potential change in the school environment that is 

linked to historical timing. Sexuality support is defined as support that is specific to one’s sexual orientation. Given 

that sexuality support was not as common in schools 10-15 years ago, sexuality support could be an example of a 

unique contextual change that is informed by historical timing.   

The Minority Stress Model also informs the role that support has on buffering the negative association between 

victimization and an individual’s outcome, such as academics.  In his model, Meyer’s main thesis suggests that 

minority status leads to minority stress, which in turn leads to negative mental health outcomes. In addition, he also 

acknowledges that general social support may moderate the relationship between minority stress and mental health 

outcomes. 

Finally, Social Support theory is an important concept to acknowledge when examining the school environment 

for LGBT students, as social support can buffer against poor mental health outcomes. In the LGBT specific research, 

support is cited as a potential buffer from negative psychological and social outcomes (Doty et. al, 2010; Meyer 2003; 

Kosciw 2010). However, it is not clear as to kinds of social support are most effective in buffering negative outcomes. 

Given the within variability among LGBT students, future research that examines the specific dimensions of social 

support (emotional, informational, esteem, and tangible) may enhance our understanding of which type of social 

support is most helpful for youth. It might be hypothesized that certain support resources are useful for LGBT youth. 

For example, youth who experience high levels of victimization may need more emotional support (counseling) 

whereas students who receive little victimization may need more informational resources on how to address 

confrontation with bullies. 
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             CHAPTER THREE 

                                       LITERATURE REVIEW 

3.1 School Climate:  

School climate refers to the characteristics of the learning environment-ways teachers interact with students, 

safety, and level of belongingness that students experience (Steinberg, 2002).  For LGBT youth, the school 

environment may be a challenge for healthy development because the norms of the school often reinforce heterosexual 

roles (Pearson 2007), silence LGBT culture, and label non-heterosexual youth as deviant (Rostosky et. al. 2003). In the 

school environment, homophobia is associated with a hostile school climate and negative safety for LGBT youth 

(Human Rights Watch, 2001). In addition, school climate can be a function of general school environment, peer 

relations, teacher attitudes, and levels of victimization. 

Hoy (1990, p. 152) describes school climate as “an enduring quality of school environment that is experienced 

by participants, affects their behavior, and is based on their collective perceptions.” Furthermore, schools are a 

reflection of the society in which they exist. It is estimated that students spend between 40-45 hour of their lives in 

schools per week, and it is where youth learn the fundamentals of educational curriculum. Schools are also an 

institution where youth learn to negotiate their differences in thoughts and opinions and come to compromises with 

each other. It has been documented that school curriculum has an important impact on school culture (Wren 1999). 

Teachers’ mannerisms and delivery of material when teaching can have a significant impact on learning.  In addition, 

teachers’ assumptions and perceptions of their students are as important as are their pedagogical knowledge (Talbert-

Johnson 2006), and these underlying messages contribute to positive or negative intergroup relationships within the 

school environment.  

Crosnoe (2011) suggests that there are two underlying process in the school environment. The first is the 

formal process of schooling, which refers to the input and outputs of schooling such as staffing, curricula, teacher 

materials, course offerings, grades, test scores, etc, which are often directly associated with the mission of the school.  
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The formal processes are what shape adolescents into skilled, and educated adults who can contribute to society. The 

second is the informal learning process. The informal processes include the social underpinnings which may include 

how people interact or divide into groups and the context of the development. The informal processes also tend to be 

less tangible than the formal processes. Although historically, schools tend to be viewed in terms of formal processes, 

students often will identify school as the place where they “meet all of their friends.” The current work on high school 

peer culture has mainly focused on the social systems of American adolescents in general. 

When students don’t fit into their school environment, they may develop counterproductive coping 

mechanisms. The first is internationalization where youth manage their feelings of not fitting in by altering their 

appearance. This mechanism suggests that youth may downgrade their self image to make sense of their self-esteem 

(Yeung & Martin 2003).  A second coping approach is self-medication where teenagers try to numb the pain of feeling 

that they do not fit in. Self-medication often involves both alcohol and un-prescribed drugs, which may be used to 

temporarily alleviate feelings of loneliness and emptiness. The last coping response is disengagement, which comes 

from avoiding or rejecting school. Disengagement can take different forms which include explicit and implicit. Explicit 

rejection would be not going to school and implicit refers to feelings associated with not attending school. This is a 

coping mechanism that allows the student to stop the school from having negative power over the student. The 

disengagement may be a way to deal with the pain associated with school (Merton, 1957, Social Theory and Social 

Structure). Each of these three short-term solutions are helpful for short-term, but it does not help with the long-term 

goals. For example, poor coping strategies may reduce the likelihood of students attending college or devaluing 

education. 

3.2 Academic Outcomes:  

Some of this research suggests that the school environment may limit academic achievement and educational 

opportunities for LGBT youth, as the norms of the school often reinforce heterosexual roles, silence LGBT culture and 

label non-heterosexual youth as deviant (Rostosky 2003). These challenges in the school environment for LGBT  
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students emerge at a critical time of development, at a time when students need to feel safe in order to attain 

knowledge for further education and career paths (Pearson 2007).   

Pearson et al. (2007) show that same-sex attracted youth report feeling less socially accepted and integrated 

into their school environment compared to heterosexual youth, and this experience can negatively impact academic 

success. Both same-sex attracted boys and girls report that they feel less connected to their schools than their 

heterosexual peers. When compared to same-sex attracted girls, Pearson and colleagues show that same-sex attracted 

boys exhibit lower levels of academic performance during high school and graduate less prepared for postsecondary 

education compared to their heterosexual counterparts or same-sex attracted girls. Interestingly, same-sex attracted 

boys are more likely to take fewer advanced courses in math and sciences, but often will exceed in courses specific to 

the arts and foreign languages, which are commonly taken more by girls. This finding suggests that gender may shape 

how sexual minority boys experience school achievement. Research on school climate in the math and science courses 

reveal that these subjects are often perceived to be more demanding and competitive, and the classroom environments 

in these types courses can even be hostile and unsupportive (Sadker & Sadker 1994). These characteristics were 

identified as factors that worked to keep girls and racial/ethnic minorities from excelling in these subjects, and may 

explain why sexual minority boys are also less likely to enroll in math and sciences. 

Limited research has examined whether LGBT adolescents have lower levels of academic success compared to 

their heterosexual counterparts and whether lower academic achievement can be explained by a lack of social 

integration at school. Furthermore, the limited research on academic outcomes among LGBT youth has mostly focused 

on GPA as an outcome of academic success (Rostosky et al. 2003; Russell, Seif, and Truong 2001) or course selection 

and post secondary preparedness (Pearson 2007). To date, there has been no empirical research on LGBT students that 

has examined the aspirations of adolescents beyond high school. 
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Research on academic outcomes in the general educational literature often refers to academic achievement and 

academic aspirations interchangeably (Abu-Hilal, 2000). For the purpose of this paper, academic aspirations refers to 

an individual’s attitudes towards school and goals beyond secondary education, and academic achievement refers to a  

measurable outcome that indicates how well an individual has met academic success (e.g. GPA). Some research has 

suggested that academic aspirations and achievement are correlated because students with academic high aspirations 

may also have high levels of achievement (Abu-Hilal, 2000). However, other research (Bentler & Speckert, 1979) 

suggests that academic aspirations and achievement may not be correlated, as some individuals may intend to pursue 

higher education, but do not work hard to achieve high grades or they may have school experiences that distract them 

from academic success.  

3.3 Peer Interactions.  

Interactions with peers in schools are an important developmental context for youth. In peer contexts, 

adolescents acquire a wide range of behaviors, skills, attitudes, and experiences.  High schools serve as a looking glass 

for teenagers who are trying to find their place in the world. They often see themselves and their self worth based on 

how others in the school environment assess and interact with them. The peer cultures and subcultures in high school 

expose youth to various socializing messages, provide a standard for normative behavior, and provide opportunities for 

youth to engage with others.  It is important to understand school context as it informs social and personal 

development, which in turn impacts academic outcomes. 

During adolescence, friendships are best maintained when the individuals have similar attitudes, aspirations, 

and intellect (e.g., Smollar & Youniss 1982). Based on this perspective, research shows that those who are different 

from the group are those who are less likely to connect with peers. When students do not have connections to other 

individuals, they may experience emotional distress. Specifically, youth who feel they do not connect with peers in the 

school environment often experience social-cognitive deficits, harmful self-perceptions, loneliness, and depression 

(Rubin, Burgess, Kennedy, & Stewart 2003). Furthermore, as youth develop through adolescence and adulthood, they 
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may be at risk for internalizing problems (Morison & Masten 1991; Rubin et al. 1995). School belonging is 

particularly important to the psychosocial adjustment of sexual minority students because it can prevent youth from 

spending a significant amount of energy managing their visibility in an effort to prevent school harassment (Lasser & 

Tharinger 2003).  In addition, student’s perception of belonging with peers is inversely related to depression, social 

rejection, and school problems (Anderman 2002). 

In an effort to maintain their identity and avoid a loss of self worth, LGBT students who are stigmatized may 

disengage from their peers (Finn 1989). The withdrawal from school allows youth to protect themselves from 

internalizing a devalued identity and avoid the heterosexist ideal promoted by the school. Examples of students 

becoming withdrawn include: not paying attention in class, not completing assignments, and missing days of school 

altogether (Johnson et al. 2001). In addition, risk factors such as depression (Needham, Crosnoe & Muller 2004; 

Wentzel et. al. 1990) and substance use (Russell, & Truong 2001) may also be associated with withdrawing from 

peers. 

Research on LGBT peer groups has also examined victimization among peers as it relates to academic 

performance (Poteat 2008). Findings show that peers of LGBT youth may use homophobic epithets and engagement in 

homophobic banter. In addition, a homophobic social environment has shown to moderate the main effect between 

being called a homophobic epithet and calling another student a homophobic epithet.  Furthermore, in recent research 

it has been found that observing peer bullying has been associated with negative mental health outcomes for 

bystanders of the banger (Rivers & Poteat 2010).  

In a research study that examined the peer dynamics of LGBT youth in high schools, Poteat’s (2008) findings 

show that heterosexual boys were less likely to be friends or want to attend a school with LGBT students. In addition, 

students in early grades (9th or 10th) tended to be less accepting of LGBT peers than older students.  It may be 

hypothesized that boys are afraid of being associated with LGBT youth because they often engage in behaviors that 
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highlight their heterosexuality and masculinity to their peers (Krobobov 2004), which might create a social climate 

where boys feel the need to socially distance themselves from those that identify as gay. 

Regarding age, it has been found that older peers (11th or 12th grade) tend to be more supportive of LGBT youth 

than younger peers (Poteat et al. 2008). This finding might be explained by the effect of sexual minority youth coming 

out to their peers in older grades. For some heterosexual youth, learning that one or more of their peers identify as gay  

or lesbian may challenge their assumptions, stereotypes, or homophobic attitudes toward LGBT students. Findings 

from Horn (2009) indicate that students who have close interpersonal relationships with gay and lesbian peers have 

more positive attitudes toward sexual minorities. Poteat’s (2008) study shows that many heterosexual youth in early-

mid adolescents would not remain friends with gay and lesbian peers and would rather attend schools without gay and 

lesbian students. 

3.4 Victimization:  

Victimization has been defined as the ``systematic abuse of power'', which ``repeatedly and deliberately'' 

(Smith & Sharp, 1994, p. 2) harms another person, which can negatively impact an individual’s mental health (Hazler 

1996). Bullying may be perpetrated either individually or in groups (Hazler 1996) and includes a negative interaction 

in which a dominant individual (``a bully'') repeatedly exhibits behavior intended to cause distress to a less dominant 

individual (``a victim'') (Olweus, 1991). The type of victimization can either be physical or verbal—direct or indirect. 

A bully seeks more physical or psychological power than the victim applying this to devalue another to make 

himself/herself feel more powerful (Hazler, 1996). Most youth are not bullied by older pupils, but by members of their 

class or year group (Besag 1989).  Bullying is not limited to physical aggression and can include hurting others' 

feelings and undermining their confidence and self-esteem through words, actions or social exclusion (Hazler, 1996; 

Roffey 2000).  
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Teachers tend to under estimate the frequency and magnitude of bullying behavior mostly due to insufficient 

knowledge of the wide variety of bullying behaviors. Although teachers recognize that bullying can be both physical 

and emotional in nature (Siann, Callaghan, Lockhart, & Rawson, 1993), the majority believe that physical assaults, 

verbal threats and coercion may be classified as bullying and often do not correct more subtle forms of bullying. For 

example, Boulton (1997) found that just 25% of teachers did not include spreading rumors or intimidation. In addition, 

a significant proportion failed to consider social exclusion as bullying. Craig, Henderson, Murphy (2000) suggests that 

physical and verbal aggression are more likely to elicit the label of bullying than social exclusion, since they are more 

easily identified. This is why teachers are less likely to categorize acts of social exclusion as victimization, since the  

behaviors are often brief and covert, and do not often create observable reactions from the victim (Craig & Pepler 

1997).  

The evidence would suggest that direct verbal and indirect bullying occur more often than physical aggression 

(Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Craig & Pepler 1997). Teachers need to be more aware about the types of indirect bullying 

occurring in their schools, such as social isolation, spreading rumors, or giving frightening stares (Rivers & Soutter 

1996). More training on indirect bullying will allow teachers to know what to look for, since indirect bullying is subtle 

and subjective, thus difficult to detect but potentially just as devastating to some children and young people as more 

covert forms of victimization (Rivers & Smith 1994). 

Similarly, teachers need to be conscious that long-term indirect bullying may be directly linked to both 

absenteeism and poor school performance, and that the students with a history of absenteeism or exhibiting a general 

decline in the standard of class and homework may be the ``victims'' of a more subtle form of bullying that they and 

difficult to articulate (Rivers, 2001). Research also shows that teachers frequently observe behaviors that they believe 

to be bullying but are not certain enough to take action against it (Kikkawa 1987). The lack of understanding suggests 

that teachers require education focusing on the diversity of bullying behaviors to improve their skills at recognizing 

and detecting bullying, which may subsequently enhance their confidence to intervene (Craig et al. 2000). 



 

 

                                                                                                   

 

27 

Research examining youth attitudes towards bullying have shown that about 50% of youth were sympathetic to victims 

and would try to help and not join in, whereas on-quarter would not at all (Ahmed, Y., Whitney, I., & Smith, P. K. 

1991). Rigby and Slee (1991) have research that suggests that a small percentage of youth, especially boys admired 

bullies, which could serve to encourage and enhance bullying. They also found that males tend to be less supportive 

towards the victim than females, and that sympathy for the victim decreased with age, which could suggest the need 

for intervention programs that aim to change apathetic attitudes and enhance children's sensitivity towards the victim.  

Boulton and Flemington (1996) found anti-bullying intervention videos may help in encouraging children to think 

about these emotions. Such actions could help foster empathy for victims of bullying and encourage more pro-social 

attitudes and behaviors (Boulton & Flemington 1996). The characteristics of students who experience victimization 

include being unpopular and having low self-esteem (Besag 1989).  

 

3.5 LGBT and Gender Non-Conforming Victimization  

Strong gender differences observed between girls and boys can be partially explained by intense socialization 

of gender roles. Peer reactions to gender- nonconforming behavior can be hostile, ranging from verbal questioning of 

another’s biological sex to physical abuse (Grossman & D’Augelli 2006).  The victimization that gender non-

conforming youth experience often occurs in schools, as the school setting is where peers socialize and engage with 

one another (Morrow 2004).  In addition, previous research documents the high prevalence rate of harassment that 

occurs in schools because of actual or perceived lesbian, gay, and bisexual students (Kosciw 2010). 

Gender-nonconforming youth face many challenges in school that they carry with them into young adulthood 

(Friedman et al. 2008). This finding is consistent with a growing body of literature that suggests that adolescent 

experiences of gender-nonconforming and sexual minority individuals are important for understanding young adult 

health disparities among this population (Friedman et al., 2008; Sandfort et al. 2008). Many previous studies have 

suggested that (D’Augelli et al., 2005; Ma’ayan, 2003), the mean levels of victimization experienced due to LGBT 

status in schools settings was significantly higher for boys than girls. 
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Many studies have also shown victimization due to LGBT identity is associated with negative mental health 

outcomes (Toomey, et al. 2010 Meyer 2003). In Toomey’s study, it was found that LGBT youth between the ages of 

13 and 19 fully account for the associations between gender nonconformity and young adult adjustment, which 

includes depression and life satisfaction.  However, victimization did not mediate the association between gender 

expression and mental health adjustment. 

Victimization in the school environment is often associated with homophobia, which includes negative beliefs, 

attitudes, stereotypes and behaviors towards gays and lesbians (Wright Adams, & Bernat 1999). Examples of 

homophobic behavior include teasing threats, harassment and assaults. Gay and lesbian people frequently experience 

homophobia. Pilkington and D’ Augelli (1995) reported that 83% of gay and lesbians experienced some form of 

victimization, which included verbal insults threats, physical assaults and sexual assaults.  

There has been little attention to integrate the areas of homophobia and bullying together to address this gap in the 

literature. However, Espelage & Swearer (2008) investigated this relationship in a quantitative study. The study used a  

content scale to assess the degree to which students 1) called other students homophobic epithets, and 2) were targets 

of homophobic names. The scale distinguished between sexual orientation and relationships (friends vs. enemies). 

Their findings showed that there were strong correlations found between homophobic language and forms of 

aggression. Greater use of homophobic content was also associated with lower empathic relations and more delinquent 

behaviors (Espalage et al. 2008). 

3.6 Academic Outcomes and Victimization:  

Although a body of evidence has demonstrated the safety issues for LGBT youth in high school (Hanson 2007), 

only a select few empirical studies have specifically examined how the school environment influences academic 

achievement among LGBT students (Russell, Truong 2001; Kosciw 2010). In a recent national study of academic 

outcomes among LGBT students in junior high and high schools, it was found that lower school safety is associated 

with lower academic performance (Kosciw 2010). When students feel isolated given the norms of the environment 

they have weakened educational goals, which is essential to provide professional opportunities and advance oneself. 
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The fear that LGBT students experience may lead them to miss class or school altogether, which in turn is associated 

with lower grades and not graduating from high school (Kosciw, 2010).  The percentage of LGBT students who did 

not plan to finish high school or pursue further education beyond secondary school was nearly twice the percentage 

compared to the general student population (12.4% versus 6.6%). In addition, a higher frequency of harassment was 

also associated with lower academic achievement among LGBT students in terms of grades.  The grade point average 

(GPA) of students who were more frequently harassed because of their sexual orientation or gender expression was 

almost half a grade lower than the students who were harassed for other reasons (2.8 versus 2.4) (Kosciw, 2009). 

Sandfort and Bos (2008) conducted research that focused on the associations between social networks and 

psychosocial functioning of LGBT youth, as it relates to their academic outcomes. They hypothesized that the 

discovery of same-sex attraction (SSA) may lead to poorer social networks, which in turn would lead to poor academic 

performance. The hypothesis was informed from findings from the Add Health study by Russell and colleagues  

(2001). Sandfort’s study in the Netherlands showed differences in the quality of social relationships (disclosure to 

father, social acceptance among peers, peer role strain), mental health (depression, self-esteem) and school 

performance (school identification) between young adolescents with SSA and those without such feelings. Those with 

SSA showed poorer results on all outcomes. In addition, girls with SSA also reported more negative school outcomes 

than boys. 

3.7 Teacher Intervention:  

When considering social support for students, it is important to consider the viewpoints and action steps of 

teachers to prevent and intervene on bullying is critical towards creating a healthy school environment (Khmelkov & 

Hallinan 1999) For students, school climate may viewed as the way school culture affects a youth’s sense of safety and 

acceptance, and also an important determinant of their ability to focus on the task of learning. Student perceptions of 

teachers and the quality of student-teacher interactions are critical aspects of school climate. Teacher caring has been 

shown to mediate the risk of suicide for lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth (Eisenberg & Resnick 2006) and the degree to 
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which students with bisexual attractions feel their teachers care about them and treat them fairly has been shown to 

predict academic and social success (Russell, Seif, & Truong, 2001).  

In addition, teachers' reactions to bullying behavior are likely to contribute to students' perceptions of classroom 

culture in a number of ways (Huesmann & Eron 1984) and would indirectly contribute to repeated victimization by 

allowing the continued success of the bully exerting control over a victim. A teacher's lenient attitude towards a 

perpetrator (i.e., not following through with the consequences of bullying or blaming a victim) is more likely to enable 

a victim’s feeling of being alienated and helpless (Pepler et al., 1994). Research has also shown that students 

sometimes perceive some teacher behaviors as more threatening and damaging as the bullying behaviors of students. 

Song and Swearer (2002) found that compared to students who were not involved in bullying, those who were bullies 

and victims were more likely to report that teachers and other school staff bully students in their schools. Clearly, there 

is a range of teacher responses to bullying, with some not sufficiently intervening and others responding in threatening 

manners themselves.  

In one study, teachers’ behavior—empathy, self-efficacy and perceived seriousness-were examined. The results 

indicated that the three teacher variables are important factors in predicting the likelihood of positive teacher 

intervention in response to bullying behaviors. Specifically, teachers who perceive bullying more seriously and report 

higher self-efficacy and greater empathy were more likely to report that they would intend to intervene. Thus, these 

aspects appear to be important aspects of the decision of teachers to get involved in bullying situations. Although 

teachers are important role models for youth in school, little is known about what kinds of social support—esteem, 

emotional, and information-- can be the most useful for young people.  

3.8 School Support Strategies:  

There are several potential safe school strategies to promote a positive schools climate for LGBT students. 

These include: Gay Straight Alliances (GSAs), student access to LGBT general information, adoption of policies that 

protect the rights of LGBT students, and personnel. Each of these support approaches could apply to esteem, 
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emotional, or informational support dimensions. Research has examined the supportive experiences of LGBT 

adolescents and their straight allies within the context of Gay–Straight Alliances (GSAs). GSAs are student directed, 

school-based clubs that aim to provide a safe place for LGBT students (Goodenow, Szalacha, & Westheimer, 2006; 

Human Rights Watch, 2001; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2004).  In recent years, the number of GSAs in schools has 

significantly increased, according to the Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network (GLSEN, 2010), there are over 

4,000 GSAs registered in the United States.  GSAs were developed from community-based programs in the 1990s to 

provide support for the unique challenges of LGBT youth (Herdt and Boxer 1993), and they were originally organized 

by teachers and counselors. Over the period of a decade, the GSAs have developed into student –initiated school clubs 

that intend to promote activism for sexual justice (O’Shaughnessy, 2004). GSAs often work to focus their energy on 

sexual justice by working to change gender norms and negate negative views towards sexual minorities. Examples of 

activities that GSA’s promote include: “Day of Silence,” and “queer proms.”  

GSAs are significant influence on promoting a positive school climate and support for gender non-conforming 

and LGBT students, and they have been associated with overall safety for all students (O’Shaughnessy et al. 2004; 

Russell, et al. 2009). They also help with positive youth development.  The empowerment model suggests that when 

youth engage in groups with a common interest it can help them to develop a stable identity. GSAs also can allow 

youth to learn useful skills for building esteem and further empowerment, and promote “power sharing” where youth 

and adults learn to negotiate ideas (Dibennedetto1991). 

Previous research has examined the associations between GSAs and student outcomes in two ways: the 

presence of a GSA in a student’s school and membership of a student in the school’s GSA. The literature on GSAs 

suggests that the presence of a GSA can be a protective factor for LGBT adolescents, such that LGBT adolescents who 

report that their school has a GSA tend to report more school safety and greater well-being (Goodenow et al., 2006; 

Lee, 2002; Kosciw et al., 2010; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2004). In a GLSEN report, it was found that the presence of a 

GSA is associated with fewer homophobic comments from peers, less victimization related to sexual orientation and 
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gender expression, greater school safety and school connectedness, and more teacher intervention of homophobic 

harassment.  

Research finds that being a member of a GSA is associated with better academic achievement and interpersonal 

relationships (Lee, 2002), and more comfort with one’s own sexual orientation (Lee, 2002) and personal empowerment 

(Russell, Muraco, Subramaniam, & Laub, 2009). Walls and colleagues (2010) found that GSA members reported 

higher grade point averages than nonmembers; however, they found no differences between members and nonmembers 

on several key outcomes (i.e., school safety, absenteeism, weapon carrying, school harassment). Thus, the presence of 

a GSA seems to have more of a positive impact on school climate, such as safety at school or lower victimization 

levels, whereas membership in a GSA seems to have more impact on person- specific outcomes, such as individual 

empowerment or academic achievement. 

A more recent study on GSA presence has investigated the association between GSA  

presence and long-term mental health outcomes (Toomey, Ryan, Diaz, Russell, 2011). The findings showed that 

participation in a GSA seems to buffer the risk for lifetime suicide attempts. However, at moderate and high levels of 

LGBT school victimization, GSA inclusion did not buffer the risk for suicide over the life course, but at low levels of 

LGBT school victimization, participation in a GSA did seem to buffer the risk for lifetime suicide attempts. 

Consistent with previous research, Walls et al. 2010 finds that the presence of a GSA seems to be a more salient 

predictor of well-being than GSA membership. It is surprising to find that participation in a GSA does not directly 

contribute to well-being and academic attainment in young adulthood, given that prior literature on extracurricular 

activity involvement finds such connections. Perhaps for the LGBT adolescent population, the presence of a GSA in 

school is more important for their well-being because schools with GSAs are likely have safer school climates overall. 

In addition to GSAs, when students know where to go for information and support related to sexual orientation in their 

school, they are more likely to feel safe, and show fewer instances of hearing slurs or negative comments about 

sexuality. Informational support can also be useful for teachers who need to understand the issues related to LGBT 
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youth, and informational support can help set a more positive tone in the school environment (O’Shaughnessy et al. 

2004). 

In addition to GSAs, research suggests that the implementation of anti-harassment policies were one of the 

most important steps in preventing school harassment for LGBT students (Russell & McGuire 2008).  In addition, 

research from Goodenow, Szlalacha and Westheimer (2006) showed that the presence of anti-harassment policies can 

help to reduce heterosexism in schools. However, the presence of a school policy does not guarantee that students will 

report incidents to school staff, as they may not know it exists or how it is implemented. 

Adoption of policies is an important step in the development of school safety. Inclusive anti-harassment and 

non-discrimination policies provide a foundation for school tolerance. Once polices have been adopted, it becomes 

easier to develop programs and interventions to address LGBT harassment. In California, it has been shown that when  

schools implement prevention policies, students report fewer instance of harassment, stronger connections at school, 

and stronger feelings of safety (O Shaughnessy et al. 2004).  

It is critical that teacher and staff play a role in establishing a safe school climate by assisting in the 

implementation of anti-harassment policies. In one study, it was found that when students have positive feelings about 

their teachers they are less likely to experience trouble getting along with other students, paying attention in class, and 

getting homework done (Russell, & Truong, 2001). In addition, it has been shown that there is a link between having 

LGBT informational materials in the curriculum and increased sexual health safety (Blake et al. 2001). The Blake et al. 

(2001) study measured self-reported sexual risk behaviors among heterosexual and LGBT adolescents.   

Summary: Education remains a critical component of personal growth and fulfillment in most societies in 

terms of social and economic benefits. However, some research suggests that the academic experiences for LGBT 

youth remain more challenged compared to the general population (Kosciw, 2010). Although there is evidence that 

school climate informs academic experiences (Russell et. al 2001) and that Victimization is negatively associated with 

academics for LGBT students, it is not clear how victimization may mediate the relationship between school climate 
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and academic outcomes. Furthermore, research on social support among LGBT populations has been limited. 

Although there is evidence that a poor social environment can have adverse affects on individual outcomes, and that 

support can be a potential buffer (Meyer 2003), there is limited information on which kinds of support are most useful 

for LGBT individuals, depending on their environmental circumstances. 

This project aims to test two primary research questions: 

R1: Are the various forms of victimization—physical, verbal (direct, indirect) and LGBT—potential mediators 
between school climate and academic achievement? 

 
R2: Does social support—emotional, esteem, and informational-- moderate (buffer) the relationship between 
victimization and academic achievement? 
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        CHAPTER FOUR 

       METHODS 

4.1. Sampling of LGBT populations  

Developing a sampling frame for LGBT individuals is a unique challenge for researchers given that the LGBT 

population is somewhat elusive, as many individuals who are LGBT may not define themselves as LGBT until they 

actually come out. In addition, there are several different ways to conceptualize same-sex attraction, which may 

include the distinction between same-sex identity, sexual behavior and sexual attraction (Sell 2007). It has been argued 

that the correct definition for LGBT individuals for a study will depend on the research question. For example, if the 

study is interested in HIV/AIDS, the focus may be on behavioral definitions, whereas researchers interested in 

developmental milestones may focus more on identity. Given that LGBT individuals tend to be a difficult population 

to study, it is hard to find descriptive statistics on the population that are generalizable (Blair 1999) and can inform the 

development of good questions.  Although there have been some examples of LGBT populations studied through 

representative samples (Russell 2001), non-representative samples tend to be more widely used. One of the most 

commonly utilized methods for recruiting LGB individuals is through resources in the LGBT community (social 

groups, clubs etc) (Rothblum 2007). One of the limitations of this kind of sampling approach is that it does not allow 

researchers to capture individuals who choose not to join LGBT community groups. The strengths of non-probable 

samples include that smaller they may allow researchers to develop a relationship with a specific core group of 

individuals, which may allow for follow-up research as well as studies that focus on LGBT research can focus on 

LGBT specific questions.                                                                                                                                                  

4.2. Data 

This project utilizes data from the Preventing School Harassment (PSH) survey, which included 2,559 middle 

and high school students in the state of California. The data was collected in 2003, 2004, & 2005 and was distributed 

in paper and online formats. The purpose of the survey was to examine how school context impacts school safety for 

sexual minority students and their heterosexual allies. Data collection employed a multi-approach recruitment strategy,  
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which included notification about the survey to high school Gay Straight Alliance (GSA) groups, LGBT community-

based youth groups, and LGBT community resource centers. Analyses for this study included the students who 

identified as lesbian, gay bisexual, transgender (LGBT), yielding a final sample of 869 individuals as well as their 

heterosexual allies who were members of GSAs or one of the community groups, which included a sample of 1559 

students.  Given that the sampling frame only includes students who participated in GSAs or an LGBT community 

group, the sample does not reflect of the perspective of school climate for all students that were selected for the study. 

In addition, the sample includes schools that have recognized GSAs. Research suggests that schools with GSAs report 

higher levels of safety than schools without GSAs (Goodenow 2006). Therefore victimization levels in the current 

school sample may be lower than a general school sample.   

4.3. Measures 

For the purpose of my research topic, I examine measures related to sexual orientation, academic achievement, 

social support, school climate, and victimization. For each concept, I outline the specific measures that can be utilized 

from the Preventing School Harassment Survey (PSH). Each measure listed below was created by taking the average 

score of items. Finally at the end, I provide a justification of which measures presented are the most useful for my 

project.  

4.3.1. Sexual Orientation: The two main populations studied in this project include LGBT and straight 

students. Studying LGBT students has been difficult due to inconsistencies in measurement and sampling. More 

specifically what it means to LGBT is confusing. It may include: (a) physical or emotional attraction, (b) sexual 

behavior, and or (c) self-identity (Sandfort, 1997). Each of these dimensions has been studied in different ways. In this 

study, the main sexual orientation question included:   What is your sexual orientation? The response options included: 

(1=Gay / lesbian; 2=Straight/heterosexual; 3=Bisexual; 4=Queer; 5=Questioning). The response options were further 

coded into two categories to include two response options: 1=Gay/lesbian, Bisexual, Queer and Questioning and 
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2=Straight. Transgender students were coded to be removed from the straight population, as transgender students could 

be found in either population, depending on gender identity. 

4.3.2. Academic Achievement: For academics, it is important to study both academic achievement (GPA) as 

well as academic aspirations, as both are separate dimensions of academic standing. For aspiration, items include: “I 

plan to graduate from high school,”  “I plan to go to college or some other school after high school,” and “I have goals 

and plans for the future.” (1=Strongly Disagree to 4=Strongly Agree) (Alpha=.76). In addition, academic achievement 

is often measured from a GPA measure. In the PSH study, a one-item GPA measure is included: During the past 12 

months, how would you describe the grades you received in school (4=Most A’s to 0=Mostly F’s). 

4.3.3. Social Support: In the peer reviewed literature, there are 4 main dimensions of social support, three of 

which are available in the PSH data set —emotional, informational, and esteem. In addition, one global question on 

teacher intervention is examined from the PSH data set. For emotional support, the question includes: “At my school, 

there is a teacher or some other adults “who really cares about me,” “Who notices when I am not there,” “Who makes 

sure that everyone is treated fairly and with respect,”  “Who listens when I have something to say” (1=Not at all true, 

2=A little true, 3= pretty much true, 4=very much true) (Alpha=.76).  

For informational support, there are three items, the first item includes: “Does your school have a written 

harassment policy that specifically includes sexual orientation?”  (Yes/No). Research suggests that the presence of 

anti-harassment policies is one of the most important steps in preventing school harassment for LGBT students 

(Russell & McGuire 2008).  In addition, research from Goodenow, Szlalacha and Westheimer (2006) has shown that 

the presence of anti-harassment policies can help to reduce heterosexism in schools. However, the presence of a school 

policy does not guarantee that students will report incidents to school staff, as they may not know it exists or how it is 

implemented. 
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The second item includes: “ Does your school have a GSA?” (Yes/No). GSAs can be categorized under 

informational support since GSAs are a social group where youth may find materials related to sexuality or social 

activities that are specific to sexual minority populations.  

The third item includes: “If you wanted information and support from your school about sexual orientation 

would you know where to go?”  (Yes/No). This item may include information about policies discussed in item one as 

well as information from GSAs discussed in item two. Unlike all other measures in this study, informational support 

was created by adding each of the three items (count variable 0-3). 

Esteem support includes three items: “At my school there is a teacher or some other adult: who tells me when I 

do a good job, who listens to me when I have something to say, and who believes I will be a success.” (1=Not at all 

true, 2=A little true, 3=Pretty much true, 4=Very much true) (Alpha= .77). Each of these items captures feelings of 

caring and apathy for students. 

Finally, teacher intervention includes: “How often do you hear teachers or staff stop others from making 

negative comments based on:  sexual orientation or gender presentation” (1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often) 

(Alpha= 0.80). This measure is a global question of support, but it does not capture the kind of support listed above. 

4.3.4. School Climate: School climate refers to the level of safety and belongingness and connectedness that 

students’ experience (McBride & Brandt, 1997). It is important that school climates are safe for all students because it 

is positively associated with academic learning.  In the PSH study, School climate is comprised of five items, which 

include: “In my school, teachers expect students to respect one another,” “In my school, teachers give all students a 

fair chance,” “In my school, teachers treat students as individuals, not as members of groups,” “In my school teachers 

really care about all students,” and “In my school students feel safe.” (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, and 

4=Strongly Agree) (Alpha=.88). 
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4.3.5. Victimization: For victimization, there are four measures in the study—LGBT specific victimization, 

indirect verbal victimization, physical victimization, and direct verbal victimization.  The LGBT victimization measure 

includes the following items: “During the past 12 months, how many times on school property were you harassed or 

bullied because you are: Gay, lesbian, or bisexual or someone thought you were? Not as masculine as other guys?  and 

Not as feminine as other girls?” (0= times, 1=time, 3=2 to 3 times, 4=4 or more times). 

Indirect verbal victimization has two items that include negative comments from both students and teachers. 

The items include: “How often do you hear students make negative comments based on sexual orientation and gender 

presentation” as well as “How often do you hear teachers or staff make negative comments based on sexual orientation 

and gender presentation.  (1 =Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often Missing). 

Physical victimization includes the following four items: “During the past 12 months, how many times on 

school property have you: Been pushed, shoved, slapped, hit, or kicked by someone who wasn’t just kidding around? 

Been threatened or injured with a weapon, such as a gun, knife or club? Been afraid of being beaten up? Been in a 

physical flight?”   (1= 0 times, 2= 1 time, 3= 2 to 3 times, 4= 4 or more times). 

Finally, direct verbal victimization includes: “During the past 12 months, how many times on school property 

have you: Had sexual jokes, comments, or gestures made to you? Been made fun of because of your looks or the way 

you talk? Had mean rumors or lies spread about you” (1= 0 times, 2= 1 times, 3= 2 to 3 times, 4= 4 or more times). 

4.4 Analysis Plan 

Descriptive statistics including, frequencies, t-tests, are presented first. Next tests of the research questions are 

conducted using multiple regression, following methods to test for mediation and moderation.  As mentioned in 

chapter two, this project aims to investigate two main research questions, listed as follows: 

RQ 1: Does victimization (LGBT specific, Indirect verbal, physical and direct verbal) mediate the relationship between 
school climate and academic outcomes?  
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RQ2: Does social support—emotional, esteem, and informational, and teacher intervention- moderate (buffer) the 
relationship between victimization (same dimensions as discussed in research question 1 and academic achievement 
(GPA and aspirations? 

 

4.4.1. Mediation: A conceptual framework for understanding mediation comes from Baron & Kenney 1986. 

The three criteria for understanding causality include the following: 1) there is an association between two variables, 2) 

the association is not spurious, and 3) the cause precedes the effect in time. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), 

four conditions must be met in order to be considered a mediator. First, the outcome variable is regressed on the 

predictor (path c). Second, the mediator is regressed on the predictor variable (path a). Finally, the mediator must be 

related to an outcome variable (path b). The last step is to demonstrate that the strength of the relationship between the 

predictor and outcome is significantly reduced when the mediator is added into the model (c prime).  The relationship 

between the predictor and outcome must be established (Holmbeck 1997) before testing mediation.  More recent 

procedures to test mediation (MacKinnon, 2002) suggest a two model procedure where the independent variable 

predicts the mediator (Model 1) and the mediator predicts the outcome while controlling for the independent variable. 

The parameter estimates and standard errors for each model are then used to calculate the p value using the Sobel test. 

When choosing variables for mediation, there must be support or justification for why the variables have been 

chosen for the model. For research question 1-does victimization mediate the relationship between school climate and 

academic outcomes- there has been support in the peer reviewed literature that school climate (predictor) is associated 

with academics (Russell & McGuire 2008; Pearson 2007) (path c). In addition, research has shown that victimization 

is associated with poor academics (Kosciw 2007) (path b). However, no research to my knowledge has examined how 

victimization may be a mediator between school climate and academic outcomes.  

4.4.2. Moderation: A moderator is a qualitative or quantitative variable that affects the strength and direction 

between an independent and dependent variable. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), moderators impact the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variable so that the nature of the impact varies according to level. 

For moderation, Cohen (2003) describes three different patterns of interactions among continuous variables. The first 
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is enhancing interactions where both the predictor and moderator affect the outcome variable in the same direction.  

The second is the buffering interaction in which the moderator weakens the effect of the predictor variable on the 

outcomes. 

To test the second research question, I examine whether social support moderates the relationship between 

different forms of victimization and academic outcomes. This model is informed from Meyers (2003) model of 

minority stress where environmental factors inform individual stressors and outcomes. The limitation of how Meyer 

conceptualized the minority stress model is that he does not account for the various dimensions of support. Therefore, 

there is less clarity in terms of what kind of support are useful to buffer the main effect of environment on individual 

outcomes. In the PSH study, we examine three of the four dimensions of support—emotional, esteem, and information. 

In addition, one global question on teacher intervention is examined as a potential moderator. 
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                     CHAPTER FIVE 

RESULTS     

5.1 Descriptive Statistics  

T- Test of Sexual Orientation Differences: Table 1 exhibits the descriptive statistics for applicable LGBT and 

straight students. The table shows that over half of the participants were in the 11th or 12th grade, while nearly one 

quarter of the respondents were in the 10th grade and less than 20% were in the 5th-8th grades. For gender, 34% were 

male and 63% were female, and nearly 3% were transgender. For race/ethnicity, 39% reported white, 22% reported 

Latino, 4% reported Black, 15% reported Asian, and 15% reported other race. The bivariate zero-order correlations are 

shown in tables 2A and 2B. In table 2A, LGBT students, the data show that three dimensions of social support—

emotional, esteem, informational-were significantly correlated with aspirations. In addition, both emotional and esteem 

support were associated with GPA, but informational support was not. However, teacher intervention was negatively 

associated with aspirations and GPA. In addition, physical and direct verbal victimization was negatively associated 

with aspirations and GPA.  

For straight students, emotional and esteem support are positively associated with aspirations, while all four 

forms of victimization—LGBT bullying, indirect verbal victimization, physical and direct verbal victimization-are 

negatively associated with aspirations. The same findings hold true for GPA. Emotional and esteem support are 

positively associated with GPA, while all four forms of victimization are negatively associated with GPA.  

The mean differences shown in table 3 demonstrate that straight students and LGBT students exhibit significant 

discrepancies on most all outcome, moderator, and predictor variables. For aspirations, straight students reported a 

mean of 3.67 and LGBT students 3.61 (T= 3.45, P<.0001). For GPA, LGBT students did report a lower mean, 2.87, 

compared to their straight counterparts, 3.04. However, the difference in GPA was not statistically significant.  For the 

support variables, esteem support and teacher intervention were statistically different between LGBT and straight 

students, while emotional and informational support were not statistically different. For esteem support, LGBT 

students reported receiving more support, 3.21, than straight students, 3.12 (T=-2.66, P<.001). For teacher intervention, 
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the opposite is true, where straight student report more intervention, 2.53 than LGBT students, 2.29 (T=5.71, p<.001). 

The correlations table shows that teacher intervention is negatively associated with aspirations and GPA for straight 

students. 

When examining all four types of victimization, LGBT students reported greater levels of victimization than 

straight students. Among all dimensions of victimization -- LGBT specific bullying, verbal victimization, physical 

victimization, and direct verbal victimization—the results showed that straight students fared better than LGBT 

students. 

5.2 Mediation Regression:  

The mediation method used to test the indirect effect of victimization (Mackinnon, 2002) on the association 

between school connectedness and academic outcomes is a two model procedure. The first model tests path A, which 

includes the independent variable predicting the mediator--school connections predicting each form of victimization. 

The second model includes testing the mediator (victimization) predicting the outcome (GPA, aspirations), while 

controlling for the predictor (school connections). The parameter estimates and standard errors from each regression 

model were used to perform the Sobel test. For both LGBT and straight students mediation tests were performed for 

each dimension of victimization—LGBT specific, indirect verbal, physical, and direct verbal-as well as each outcome-

GPA and aspirations.   

5.2.1. Indirect Verbal Victimization (Models I, II &III). In table 4.1.A, Model I (R2 =.15) demonstrates that 

school connections do negatively predict indirect verbal victimization for LGBT students. In addition, the same model 

suggests that females Latinos, Asians, report less verbal victimization, while transgender status was positively 

associated with indirect verbal victimization. In Model II, (R2 =.09), indirect verbal victimization is introduced as a 

potential mediator between school connections and GPA. Although indirect verbal victimization was not a significant 
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mediator in the model, the model did show that the same demographic variables—transgender, Asian, Latino as well as 

Black were negatively associated with GPA and gender was positively associated with GPA.   

In addition to GPA, aspirations was also tested as a potential outcome (R2 =.11) in model III. Unlike GPA as an 

outcome, indirect verbal victimization was a significant mediator between school connections and aspirations 

(P<.0001). This suggests that school connections predict aspirations through indirect verbal victimization. The model 

also showed that gender, year in school, transgender and school connections were significantly associated with 

aspirations (P>.001).  

In table 4.1.B, Model I (R2 =.15) exhibits that school connections are negatively associated with indirect verbal 

victimization (b=-.38, P<.001) for straight students. In addition, year in school, American Indian, Asian, Latino, and 

Native American were negatively associated with indirect verbal victimization (P<.001). In Model II, verbal 

victimization was regressed on GPA while controlling for school connections.  The findings revealed that school 

connections, female, year in school, American Indian, Asian and Latino were negatively associated with aspirations. 

However, verbal victimization was not a significant mediator between school connections and GPA. When aspiration 

was tested as a potential outcome (Model III), only year in school, and Native Americans were the predictors of 

aspirations. Indirect verbal victimization was a not a significant mediator when aspirations was the outcome. 

5.2.2 Physical Victimization. In table 4.2.A for LGBT students, Model I (R2 =. 16) shows that school 

connections predict physical victimization (b=-.23, P<.01). The same model also exhibits that female, year in school, 

transgender variables also predict physical victimization. In model II (R2 = .09, P<.001), physical victimization is 

introduced as a potential mediator between school connections and GPA, and is significant. In addition, female 

(positively) and Native American  (negatively) are associated with GPA. In model III (R2 =.0.09), physical 

victimization is tested as potential mediator between school connections and aspirations, but is not significant. Similar 

to Model I, female, years in school, and school connections do predict aspirations in model III.  
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In table 4.2.B for straight students, Model 1 (R2 = .16) exhibits that school connections does not predict 

physical victimization. However, physical victimization did mediate the relationship between school connections and 

GPA (b= -.18, P<.0001) in model II as well as school connection and aspirations (b=-.12, P<.0001) in model III.  In 

models II and III, the data also show that female, and year of school predict both outcomes—GPA and aspirations. 

However, Native American status only predicts GPA and not aspirations. Both models II and III explained a total of 

9% and 7% of the variance, respectively. 

In table 4.3.A for LGBT students, model 1 (R2 =. 14) illustrates that school connections are negatively 

associated with LGBT bullying (b=-.15, SE=.04).  In model II, LGBT bullying was introduced as a potential mediator 

between school connections and GPA, but was not significant. However, LGBT bullying was a significant mediator 

between school connections and aspirations (b=-.00, SE=.03 (Model III), which suggests that school connection 

predicts aspirations through LGBT bullying. In addition, demographic factors such as female, year in school, 

transgender status American Indian status were positively associated with GPA in model II. In model III, the main 

effects for all demographic variables remain similar to GPA. However, American Indian was not significant in model 

III, but Native American was significant.  

When compared to their straight counterparts, table 4.3.B demonstrates that for straight students LGBT 

victimization mediates the relationship between both school connections and GPA (b= -.17, P <.0001) as well as 

between school connections and aspirations (b= -.10, P<.001) for straight students. In model I and model II, the data 

show that female, year of school, Latino, Native Americans and school connections are significant predictors of LGBT 

bullying and GPA (P>.001 or P<.0001). In model III, the findings are similar, except Asian is also a significant 

predictor of aspirations (P<.001).   

Finally, direct verbal victimization was tested as a potential mediator between school connections and both 

academic outcomes for LGBT and straight students. The findings demonstrated that for the LGBT students, direct 

verbal victimization was a mediator between school connections and aspirations, (b=. 01, p<.0001), but not between 
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school connections and GPA (Table 4.4.A).  In Model I, school connections negatively predicted direct verbal 

victimization along with female, year in school, transgender American Indian, Latino, and Native American. The same 

pattern was found in Model II, except year in school and transgender were not significant predictors of GPA, and 

Asian was significant. In Model III, female predicted aspirations, as did school connections, transgender, and Native 

American status. In addition, years in school and transgender status also predicted aspirations, which was not true of 

GPA.  However, school connections and Native American status did predict aspirations, similar to GPA. 

For straight students (4.4.B), direct verbal victimization was a significant mediator between school connection 

and GPA (b=. 20, P<.01), but not between school connections and aspirations (b=.20). In model II, where verbal 

victimization is introduced as a mediator, female, year in school, American Indian, Latino, Black and school 

connections predict GPA. In model III, female, year in school and school connections are the only positive significant 

predictors of aspirations.  

             5.2.3. Synopsis of Mediation: The purpose of the mediation tests were to examine if school connections 

predicted victimization, which in turn could predict aspirations or GPA. Overall, the results show that at least one of 

the dimensions of victimization-LGBT specific, indirect verbal, physical or direct verbal does mediate the relationship 

between school connections and GPA or aspirations. In tables 4.1.A and 4.1.B, the data show that verbal victimization 

only mediates between school connections and aspirations for LGBT students (P<.0001), but not for their straight 

counterparts.  In tables 4.2.A and 4.2.B, the data exhibit that physical victimization is a significant mediator between 

school connections and GPA (P<.0001) for LGBT students, while physical victimization is a significant mediator 

between school connections and both GPA (P<.0001) as well as aspirations (P<.0001) for straight students.  

In the third set of tables (4.3.A and 4.3.B), LGBT victimization, like direct verbal victimization, was a 

significant mediator between school connections and aspirations, but not GPA for LGBT students (P<.0001). For their 

straight counterparts, LGBT bullying was a significant mediator between school connections and GPA as well as 

school connections (P<.001) and aspirations (P<.001). 
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In the last set of data tables (4.4.A and 4.4.B), direct verbal victimization was examined. This type of 

victimization was only a significant mediator between school connections and aspirations for LGBT students 

(P<.0001). It was not a significant mediator when GPA was the outcome for LGBT students. For straight students, the 

opposite was true—direct verbal victimization was a significant mediator between school connections and GPA, but it 

was not for aspirations.  

When examining the overall main effects, school connections were negatively associated with each form of 

victimization in Model I of tables 4.1 (a-b)-4.4 (a-b) and each form of victimization was negatively associated with 

each academic outcome. In addition, each form of victimization was negatively associated with gender, year in school 

and transgender status in the main effects of model II. For race and ethnicity, each form of victimization is negatively 

associated with Latino and Asian populations in most all main effects. Native American and Black were the least likely 

to show significant main effects with each form of victimization. American Indian was significant for about half of the 

main effects in all three models, which suggests that certain demographic group are likely to be associated with 

academic outcomes more than other demographic groups.  

5.3. Moderation Regression:  

In order to test the effect of social support buffering the main effect of victimization on each academic 

outcome, I employed regression analysis to test the interactions of each form of victimization—LGBT specific, indirect 

verbal, physical, and direct verbal--with each form of social support—esteem, emotional, informational, and teacher 

intervention.  In table 5, the overview of all interactions are presented to give a broad picture of the interaction 

analyzes presented in tables from (5.1.1 to 5.4.4). Overall, the results show that esteem support and emotional support 

are the strongest buffers between victimization and academic outcomes for LGBT students. 

For straight students, the findings are more varied. Esteem, emotional, and informational support are a useful 

buffer for each kind of victimization—LGBT victimization, verbal, and physical. However, none of the social support 

dimensions buffered the negative effect for direct verbal victimization. The effect of each kind of support as a 
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moderator between victimization and GPA as well as aspirations will be discussed in the following sections.  For each 

model discussed below demographic variables were controlled for. The control variables included, female, year in 

school, transgender status (only included in the LGBT population). Race and ethnicity included, American Indian, 

Asian, Latino, Native American, and Black. 

5.3.1. LGBT Victimization: In the first four tables (5.1.1—5.2.4), each form of social support—esteem, 

emotional, informational, and teacher intervention-- is examined as a potential buffer between LGBT victimization and 

both academic outcomes—GPA and aspirations. In table 5.1.1, the results suggest that esteem support is positively 

associated with both GPA and aspirations for straight students. However, the interaction of esteem support and LGBT 

victimization predicts only aspirations (P<.001) (Figure 1.1.), not GPA. Figure 1.1. suggests that at high levels of 

LGBT bullying the straight students with higher levels of esteem support have higher aspirations than the students who 

have low support. The adjusted R squares are .16 and .04 respectively. For LGBT students, the findings show that 

esteem support also positively predicts GPA and aspirations. In addition, the interaction of both esteem support and 

LGBT victimization predict both GPA (figure 1.2) and aspirations (figure 1.3). Figure 1.2 suggests that LGBT students 

who receive low levels of support have a better GPA than those who receive high levels of teacher intervention.  

Figure 1.3 demonstrates that students, at high levels of bullying, who receive high levels of esteem support have better 

aspirations, similar to figure 1.1. For the main effects, female predicts GPA for both LGBT and straight populations, 

and aspirations for straight students. Year in school predict GPA for straight students and aspirations for LGBT 

students. Regarding race and ethnicity, the data show that Black predicts aspirations among straight students, while 

Latino and Asians predict GPA for LGBT students.  For straight students the interaction model explains 16% of the 

variance for GPA and 4% of the variance for aspirations. For LGBT students, the interaction model explained 10% of 

the variance for GPA and 7% for aspirations. 

In the second table (5.1.2), emotional support was examined as a potential buffer between LGBT victimization 

and both academic outcomes---GPA and aspirations. The results exhibit that emotional support is not an effective 
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buffer for either academic outcome among straight student, but it was significant for aspirations (b=.16 P<.001) and 

GPA (b=.09 P<.001) among LGBT students. Figure 1.4 demonstrates that at high levels of LGBT bullying, high 

emotional support is associated with higher aspirations. Figure 1.5 with GPA as the outcome shows a similar pattern as 

esteem support in figure 1.2. The diagram suggests that it is only at the low and moderate levels of support that high 

emotional support is associated with a stronger GPA. When examining the main effects, female and year in school 

were the most consistent predictors of both GPA and aspirations.  For race and ethnicity, Latino, Native American and 

Black were significant predictors for GPA among straight students, while Latin and Asian were significant predictors 

for GPA.  There were no significant main effects of race and ethnicity on aspirations for either population. 

In the third table (5.1.3), informational support was tested as a moderator in the same model. For straight 

students, the data show that informational support was a significant moderator for GPA (b=.05, P<.001), and 

aspirations (b=.30, P<.001). Figure 1.6 and 1.7 demonstrates that at high levels of LGBT bullying, the students who  

experience high levels of informational support have the highest aspirations and GPA, while the student who 

experience low levels of support show lower aspirations and GPA.  For LGBT students, informational support was not 

a significant moderator for either academic outcome.  However, informational support was a significant predictor for 

aspirations among LGBT students. In addition, female and year in school were significant predictors of both GPA and 

aspirations.  For race and ethnicity, Black and Asian were significant predictors for GPA among straight students and 

Latino was a significant predictor for GPA among LGBT students.  Finally, among the straight students, the model 

with interactions explained 9.8 % of the variance for GPA and 7.4% of the variance for aspirations.   

In the fourth table (5.1.4), teacher intervention was examined as a potential moderator between LGBT 

victimization and both academic outcomes.  Similar to informational support, teacher intervention was a significant 

buffer between LGBT victimization and GPA (b=-.12, P<.001) as well as aspirations, (b=-.00, P<.001) for straight 

students, but not for LGBT students. Figure 1.8 shows that students who experience high levels of bullying have 

higher aspirations when teacher intervention support is at a high level and lower aspirations, when there is less teacher 
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intervention. In addition, figure 1.9 with GPA, shows a similar pattern as figure 1.2—at high levels of LGBT bullying 

low and moderate levels of teacher intervention is associated with better grades. For both outcomes among straight 

students, female, year in school, LGBT victimization, and teacher intervention were significant predictors. For LGBT 

students, the main effects show a similar pattern. However, Asian and Latino were significant predictors for GPA as 

well. Lastly, for the straight students, the interaction model explained 11% and 3% of the variance, while for LGBT 

students, the interaction model explained 4.3% and 3.7% of the variance. 

5.3.2. Synopsis of LGBT Victimization: Overall, each form of social support—esteem, emotional, 

informational, and teacher intervention --was a significant buffer between LGBT victimization and both academic 

outcomes. However, the findings were more mixed when examining the differences between straight and LGBT 

students. Among straight students, esteem support was a significant buffer for aspirations but not GPA, and emotional 

support was not significant for either academic outcome. However, both informational support and teacher intervention 

support were significant buffers for both GPA and Aspirations.  

For LGBT students, esteem support was a significant buffer for both academic outcomes, similar to their 

straight counterparts. In addition, emotional support was a significant buffer between LGBT victimization and GPA 

and aspirations. Finally, informational support and teacher intervention were not significant buffers for LGBT students 

on either academic outcome. For the main effects, gender and year in school were the most consistent predictors of 

both outcomes for LGBT and straight students.  For race and ethnicity, Latino was the most consistent predictor of 

GPA for LGBT students and Black was the most consistent predictor of GPA for straight students. There were no 

patterns for aspirations for LGBT or straight students. 

5.3.3. Indirect Verbal Victimization: In the second set of four tables (5.2.1—5.2.4), each form of social 

support—esteem, emotional, informational, and teacher intervention-- is examined as a potential buffer between 

indirect verbal victimization and both academic outcomes—GPA and aspirations.   In table 5.2.1, the effect of esteem 

support as a potential buffer was examined. For straight students and LGBT students, the data show that esteem 
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support was not a significant buffer for either GPA or aspirations. However, indirect verbal victimization was 

negatively associated with GPA for straight students. There was no significant main effect among LGBT students.  In 

addition, female was positively associated both GPA and aspirations for straight students and LGBT students. Similar 

to LGBT victimization, indirect verbal victimization negatively predicted aspiration for straight students, but not for 

LGBT students. The significant race and ethnicity predictors for straight and LGBT students were mixed. Among 

straight students, Black was a significant predictor for GPA and among LGBT students Asian and Latino were 

significant predictors for GPA. There were none for aspirations.  For straight students, the model explained 16% of the 

variance for GPA and 3% of the variance for aspiration. For LGBT students, the model explained 8% of the variance 

for GPA and 6% of the variance for aspirations. 

In table 5.2.2, emotional support is employed as a moderator between indirect verbal victimization and both 

academic outcomes. However, it was not a significant buffer for either outcome among LGBT or straight students. 

When examining other demographic variables, the data show that female was a consistent predictor of both academic 

outcomes for LGBT students, while Asian and Latino status was a significant predictor for GPA only for straight and 

LGBT students. Overall, emotional support generally predicted both GPA and aspirations for both straight and LGBT 

students. The adjusted R square among straight students was 11% and 8% for GPA and aspirations respectively. For 

LGBT students, it was 6% and 14% on the same outcomes. 

The third dimension of social support, informational, was analyzed in table 5.2.3. The data show that 

informational support was not a significant buffer between indirect verbal victimization and either academic outcome 

for straight or LGBT students. Female predicting GPA and aspirations was the only consistent main effect for both 

straight and LGBT students. Year of school was a significant predictor for GPA among straight students and 

aspirations among LGBT students. Transgender was a significant predictor of GPA for LGBT students, but not for 

aspirations. For race and ethnicity, Black predicted GPA for straight students and Latino significantly predicted GPA 

among LGBT students.  Finally informational support only predicted aspirations for LGBT students. The adjusted R 
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squares were 11% and 8% for GPA and aspirations, respectively among straight students. For LGBT students, the 

adjusted R-squares are 6% and 14% for GPA and aspirations respectively. 

The last dimension of social support, teacher intervention (table 5.2.4), was examined as a potential moderator. 

For straight students, teacher intervention was a significant moderator for both GPA and (b=-.07, P<.0001) and 

aspirations (b=-.06, P<.0001). In figures 2.1 and figures 2.2, the graphs show that at low levels of teacher intervention 

is associated with a higher GPA among straight students, who experience indirect verbal victimization. Female and 

year in school were significant predictors for GPA and aspirations among the straight students, but both variables were 

not consistent predictors for either academic outcome among LGBT students. Regarding race and ethnicity, Black and 

Latino were consistent predictors for GPA, but not aspirations.  Finally the adjusted R squares for straight students was 

9% for GPA and 2% for aspirations, while among LGBT students, the model predicted 4% of the variance for GPA 

and 3% of the variance for aspirations. 

5.3.4. Synopsis of Indirect Verbal Victimization: Compared to the interaction models where LGBT 

victimization and each social support dimension was tested as a predictor of both academic outcomes, overall social 

support was not a significant buffer between indirect verbal victimization and both academic outcomes. In all models 

that tested esteem, emotional, and informational support as a potential buffer between indirect verbal victimization and  

GPA as well as aspirations, there were no significant findings.  It was only teacher intervention where there was a 

significant buffer between indirect verbal victimization and aspirations as well as GPA for straight (b=-.07, P<.0001) 

and LGBT (b=-.06, P <0001) students. In both models, the figures suggest that low and moderate levels of 

intervention, at high levels of victimization, were associated with better aspirations than high levels of intervention. 

Similar to LGBT victimization, gender and year in school consistently predicted both academic outcomes, while Black 

and Latino predicted GPA (P<.001). 

5.3.5 Physical Victimization: In the third set of tables (5.3.1---5.3.4), each form of social support—esteem, 

emotional, informational and teacher intervention-- is examined as a potential buffer between physical victimization 
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and both academic outcomes—GPA and aspirations. In table 5.3.1, I find that esteem support is a significant 

moderator between physical victimization and aspirations for straight and LGBT students (b=-.06, P<.0001 and b=. 12, 

P<.0001).  Figure 3.1 showed that straight students who experience low levels of physical victimization benefit in their 

GPA when they have high levels of esteem support intervention. In figure 3.2, the opposite is true for LGBT students, 

where students, at high levels of bullying, have better academic outcomes (aspirations) when they have high levels of 

esteem intervention. In addition, esteem support was a significant buffer between physical victimization and GPA 

(b=.14, P<.0001) among straight students only. As shown in figure 3.3., straight students who experience high levels of 

physical victimization have higher aspirations when they have higher esteem support. Overall, gender was a consistent 

predictor for GPA and aspirations for both LGBT and straight students, and year in school was a significant predictor 

for LGBT students.  For race and ethnicity, the data show that Latino was a significant predictor of GPA, but not 

aspirations for both straight and LGBT students. In addition, Native American was a significant predictor for 

aspirations among LGBT students, while Blacks was a significant predictor for GPA among straight students. Among 

straight students, the adjusted R squares were 18% and 4% for GPA and aspirations respectively, and it was 11% and 

8% for GPA and aspirations among LGBT students.  

In table 5.3.2, emotional support was examined as a potential buffer between physical victimization and both 

academic outcomes. Similar to esteem support in the aforementioned table, the data show that emotional support is a 

significant moderator for both outcomes among straight students (b=-.15, P<.0001, b=.06, P<.0001), but only for 

aspirations among the LGBT students (b=-.10, P<.0001).  Figure 3.4 demonstrates that straight students who 

experience high levels of physical victimization have high aspirations when they experience high levels of emotional 

support. For GPA, it is only at low levels of physical victimization where high emotional support is associated with a 

high GPA (Figure 3.5). Finally, figure 3.6 shows a similar pattern to figure 3.4 where high aspirations are associated 

with high emotional support at high levels of victimization for LGBT students.   
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Female was a significant predictor for both GPA and aspirations among straights students, and GPA only 

among LGBT students. Year in school was significant for GPA among the straight students only. Among the different 

racial and ethnic groups, Asian, Latino and Blacks were significant predictors for GPA for both straight and LGBT 

students. For straight students, the adjusted R-squares were 14% and 9.9% for GPA and aspirations respectively. For 

LGBT students, the adjusted R squares were 8.6% and 15.9% for GPA and aspirations. 

In table 5.3.3, informational support was tested. The results exhibited that informational support was not an 

effective buffer between physical victimization and either academic outcome among straight or LGBT students.  

However, the main effects exhibit that physical victimization negatively predicts GPA and aspirations among straight 

students, and informational support predicts aspirations among LGBT students.  Similar to previous models mentioned 

above, female predicts GPA for both groups, but not aspirations. For race and ethnicity, Latino was the only consistent 

predictor for GPA (P<.001) among straights students and LGBT students.  

Lastly, teacher intervention was examined in table 5.3.4. Similar to informational support mentioned above, 

teacher intervention was not a significant buffer between physical victimization and GPA or academic aspirations for 

both populations. Overall, physical victimization was negatively associated with both academic outcomes among both 

straight and LGBT students, and teacher intervention was positively associated with aspirations for LGBT students 

(b=.01, P<.001) and negatively associated with GPA for straight students (b-.02). Latino and Asian were negatively 

associated with GPA for both straight and LGBT students, and Black and Native American were negatively associated 

with both outcomes just among the straight students. 

5.3.6 Synopsis of Physical Victimization: Esteem and emotional support were significant moderators between 

physical victimization and both academic outcomes for LGBT and straight students; however, informational support 

and teacher intervention were not for either population. Both types of support-informational and teacher intervention- 

did positively predict aspirations for LGBT students only. For race and ethnicity, the data show that overall Asian and 
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Latino were the most common predictors of both academic outcomes among straight and LGBT students. Finally, 

gender and year in school were more consistent predictors for both outcomes among the straight students. 

5.3.7 Direct Verbal Victimization: In the fourth set of tables (5.4.1---5.4.4), each form of social support—

esteem, emotional, informational and teacher intervention-- is examined as a potential buffer between direct verbal 

victimization and both academic outcomes—GPA and aspirations. Esteem support was significant moderator between 

direct verbal victimization and GPA (b=-.11, P<.0001) for LGBT students only. Figure 4.1 shows that at low levels of 

victimization high esteem support is associated with a higher GPA. However, esteem support by itself was positively 

associated with both GPA and aspirations among straight and LGBT students (P<.0001). Emotional support was also a 

significant buffer between direct verbal victimization and aspirations among LGBT students (b=.06 P<.001). Figure 

4.2 shows that students who experience high levels of victimization, show high aspirations when they also have high 

levels of emotional support. Direct verbal victimization is a significant predictor among straight students, for female, 

and year in school, for GPA among straight students and LGBT students.  For race and ethnicity, the significant main 

effects were mostly found among American Indian, Latino, Native American, Black on GPA for straight students. 

Among LGBT students, Latino and Asian were significant predictors for GPA only.  Finally, the adjusted R squares 

include 1.9% for GPA and 2.5% for aspirations among straight students, while the adjusted R square among LGBT 

students includes 2% for straight students.  

In table 5.4.2, emotional support was not significant moderator between direct verbal victimization and both 

academic outcomes for straight students; however, it was a significant buffer between direct verbal victimization and 

aspirations for LGBT students (b=.06 P<.001).  Figure 4.2 illustrates that at high levels of victimization, high support 

is associated with high aspirations among students. For the main effects, emotional support was positively associated  

with GPA and aspirations for straight and LGBT students. Direct verbal victimization was negatively associated with 

GPA among straight and LGBT students. It was not associated with aspirations for either group. Female was 

consistently associated with both aspirations and GPA among straight and LGBT students. For race and ethnicity, 
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Latino, Native Americans, and Blacks were associated with GPA for straight students, and Asian and Latino were 

associated with GPA for LGBT students.  The adjusted R squares for straight students included 13% for GPA and 8% 

for aspirations, while for the LGBT students it was 7% and 14% for GPA and aspirations, respectively.   

The third model includes informational support (5.4.3). Informational support was not an effective buffer 

between direct verbal victimization and GPA or aspirations for either straight or LGBT populations.  In addition, 

relational victimization did not significantly predict aspirations, but it did predict GPA for straight students.  In 

addition, informational support did predict GPA among straight students, and aspirations among straight and LGBT 

students. Similar to previous models, gender was a significant predictor for GPA among straight and LGBT students. 

However, it was not significant for aspirations. Year in school was a significant predictor for aspirations among 

straight students, and it was only significant for GPA among LGBT students. For race and ethnicity, Latino was the 

only significant predictor for GPA among both straight and LGBT students. Black was the only significant for GPA 

among straight students. The explained variance was higher in the models that included GPA for both Straight and 

LGBT students, 10% and 7% respectively. For the models with aspirations, the model explained approximately 4% of 

the variance.  

The last model includes the examination of teacher intervention as a potential moderator (Table 5.4.4). The 

results demonstrate that teacher intervention was not a significant moderator between direct verbal victimization and 

GPA or aspirations for either straight or LGBT students. However, teacher intervention did significantly predict 

aspirations among LGBT students (P<.0001), and overall direct verbal victimization was negatively associated with 

both outcomes among LGBT straight students (P<.0001) and GPA among LGBT students. Overall, gender and year in 

school were significant predictors for both academic outcomes for both populations, expect for GPA among LGBT 

individuals. For race and ethnicity, Latino was a significant predictor for GPA among both straights and LGBT  
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students, while Native American, Black, and Asian was only significant on GPA for straight students. The adjusted R-

squares for GPA were 11% for straight students and 5% for LGBT students. For aspirations, the adjusted R-squares 

were 1% for straights students and 4% for LGBT students. 

5.3.8 Synopsis of Direct Verbal Victimization: Overall, each dimension of social support—esteem, emotional, 

informational and teacher intervention-was not an effective buffer between direct verbal victimization and either 

academic outcome. In only one case was esteem support a significant moderator between direct verbal victimization 

and GPA (b=-.11) and emotional support was also a significant moderator between direct verbal victimization and 

aspirations (b=.06). Overall, each form of social support did positively predict both academic outcomes among straight 

and LGBT students. However, teacher intervention was not positively associated with either outcome among straight 

students. When examining the demographic data, gender and year in school were the most consistent predictors of both 

outcomes for both straight and LGBT students, while Latino was the most consistent predictor of GPA for both groups. 
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          CHAPTER SIX 

                          DISCUSSION 

                  The purpose of this study was to address two main research questions. First do different forms of 

victimization mediate the relationship between climate and academic outcomes, and second which specific dimensions 

of social support moderate the relationship between victimization and academic outcomes. Most research on school 

climate and academic outcomes has examined how school environment influences academics performance (Russell, 

2001) or how victimization in the school climate can inform academic performance (Kosciw, 2010). There is a limited 

body of evidence that has examined how victimization may be a potential mediator between both school connections 

and academic performance. A more precise understanding how victimization may mediate the relationship will 

enhance our understanding of how best to improve academic performance for students.  Furthermore, although there is 

documentation to show that social support is useful for lessening the impact of an adverse environment on individual 

outcomes, there is limited knowledge to understand which kinds of support are most useful. The discussion below will 

address both of these questions.  

6.1 Research Question 1 

In order to more fully understand how school climate may inform victimization, which in turn influences 

academics in the first research question, this study aims to examine how four types of victimization-- LGBT specific, 

indirect verbal, physical, and direct verbal-could potentially mediate the relationship between school climate and 

academic outcomes. The first research question is as follows: 

R1: Does victimization (LGBT, Direct, Indirect and Physical) mediate the relationship between school climate 
and academic outcomes. 

 

6.1.1. Overview of Mediation Results: The mediation results from this study suggest that certain forms of 

victimization are potential mediators between school connections and either academic outcome-GPA or aspirations.  

Overall, the results show that at least one of the dimensions of victimization-indirect verbal, physical, LGBT specific 
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or direct verbal does mediate the relationship between school connections and GPA or aspirations. However, the trends 

for LGBT and straight students are mixed.  Indirect verbal victimization only mediates between school climate and 

aspirations for LGBT students, but not for their straight counterparts.  The results also show that physical victimization 

is a significant mediator between school climate and GPA for LGBT students, while physical victimization is a 

significant mediator between school climate and both GPA as well as aspirations for straight students.  

The third form of victimization, LGBT victimization, like indirect verbal victimization, was a significant 

mediator between school climate and aspirations, but not GPA for LGBT students. For their straight counterparts, 

LGBT bullying was a significant mediator between school climate and GPA as well as school climate and aspirations. 

The last form of victimization, direct verbal victimization, was examined. This type of victimization was only a 

significant mediator between school climate and aspirations for LGBT students. It was not a significant mediator when 

GPA was the outcome for LGBT students. In addition, it was not significant mediator for straight students on either 

academic outcome—GPA and aspirations.  

6.2. Analysis of Mediation Results:  

Overall, the data illustrate that verbal victimization-direct and indirect- were more significant mediators for 

LGBT students only, whereas physical victimization and LGBT specific victimization were more likely to be a 

mediator for both LGBT and straight populations. The significance of the mediation test suggests that school 

connections informs the influence of verbal victimization, which in turn influences academics for LGBT students. 

Currently, there is limited research on victimization as a mediator between school climate and academic outcomes. The 

findings from this study suggest that school climate do inversely influence victimization, which in turn informs 

academic outcomes, in some cases.  In looking at the mediation trends, it is useful to note that all forms of 

victimization were significant mediators for LGBT students. However, straight students only showed significant 

results when LGBT victimization and physical victimization were mediators. The significance for LGBT victimization 

as mediator for straight students may speak to the hetero-normative culture of schools that tends to promote gender  
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conforming behavior, as boys in particular tend to engage in behaviors that highlight their masculinity to peers 

(Krobobov 2004). In addition, it has been reported that physical victimization tends to receive more attention and be 

less accepted in schools than verbal behavior which may explain why physical victimization was a significant mediator 

for both LGBT and straight students, and verbal victimization was only significant for LGBT students. 

Future studies may examine how the helpfulness of support may vary for different groups within the LGBT 

populations. Some research has highlighted the distinctions in connections that individuals may feel to a given 

community. For example, female and racial or ethnic minority group members may feel less connected to the LGBT 

community than White male sexual minority individuals because many aspects of the LGBT community are primarily 

white and male orientated (Han, 2007). However, the way in which individuals may seek connections may differ, 

depending on their individual characteristics.  

 In addition, some research suggests that bisexually-identified individuals may feel less connected to the LGBT 

 community than lesbians and gay men (Balsam & Mohr 2007), which could inform mental health and ultimately 

 academic outcomes.  Given the dual identities that bisexual individuals may experience (as they may identify with both 

 straight and LGBT communities), bisexual individuals may be more rejecting of their identity in larger community 

 groups (Dodge & Sandfort 2006). Empirical studies have shown that bisexual individuals demonstrate higher rates of 

 adversity and mental health problems, as well as lower levels of social well-being than gay or lesbian individuals, 

 which may negatively impact academic performance.   

  The need to have specific scales that examine the opportunities for connection among LGBT students is 

 necessary given that many of the current scales are very general do not adequately assess the needs of LGBT 

 individuals  (Barrett & Pollack 2005; Valocchi 1999). Therefore, it is important to understand whether subgroups of 

 sexual minorities differ from one another in terms of the degree to which they feel connected to a LGBT community. 

 The UMHS exhibits that community connectedness varies greatly by social status, with working-class individuals 

 generally demonstrating less connectedness to the community than more affluent individuals (Barrett & Pollack 2005).  
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 The positive effects of community connectedness have been demonstrated in various studies regarding mental health 

 and well-being (Ramirez- Valles, Fegus, Reisen, Poppen, & Zea, 2005), safer sex practices (Herek & Glunt, 1995 

 Ramirez-Valles & Brown, 2003), less sexual risk taking (Flowers, Duncan, & Frankis 2000), all of which can be 

 associated with better long term educational achievement and academic outcomes. 

  6.2.2. Theory: Similar to the Bronfrenbrenner model, Life course theory is useful for explaining how 

 connections in the meso and macro-environment influences the developmental processes of an individual’s life, as the 

 school environment is an example of a social institution that informs LGBT experiences and opportunities for learning. 

 However, Life Course theory also suggests that the experiences in the school environment will depend on historical 

 time period. For example, some research suggests that anti-gay language and verbal victimization are more common 

 everyday occurrences in the school environment now than in earlier decades (Rivers, 2010).  

  A second concept of life course theory that can be used to inform our understanding of LGBT youths’ 

 connections is linked lives. Life course theory often views the individual in relation to others in his/her social network 

 (Elder 1995). Linked lives is also similar to the belongingness hypothesis, which suggests that individuals need 

 frequent and pleasant interactions with others and that the interaction must take place in a context where each person is 

 concerned for the other’s welfare (Baumesister 1995). School counselors may be an example of individuals in the 

 school setting who show concern and may help LGBT youth, as young people may seek help from counselors with 

 depression, poor self-esteem, social isolations, and elevated social risk (Rivers & D’Augelli 2001). However, as Illan 

 Meyer suggests (2012), the usefulness of the support may also depend on the characteristics and delivery of the person 

 who provides the support in relation to the characteristics of the person who provides the support or offers the 

 connections. 

  Research suggests that feeling connected to multiple contexts provides increased mental health for youth, rather 

 than just being connected in one setting (McNeely, Nonnemaker, & Blum 2002).  Although research has examined 

 adolescents' connections to one context (e.g., Aydin & Oztutuncu, 2001; Kerr, Beck, Shattuck, Kattar, & Uriburu 
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 2003) limited studies have examined connections to multiple contexts and how these connections may influence 

 adjustment outcomes. These shortcomings limit our understanding of the influence of connectedness on adolescent 

 development, because most adolescents navigate multiple contexts, which operate in concert to influence their well-

 being. 

  The connections youth feel in these social institutions is a function of the quality of relationship they have with 

 adults (Call & Mortimer, 2001), who they can rely on (Pedersen et al. 2005). The connections that youth experience 

 may be referred to social capital. Social capital is critical for young people’s ability to advance and gain status 

 (Coleman 1988, Teachman, Paasch, & Carver 1997) Social capital is a psychological construct characterized by its 

 relational components: connection, trust, and resource availability. Researchers have shown that family and school 

 social capital are positively related to student achievement (Parcel & Dufur 2001). Social capital is a psychological 

 construct characterized by its relational components: connection, trust, and resource availability. The positive youth 

 development (Lerner & Lerner 2006; Roth & Brooks-Gunn 2003) highlights five important dimensions of youth 

 development: competence, confidence, connection, character, and caring (Lerner et al. 2005). Each of these 

 developmental factors can be protective social support factors and enhance the likelihood of positive outcomes, such as 

 high self-esteem, low levels of depressive symptoms, and or high academic achievement. 

6.3. Research Question 2: 

This study also examined how specific dimensions of social support may lessen the negative effect of different 

forms of victimization on academic abilities.  The second research question for this study includes the following: 

R2-Does social support (esteem, emotional, informational, and teacher intervention) moderate the relationship 
between different forms of victimization (LGBT Victimization, Verbal-Direct and Indirect and Physical) on 
Academic Outcomes. 

 

6.3.1 LGBT Victimization: In my study, each form of social support—esteem, emotional, informational, and 

teacher intervention were significant buffers between LGBT victimization and both academic outcomes. However, the 
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findings were more mixed when examining the differences between straight and LGBT students. Among straight 

students, esteem support was a significant buffer for aspirations but not GPA, and emotional support was not 

significant for either academic outcome. However, both informational support and teacher intervention support were 

significant buffers for both GPA and aspirations. 

For LGBT students, esteem support was a significant buffer for both academic outcomes. In addition, 

emotional support was a significant buffer between LGBT victimization and GPA and aspirations, which was not true 

for straight students. Finally, informational support and teacher intervention were not useful buffers for LGBT students 

on either academic outcome. 

The analysis of the interactions, where each form of support was examined as a potential buffer between LGBT 

victimization and each academic outcome, suggests that LGBT student benefited from interpersonal support (e.g. 

emotional and esteem) whereas the straight students benefited more from informational support and teacher 

intervention. Given that LGBT students may experience more additional stressors than their straight counterparts, it 

makes sense that they benefit from support that provides more direct interpersonal feedback.  It has been documented 

that all youth experience a variety of stressors related to physical, cognitive and social-emotional changes that occur 

during adolescence (Graber et. al 1996). However, LGBT youth face additional stressors with being a member of a 

minority group and specific interpersonal relationships with individuals may be useful for helping LGBT youth cope 

with stressors (Doty 2010). 

6.3.2. Indirect Verbal Victimization: Overall, each form of support was not a buffer between indirect verbal 

victimization and each academic outcome. It was only among straight students, where teacher intervention was the 

only significant buffer between indirect verbal victimization and both GPA and aspirations. In the moderation graphs 

(Figures 2.1 and 2.2.), it is important to note that students who received low and moderate levels of intervention 

reported better academic outcomes (both GPA and aspirations) than did the students who reported high aspirations. 

One explanation for this finding might be that students who receive higher levels of teacher intervention are more 



 

 

                                                                                                   

 

64 

isolated from their peers and dependent on adult intervention, and it has been documented that isolation is associated 

with higher victimization and thus worse outcomes for students overall (Kosciw, 2010). The data on teacher 

intervention for this study is also somewhat limited because it not clear how the intervention was implemented and in 

what context. The delivery of intervention and by whom may also inform wheher the support was more or less 

beneficial to the student. For example, intervention in a hallway may cause more attention to the victim. Research has 

shown that when intervention creates more attention it can have negative impacts on the students and sometimes 

students underreport victimization to staff and teachers because they fear it will bring unwanted attention if it is not 

handled appropriately (Cohen & Canter 2002).   

Another interesting trend to observe with the main effects of indirect verbal victimization on each academic 

outcome is that straight students are more likely to report a significant negative association between indirect verbal 

victimization and aspirations, but LGBT students do not. Given that LGBT student may be use to experiencing higher 

levels of victimization (Graber, et. al. 1996), it might not impact them as significantly as it would for their straight 

students.  There is significant documentation to support the idea that LGBT students are often conditioned to feel they 

have less power with knowing how to respond and receive help or intervention with harassment (Craig, Tucker,  

&Wagner 2008). Therefore, their expectation for intervention may be less than what it would be for straight students.  

The general pattern that all forms of support seems to be less useful at buffering the negative impact of indirect 

verbal victimization on school outcomes aligns with current literature. Research has shown that most forms of verbal 

victimization (such as general name-calling in the school environment) seems to receive less attention and effective 

intervention in school settings because school teachers and administrators find it to be normative. Pepler et al. (1994) 

found that only 35% of students reported that teachers would intervene, when verbal victimization occurred. In another 

U.S. study, 80% of a sample of middle school students believed that the adults in the school were unaware of bullying 

(Swearer & Cary, 2003), which suggests that that teachers are not aware of the extent of bullying in general and that 

they are less likely to consider verbal bullying to be problematic. 
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6.3.3 Physical Victimization: I find that esteem and emotional support were significant moderators between 

physical victimization and both academic outcomes among LGBT and straight students. Informational support and 

teacher intervention were not significant buffers between physical victimization and either academic outcome. 

However, both types of support-informational and teacher intervention- did positively predict aspirations for LGBT 

students. Given that physical victimization tends to receive more attention in school settings and can be viewed as less 

tolerable and more alarming (Cohen & Canter 2002), it would seem logical that interpersonal forms of support (esteem 

and emotional) would be expected forms of support intervention for students.  

6.3.4. Direct Verbal Victimization: Overall, each dimension of social support—esteem, emotional, 

informational, as well as teacher intervention-was not an effective buffer between direct verbal victimization and either 

academic outcome. In only one case was esteem support a significant moderator between direct verbal victimization 

and GPA. In addition, emotional support was a significant buffer between direct verbal victimization and aspirations. 

Similar to the pattern found with LGBT verbal victimization, high levels of support intervention was associated with a 

lower GPA than the intervention that was at the lower and moderate levels. As was discussed earlier, high levels of 

intervention could be associated with more student isolation, which can in turn be associated with worse outcomes for 

the student.  

 

6.4. Analysis of Moderation Results:  

The present interaction analyzes for this study primarily focus on the distinctions in support intervention for 

straight and LGBT students in order to provide information on the breadth and types of support interventions that are 

most useful for students. Additional analyzes looking at demographic differences in support would be useful. For 

example, examining gender differences is useful in terms of understanding how support may vary for males and 

females. Although there is a dearth of literature on academic achievement among LGBT populations,  Pearsons et al. 

(2007) research illustrate that same-sex attracted youth report feeling less socially accepted and integrated into their 
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school environment compared to heterosexual youth, and this experience can negatively impact academic success. 

However, when compared to same-sex attracted girls, Pearson and colleagues show that same-sex attracted boys 

exhibit lower levels of academic performance during high school and graduate less prepared for postsecondary 

education compared to their heterosexual counterparts or same-sex attracted girls. In addition, same-sex attracted boys 

are more likely to take fewer advanced courses in math and sciences, but often will exceed in courses specific to the 

arts and foreign languages, which are commonly taken more by girls. This finding suggests that gender may shape how 

sexual minority boys experience school achievement and should be investigated further in future studies. 

6.4.1. Theory:  The act of providing support to someone is useful at enhancing academic outcomes, particularly 

for LGBT students who experience minority stress. As was discussed in the minority stress model (Meyer, 2003), a 

minority identity may in turn lead to additional stressors related to the individual’s perception of the self as a 

stigmatized and devalued minority (Miller & Major 2000). In addition, these minority stress processes are more 

proximal to the individual, including, as described above for LGBT individuals, expectations of rejection, 

concealment, and internalized homophobia. 

Literature suggests that supportive resources and individuals inside of the school are necessary in order for 

youth to excel in the academic environment. Students who perceive a caring and supportive school community or 

believe that teachers promote mutual respect among all students report a stronger sense of belonging and better 

engagement in school activities and the curriculum. School support is also particularly important to the psychosocial 

adjustment of sexual minority students because it can prevent youth from spending a significant amount of energy 

trying to manage their visibility in an effort to prevent school harassment (Lasser & Tharinger, 2003).   

 

6.4.4. Context of School Support: This project aimed to assess different dimensions of support that could 

potentially buffer the negative impact of different forms of victimization on academic success. The types of support 

assessed in this project include—informational, esteem, emotional, and teacher intervention.  However, the context in 
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which each dimension of support was delivered is not assessed in the measures for this study (e.g. was emotional 

support provided from teachers in a classroom, from a school counselor etc). In the peer review literature, one 

commonly cited venue to deliver support for youth—both gay and straight—is in GSAs. Over the period of a decade, 

the GSAs have developed into student –initiated school clubs that intend to promote activism for sexual justice 

(O’Shaughnessy, 2004). Research has shown that GSAs are the most significant influence on promoting a positive 

school climate for gender non-conforming and LGBT students, and they have been associated with overall safety for 

all students (O’Shaughnessy et al. 2004; Russell, et al. 2009). The empowerment model suggests that when youth 

engage in groups with a common interest it can help them to develop a stable identity. GSAs also can allow youth to 

learn useful skills for building esteem and further empowerment, and promote “power sharing” where youth and adults 

learn to negotiate ideas (Dibennedetto1991). 

A more recent study on GSA presence has investigated the association between GSA  

presence and long-term mental health outcomes (Toomey, Ryan, Diaz, Russell, 2011). The findings showed that 

participation in a GSA seems to buffer the risk for lifetime suicide attempts. The interaction between LGBT school 

victimization and GSA participation for lifetime suicide attempts was also significant and the pattern across varying 

levels of LGBT school victimization and participation was similar to the findings for depression. At low levels of 

LGBT school victimization, participation in a GSA seems to buffer the risk for lifetime suicide attempts. 

Given what this study illustrates in terms of the kinds of support that are most useful for LGBT and straight students 

and the documentation in the peer literature that illustrates that GSAs are useful for support delivery, future studies 

may want to more precisely measure what support activities in GSAs are most useful for young people or to try to 

implement specific support activities in GSA activities that could be assessed in relation to specific academic 

outcomes.  

 

6.4.2. Support and Geography: When examining between school differences, it is helpful to examine the social 

environment in which students live. A national study (Kosciw 2008) has shown between regional differences in school 
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climate using multi-level modeling procedures. The study suggests that youth in the south and Midwest are more likely 

to hear homophobic language in school and to experience harassment related to sexual orientation than students in the 

northeast. In addition, rural youth show less accepting behaviors and language of LGBT people than those in urban 

areas. However, no research to my knowledge has examined the different kinds of social support strategies that may be 

useful in different geographic locations. One potential question to examine would include: do students in rural districts 

benefit more from social support than those in urban districts. It might be hypothesized that social support (as the 

buffer) would matter more for kids in rural districts because there are fewer LGBT resources than in urban areas, 

where more support services are more available. 

 In rural school settings, the school environment is often the core social institution for rural youth (Rostoksy 

2003), as there may be fewer community organizations in close distance for young people’s socialization. Therefore, 

the school experiences (relationships with peers, teachers, etc) may matter more for rural youth than urban youth in 

order to prevent isolation (Pratte 1993). For LGBT youth, a sense of belonging in the school context may be 

particularly challenging, as there are limited resources. For example, often rural schools have a more conservative 

political environment that is focused on ‘‘traditional values,’’ frequently derived from fundamentalist religious beliefs 

(Rounds, 1988). Therefore, adolescents who are not exclusively heterosexual may be especially likely to feel that rural 

high school environments are unsupportive if not hostile.  Some research has examined how substance abuse is 

associated with school belongingness in rural contexts (Rostosky 2003). The findings showed that while sexual 

minority status did not predict substance abuse, the lack of school connections for LGBT students is associated with 

substance abuse.  This finding is important given that rural schools are one of the primary and sometimes only social  

environments for rural residents, and sometimes rural LGBT youth may not have access to social connections in other 

social groups (community groups) given geographic distance. 

 

6.4.3. GPA and Aspirations: The current analyzes also provide some interesting findings in terms of the 

general conceptual distinctions between GPA and aspirations. In the majority of interactions, the pattern shows that at 
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high levels of bullying, increased support is associated with higher aspirations (graphs 1.1 and 1.3). However, the 

interpretation by lines suggests that increased bullying may be associated with increased aspirations. One explanation 

for this could be that students who receive high levels of bullying have ambition and desire to move on to something 

better after high school--the idea of “it gets better.” However, in the interaction models where GPA was the main 

outcome, it was found that high levels of support intervention were associated with lower GPA, which could be 

explained by teachers intervening more with students who they see are doing worse academically. The somewhat 

differing findings between GPA and aspirations in this study suggest that both concepts are different and should be 

conceptualized in different ways.  

Research on academic outcomes in the general educational literature often refers to academic achievement 

(GPA) and academic aspirations interchangeably (Abu-Hilal 2000). Some research has suggested that academic 

aspirations and achievement are correlated because students with academic high aspirations may also have high levels 

of achievement (Abu-Hilal 2000). However, other research (Bentler & Speckert 1979) suggests that academic 

aspirations and achievement may not be correlated, as some individuals may intend to pursue higher education, but do 

not work hard to achieve high grades or they may have school experiences that distract them from academic success.  

  
6.4.5. School Support Beyond School Settings: Given that youth live in multiple settings, it is important to 

consider outside of school social environments, where youth may receive support, which could potentially buffer 

negative experiences inside the school context. The Ecological model is a useful framework for understanding the 

academic performance among LGBT youth. Given that the school climate may be informed from the proximal 

processes that students have with teacher and peers (microsystems) as well as the linkages they have outside of school 

(macrosystems), which may inform their school experiences.  

For example, a sense of connection to family and the larger community outside of school is a crucial 

component of healthy academic and social adjustment (Barber & Olsen, 1997).  Adolescents who feel connected to 

family, school, and neighborhood environments show reduced rates of antisocial behavior and higher levels of 
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academic achievement (Gutman, Sameroff, & Eccles, 2002). The experiences of connectedness vary within individuals 

and across individuals according to their demographic and other background characteristics. Although there is limited 

data on connectedness of LGBT youth outside of school, research on other populations has shown that connections are 

helpful. For example, research suggests that strong family ties and extended kinship networks may make the family 

context particularly salient for African American students, which can increase academic support (Hines & Boyd-

Franklin, 1996; Taylor & Roberts 1995).  

Connection to family can serve as a protective factor for adolescent social and psychological development, 

which in turn can lead to academic success. In addition, strong family connectedness and cohesion have been linked to 

positive academic achievement and lower levels of disengagement and depression (Machamer & Gruber 1998), and 

high levels of conflict in the family are associated with poor adjustment (De Ross, Marrinan, Schattner, & Gullone 

1999). 

For LGBT students, coming out to family members may be a process that creates stress and potentially hinders 

students’ ability to perform academically.  Coming out to family members is one of the most difficult developmental 

tasks for LGBT youth, and some research has suggested that the home environment is sometimes not a safe place for 

young LGBT people to find support (D’ Augelli, 2002). Having a child who is LGBT can be a particular challenge to 

parents who are not familiar with LGBT issues. Parents’ initial reactions to finding out their child is LGBT can often 

lead to negative responses due to a lack of information about sexuality minorities, religious beliefs and internal 

feelings of homophobia, which have adverse effects on the parent-child relationship (Pilkington & D’ Augelli, 1995).  

Rotheram-Borus, Hunter, Rosario (1994) documented safety with coming out processes, and found that 43% of 

gay male adolescents reported strong negative reactions from their parents about sexual orientation, and the lack of 

support is the most cited stressor among LGBT youth. Additional research from Cramer & Roach (1988) found that 

slightly over half of mothers and nearly one half of fathers had a negative reaction to the coming out process of their 

children, even though young people are more likely to come out to mothers than to fathers. It has also been suggested 
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that fathers’ relationships with their sons improves after disclosure. Research on parents’ reactions to their children’s 

coming out has shown that many report sadness, regret, depression, and fear for their child’s well being (Robinson, 

Walters & Skeen 1989).   The stressor that LGBT youth may feel from coming out to families certainly may impact 

energy needed to focus on school performance.  

A more recent study that examines family acceptance of LGBT youth in their families found that LGBT 

students who report family rejection because of their sexual orientation report more negative health behaviors.  

Specifically, individuals who report rejection are more likely to attempt suicide, experience depression, use substances, 

and engage in unprotected sex compared to families that reported no or low levels of family rejection (Ryan, Russell,  

Huebner, & Sanchez 2009).  

Finally, community support may promote academic achievement by advancing self-esteem in youth. However, 

often the communities in which LGBT people live within do not promote healthy development, which can negatively 

impact their self esteem.  In a study by D’Augelli & Pilkington (1995), it was found that nearly all of youth with work 

experience often hide their identity, and one quarter had concerns about losing their jobs if their sexual orientation was 

known in the workplace. In addition, nearly half of the youth in the sample altered their behavior on a regular basis to 

avoid victimization. Among individuals trying to alter their behavior, three quarters of females and half of males try to 

hide their sexual minority status in public venues. Also, nearly one-third of females and one-fifth of males report that 

they deliberately avoid environments where they feel vulnerable.  The amount of energy youth must use to manage 

their presentation of themselves may make learning more difficult at school. 

The lack of positive lesbian and gay images presented in the community has a direct effect on the self-worth 

that LGBT individuals have towards themselves, which in turn may lead to poor academic goals and aspirations. The 

lack of acceptance may also lead some individuals to want to change their orientation by seeking out guidance from 

religious leaders or psychotherapists (Davies & Neal 1996). Outside support, which may include family or the larger 

community/neighborhoods in which adolescent grow up, may be associated with academic performance. These larger  
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social environments may enhance or hinder the self-worth and opportunities that LGBT youth have to pursue 

educational goals.  
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           CHAPTER SEVEN 

                     CONCLUSION 

7.1 Limitations 

There are several methodological limitations of this study. The limitations of this study discussed below 

include, geographic location, cross-section sample, measures, and multi-level modeling procedures. First, the sample 

of PSH students is only reflective of LGBT students and their allies in the state of California and thus cannot be 

generalized to students in other states or countries. In addition, the students and school environment in California may 

reflect school policies that differ from other states in the United States. Given that some general patterns of LGBT 

victimization have shown that some regions of the U.S. experience higher levels of victimization than others (Kosciw 

2010), it is important to be cautious when making generalizations about the results.  

In addition, the PSH data set is cross-sectional and therefore cannot predict if academic achievement has 

changed over time for the student participants. Examining students over time may inform at what time points it is most 

critical (e.g. middle school or high school) to provide support for positive long term academic growth. Factors such as 

the importance of peer groups in later adolescence could also be taken into consideration when examining how best to 

provide academic support to adolescents over time.  Although the PSH data for this study was collected in multiple 

years, 2003, 2004 and 2005, the participants were the not the same in all 3 years and thus were not studied over time.  

Some of the measures used to predict academic achievement and aspirations from the PSH study are limited. 

For instance, the social support measures only address esteem, emotional, and information support, but not tangible 

(physical goods) support. Of all the support measures utilized for this study, the measure that is most limited is teacher 

intervention, which generally asks if a teacher or staff member stopped others from making negative comments based 

on:  sexual orientation or gender presentation. Given what is known about the great variation in what teachers deem as 

appropriate to intervene on in terms of victimization (Craig & Pepler 1997), and the fact that some students find 

teacher intervention to not be helpful (Cohn & Canter 2002), it is hard to know how supportive teacher intervention 

can be. Future studies may want to ask more direct questions about the helpfulness of teacher intervention. It may also 
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be useful to understand the context of the teacher intervention (e.g. publically in a hallway or privately done in a 

room), as it may inform how useful the support may be to the students. 

In addition, the victimization measure is only a self-report, which limits our ability to know what the teacher’s 

perceptions may be. Given the lack of good standard victimization measures, it is preferable to examine multiple 

dimensions of victimization (Card & Hodges 2008) in order to fully understand the reliability of victimization. Well-

established standardized measures of peer victimization were not included in the PSH study (Card & Hodges 2008). 

Self reports are usually the most valid measure given that victims are likely most aware of their victimization 

experiences, as information can be quickly obtained from a large number of students in teacher self reports. However, 

teachers and school staff can also provide a useful viewpoint on victimization. Although not available through the PSH 

study, asking teacher/staff questions about student victimization is important because they may report victimization of 

youth who do not report they are being victimized. 

Future studies may also want to include measures that capture how observing bullying may influence academic 

performance. Although it was not a research area of this project, some research has shown that observing peer bullying 

has been associated with negative mental health outcomes for bystanders (Rivers & Poteat 2010). Given that 

policymakers in school environments may have limited resources that will need to benefit the most number of students 

additional research on how bullying impacts all students, not just those victimized, will help to make the case for why 

additional resources should be places in prevention and or intervention programs.   

Although students who witness bullying have a key role to play in challenging it, there remains limited 

information on this particular subgroup (Craig & Pepler 1997). Research from Salmivalli et al. (1996) shows that the 

role of the bystander includes the individuals who join in with those who engage in bullying (assistants) those who 

provide positive feedback to perpetrators in bullying other (assistants), those who stay away and watch from a distance 

(outsiders) and those who attempt to intervene (defenders). It has been documented that the students who observe 

bullying in any of these roles may experiences cognitive dissonance resulting from the discrepancy between their 
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desire to intervene and their lack of action, which can account for the increased levels of risk on hostility as well as 

elevated psychological and social concerns (Rivers & Poteat 2010). 

The use of multi-level modeling would be useful in future studies to examine contextual differences in school 

climate and academic performance of LGBT students and their straight counterparts. Multi-level modeling is a 

methodology utilized for addressing complex patterns of variability with a focus on nested data (Singer, J.D. 2003). 

For instance if you wanted to study how a student scores on a standardized test, you may have want to examine the 

characteristics of the child (e.g. amount of time spent studying (level # 1) as well as the classroom environment (level 

#2) (Brookmeyer K.A. 2006). From reviewing the peer-reviewed literature on multi-level modeling, it may be useful 

examine school climate at the individual level (e.g. grade), the school level (policies) as well as at the regional level 

(urban/rural). Toomey et. al’s (in press) research suggests that a multi-level model approach is useful for understanding 

personal and school level factors. In his work, he distinguishes variability within school (among students) verses 

between schools when examining safe school strategies and perceptions of safety for gender nonconforming peers.  

             In addition, the current study examines victimization experiences among high school students only. Research 

has shown that the experiences with victimization as the victim and the bully are often informed at earlier ages. 

Specifically, there is increasing evidence that pre-bullying attitudes, as the bully and the victim, are significant 

predictors of future bullying experiences. The youth with the most positive attitudes towards victimization were 

nominated most often as bullies by their peers (Boulton, Bucci, & Hawker, 1999); they also self-reported that they 

engaged in bullying or assisted the bully (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). 

7.2 Conclusion 

This project had two aims. First, it clarifies our understanding of victimization as a mediator between school 

climate and academic performance. Although victimization has been documented as a predictor of poor academic 

performance and a positive school connections are associated with grades (Russell, S.T. 2001), there is limited 

understanding of how a positive connections can reduce victimization, which in turn can enhance academic 
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performance. Second, the study clarifies our understanding of which types of support are most useful for LGBT and 

straight students in terms of buffering the negative effect of school victimization on academic performance. 

Results illustrate that verbal victimization-direct and indirect- were significant mediators for LGBT students, 

whereas physical victimization and LGBT specific victimization was a significant mediator for both LGBT and 

straight populations. For both populations, the link between victimization and both outcomes was stronger aspirations 

than GPA. It was only for straight students for whom direct verbal and physical victimization was associated with 

GPA. Although current research has examined the main effect of school climate on academic outcomes (Russell, 2001) 

as well as victimization on academic outcomes (Kosciw, 2010), no research to date examined how different forms of 

victimization may mediate the relationship between school climate and academics. 

The study also shows how social support can be a potential buffer between different forms of victimization—

LGBT specific, direct, indirect, and physical victimization. Overall, the results show that esteem support and emotional 

support are the strongest buffers between victimization and academics for LGBT students. For straight students, the 

findings are more varied. Esteem, emotional, and informational support are a useful buffer for each kind of 

victimization—LGBT victimization, verbal, and physical. However, none of the social support dimensions buffered 

the negative effect for direct verbal victimization. 

Given that the school environment is one of the most critical developmental contexts for adolescents, as it 

informs both academic and occupational trajectories during the first 20 years of life (Russell & McGuire 2008), it is 

useful to examine how school context informs academic outcomes in both of the mediation and moderation analyzes 

exhibited in the study. Given that LGBT youth may experience more negative academic outcomes than the general 

population (Kosciw 2010), there is a need to better understand the support needs of sexual minority young people.  
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            APPENDIX 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants  
____________________________________________________ 
Variable   Number    Percentage 
Grade:  

     5    7   .2    
     6    52   2.1 
     7    19   .78   
     8    92   3.7 
     9    325   13.2 
    10    579   23.6 
    11    708   28.9 
    12    663   27.1 

Sexual Orientation 
   Straight/Heterosexual         1581   64.7 
     Gay/Lesbian  860   35.2 

Gender 
       Male   855   34.4 
       Female   1557   62.7 
       Transgender  68   2.74 

Ethnicity 
       White   981   38.9 
                   Latino/a  536   21.2 
       Black   99   3.93 
       Asian    374   14.8 
       Multiple/Other 387              15.3 
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Table 2A: LGBT Sample  

                                      Means       SD           1              2               3             4              5            6            7             8               9            

 

Aspire                 3.61        .55         1.00                    

GPA                 2.87        1.00        .29***    1.00 

Emotional     3.08        .75          .36***    .13***   1.00 

Esteem                 3.27        .77         .22***     .22***   .81*** 1.00 

Informational      2.92        .25         .14 ***    .04        .06       -.00     1.00 

Teacher Intervene    2.03        .95         .10***   -.05        .15***   .11      -.15**    1.00 

LGBT Bullying        1.46        .63         -.06        -.04        .02         .04      -.00**    -.07*    1.00 

Indirect Verbal                 2.52       .62        .00        -.01        -.06        -.00      .07        .178     .37***  1.00 

Physical                          1.45       .62        -.12***   -.21***  -.12        -.11**  -.03    -.06    .42***  .30***   1.00   

Direct Verbal                 2.54       .99        -.07**     -.13***   -.05        -.03       .00       -.09      .48*** .43***     .50**   1.00 
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Table 2B: Straight Sample 

                                      Means       SD           1                2              3             4              5             6               7            8          9         10          

 

Aspire                  3.68        .51       1.000                 

GPA                  3.04        .85       .25***      1.000 

Emotional Support         3.03       .66          .29***       .17***    1.000 

Esteem Support              3.13       .75        .13***       .28***   .77***     1.000 

Informational                  2.90       .28       .07             .01          .10**       .03          1.000   

Teacher Intervene           2.53       .97       -.02          -.03           .08**      .08***    -.09**  1.000 

LGBT Bully                   1.13     .43        -.12***     -.12***    -.06**      -.04         -.00       -.02       1.000 

Indirect Verbal Vict.      2.19      .59        -.11**       -.06**      -.13***    -.06         -.06       .01         .20     1,000 

Physical Vict.                 1.27      .49       -.18***       -.18**     -.14**      -.08         -.04       -.01        .44      .23     1.000 

Direct Verbal Vict.         1.92      .89        -.05**       -.10***    -.04          -.01        -.00        -.05*** .33**  .28**   .45*** 1.000 

P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 4.1.A 
 
Mediation Tests Indirect Verbal Victimization for LGBT Students 
 

              Model I         Model II   Model III 

Variable          Indirect Verbal Vict.          GPA             Aspirations 

        b        SE            b              SE    b           SE  

Female   -0.10**    .04           0.31**      0.07                         0.09**    0.04 

Years                           .00            .01                              0.03          0.02                         0.04**    0.01 

Transgender                .05***      .07                           -0.27**     0.13                         -0.04**   0.07 

American Indian .02              .07           -0.15         -0.15                       -0.07       0.07 

Asian              -.00**     .05                         0.29**      0.29                         0.05          0.05 

Latino            -.07**      .07          -0.24**     0.24                         0.04         0.04  

Native American        .01             .01          -0.13           0.13                         0.21          0.21 

Black.   021    .02        -0.23*       0.23              0.03        0.03 

Other    .00   .00        -0.12         0.12             -0.05        0.06 

School Connection -0.42*    0.42         0.40          0.40              0.30**     0.03 

Indirect Verbal Vict.              .13          .13               .13            .03 

Adj. R    0.15               .09                   0.11 

 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 4.1.B 
 
Mediation Tests Indirect Verbal Victimization for Straight Students 
 

              Model I         Model II   Model III 

Variable          Indirect Verbal Vict.          GPA             Aspirations 

        b      SE            b         SE     b     SE  

Female      0.01   0.02                       0.25**   0.04                0.10    0.02  

Years                           0.04**   0.04          -0.04*   0.04             0.02** 0.00 

Transgender              --------  ------                  -------    -------            -----    ----- 

American Indian 0.15**  0.03         -0.07**   0.07  0.04 0.06 

Asian   -0.09** 0.09            0.05**   0.05  -0.06 0.02 

Latino    -0.00*   0.00           -0.40**   0.40   0.00 0.03 

Native American         -0.08*  0.08         -0.19      0.19    0.07** 0.05 

Black   -0.02  0.02         -0.41      0.41               -0.01 0.04 

Other     0.10  0.10            0.02      0.02  0.06 0.04 

School Connection -0.38** 0.38                     0.26**   0.26         0.20 0.02 

Indirect Verbal Vict.               0.04      0.04             -0.02 0.02   

Adj. R       0.15                        0.11               0.06 

 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 4.2.A 
 
Mediation Tests Physical Victimization for LGBT Students 
 

              Model I           Model II  Model III 

Variable          Physical Vict.               GPA             Aspirations 

      b             SE                       b              SE    b           SE  

Female   -0.19**       0.24**        0.25** 0.07            0.08** 0.04 

Years   -0.06**       0.00**        0.02 0.02            0.04** 0.01 

Transgender  0.03            0.02        0.03** 0.01           -0.04 0.01 

American Indian 0.19         0.19       -0.13 0.13           -0.07 0.07 

Asian              -0.05**        0.05        0.29 0.29            0.04 0.05 

Latino   0.00**         0.00       -0.24 0.24            0.03 0.04 

Native American 0.08         0.04       -0.12** 0.12            0.21** 0.09 

Black   0.08         0.04       -0.22 0.22            0.03 0.07 

Other   0.05**         0.04       -0.10 0.10           -0.06 0.06 

School Connection -0.23**       0.02**        0.29** 0.29            0.24**   0.03 

Physical Vict.            -0.18 0.18             -0.01 0.03 

Adj.    0.16           0.09   0.09  

 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

83 

Table 4.2.B 
 
Mediation Tests and Physical Victimization for Straight Students 
 
              Model I           Model II  Model III 

Variable          Physical Vict.               GPA             Aspirations 

      b             SE                       b              SE    b           SE  

Female   -0.19**   0.02           0.25**   0.07  0.07** 0.02 

Years   -0.06**   0.00         -0.02**  0.02  0.01** 0.00 

Transgender  -------- --------         --------    --------  -------- -------- 

American Indian 0.19***  0.06          0.13*** 0.13  0.06 0.06 

Asian   0.05 0.00          0.29 0.29            -0.05 0.02 

Latino   0.00 0.00         -0.24 0.08  0.00 0.03 

Native American 0.08 0.04         -0.12 0.12             0.07 0.05 

Black   0.08** 0.08         -0.22 0.12            -0.00 0.04 

Other   0.05 0.04          0.10         -0.10  0.06 0.04 

School Connection -0.23 0.02          0.29 0.29  0.18**  0.02 

Physical Vict.                       -0.18** 0.02   -0.12** 0.02 

Adj. R2  0.16            0.09     0.07  
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Table 4.3.A 
 
Mediation Tests and LGBT Victimization for LGBT Students. 
 
              Model I           Model II  Model III 

Variable           LGBT Vict.              GPA             Aspirations 

      b             SE                       b              SE    b           SE 

Female   -0.32***   0.04        0.32*** 0.07  0.08**    0.04 

Years   -0.02***   0.01        0.04*** 0.02             0.04***  0.01 

Transgender   0.29**     0.29        0.26** 0.13            -0.04**    0.09 

American Indian  0.17**     0.17       -0.16** 0.13            -0.07    0.07 

Asian    0.00      0.00        0.29 0.10             0.04    0.05 

Latino                          0.03      0.03                 -0.25 0.08             0.03    0.04 

Native American  0.05      0.05**        -0.13 0.17             0.21**    0.09 

Black                          0.07      0.07        -0.23 0.12             0.03    0.07 

Other   0.21**      0.29        -0.14** 0.12            -0.05 0.06 

School Connection -0.15**    0.04                    0.35** 0.05             0.24** 0.03 

LGBT Vict.           -0.05 0.05            -0.00** 0.03 

Adj. R2              0.14           0.15              0.09  

 
 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 4.3.B 
 
Mediation Tests and LGBT Victimization for Straight Students. 
 
              Model I           Model II  Model III 

Variable           LGBT Vict.              GPA             Aspirations 

   b             SE                       b              SE    b           SE 

Female   -0.12**  0.10          0.23**  0.04            0.08**  0.02 

Years   -0.01**  0.02         -0.04** 0.01            0.02**  0.00 

Transgender  ------ -------          --------- -------          --------     -------  

American Indian 0.21 0.05           0.03 0.11             0.06   0.06 

Asian   -0.02 0.02           0.04 0.04            -0.02*     0.02 

Latino   0.02** 0.02          -0.40** 0.05  0.00   0.03 

Native American 0.07** 0.04          -0.18** 0.08  0.08   0.05 

Black   -0.05 0.04          -0.42 0.07  -0.01   0.04 

Other     0.02 0.03           0.02 0.07  0.06   0.04 

School Connection -0.10**0.01             0.22*** 0.03  0.19*** 0.02 

LGBT Vict.             -0.17*** 0.04             -0.10*** 0.02 

Adj. R2  0.04                       0.12               0.07  
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Table 4.4.A 
 
Mediation Tests and Direct Verbal Victimization for LGBT Students. 
 
              Model I           Model II  Model III 

Variable           LGBT Vict.              GPA             Aspirations 

   b             SE                       b              SE    b           SE 

Female   -.32***  .07          .29*** .074  .08** .04 

Years   -.07***  .02          .03 .023  .04*** .13 

Transgender   .04***  .15          .28 .16            -.07** .07 

American Indian  .26**    .12                  .14            .13            -.07 .07 

Asian   -.18   .09          .28*** .10  .05 .05 

Latino   -.17**   .07         -.25*** .08  .03 .04 

Native American -.01**   .16          .13*** .17  .21***  .09 

Black    .01       .12         -.23 .12   .03 .07 

Other   .05  .11         -.12 .12            -.06 .06 

School Connection -.44**  .05            .33*** .05  .25*** .03 

Direct Verbal Vict.            -.04 .03  .01** .01 

Adj. R2   .11    .08   .09  

 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 4.4.B 
 
Mediation Tests and Direct Verbal Victimization for Straight Students. 
 
              Model I           Model II  Model III 

Variable           LGBT Vict.              GPA             Aspirations 

   b             SE                       b              SE    b           SE 

Female   .00 .04          .26*** .04  .10*** .02 

Years             -.03 -.03         -.04** .01              .02** .00 

Transgender  ------ ------         ------- ------  ------ ------- 

American Indian .24 .24         -.04** .04  .04 .06 

Asian             -.15 -.15          .03** .03            -.06 .02 

Latino             -.12 -.12         -.42** .42  .00 .03 

Native American        -.05 -.05         -.20 .20  .07  .05 

Black   .01 .01         -.41 .41   -.00 .04 

Other   .08 .08          .03 .03  .06 .04 

School Connection     -.37 -.37          .20*** .20  .20*** .02 

Direct Verbal Vict.            .22** .12  .00 .14 

Adj. R2  .11            .12              .06  

 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5 
Overview of Interactions 
           Straight                         LGBT 
     
Variable       Model II     Model II      Model II  Model II 

                                GPA               Aspirations          GPA          Aspirations 

LGBT Vict. and Esteem Support      -0.04                    0.13**                  -0.21*** 0.08*** 

LGBT Vict. and Emotional Support                -0.08         0.10        -0.16** 0.09** 

LGBT Vict. and Informational Support      0.05***        0.30***        0.19 0.15 

LGBT Vict. and Teacher Interv       -0.12                    0.00***         0.04 0.04 

Indirect Verbal Vict. and Esteem Support     0.01         0.04                   -0.09 -0.00 

Indirect Verbal Vict. and Emotional Support     0.00           0.05        -0.08 0.01 

Indirect Verbal Vict. and Info. Support     0.11         0.21         0.14 0.21 

Indirect Verbal Vict. and Teacher Interv    -0.07***        0.06***                   -0.03** 0.04*** 

Physical and Esteem Support      -0.14***             0.06***          0.12 0.12*** 

Physical and Emotional Support     -0.15***        0.06**        -0.08 0.10** 

Physical Vict. and Info. Support         0.30         0.11         -0.01 -0.13 

Physical Vict. and Teacher Interv     -0.07         0.00         -0.01 0.02 

Direct Verbal Vict. and Esteem Support    -0.01         0.00          0.11***   0.03 

Direct Verbal Vict. and Emotional Support     -0.00       -0.00         -0.06 0.06 

Direct Verbal Vict. and  Institution Support    -0.06        -0.11         -0.01 -0.11 

Direct Verbal Vict. and Teacher Interv        -0.03       -0.00         -0.04   0.03 

 

P<.01* P<.05** P<.001***     
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_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Table 5.1.1- LGBT Victimization and Esteem Support  
 
          STRAIGHT                            LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA        ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I   Model II  Model I  Model II    Model I    Model  II 

                    

Female   0.21***       0.21***       0.07** 0.08**    0.30**      0.28         0.06  0.07 

Years   -0.05***     -0.05***        0.01 0.01    0.02        0.02         0.03  0.04** 

Transgender  --------  ------        ------ ------    0.23         -0.21         -0.06 -0.06 

American Indian -0.05  -0.06        0.02  0.03   -0.16       -0.17        -0.07 -0.06 

Asian   0.08  0.08        -0.05 -0.05    0.34***    0.33***            0.08  0.08 

Latino   -0.39  -0.39***    -0.00 -0.01   -0.25**     -0.25***           0.02  0.02 

Native American -0.14  -0.14        -0.8 0.09   -0.11       -0.09         0.22  0.21 

Black   -0.42*** -0.43***    -0.03 -0.03   -0.22       -0.22         0.04  0.04 

Other    0.02   0.02        0.08*** 0.07   -0.10       -0.11        -0.04 -0.03 

LGBT Vict.            -0.02***          -0.16       -0.26*** -0.26**  -0.01        0.22***           -0.02 -0.11** 

Esteem Support 0.27*** 0.28**        0.06*** 0.09**               0.28**      0.30**         0.15**  0.14** 

Esteem and LGB Vict             -0.04        0.13**                       -0.22***        0.08** 

Adj. R2    0.15  0.16         0.03 0.04    .091           0.10          0.07  0.07 

            

P<.01* P<.05** P<.001***    
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 5.1.2: LGBT Victimization and Emotional Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                            LGBT        
      
VARIABLE      GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA        ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II    Model I   Model II            Model I     Model II     Model I    Model  II 

 
Female    .24       0.24***      0.08*** 0.09             0.28***       0.27***          0.05 ***  0.06** 

Years   -.05**      -0.05**      0.01 0.01   0.03         0.02        0.02**     0.02 

Transgender  --------      ---------     ---------- ---------            -0.22**        0.21***         -0.07       -0.06 

American Indian -0.13**      -0.13    0.004 0.000             -0.17        -0.18       -0.08        -0.08 

Asian   0.09**      -0.09     -0.03 -0.03    0.34***       0.33***         0.09          0.10 

Latino   -0.42***   -0.42**     -0.00 -0.00             -0.28***      -0.27**          -0.01         0.01 

Native American 0.20      -0.19**      0.07 0.07              -0.14        -0.12        -0.17         0.16 

Black   -0.44***   -0.44***    -0.02            -0.02              -0.25        -0.25**             0.02         0.02 

Other    0.02        0.02      0.06 0.05              -0.10        -0.10         0.02        -0.02 

LGBT Vict.  -0.01      -0.00***     -0.06*** -0.05***  -0.00          -0.00        -0.03        -0.03 

Emotional Support 0.20***     0.20***      0.19***  0.21               0.19***     0.20**         0.26***    0.25*** 

LGBT Vict X Emot.        0 .24               0.19           -0.16**              0.09** 

Adj. R2              0.10       0 .11       0.08 0 .08    0.06         0.07                 0.14 0.15 

 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001***    
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 5.1.3: LGBT Victimization and Informational Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                            LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA        ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I   Model II           Model I  Model II  Model I    Model  II 

 
Female     0.33***     .30***        .02*** .03             0.42     0.42***           0.14** 0.13** 

Years   -0.06**      -.07**        .00 .00  0.04***    0.04     0.04** 0.04** 

Transgender             ---------      --------     ---------- --------             0.34      0.35**    -0.01  -0.01 

American Indian  0.00       -0.07       -0.00  0.01            -0.14     -0.14    -0.05  -0.05 

Asian                          0.07**        -0.06       -0.09          -0.10** 0.25      0.26     0.12    0.11 

Latino                         -0.44       -0.44***        -0.03         -0.05            -0.38**      -0.37***        -0.07            -0.07 

Native American -0.13       -0.13        -0.00   0.05            -0.18     -0.18     0.12     0.12 

Black                         -0.39**      -0.39**         0.10  0.07             -0.23     -0.22    -0.09             -0.36 

Other                           0.02       -0.12         0.15  0.12              0.02       0.02     0.02    0.02 

LGBT Vict.              -0.00       -0.11        -0.27        -0.82***   0.01       0.19     0.01   -0.61 

Info. Support                0.21        0.23        0.16*** 0.30***   0.25      0.27     0.29**          0.28** 

Info. X LGBT Vict.         0.05**               0.30**      -0.20               0.11 

 Adj. R2              0.09        0.09        0.05   0.07               .07     0.07      0.03      0.04 

 
 P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 5.1.4: LGBT Victimization and Teacher Intervention Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                            LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA        ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II       Model I     Model II            Model I  Model II      Model I    Model  II 

 

Female    0.22**         0.22**       0.07 ***   0.07      0.27          0.27       0.05   0.06 

Years   -0.05**       -0.05**      -0.17*** -0.17***     0.04          0.04**       0.05   0.05** 

Transgender  -----------     -----------         --------- ---------     0.21         -0.21**        -0.05  -0.04 

American Indian -0.09             -0.09          -0.02  0.01                -0.16         -0.16      -0.06  -0.06 

Asian                          0.06              0.06          - 0.05     - 0.05***               0.31         0.31***       0.06   0.06 

Latino                         -0.43** -0.43**         -0.01**   -0.01                -0.27         -0.27***       0.00   0.00 

Native American -0.20  -0.20**          0.06**   0.06                 -0.08        -0.08       0.22   0.03 

Black                         -0.45** -0.44**         -0.03**   -0.03                  0.24        -0.24       0.22   0.20 

Other   0.05**   0.05            0.08   0.08      -0.12        -0.11      -0.06  -0.06 

LGBT Vict.  -0.22** -0.22           -0.15       -0.15**    -0.00        -0.01      -0.01  -0.00 

Teacher Intervention -0.23             -0.05**          -0.00 -0.00**     -0.03        -0.03       0.06   0.05** 

Teacher Intervention   

X LGBT Vict.    -0.12**   -0.00**     0.02                           0.05 

Adj. R2  0.11  0.11  0.10    0.02       0.04   0.04           0.03    0.03 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.2.1: Indirect Verbal Victimization and Esteem Support  
 
          STRAIGHT                                   LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA                   ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I   Model II            Model I            Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 

Female     0.23**         0.24**       0.09*** 0.09***  0.30*** 0.30***          0.07***    0.07** 

Years   -0.05***      -0.05**        0.02*** 0.02***  0.02                 0.02            0.04**     0.04** 

Transgender  ------           ------        ------ --------              0.22  -0.21**          -0.08**    -0.08** 

American Indian -0.10           -0.10          0.01 0.01             -0.16  -0.16           -0.07    -0.07 

Asian                          0.08           0.08**         -0.05       -0.06              0.34*** 0.35***           0.08     0.08 

Latino                         -0.40**         -0.40         -0.00       -0.01             -0.25*** -0.25*** 0.02     0.02 

Native American -0.16          -0.40**          0.06 0.06              -0.12  -0.12             0.22**     0.22** 

Black   -0.42**        -0.42**         -0.02 -0.02              -0.22  -0.23             0.04     0.04 

Other     0.02           0.02          0.08 0.08              -0.09  -0.09            -0.04    -0.04 

Indirect Verbal Vict. -0.02           -0.03         -0.08** -0.12**  -0.00   0.08             0.02      0.02 

Esteem Support  0.28**           0.28**         0.07**   0.07**   0.28**  0.30** 0.15**     0.15** 

Indirect Vict. x Est.  

                      0.01   0.04    -0.09       -0.00 

Adj. R2  0.15  0.15       0.03  0.03                  0.09 0.08             0.06      0.06 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.2.2- Indirect Verbal Victimization and Emotional Support 
 
 
 
          STRAIGHT                                   LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA                   ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I      Model II          Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 

Female     0.24**  0.24       0.08**  0.09   0.28**           0.28** 0.07**       0.07** 

Years             -0.05**            -0.05        0.01 0.01              0.03            0.03             0.02       0.02** 

Transgender          ------------         ---------      --------- ----------  -0.21               -0.30**         -0.08**     -0.07** 

American Indian -0.13*** -0.13          0.00 0.00             -0.18          -0.18             -0.09      -0.09** 

Asian                           0.09**  0.09         -0.03       -0.03             0.34**                0.34** 0.10       0.10 

Latino                          -0.42** -0.42         -0.00       -0.78            -0.28**               -0.28** 0.01       0.01 

Native American -0.20              -0.19          0.07 0.07             -0.14                 -0.14             0.17       0.17** 

Black                         -0.44**  -0.44         -0.02 -0.02             -0.25                 -0.26             0.02       0.02 

Other     0.02    0.02          0.06 0.05              -0.10         -0.09  -0.02       -0.03 

Indirect Verbal Vict   -0.01              -0.00         -0.06*** -0.00**   0.20            0.00              0.04       0.04 

Emotional Support     0.01***   0.20          0.19*** 0.19***   0.20**            0.20**  0.26*        0.26** 

Indirect. X Emt                                     0.01               0.04                                       -0.04                          0.01 

Adj.  R2             0.11               0.11         0.08 0.08              0.06        0.06     0.14        0.14 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
Table 5.2.3- Indirect Verbal Victimization and Informational Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                                   LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA                   ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I      Model II           Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 
Female   0.33***      0.33***       0.07   0.07                 0.42***     0.42***    0.13** 0.13** 

Years                        -0.06**       -0.06**       0.01   0.01                 0.05          0.05                0.04** 0.04** 

Transgender             ----------       --------       --------- --------     -0.57**   -0.58**    0.02              0.02 

American Indian 0.00          0.01         -0.04 -0.03                -0.13         -0.13                -0.05             -0.05 

Asian   0.07          0.06         -0.10 -0.11                 0.26           0.25                0.11   0.11 

Latino             -0.44**         -0.44*              -0.04 -0.04               -0.36***    -0.36***   -0.06  -0.05 

Native American -0.13         -0.13          -0.03 -0.02               -0.19                -0.19                0.12    0.11 

Black                         -0.39*          -0.39**           0.09 0.08               -0.21                 -0.21   -0.09            -0.09 

Other   0.13           0.12           0.15 0.14                0.07                  0.07    0.03             0.04 

Indirect Verbal Vict. -0.00          -0.11          -0.07 -0.25                -0.03                 -0.17   -0.20            -0.20 

Informational Support  0.21           0.23           0.18 0.23                 0.25            0.24    0.29**          0.27** 

Indirect Vict. X  

Info. Support    0.11                         0.19           0.14                0.21 

Adj. R2     0.09             0.09           0.01 0.02                    0.07        0.07    0.03               0.04 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.2.4- Indirect Verbal Victimization and Teacher Intervention Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                                   LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS    GPA                   ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I      Model II            Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 
Female      0.25**        0.25**         0.10** 0.09***        0.06***         0.27        0.06 0.07 

Years   -0.05**      -0.05**         0.02** 0.02***        0.05**         0.04**            0.05 0.05** 

Transgender             -----------    ---------       ----------- -------------       -0.06         -0.30       -0.06**     -0.18** 

American Indian   -0.12        -0.12          0.00  0.00                   -0.07         -0.17       -0.07        -0.07 

Asian                            0.06         0.06         -0.06 -0.06                    0.06         0.31        0.06 0.06 

Latino                            -0.43**   -0.43*               -0.02        -0.02                   -0.26**        -0.26*             -0.00        -0.00 

Native American    -0.22       -0.21**          0.04 0.04                    -0.07        -0.09        0.22** 0.22** 

Black                            -0.44*     -0.44**          -0.03 -0.02                    -0.06***         -0.24         0.01 0.01 

Other                             0.05         0.05           0.09*** 0.08**                    -0.06        -0.10        -0.06 -0.06 

Indirect Verbal Vict.    -0.03       -0.04          -0.09*** -0.09**         0.04        -0.03         0.03 0.05 

Teacher Intervention   -0.01        -0.03           0.01 -0.00                     0.06         -0.03         0.06*** 0.05*** 

Indirect Verbal Vict. X  

Teacher Intervention         -0.07***             -0.06***                       -0.03              0.04 

Adj. R2                 0.09         0.09        0.02 0.02                      0.03            0.04         0.03 0.03 

 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
 
Table 5.3.1: Physical Victimization and Esteem Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                                   LGBT        
      
VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS   GPA                   ASPIRATIONS 

  
Model I    Model II     Model I      Model II            Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 

Female  0.18**          0.18**       0.06    0.06                  0.24***      0.24***      0.05 0.06 

Years      0.07          0.07       0.00    0.00                   0.00      0.00**      0.03** 0.03*** 

Transgender    --------         ---------     -------- ----------     -0.25      -0.25     -0.06 -0.06 

American Indian     0.03         0.04      0.03    0.03                 -0.13      -0.12     -0.06 -0.08 

Asian    -0.09       -0.10     -0.04   -0.04                 -0.34**      0.33***      0.08  0.08 

Latino    -0.39**       -0.38     -0.00    -0.01                 -0.24**      -0.23***      0.02  0.01 

Native American     0.13        0.13      0.08    0.08                 -0.12      -0.10      0.22**  0.20 

Black    -0.39**       -0.39      0.00    0.01                 -0.21      -0.21      0.04   0.05 

Other     0.09        0.02     0.08                0.08                 -0.07**      -0.06     -0.03 -0.05 

Physical    -0.26**       -0.15**     -0.17   -0.22**     -0.24**      -0.16**     -0.08** -0.17** 

Esteem Support     0.26**        0.26**      0.06    0.06**      0.27***       0.28***      0.14***  0.12 

Physical Vict. X  

Esteem Support                    0.14***                            0.06**                                    0.08              0.12*** 

Adj. R2    0.17       0.18       0.04     0.04**          0.11           -0.11             0.07 0.08 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.3.2: Physical Victimization and Emotional Support         
 
          STRAIGHT                                   LGBT        

 VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS     GPA                   ASPIRATIONS 

  

Model I    Model II     Model I      Model II           Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

Female  0.19***      0.19**        0.06** 0.06**               0.22***     0.22***    0.05       0.05 

Years     -0.07***     -0.07**        0.00 0.00               0.01              0.00                0.02       0.02 

Transgender    ---------     -----------     -------- --------  -0.16                 -0.15    0.02       -0.07** 

American Indian     -0.06       -0.07      0.02 0.02              -0.15                 -0.14   -0.08       -0.09 

Asian     0.09**       0.09**     -0.02            -0.00               0.33***      0.32***    0.09        0.09 

Latino    -0.42      -0.41***     -0.00 -0.00              -0.25***     -0.24***    0.01       0.00 

Native American    -0.17      -0.17       0.08  0.08              -0.15               -0.13    0.17       0.15 

Black    -0.41      -0.41***     -0.01 -0.01              -0.24**      -0.25    0.02       0.03 

Other     0.03       0.03       0.06 0.06              -0.05                  -0.05   -0.02       -0.03 

Physical    -0.26**     -0.31      -0.14***    -0.11***  -0.25***      -0.26**    -0.06      -0.05 

Emot. Support     0.17**      0.17***       0.18*** 0.18***    0.16***       0.18**     0.25       0.25*** 

Physical Vict. X  

Emotional Support                  -0.15***              0.06**                               -0.08         0.10*** 

Adj. R2    0.14      0.14***        0.09 0.09                    0.08       0.08     0.10        0.15*** 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.3.3. Physical Victimization. and Informational Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                                      LGBT        

 VARIABLE    GPA            ASPIRATIONS       GPA                   ASPIRATIONS______  

Model I       Model II      Model I      Model II          Model I          Model II        Model I          Model  II 

Female   0.27***         0.28***  0.03  0.03  0.39*** 0.39*** 0.11               0.12 

Years                         -0.08***      -0.08***              0.00**             0.00              0.03   0.03             0.03**   0.03** 

Transgender              ----------- ---------   ---------- -----------  0.36  -0.36             0.03               0.04 

American Indian     0.12            0.12              -0.02              -0.01             -0.13  -0.13            -0.04  -0.04 

Asian       0.09            0.10              -0.09              -0.09              0.25    0.25             0.11               0.11 

Latino                             -0.44***     -0.46*** -0.06               -0.07             -0.36*** -0.36*** -0.05              -0.05 

Native American     -0.09            -0.11              -0.05              -0.04             -0.13  -0.15             0.14               0.14 

Black                              0.38*** -0.41***  0.09               0.09            -0.22  -0.22            -0.08              -0.08 

Other                              0.13 0.09              0.15               0.15             0.04  0.04             0.04               0.04 

Physical                 -0.29**       -0.50**             -0.13** -0.24** -0.12  -0.13            -0.08               0.05 

Informational 

Support                  0.18 0.16               0.12                0.12              0.24  0.24               0.28**           0.30* 

Physical Vict.  

X Informational                                    0.30                               0.11             -0.01                         -0.12 

Adj. R2                   0.11   0.10              0.11                  0.01   0.08  0.07                  0.04 0.04 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.3.4  Physical Victimization and Teacher Intervention 

          STRAIGHT                                          LGBT           

VARIABLE    GPA                   ASPIRATIONS      GPA                   ASPIRATIONS  

Model I       Model II      Model I      Model II            Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 
Female   0.19*** 0.19*** 0.06**  0.06**     0.21             0.21*** 0.04        0.04 

Years                        -0.07*** -0.07** 0.00              0.00               0.02              0.02             0.04**        0.04** 

Transgender  ----------- ---------- ---------   -----------  -0.24    -0.15             -0.05       -0.04 

American Indian -0.06               -0.06               0.03               0.03              -0.14    -0.14             -0.06        -0.06 

Asian                          0.07***    0.08*** -0.04              -0.04               0.31***  0.30***  0.06         0.06 

Latino                         -0.42***   -0.43***  -0.01*** -0.01***  -0.25*** -0.24***  0.00         0.00 

Native American -0.18***   -0.18***   0.07*** 0.07***   -0.09     -0.09              0.22*        0.22** 

Black                         -0.41***   -0.41***  -0.01              -0.01                -0.23     -0.23     0.02         0.03 

Other                          0.06                0.06               0.09**  0.09**    -0.06     -0.06             -0.05        -0.05 

Physical             -0.29***  -0.28*** -0.17*** -0.17***   -0.28*** -0.28*** -0.07**      -0.07** 

Teacher Intervention -0.29               -0.02               0.00              0.00               -0.05     -0.05              0.05***     0.05** 

Physical Vict. X  

Teacher Intervention                -0.07                           0.00                            -0.01                 0.02 

Adj. R2               0.12                0.12                0.03              0.03                   0.07    0.07  0.03        0.03 

 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.4.1—Direct Verbal Victimization and Esteem Support 
           

STRAIGHT                                          LGBT            

VARIABLE    GPA                   ASPIRATIONS       GPA                   ASPIRATIONS  

Model I       Model II      Model I      Model II               Model I          Model II        Model I    Model  II 

 

Female   0.24*** 0.23*** 0.09*** 0.09***  0.27***  0.26***  0.07       0.07** 

Years                         0.05*** -0.05** 0.01*** 0.01***  0.01   0.01              0.04**      0.03** 

Transgender              ----------- ------------- ----------- ----------- -0.23             -0.23             -0.07**     -0.07 ** 

American Indian -0.06** -0.07             0.00             0.00             -0.14             -0.16             -0.07**      -0.05 

Asian                          0.06              0.07            -0.05            -0.05              0.32*** 0.33*** 0.07        0.07 

Latino                          -0.41*** -0.40*** -0.01             -0.01             -0.26***         -0.25*** 0.02        0.01 

Native American -0.16*** -0.16              0.00              0.06             -0.13             -0.10             0.22        0.22 

Black                          -0.41*** -0.41*** -0.02             -0.02             -0.22             -0.21             0.04         0.04 

Other                           0.02              0.02              0.08              0.07              -0.09  -0.09             -0.04        -0.05 

Direct Verbal Vict. -0.11*** -0.09**  -0.03             -0.03              -0.09***  0.03*** -0.01        -0.05 

Esteem Support  0.27*** 0.27**               0.06*** 0.07***   0.28*** 0.33*** 0.15**       0.13*** 

Direct Verbal Vict.  

X Esteem Support               -0.11                           0.00                           -0.11***         0.03 

Adj R2                          0.16              0.01               0.02               0.02                  0.09    0.10               0.06         0.06 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.4.2 Direct Verbal Victimization and Emotional Support 
 

          STRAIGHT                                          LGBT            

VARIABLE    GPA                   ASPIRATIONS     GPA                  ASPIRATIONS  

Model I       Model II      Model I      Model II             Model I       Model II        Model I      Model  II 

Female   0.25*** 0.24*** 0.08***   0.08*** 0.25*** 0.25  0.06**          0.07 

Years   -0.06*** -0.06*** 0.01       0.01  0.02    0.02  0.02**          0.02** 

Transgender  --------  ---------- --------  --------  0.22  0.22            -0.08**         -0.20** 

American Indian -0.09  -0.09  -0.00  0.00  -0.15             -0.16            -0.09         -0.07 

Asian   0.07  0.07  -0.03  -0.03  0.32*** 0.32*** 0.09          0.09 

Latino   -0.43** -0.43  -0.01  -0.01  -0.29*** -0.28*** 0.00          0.00 

Native American -0.20*** -0.20  0.07  0.07  -0.14  -0.13  0.17          0.16 

Black   -0.43***  -0.43  -0.02  -0.02  -0.24** -0.24  0.02          0.02 

Other     0.02     0.02  0.05  0.05  -0.10  -0.10  -0.03         -0.02 

Direct Verbal Vict. -0.10** -0.10*** -0.02  -0.02  -0.09*** -0.08  -0.01         -0.02 

Emotional Support   0.19**  0.19***   0.19*** 0.20*** 0.18*** 0.21*** 0.26**          0.22** 

Emotional Support  

 Direct Verbal Vict.     -0.01    -0.00    -0.05             0.06** 

Adj. R2  0.13  0.13    0.07  0.08  0.07  0.07  0.14          0.14 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.4.3 Direct Verbal Victimization and Informational Support 
 
          STRAIGHT                                          LGBT           

VARIABLE    GPA                   ASPIRATIONS     GPA                  ASPIRATIONS  

Model I       Model II      Model I      Model II             Model I       Model II        Model I      Model  II 

Female   0.32*** 0.32***     0.06  0.07  0.40*** 0.40***         0.13      0.13 

Years   -0.07** -0.07**     0.01  0.00  0.03             0.03           0.04**      0.04** 

Transgender             ----------- ------------- ----------- ----------- 0.34            -0.34           0.02      0.02  

American Indian 0.04              0.04                -0.06             -0.06            -0.12            -0.12          -0.05      -0.05 

Asian     0.05  0.05     -0.10** -0.11**  0.23        0.23            0.11       0.12 

Latino   -0.45***         -0.46***    -0.05             -0.06             -0.39            -0.39***         -0.06      -0.06 

Native American -0.11             -0.10                -0.04             -0.03             -0.15            -0.15             0.12        0.12 

Black   -0.37** -0.38**     0.11              0.10             -0.20       -0.20            -0.08       -0.08 

Other                          0.11              0.11                 0.16              0.17              0.02             0.02             0.02        0.08 

Direct Verbal Vict. -0.10              -0.19                -0.02             -0.17** -0.08            -0.06             -0.10        0.10 

Info  Support  0.21**  0.23      0.18**  0.22**   0.25             0.25            0.32**        0.11** 

Direct Verbal Vict. X  

Info  Support     -0.23        0.16    -0.01         -0.10 

Adj. R2  0.10  0.10       0.00   0.01         0.08     0.07               0.04         0.04 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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Table 5.4.4- Direct Verbal Victimization and Teacher Intervention 
 
          STRAIGHT                                          LGBT            

VARIABLE    GPA                   ASPIRATIONS     GPA                  ASPIRATIONS  

Model I       Model II      Model I      Model II             Model I       Model II        Model I      Model  II 

Female   0.25*** 0.25***  0.09*** 0.09**  0.25*** 0.24*** 0.06           0.06 

Years   -0.05*** -0.05*** 0.01**  0.01  0.03  0.03  0.05***     0.05*** 

Transgender   --------- ------------- ----------- ----------- -0.21            -0.20  -0.05      -0.05 

American Indian -0.09               -0.09             0.00*** 0.00              -0.13            -0.13             -0.06      -0.06 

Asian                           0.04                0.04             -0.06            -0.06              0.29*** 0.29***  0.06        0.06 

Latino                          -0.44*** -0.44** -0.02***         -0.02             -0.28***         -0.28*** -0.00       -0.00 

Native American -0.22*** -0.21*** 0.05              0.05              -0.09            -0.08               0.22        0.22** 

Black   -0.44** -0.44*** -0.03  -0.03  -0.23            -0.23    0.02       -0.02 

Other   0.06    0.06               0.08              0.08** -0.11            -0.11              -0.06       -0.06 

Direct Verbal Vict. -0.11***  -0.11*** -0.03             -0.02**  -0.10***        -0.11*** -0.01       -0.01 

Teacher Intervention -0.02               -0.03              0.00              0.00              -0.04            -0.02              0.05**       0.04**       

Direct Verbal Vict. X  

Teacher Intervention               -0.03                          -0.00                            -0.04                     0.04 

Adj. R2               0.11               0.11               0.01              0.01                0.05                0.05               0.03        0.03 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
P<.01* P<.05** P<.001*** 
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LGBT Bullying: 
 
Figure 1.1 
 

 
 
Figure 1.2 
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Figure 1.3 
 

 
 
Figure 1.4 
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Figure 1.5 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.6 
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Figure 1.7 

 
 
 
Figure 1.8 
 
  

2.900

3.000

3.100

3.200

3.300

3.400

3.500

3.600

3.700

3.800

Low Mod High 

G

P

A

LGBT Bullying

Informational Support and LGBT Bullying Predict 

GPA for Straight Students

Low Support

Mod Support

High Support



 

 

 

 

109 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.9 
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Indirect Verbal Victimization:  
 
Figure 2.1 
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Figure 2.2 
 

 
Physical Victimization: 
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Figure 3.1  
 

 
 
 
Figure 3.2 
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Figure 3.3 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.4 
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Figure 3.5 

 
 
 
Figure 3.6 
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Figure 4.1 

 
 

Table 4.2 
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