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ABSTRACT
Title: The Dynamics of Gender in Single Sex Schooling: Implications for Educational
Policy
Candidate's Name: Dominique E. Johnson
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy
Temple University, 2009
Doctoral Advisory Committee Chair: Will J. Jordan, PhD
Analyzing data from the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002),

this study compares the conformity of student gender roles attending single-sex and co-
educational schools and examines the relationship between gender role conformity and
bullying victimization in each educational context. This study is the first to investigate
bullying in single sex schools and to use a large scale national dataset to examine student
gender role conformity in schooling. Analyses of the base year 10" grade cohort of
ELS:2002 reveal that both single sex and coeducational schooling are distinct contexts
for student gender roles. Female students in both single sex and coeducational schools
were significantly more likely to have higher average gender role conformity than male
students in both single sex and coeducational schools. Gender role conforming students
were significantly less likely to be bullied than gender role nonconforming students, even
when controlling for whether the school is single sex or coeducational. Results also
indicate that schools have dominant gender role norms, as students who differ from the
average gender role conformity in their school are significantly more likely to experience
bullying. Variation from a school-based gender role norm leads to a greater experience of
bullying for students, and it is gender nonconforming students that are most likely to

experience this increased likelihood of bullying. Despite the fact that female single sex

schools are the most gender role conforming educational contexts among all four

v



investigated in this study, gender role nonconforming girls who attend them are
significantly less likely to experience bullying. Addressing the conflation of sex and
gender underlying the sex-based educational policy of single sex schooling, this study
argues that single sex public educational policy can be more carefully crafted with an
attention to its theoretical underpinnings by taking into account the dynamics of students’
gender roles. Implications for educational policy are discussed with particular emphasis
on policy decisions at the district and state levels in addition to federal level policies,

laws, and mandates such as Title IX and No Child Left Behind.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Only recently has research on gender proposed an alternate vision to the
conventional thought that men and women are more different than the same. The gender
similarities hypothesis (Hyde, 2005) is a provocative argument but its mild reception
(arguably not much beyond psychology) reveals how limited the dominant social science
discourse can be when considering gender issues with an attention to our discipline’s, as
well as our own, theoretical underpinnings. Research on gender in education has only
begun to discuss gender nonconformity among students, particularly with relation to
experiences of bullying. The associations of gender nonconformity and experiences of
bullying to the sex-based educational policy of single sex education have received no
attention at all.

Much if not most of this work has not addressed the conflation of sex and gender
— and sexuality as well (Valdes, 1995) — that underlies it and that recurrently intersect
in youths’ lives. Gender encompasses the social, cultural, and psychological aspects of
femininity and masculinity, including gender identity and gender expression. Sex refers
to the biological sex of female or male, by birth or by assignment at birth or after. This
study recognizes the distinctions between biological sex and gender and the resultant
pervasive conflation of them in policy and practice. This conflation relies upon important
distinctions between gender and biological sex remaining unaddressed and

misunderstood.



To carefully craft single sex public educational policy with an attention to
theoretical underpinnings (Hubbard & Datnow, 2002), the conflation of sex and gender
must be addressed. The case of single sex schooling is unique in that it is largely assumed
that gender is no longer a factor because the students are separated by sex. The policy of
single sex education is shortsighted with regard to gender and sex because of the
pervasive deployment — both purposeful and inadvertent — of the conflation of the two.
Almost certainly single sex schooling can provide the most exceptional example through
which to study the dynamics of gender and to investigate the conflation of sex and gender
in educational contexts and policy.

Public education in the United States evolved from single sex to coeducational
schools in the late 1800s. Single sex schools after this time existed mainly as independent
or church-affiliated schools. Coleman’s influential Adolescent in Society (1961)
introduced the idea that single sex schooling was a necessary alternative to what he
described as the “rating and dating” atmosphere of coeducation. Still a prominent
philosophical argument for single sex education, Coleman’s view is supported by those
who say that boys and girls distract each other in school. In 1972, the passage of Title IX
legislation promoting equity between men and women made it illegal to create new
public single sex schools and classes, except in the rare instance to remedy prior sex
discrimination. Existing single sex schools were allowed to continue operating and some
courses — including sex education, physical education and some arts classes — as well
as contact sports were allowed to remain single sex (Mael, Smith, Alonso, Rogers &

Gibson, 2004).



Coleman’s assertion laid the intellectual groundwork for a prolonged period of
research in the 1980s and early 1990s (see Lee & Bryk [1986], Marsh [1989], and
Riordan [1990] for some of the most prominent studies) with research questions centered
primarily on whether students in single sex or coeducational contexts experienced better
academic outcomes (Mael et al., 2004). Attempts in the 1990s to pass legislation
permitting legal public single sex schools failed until the 2001 reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in the form of No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) (United States Department of Education [DOE], 2002). The United States
Department of Education also proposed new regulations to govern the legality of single
sex schools and classes in early 2004 (Bracey, 2006). These amendments to the
regulations of Title IX were authorized and released from the Office of Civil Rights of
the Department of Education in late October 2006 (Office for Civil Rights, United States
Department of Education, 2006).

Statement of the Problem

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and recent amendments to the regulations of Title
IX provide United States public school districts with a legal basis for single sex
education. This single sex option is made available to schools who are struggling to meet
NCLB mandates, disproportionately targeting schools in urban areas of the United States,
and to school districts that want to implement this type of educational reform according
to the new Title IX regulations. These new legal precedents increase the significance of
single sex education as a policy reform and create new challenges for educational policy

researchers in documenting the experiences of students in these schools. The benefits of a



single sex public education as demonstrated in the research literature, however, are
elusive at best. This is particularly the case when students are separated by biological sex
when the policy reform is based on sociocultural constructs of gender. Single sex
educational reform policy is enacted with the assumption that students’ dynamic, lived
experiences of gender are no longer a factor in an educational context where they are
separated by sex. This study focuses on students’ gender role dynamics in both single sex
and coeducational schools to investigate how this conflation might affect policy
implementation and its intended outcomes.

Indeed, the dynamics of gender roles as well as the relationships between gender
conformity and bullying among students in single sex schools needs further study. This
study uses the outcome of bullying as a way to observe these dynamics. Bullying is a
particularly interesting case in a policy domain that places such importance on gender in
that anti-bullying initiatives for high school students address aggression without taking
gender-based aspects of bullying into account. For example, out of the ten federally
recognized model anti-bullying programs, of which four are school-based, (Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2005; Olweus, 2004) none directly refer to
any aspects of gender except for the distinctions between the experiences of boys and
girls (i.e., biological sex), let alone the experiences of sexual minority, gender minority,
or intersex youth in particular. When gender is conceived as a static category of
biological sex it is unlikely that the dynamics of gender and gender identity and their
various components, including masculinity and femininity, can be articulated in their

relationships to the social and developmental context of schooling. These omissions



might hold serious implications for practice and policy especially as NCLB is scheduled
for reauthorization and as school districts nationwide --- particularly urban districts ---
make decisions about implementing single sex education in their schools.

These policy realities require researchers and policymakers alike to ask whether
single sex schooling plays a role in altering educational contexts for better, worse, or at
all. As emphasized by the United States Department of Education and based on the
research literature, however, we can only provide inconclusive answers to this question.
Hierarchies of gender that are usually reserved for coeducational schools might replicate
themselves in a single sex educational context. In other words, gender roles among
students may overall be more distributive than we currently believe them to be. What is
more, there is no conclusive research on bullying in single sex schools in the United
States (United States Department of Education [DOE], 2005). As the literature might
suggest, are students who do not conform to gender roles more likely to be bullied, even
if they attend single sex schools?

This inquiry will investigate the relationships between gender roles and bullying
for students attending single sex and coeducational high schools. If there are both within
and between group differences among male and female students at single sex and
coeducational schools, are there differences in the level of bullying experienced by
gender conforming and gender nonconforming students? This study seeks to provide
researchers, policymakers, school district officials, and practitioners an example through
which to consider single sex schooling that takes into account the various gender roles of

students without ignoring the importance of this diversity of gender roles to as crucial an



outcome of school safety as bullying. To better support the work of those in the
educational field, this inquiry proposes to inform policy decisions at the district and state
levels that then in turn might influence federal level policies and mandates.
Purpose of the Study

With the enactment of NCLB in 2001 came the renewal of the Safe and Drug Free
Schools Act. This federal mandate has further heightened the already expanding interest
in the safety of youth while at school and the right for students to be safe in school. As
such, both educational policy and practice engage in prevention efforts aimed at reducing
school-based aggression and violence. The research literature tells us that students
certainly express gender in their educational contexts (Thorne, 1993). We also are
coming to better understandings of how gender and bullying are inextricably coupled
(e.g., bullying behavior conducted in mostly different ways by boys and girls with
distinct deployments of femininity and masculinity in particular), and how educational
contexts might better support gender nonconforming students given that bullying is a
means of enforcing rigid gender roles and norms (Pascoe, 2007). The scope of bullying’s
influence is evident in both the daily experiences and the rare but severe incidents
students encounter in American schools: Bullying is the most common form of violence
among students yet it is also a factor in virtually every school shooting in the United
States (Kimmel, 2003; Klein, 2006).

We know very little about the dynamics of gender in single sex educational
contexts, and even less about the gender roles of students in single sex schools

(Cianciotto, Cahill, & Johnson, 2005). What is more, we know far too little about the



relationships between intersections of gender roles and school context among students
and the role single sex schooling might play in altering these relationships for better,
worse, or at all. This study addresses these critical gaps by examining how incidents of
bullying in single sex and coeducational high schools compare, whether students who
attend coeducational schools are more likely to experience bullying, and what the
between and within sex group differences in gender roles are for female and male
students who attend single sex and coeducational schools with respect to experiences of
bullying. The purpose of this study therefore is to explore the relationships between
gender role conformity and bullying for students attending single sex and coeducational
high schools.
Research Questions

Single sex schooling as an educational policy is traditionally a reform focused at
predominantly urban schools, with most of the newer single sex schools opening in urban
areas (Salomone, 2006). No Child Left Behind (NCLB) authorizes single sex schooling
as a potential “innovation” for schools struggling to meet mandates. Recent amendments
to the regulations Title IX intend “to provide recipients [of Federal financial assistance]
with additional flexibility in providing single-sex classes, extracurricular activities, and
schools in elementary and secondary education” (Office for Civil Rights, United States
Department of Education, 2006, p. 1). These amendments legally allow for school
districts to create single-sex schools and classes as long as enrollment in them is
voluntary (Schemo, 2006). Districts that decide to provide single sex schools and classes

must ensure that “substantially equal” coeducational schools and classes are also



available to students who do not choose to attend single sex classes or schools or who are
members of the ineligible sex (Schemo, 2006).

The dynamics of gender as well as the relationships between gender role
conformity and bullying among students in single sex schools needs further study. This

inquiry is guided by these research questions:

RQ1: (1) Are there differences in the level of bullying students experience in
single sex and coeducational high schools? (2) For both boys and girls attending

single sex and coeducational high schools?

RQ2: (1) What are the within and between sex group differences in gender roles
for all students in the sample? (2) For students attending single sex and

coeducational high schools?

RQ3: (1) For all students in the sample, are students who conform to gender roles
less likely to experience bullying than those students who do not conform? (2) For

students attending single sex and coeducational high schools?

This inquiry seeks to examine if gender role conformity might play a role in
bullying for students attending single sex and coeducational high schools. Differences
between the gender roles of male and female students at single sex and coeducational

schools, in addition to within group differences among them, lead us to consider if there



is a difference in gender role conforming and gender role nonconforming students as
well.
Significance of the Study

The number of public single sex schools has increased from 3 to 241 in just ten
years (Grossman, 2007). As Datnow and Hubbard (2002) suggest, “clearly, the reasons
behind the recent establishment of single-sex schools are no longer simple; they represent
efforts to address not only gender bias, but also racial and cultural issues as well”
(Datnow & Hubbard, 2002, p. 4). Research on the differences between single sex and
coeducational schooling, however, is overall unsuccessful at explicating clear levers of
influence and change whether they be academic or social emotional outcomes, or both
(Mael et al., 2004). Deficiencies in the current literature reveal critical gaps in the
following areas: bullying and single sex schooling; using multilevel models to investigate
single sex schooling; gender roles and single sex education; and investigating gender
nonconformity and bullying, particularly in single sex schools, using quantitative
methods analyzing large-scale, nationally representative datasets. Among such persistent
issues in the available research literature to date include a lack of the mediator/moderator
variable distinction (Baron & Kenny, 1986), unclear theoretical hypotheses, and, perhaps
most notably, a confusion of the philosophical and empirical debate surrounding this
educational policy (Mael et al., 2004). This is especially important in the case of single
sex and coeducational schooling when educational context is the foundation of
policymaking, where outcomes attributed to single sex schooling might be the result of

other factors such as school size and urbanicity.



What is the purpose of an education for boys and an education for girls? Are they
the same or are they different? Ideas of masculinity and femininity (gender), sex, and
gender roles are often used both as a rationale for and against instituting public single sex
education. Single sex educational contexts were historically an environment in which
young women might demonstrate their similarities to young men in academic
achievement in an era when they were excluded from single sex male schooling. Single
sex schools are established according to reasoning around gender roles, and proponents
most often attribute gender roles to biological (sex) differences whereas opponents most
often attribute gender roles to sociocultural (gender) differences (Salomone, 2006). Many
who support single sex education point to the accomplishments of female alumnae of
single sex schools and the prominent discussion of a crisis in the education of boys
(Salomone, 2003). A handful of studies are beginning to establish that segregating by sex
brings attention to the differences between boys and girls and endorses the thinking
among students that they should depend upon and possibly amplify sex and gender
differences, particularly for boys.

In addition to the contradictory evidence about its impact upon positive
educational outcomes, educational reform policy founded on the separation of students by
biological sex persists despite its assumptions about gender. Gender when conceptualized
as dynamic as opposed to binary still operates in a single sex educational context (for
example, see: Glasser, 2008; Glasser & Smith, 2008) that is supposedly free of gender.

Equivocal evidence from different methods of research includes qualitative inquiry and

10



large scale national datasets; however, no study to date has undertaken an analysis of
bullying in U.S. single sex educational contexts.

While the ELS dataset is nationally representative of United States 10" graders, it
is not a nationally representative sample of all single sex schools. There were 41 single
sex schools in the ELS dataset at the time of its creation in 2002, and this number does
not include most of the more recently established public and public charter single sex
schools or the single sex academy schools where students might share a coeducational
physical plant but attend single sex classrooms. This study’s contributions to the
literature, however, are most significant in making a distinction of single sex educational
contexts as a moderator (and not mediator) variable in the conceptual model, and
specifically addressing previously unclear theoretical hypotheses in single sex schooling
so as to contribute to a better understanding of the distinct philosophical and empirical
debates of single sex schooling.

Theoretical Framework

This study employs Queer Legal Theory (Valdes, 1995) as a framework for policy
analysis that enables us to consider social institutions (in this case, school) as spaces of
intersectionality and multidimensionality while at the same time mandating that
individuals cover (Yoshino, 2006) their identity or identities. Queer Legal Theory
addresses the conflation of sex and gender and how policy mandates covering in practice,
and here is specifically applied to the case of single sex schooling to illustrate the

underlying assumptions of sex-based educational policy.
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Queer Legal Theory (QLT) recognizes that identities are dynamic and is
antiessentialist (Lugg, 2003), unlike the law which reifies static identity such as the
dichotomous demarcation of sex (Valdes, 1995). The intersectionality of QLT speaks to
multiple identities and in doing so troubles the assumptions that one identity must be
privileged above all others. Gutierrez (2004) suggests that educational institutions must
acknowledge and address that the intersections of race, sexuality, class, ethnicity, and
gender together inform identity development and practical experiences.
Multidimensionality in QLT allows for the consideration of how multiple oppressions
operate in people’s lives. Lugg (2003) describes how the multidimensionality of identities
is undone by the courts through their dismissal of any intersections of identity by their
recognition of only one identity over any others. These identities “can hold multiple
meanings and can be experienced quite differently from person to person” (Lugg, 2003,
p. 104).

Policy analysis utilizing the explanatory power of QLT enables us to consider a
space of intersectionality and multidimensionality in the systems of power, policy, and
politics of schooling. The first educational scholar to apply QLT to educational research
and policy, Lugg (2003) draws upon Yoshino’s (2006) legal explication of covering in
stating that, “QLT questions the cultural and legal demands that
individual[s]...assimilate, covert, cover, or pass — or otherwise hide or distort one’s
identity...,” such as gender conformity with respect to this research (Lugg, 2003, p. 104).
This study argues that policy such as the sex-based educational reform of single sex

schooling can be more carefully crafted with an attention to its theoretical underpinnings

12



by taking into account the dynamics of students’ gender and sex. The theoretical model
represented in Figure 1.1 reveals the theoretical assumptions underlying the current

policy model.
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Figure 1.1: Model of Current Policy Assumptions

Experiences of Gender in Educational Contexts
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Queer Legal Theory’s analysis of the conflation of sex and gender allows us to
examine the conflation at work in educational policy. Troubling the underlying
assumptions of single sex education reform requires us to consider how even though sex
might no longer be a factor in the single sex context, gender will remain. In other words,
single sex schools are not single gender schools. Gender when conceptualized as
dynamic as opposed to binary still operates in a single sex educational context that is
supposedly free of gender. The sociocultural, behavioral, and hierarchical aspects of
gender replicate themselves in single sex schools even though a guiding assumption of
these reforms is that once separated, gender is no longer an issue. Acknowledging that
gender roles — and femininity and masculinity — are not the sole properties of the
binary categories of female and male and troubles our dependence on the conflation of
sex and gender in policymaking. Gender roles and gender itself might operate differently
in single sex schools. Investigating these underlying assumptions of sex-based
educational policy via QLT enable the possibility of policy creation and advocacy with
an attention to its theoretical underpinnings.

Gender as a multidimensional notion troubles the conception of sex-based policy
as it exists today because it assumes that all boys and girls are similar and are defined as
the mutually exclusive opposite of each other. Gender is a self- and peer-enforced norm.
One could say that this is an instance of students enforcing policy themselves. This
troubles gender-based policy as well: students reinforce gender norms with each other

and themselves, however, one could hypothesize that they replicate gender hierarchies in
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single sex schools in order to do so. A viable policy option would be hindered by an
assumption that single sex education removes gender from the school reform equation.

QLT facilitates an expanded reading with particular attention paid to the power
and control of schools in their conflation of sex and gender and how this might stigmatize
students. This reading also provides a critical policy analysis of Title IX and the NCLB
innovations of single sex schooling as possible sites of mandates for students to cover.
An application of the conflation to single sex schooling provides and opportunity to
investigate the relationships between the dynamics of gender (gender role conformity) as
distinct from sex (schooling segregated on the basis of biological sex) and student
outcomes.

Yoshino’s (2006) application of Goffman’s notion of covering (introduced in his
1963 work on stigma and management of spoiled identity) provides an important
connection to QLT analyses, and to education in particular as demonstrated by Lugg
(2003). The functions of bullying in schools, and particularly those permitted and/or
where the perpetrator is not reprimanded might therefore be to regulate student behavior
and establish or maintain a norm. Deviance from gender role norms, identity boundaries,
and the maintenance and reification of gendered borders all might be further understood
through the application of QLT perspectives.

QLT has a distinct theoretical vision from Queer Theory writ large, but it takes
some influence from the work of queer theorists who largely departed from a strictly
standpoint perspective by deconstructing identity categories and troubling the power

given to these categories. Turner (2000) offers a genealogy of Queer Theory in which he
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summarizes the catalog of queer theory’s propositions: gender and sexual identity are
distinct, closely related, and vary over time, and gender and sexual identity are integral to
government, from state policy to individual behavior (p. 172). The term queer is itself
one used for identification. It can intimate a deviation from “normal.” For example,
Kumashiro (2002) uses the term queer to recognize the interconnectedness of sexuality
and gender. With respect to this study, exposing deviation from what is considered
“normal” is an important aspect of how the conflation as outlined by QLT can reveal
different visions of the dynamics of gender or lack thereof in sex segregation.

Foucault’s (1995) work, a cornerstone to Queer Theory, is of particular interest to
the social control and systemic violence of schools. Foucaultian ideas of control and
power are crucial elements of an analysis of gender and violence in a socially controlled
institution such as a school: Foucault first drew the connection between the birth of
prisons and the social institution of schooling in the eighteenth century. This type of
theoretical treatment is especially critical when classroom teachers may not be aware of
how the school is a force of social control over their students (and themselves), often
resulting in student resistance to domination through reasonable means available to them
given the limit situations in which they find themselves.

Foucault first articulated the prison-school analogy in his writings on the birth of
the penal system in its many forms in the West. Foucault’s (1995) ideas about discipline
and punishment can aid in understanding and acting on disciplinary practices in schools.
Foucault’s analyses of the power relations that underlie our society’s narratives also

reveal regimes of truth where certain people (in this case, gender nonconforming

17



students) are deemed pathological. As with these examples, the perspective we take and
the goals we support can have profound consequences for the practice of social research
“on how we know what we know, on what we choose to research, on the nature of our
scientific endeavor, on the methods we choose, and on the conclusions we draw from
research” (Feagin & Vera, 2001, p. 2). For, as social researchers, the goals of research
have been and continue to be established by conscious decisions, often according to
personal and collective principles (Feagin & Vera, 2001).

It is critical to remember that, “identities are constituted within the shifting field
of historically constituted social relations” (Harris, 2001, p. 32). Furthermore, such
socially constructed identities, including race, ethnicity, class, gender, and sexual
orientation, “represent not simply modes of being in the world but fundamental axes of
power and subordination” (Harris, 2001, p. 32). What type of education might be possible
for students if so many adults weren’t fearful of the very existence of young boys who
choose art and music over sports and socially acceptable violence? We must keep asking
questions that address the many dimensions of social life as lived by students rather than
proceeding as if this opportunity for reflection has already been undertaken.

As such, I operationalize the qualitative Queer Legal Theory in the specific
context of a quantitative study and in so doing, I clearly state the assumptions of this
qualitative theory and how it is operationalized for quantitative analyses below.

Gender is a Distinct and Multidimensional Construct
Sex and gender are distinct and are not mutually dependent constructs (Valdes,

1995, p. 7), yet they are symbiotic (Valdes, 1995, p. 4). Gender is not binary but
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multidimensional. These theoretical considerations enable this study to investigate if and
how gender operates in sex-segregated spaces. Sex, gender, and sexual orientation are
distinct social and legal constructs; however, they are often invoked interchangeably
(Valdes, 1995, p. 7). Of particular interest to this study, QLT affirms that gender
conforming people are no more natural, normal, and moral then gender nonconforming
people. It is therefore discriminatory for individuals --- including students --- to be made
to cover and or pass as gender conforming.

The Conflation of Sex, Gender, and Sexual Orientation

Sex and gender are conflated in American law and society and therefore in its
institutions, including schools. Sex, gender, and sexual orientation are conflated, with
gender at the center of the conflation (Valdes, 1995, p. 331). This conflation is
omnipresent, self-perpetuating, and often invisible (Valdes, 1995, p. 3).
Conceptualizations of sex, gender, and sexual orientation are relatively non-conflationary
in some other societies/cultures (Valdes, 1995, p. 4).

There are dominant forces and a dominant social order in U.S. society. The social
lives of everyone are regulated through the conflation (Valdes, 1995, p. 7) which reflects
and projects the dominant social order. Aided by the status quo, “dominant forces...use
the conflation as a key means of achieving unwarranted results in sex and gender
discrimination cases” (Valdes, 1995, p. 4) in U.S courts of law. Deconstruction of the
conflation is therefore crucial to the rights of minorities in the United States --- and its
schools. One example of the deconstructive influences of the conflation in educational

practice is revealed in the synomymity of epithets, epitomized in the American
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schoolyard, “...created and sustained by the conflation” (p. 6) and used for “ridicule of
perceived transgressions against a sex-ordered world” (p. 6) while informing the social
order of both the school and greater society.
Hypotheses
The first set of hypotheses focuses on the level of bullying both male and female

students experience in single sex and coeducational high schools.

H1: Students in coeducational high schools will have a higher rate of bullying

than students in single sex high schools.

H2: Boys who attend coeducational high schools will have a higher rate of

bullying than their male peers who attend single sex high schools.

The second set of hypotheses focuses on the within and between sex group
differences in student gender roles. I am specifically interested in elucidating the
relationship between the sex group differences in gender roles for students attending

single sex schools as compared with coeducational high schools.

H3: The within sex group differences in gender roles for students attending single
sex high schools will be greater than for the students attending coeducational high

schools.
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H4: The between sex group differences in gender roles for students attending
coeducational high schools will be greater than for the students attending single sex high

schools.

The third set of hypotheses focuses on student experiences of bullying and its
relation to gender role conformity for students who attend both single sex and
coeducational high schools. I am specifically interested in elucidating the relationships
between students who do not conform to gender roles and their experiences of bullying. I
place the experiences of gender nonconforming students in contrast with those students
who do conform to gender roles for all students in the sample, and then contrast
experiences of bullying along this line of inquiry further for students who attend single

sex and coeducational high schools.

HS: Students in the sample who conform to gender roles are less likely to

experience bullying than those students who do not conform.

H6: Gender nonconforming students who attend coeducational schools are more

likely to experience bullying than gender nonconforming students who attend single sex

schools.
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H7: Students who differ from the average gender role conformity in their school
are more likely to experience bullying than those students who match the average gender

role conformity at their school.

HS8: Male students who do not conform to the average gender role of their school,
regardless of whether they attend a single sex or coeducational high school, are more
likely to experience bullying than female students who do not conform to the average

gender role of their school.

HO9: Female students attending single sex high schools who do not conform to
gender roles are less likely to experience bullying than both male and female students
attending coeducational high schools and male students attending single sex schools who

do not conform to gender roles.

The results of analyses testing these hypotheses will improve our understandings
of the context of the sex-based educational reform policy of single sex schooling in
addition to its possible relationship to student experiences of bullying and gender role
conformity.

Data and Methods

The data source for this study is the National Center for Educational Statistics

(NCES) Education Longitudinal Study (ELS: 2002). ELS:2002 (Ingels, Pratt, Rogers,

Siegel & Stutts 2003, 2005) is the most recent NCES longitudinal study of high school
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students, a nationally representative base-year two-stage stratified probability sample of
tenth graders who were studied in the spring term of the 2001-2002 school year with
sample sizes of approximately 750 schools and 17,000 students. The study sample is
taken from this 10th Grade Base Year Cohort (G10COHRT). Of 17,591 eligible selected
sophomores, 16,262 completed a base-year questionnaire.

ELS:2002 is an integrated multilevel study involving multiple respondent
populations, among them including students and their schools. In addition to conducting
exploratory univariate and bivariate analyses of the data, I construct regression models
that are estimated for the dependent variable of student experiences of bullying. Figure

1.2 represents the conceptual model of the study.
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Figure 1.2: Conceptual Model with Variables

Student-Level Control Variables
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The models of students’ gender conformity include student-level characteristics
focused on student participation in extracurricular activities (Eder & Parker, 1987;
Riordan, 1996; Young & Sweeting, 2004) and students’ biological sex. Eder and Parker’s
(1987) ethnography found that a school’s extra curricular activities that are incorporated
into informal peer cultures play a role in reproducing gender differences by, among other
things, exposing students to different, and gendered sets of values. Grindstaff and West
(2006) argue that sports are gendered in schools and society, with cheerleading as
emphasizing femininity (and therefore not viewed as “sport”) and sports as socialization
for boys into pursuits reifying hegemonic masculinity. Pascoe (2003, 2007) asserts that
jocks, or boys who participate in school sports teams (with most sports equating directly
as masculine), are at the top of the social hierarchy in school. Through a discussion of
different types of jocks, Pascoe (2003) argues that boys in high school manage their
masculinity according to what extra-curricular activities they participate in based on their
perceived femininity (e.g., drama and any non-sports activities) and masculinity (e.g.,
wrestling and other traditionally male sports). They are therefore able to construct an
identity with masculine characteristics to varying degrees. Young and Sweeting (2004)
conducted a discriminant analysis that successfully identified students’ biological sex
based upon the extra curricular activities in which they participated. Riordan’s (1996)
study of National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS) data — designed to be
compared with and the previous generation dataset to ELS — demonstrated that extra
curricular activities can be classified as favoring males, females, or neither based on the

proportion of boys and/or girls participating. The nineteen extra curricular activities
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utilized in the Gender Conformity measure are adapted in part from Riordan’s (1996)
gender classifications of the activities (significant at the p < .01 level).

Gender nonconformity is defined according to Lester (2002). This
conceptualization considers gender nonconformity as an embodiment of gendered traits
that are stereotypically associated with the other sex (Lester, 2002 p. 4). With respect to
this research, gender nonconformity is defined by gender expression via behavior
(participation in extra curricular activities), not by gender presentation (e.g., dress) or
gender expression that is determined solely by physical characteristics and/or
mannerisms. In this study, students’ gender roles are considered nonconforming when
their expression of gender via behavior in extra curricular activities does not conform to
what would stereotypically be expected of them according to their biological sex.

Sex-based educational reform policies, such as single sex schooling in this case,
are hypothesized to moderate (Baron & Kenny, 1986) the relationship between
experiences of bullying and other variables. Another point of interest in the model is the
special case of the bullied students who are misaligned with their school’s level of gender
conformity, for example, a bullied gender role nonconforming student who attends a
school with a high level of gender role conformity.

Scope of Study

Given the parameters of the ELS dataset, the scope of this study is bounded by the
architecture of the dataset and the nature of the analyses. Regarding the structure of the
ELS dataset, there are only 41 single sex schools in the dataset including only one public

single sex girls’ high school. Additionally, single sex classes in coeducational schools are

26



not captured in the single sex schools distinction in the dataset, and this composition is
often utilized in creating single sex educational contexts in public school districts,
particularly before the recent amendments to the regulations of Title IX.

This study also employs a qualitative theory, Queer Legal Theory, and applies it
to quantitative analyses. While this is not a limitation of the study it poses challenges for
analyses that require a lucid statement of theoretical assumptions and a very clear
operationalization of variables. The nature of the statistical analyses in this study is also
determined by, for example, the exclusion of some students from the sample because they
did not participate in any extra curricular activities and are therefore not eligible for a
Gender Conformity Score.

Organization of Chapters

Following the argument presented in this introduction to the dissertation are two
chapters that are devoted to further explanation by means of empirical investigation.
Chapter 2 presents a review of the research literature relevant to this study with an
emphasis on bringing together the previously disparate areas of single sex schooling
policy, student gender role conformity, and student experiences of bullying. In Chapter 3,
I state in greater detail the data and methods utilized in the dissertation. In Chapter 4, I
present the results of the analyses of the dataset. And, in Chapter 5, I discuss these
findings in light of my proposed research questions. I also make recommendations based
on these empirical findings for future policy, practice, and both quantitative and

qualitative social research.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

This literature review brings together three areas of research --- single sex
schooling, gender among students, and bullying --- and builds upon the emerging work at
their intersections. While research on single sex schooling has yet to address bullying,
there are conversations about single sex schooling and gender roles. This chapter
discusses single sex schooling in context of the current policy climate of NCLB and Title
IX and the resulting single sex public education, as well as introducing relevant
conversations in the research literature about gender roles and what some researchers
have described as a crisis for boys in American schooling. Students expressing gender
and gender roles among students, however, have yet to be discussed in context of the
conflation of biological sex and gender. Inclusion of gender nonconformity in discussions
of educational contexts is also underrepresented in the research literature.

While anecdotal evidence suggests that bullying among boys and girls might
differ, we know very little about the function of gender roles within this relationship. The
research literature indicates that gender conformity might play a role in students being
bullied, however this relationship has yet to be test empirically. What is more, there are
no studies addressing bullying in single sex educational contexts. In reviewing the
intersections as well as the critical gaps of relevant research literatures, this chapter
situates the study in the extant discourse on single sex schooling, gender and gender roles

among students, and bullying.
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Single Sex Schooling in Context

Schooling contexts in the ELS dataset are representative of those in the American
educational system, including public, private (including Catholic), single sex, and
coeducational schools. This study approaches single sex education as a policy reform in
education and therefore this review focuses on a specific examination of the
corresponding research terrain. Single sex schooling in context of American educational
policy currently is at the nexus of discussions surrounding a crisis in the education of
American boys and NCLB and Title IX, ushering in a new era of public single sex
schooling particularly aimed at urban school districts.
NCLB and Title IX

Results from seminal research studies, articles, and literature reviews of the
outcomes of and the levers of influence and change in single sex schooling are equivocal
(Datnow & Hubbard, 2002; Lee & Bryk, 1986; Mael, 1998; Marsh, 1989; Riordan, 1990;
Salomone, 2002). Despite tentative evidence from existing programs, Salomone (2006)
argues that far more social research exists, mainly research on academic performance and
on what she describes as ‘““social deficits” across gender and race, to resolve this research
conundrum acknowledged by the field. Concerning bullying, as with many other
outcomes, there is no evidence from which to draw conclusions with regard to whether
single sex educational contexts benefit or harm their students. Cohen (2008) argues that
single sex schooling reifies more negative notions of masculinity and therefore violates

the spirit of Title IX. And schooling that reinforces traditional masculine socialization has
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been found to isolate boys from their inner lives and increase their risk of participating in
violence (Feder, Levant, & Dean, 2007).

A more recent turn in this line of critical legal and qualitative social research
investigates the potential benefits of single sex schooling African American and Latino
boys from families in urban areas with lower SES (Riordan, 1994; Salomone, 2002).
Despite this, there is limited support for the views assumed in the single sex schooling
policies put forth by No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the new regulations to Title IX,
namely that single sex education is not harmful to students and that coeducation is no
more beneficial to students than single sex education (DOE, 2005).

NCLB allows for “programs to provide same gender [my emphasis] schools and
classrooms” with federal education funds. The only caveat is that these educational
programs comply with applicable civil rights laws including Title IX (Mead, 2003).
Research on the differences between single sex and coeducational schooling is overall
unsuccessful at explicating clear levers of influence and change whether they be
academic or social emotional outcomes, or both (Mael et al., 2004). Among such
persistent issues in this area of research to date include: a lack of the mediator/moderator
variable distinction (Baron & Kenny, 1986), unclear theoretical hypotheses, and, perhaps
most notably, a confusion of the philosophical and empirical debate surrounding this
educational policy (Mael et al, 2004).

Public Single Sex Schooling
The Harvard Law Review (1992) suggests that single-sex schools should not be

abandoned as unconstitutional, particularly in light of the sociological and educational
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research detailing how such “innovations” were supported so that urban educators could
advocate for and implement single-sex schools as a method urban school reform.
Opponents of single sex education cite a comparison of single sex schools to gender
segregation and relate this idea to racial segregation. Liberal groups such as the American
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and National Organization of Women (NOW) took school
districts to court over single sex academies for boys (in Detroit in 1991). And school
districts have disbanded all male schools (Central High) while maintaining female
counterparts (Girls High) in Philadelphia, even after legal decisions supporting the merits
of voluntary single sex education as a public “education methodology” (The Harvard
Law Review, 1992, p. 1747). Of note in particular is this discussion as it relates to
educational policy: “Courts cannot decide whether single-sex schools are a
constitutionally legitimate means of achieving government objectives [my emphasis]
without evaluating the competing educational policy arguments” (p. 1756). As such, there
are policy objectives for creating single sex schools in urban America that might be
related with governmental objectives given the state of these schools and the ideology of
recent political administrations in power.

Student experiences in single sex schools are notably discussed by scholars like
Lee and Marks (1990). This research is mainly drawn from Catholic single sex schools
which is the only available research from large scale datasets on single sex schooling
since the number of public single sex schools is still too small for event the most recent
datasets, including ELS:2002 (see LePore and Warren’s (1997) work comparing single

sex and coeducational Catholic schools using data from the National Educational
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Longitudinal Study [NELS:1988], the previous generation of data to ELS:2002) . Other
studies are limited to data gathered from single sex classes in coeducational schools (see,
for example, the work of Jackson [2002]). As a result, this research is applied to the
potential experiences of students in public single sex schools.

Lee and Marks (1990) present a study that seeks to understand the sustained
effects of single sex (Catholic) schooling on the trajectories of students into college. They
found that girls from co-ed schools were more likely to come from single parent families
and that single sex school students were more likely to be minority with students at boys’
schools somewhat more likely to be African American and girls more likely to be Latina.
They also found that girls who attended single sex schools were less likely to hold
stereotyped views of women in the workforce then those girls who attended
coeducational schools.

This supports previous evidence that girls who attend single sex high schools hold
less stereotypical attitudes regarding women’s professional roles. The authors conclude
that while the coeducation of all American students might not be the best policy option in
terms of the value of education that young people might receive, private schooling is
driven by market forces and are essentially at their whim (Lee & Marks, 1990). They find
that coeducational environments socialize girls toward heterosexual activity, and the
particular influence of female role models, more often found in single sex girls’ schools,
might have a positive impact on girls’ aspirations and goals.

In another study, Lee and colleagues (1994) found that socialization to gender

was different across coeducational, single sex boys’, and single sex girls’ schools (Lee,
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Marks, & Byrd, 1994). While the frequency of sexist events were the same across all
three types of school, the types of sexism observed was different, with boys’ schools the
sites of the most severe form of sexism. Girls’ schools were observed to lower their
expectations for students in academics as well. Overall, teachers were found to be the
main instigators of sexism in all three educational contexts. Martino, Mills, and Lingard
(2005) found that it was teachers who modified their pedagogical practices in Australian
single sex classes as well as the curriculum to reify traditional, stereotypical gender roles
for boys and girls. Woody (2003) also found similar evidence in her study of California’s
single sex academies. Datnow, Hubbard, and Conchas (2001) provide the most
comprehensive evaluation of this endeavor, finding that politics surround single sex
schooling legislation, resource interests at the district level that were not explicit to the
specific goals of the legislation (i.e., school districts wanting to use the reform to address
poverty, low academic achievement, and violence without effectively considering
gender), and a lack of institution support for the sex-based educational policy reform led
to the demise of most of the twelve public single sex academies not too long after they
were established.
The Debate over a Crisis in the Education of Boys

Over ten years ago, Connell (1996) forecasted that educational attention to issues
of boys and masculinity in schooling would increase. Indeed, many educational scholars
have joined the popular press in their assertion that there is a crisis in the education of
American boys with what they describe as the current boy-turn in educational research

(Barnett & Rivers, 2006; Tyre, 2006; Weaver-Hightower, 2003). It has been suggested
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anecdotally that the boy crisis is not among all boys but boys whose families are of lower
income, and/or are African American or Latino, and/or live in urban America. Weaver-
Hightower (2005) suggests that the question that really needs to be asked is not “What
about the boys?”” but “Which boys?” because race and class have more of an impact on
achievement than gender. He also reminds us that discussion about differences in
achievement between boys and girls is not a new phenomenon (Weaver-Hightower,
2005). Attributing this to brain differences, socialization, and a lack of male role models
in schooling, the popular press has mostly declared that schooling has, in effect, been
completely feminized (Weaver-Hightower, 2005). Barnett and Rivers (2006) remind us,
however, that if we recognize that there is no one-size-fits-all solution for the education
of both boys and girls would be in a better position to help students achieve academically.
They also maintain that the crisis in education might in fact be a crisis among poor youth
who attend both urban and rural schools.

Hoffman, Parker, and Badgett’s (2008) findings from their recent mixed methods
study of single sex classes in a large urban school attend by academically disadvantaged
students are particularly revealing. While teachers thought that single sex instruction was
conducive to learning, students did not. Students denounced the presumptive social
benefits of single sex educational contexts, though single sex classes were found to
benefit girls through what was observed as a more supportive class environment for them,
as well as greater academic risk-taking and class participation. Standardized test results
indicated that students in the coeducational classes scored higher than those students in

single sex classes. Singh, Vaught, and Mitchell (1998) have documented the effects of
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single sex programs and classes for students in urban schools, particularly for African
American students (Hudley, 1997). In an educational system where African American
and Latino boys --- the majority of whom attend schools in urban districts --- are more
likely to be removed from the classroom for punishment, suspended, and/or expelled,
public schools have a considerable role in not only the construction of Black masculinity
but in the perpetuation of characterizing Black male students monolithically as “bad
boys” (Ferguson, 2000).

Mills (2004) uses a liberal feminist and neo-liberal class politics framework to
understand how arguments for single sex education and against co-education might be
aided by research that suggests that boys are problems in schools. Using a particular
newspaper debate about this subject in Australia, Mills (2004) asserts that the media
shapes school policies on gender issues when there are no research-based policy
responses to gender issues available. The media in effect obscure the complexities of
gender issues in schooling. The article is careful to mention that the paper is not arguing
against single sex education, particularly for girls, but that the issues relating the separate
schooling of boys and girls raises some interesting questions. He asserts that boys’
schools tend to play a part in “maintaining the existing gender order” (Mills, 2004, p.
344), where perceptions and constructions of girls and women might develop in a
negative light.

Gender and Gender Roles among Students
Most research acknowledges gender as not only conflated with biological sex, but

also assumes that gender is expressed by students in static, not dynamic, ways. This
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pervasive conflation of sex and gender also make research investigating gender
nonconformity in educational contexts all the more challenging. Upon establishing that
gender is not dichotomous but dynamic it becomes imperative that research explore
outcomes beyond simply a male versus female scope. As Glasser’s work (2008) and this
study suggests, studies utilizing gender as an independent variable can involve both
within-sex comparisons and between-sex groupings (Glasser, 2008; Glasser & Smith,
2008).

Conflation of Sex and Gender

Sandra Bem, among the first scholars to introduce the idea of androgyny in the
psychological literature in the 1970s (Bem, 1977, 1993, as cited in Arnett, 2004),
describes how concepts of masculinity, femininity, and androgyny place emphasis upon
personal characteristics rather than the sociocultural force of gender socialization, and
this has diminished their explanatory potential regarding gender inequality. This
emphasis has also made it difficult to draw connections between gender and sexuality for
prevention education, policy, and intervention in schools. Adolescents who transgress
gender boundaries, from gender nonconforming to trans youth, are most often the targets
of such harassment and violence.

Separating sex from gender in definition, theory, and practice is no small task. By
its definition “sex” is already considered as dichotomous in current U.S. legal
understanding (Lugg, 2003). Legal scholars have called into the question why this binary
system is retained in the eyes of the law, particularly when its legislative goals might not

be accomplished. Bussey and Bandura (1999) discuss human differentiation on the basis
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of gender is a fundamental phenomenon that affects virtually every aspect of people’s
daily lives. They argue how gender is constructed from the complex combination of
experiences and that operate in concert with motivational and self-regulatory mechanisms
to guide conduct associated with (stereotypical ideas of) gender. Their approach
combines psychological and sociostructural factors and acknowledges that beliefs about
gender and gender roles are the “product of a broad network of social influences
operating interdependently in a variety of societal subsystems” (Bussey & Bandura,

1999, p. 676). A noteworthy aspect of their research is the idea that human biology has
the potential to “permit a range of possibilities rather than dictate a fixed type of gender
differentiation” (Bussey & Bandura, 1999, p. 676).

Glasser (2008) and Glasser and Smith (2008) build a theoretical case drawing
from predominantly the psychology literature for distinguishing between sex and gender
in educational research. This theoretical case has also been made in the public health and
medical literature (Fishman, Wick, & Koenig, 1996; Phillips, 2005), criminal justice
(Messerschmidt, 2004), sociology (Richardson, 1988), as well as the fields of clinical
child psychology and psychiatry (Tasker & Wren, 2002).

Students Expressing Gender

The work of Connell (1996) has been particularly instrumental in articulating how
schools are active players in the formation of masculinity. And while traditional,
dichotomous gender roles are mostly reinforced in schooling, students are also agents in
the construction of their own masculinities. For example, Maccoby (1987) maintains that

while feminine boys participate in sex role atypical activities, masculine boys enjoy
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rough and tumble play at recess with other boys. Connell (1996) argues that curricular
divisions, discipline practices, and sports are the areas of concentration around masculine
development in schools. Arnot (2002) asserts that students, like all people, actively
reproduce such categories of gender. Frank, Kehler, Lovell, and Davison (2003) present a
synthesis and forward-looking presentation of many ideas related to the social
construction of masculinity and the ways in which boys construct masculinity in school.
Ideas also discussed include hegemonic compulsory masculinity and its relation to
compulsory heterosexuality. Boys must “make the masculine grade” and can do so by
knowing about hegemonic masculinity and then perform this in a public space, in this
case the school (Frank, Kehler, Lovell, & Davison, 2003). This normalized masculinity is
often defined by hypermasculine identification, athletics, fighting, distance from
homosexuality, dominant relationships with women, and disdain for academics (Klein,
2006). Indeed, heterosexuality informs masculinity and its social practice (Connell, 1996;
Frank, Kehler, Lovell, & Davison, 2003, p. 125). And gender hierarchies are constructed
by and maintained by student cultures in school. Certainly, gender is constructed within
various cultural and institutional contexts where multiple though not altogether mutually
exclusive masculinities are formed (Connell, 1996). All this has been argued to relate to
the performativity of gender (Butler, 1990). A plurality of masculinities in the lives of
boys and their navigation of them is acknowledged, and they argue that masculinities can
become more fluid and boundaries can shift when men resist deeply established
hypermasculinity and gendered (masculine) social practices. The article closes with a

paragraph that details how looking at those males who disrupt gender boundaries and
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transgress them (i.e., “sexual perverts and outlaws...sissy-boys”) will also help us to
redefine our thought and practice in this area of research. The work of Connell and
Messerschmidt (2005) is particularly important as the field progresses, reminding us that
we should rethink the concept of hegemonic masculinity and that it should not be based
on rigid typologies and a one-dimensional hierarchy (see Pascoe [2003] for a critique of
Connell’s use of and reliance on a feminine/masculine binary).

Gender Nonconformity in Educational Contexts

Social identity is constructed through, among other factors, a paradigm of in-
group and out-group relations. Applications of the in-group and out-group dynamic can
be observed at every level of society. Hinton (2000) notes that we are conscious of
ourselves as group members, moreover, as members of an in-group or of an out-group.
By positively viewing the group to which we belong, we further enhance our self-esteem
and our social identity. This desire for a positive social identity leads to in-group
favoritism and out-group discrimination (Hinton, 2000). Blount (2005) gives us an
example of this from the educational research literature where conflated notions of
sexuality, sex, and gender were modes of regulation for teachers and administrators, and
those who transgressed traditional roles experienced not only discrimination on the job

but the loss of their teaching positions themselves.

All students are affected by rigid gender roles, often limiting their choices in
academic classes and extra-curricular sports and activities (Grayson, 1987). The majority
of the millions of students bullied every year are targeted for their perceived

nonconforming gender (National Mental Health Association [NMHA], 2002). It is
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important to remember that gender-based harassment targets students with oppressed
genders, particularly those youth who are more visibly gender nonconforming or who
participate in activities and/or express characteristics that do not conform to gender role
definitions (Kumashiro, 2001). Woody (2003) found this at work in California’s public
single sex academies, where students’ ideas about femininity and masculinity are linked
with sexuality. These public single sex schools promoted dichotomous and static ideas of
gender --- and I would argue they therefore conflated the two --- and they concurrently
reified heterosexism. Students both engaged and resisted these static notions of gender

and heterosexism.

The research literature itself, both on girls (Artz, 1999; Barnett & Rivers, 2006;
Pepler, Madsen, Webster, & Levene, 2004; Pipher, 1994; Simmons, 2002; Wiseman,
2002) and boys (Kindlon & Thompson, 2000; Pollack, 1988; Tyre, 2006; Weaver-
Hightower, 2003) reinforces a gender binary where the norms for gender roles are largely
masculine for boys and feminine for girls. There is a challenge in accurately representing
social reality as it might inform public policy. Just as there has been and continues to be
an unquestioned presence of and default to explicit heterosexuality and gender
conformity in academic and popular discourse, there has been an overall failure in
educational research to consistently conduct research as a function of the diversity of
gender experiences (as has been done for level of education or political affiliation, for
example). Qualitative work has just begun to examine the victimization that gender
nonconforming youth experience in schooling and its affects on their personal and

academic well being (Pascoe, 2007; Wyss, 2004). Osbourne and Wagner (2007) found
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that the more masculine the extra curricular activity, the more homophobic the students.
They suggested that this indicates a need for research on the rigid

masculinist/heterosexist identity among boys who participate in core sports.

Goffman’s work on gender inequality and the sociocultural factors that create
such structures of interaction (Goffman, 1977) hold implications for the creation of
gender boundaries and their maintenance. Goffman’s concept of genderism (Goffman,
1979) is present in student interactions, and stereotypes of masculinity and femininity
create and maintain borders between these two gender identities. Interactions that reify
these boundaries constitute a pattern of borderwork (Thorne, 1993) that, if violated,
might hold serious consequences for the transgressor (Sroufe, Bennett, Englund, Urban,
& Shulman, 1993). One instance of borderwork would be the carrying out of bullying
and/or violence in order to enact masculinity.

Adults often insist that young people maintain what Goffman (1963) might
describe as an unspoiled identity, particularly as it relates to gender identity and its
expression. Youth agency, however, can be better understood through the work of Thorne
(1993), Messner (2000), and Davis (2001a, 2001b) who all offer engaging critiques of
and insights into: the ways in which children are agents in the creation of their own social
worlds (Thorne, 1993); experience gendered moments in everyday life (Messner, 2000);
and, how African American boys have agency in gender construction and the
construction of their own masculinities (Davis, 2001a, 2001b). Pascoe (2003) argues that
we should see masculinities, and the individual agency involved their creation, as more

fluid, resisting static and rigid typologies. Despite this emerging research about the lived
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experiences of the dynamics of gender, especially among boys, Pascoe’s work (2007)
reminds us of the all too frequent negative social and physical experiences of bullying
and other forms of victimization for boys who transgress gender boundaries in school.
Bullying in School

The vast majority of bullying research has been based on elementary and middle
school students (Gastic, 2008). This observation is supported by recent reviews of
existing research (see Dake, Price, & Telljohann, 2003; Espelage & Swearer, 2003;
Griffin & Gross, 2004; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Houbre et al., 2006; and Smith, 2004).
Bullying research demonstrates an important connection between bullying and academic
outcomes (Nansel et al, 2001, 2003; Espelage & Swearer, 2003). Bullying has also been
found to be a significant problem in the use of power and aggression within adolescent
relationships (Pepler et al., 2006). Qualitative work reveals that bullying is very strictly
gendered among boys and girls (Fried & Fried, 2003). Bullying among girls is viewed
largely as solely social, or relational, aggression (Underwood, 2003), with bullying
among boys far more direct, physical, and sexual (Fried & Fried, 2003). While
relationships between masculinity, homophobia, and violence have been consistently
documented regarding boys (Kimmel, 2004; Kimmel & Mabhler, 2003), the role of gender
role conformity in bullying has yet to be empirically investigated. Experiences of
bullying in single sex educational contexts also remain an undeveloped area of the
literature.

Gender Roles and Bullying
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Most bullying is often used as a way to police gender among peers, or uses gender
role transgression as an often effective vehicle for students to bully one another. Systemic
violence in schools can encompass the tolerance of student abuse such as bullying and
discriminatory policies and practices. Ross Epp (1996) defines it as the “...consequences
of procedures implemented by well-meaning authorities in the belief that the practices are
in the best interests of students” (Ross Epp, 1996, p. 1). When a student is seen as
noncompliant the blame is attributed to the individual student and/or that student’s
parent(s) rather than the school. Watts and Erevelles (2004) expand this line of research
by investigating the structural violence of such oppressive educational conditions and
how they contribute to the social construction of the deviant student. They argue that
violence is normalized in schools and individualized such that individual students are
assigned blame and responsibility. Often students believed to be violent will be judged as
emotionally unstable and placed in special education classrooms because they are seen as
a threat to their fellow classmates.

Espelage and Swearer (2004) present a picture of the complexity of bullying
behaviors and offer suggestions for using data-based decision-making to intervene and
reduce bullying behaviors in schools. Demaray and Melecki (2003) discuss bullying in
urban schools, one of the most understudied areas in the bullying literature. Seals and
Young (2003) investigated the prevalence of bullying and victimization among students
in public school grades seven and eight, exploring the relationship of bullying and

victimization to gender, grade level, ethnicity, self-esteem, and depression. They found
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more male than female bullying involvement. Gender is used as a category of analysis,
however, it was the conflated gender as sex variable.

Crothers and Levinson (2004) discuss how childhood bullying has become
recognized as a significant, pervasive form of school violence because of its deleterious
effect on both victims' and bullies' current and future roles. Stein (2003) discusses the
legislative proposals on school safety, with some of these laws framing school safety by
offering anti-bullying measures, while other laws propose anti-harassment measures
which are more deeply connected to already existing civil rights laws. The ways in which
these laws are crafted have implications for gender and the ways in which gender is tied,
or not, to notions of school safety.

Role of Gender Conformity in Bullying

Sandra Bem (1977, 1993, as cited in Arnett, 2004) argues those concepts of
masculinity, femininity, and androgyny place emphasis upon personal characteristics
rather than the sociocultural force of gender socialization, and this has diminished their
explanatory potential regarding gender inequality. However gender nonconformity is not
just androgyny — it’s also female masculinity (Halberstam, 1998) and male femininity.
This emphasis has also made it difficult to draw both distinctions and connections
between gender and sex for prevention education, policy, and intervention in schools.

The work of Disability Studies theorists therefore is influential in any discussion
of school-based control practices (Watts & Erevelles, 2004). Disability is a social
construct — and normativity an ideological one — that is a product of the social

environment introducing a stigma upon an individual, and “...the ideologies that support
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the oppressive meanings associated” with real physiological, psychological, and/or
developmental characteristics (Watts & Erevelles, 2004, p. 290). Our conceptions of
bullying have more explanatory power when we acknowledge how the student body is
politicized and pathologized, thus creating categories of normal and anomalous, able and
disabled, and how schools repress those students with a disability. Watts and Erevelles
(2004) contend that violence in the school is a product of the systemic violence of
schools and their oppressive environment, shaping both identity and social practices.

The social psychology literature tells us that gender stereotypes are automatic
(Zemore et al., 2000). Some argue that schools reinforce these stereotypes and encourage
violence among students, including learning to hate the “other” (Harber, 2004). For
example, Nayah and Kehily (1997) discuss the gendered aspects of these performances of
prejudice used to regulate particularly boys’ traditional gender role conformity. Many
scholars suggest that schooling and its activities makes masculinities among boys and
young men (Frank, 1996). Ironically, violence prevention programs are typically gender
neutral, which is to say that no distinctions are made for biological sex differences (Artz,
1999). Programs rarely deal with gender issues, and most prevention and intervention
programs are developed for boys and then applied to girls as necessary (Artz, 1999).
Bullying in Single Sex Educational Contexts

There is little to no extant research on bullying in single sex schools in the United
States (DOE, 2005). Only anecdotal evidence exists (National Association for Single Sex
Public Education [NASSPE], 2007) regarding a possible decrease of discipline referrals

in single sex schools for boys. A British Education Commission study found anecdotal
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evidence supporting a decrease in bullying among boys as well (Younger & Warrington,
2005).
Summary

Existing research emphasizes a connection between bullying and academic
outcomes. The literature on NCLB, Title IX, and single sex schooling indicates that
single sex education is increasingly used in urban schooling as an educational reform
policy. Limited evidence from qualitative studies, but mainly anecdotal evidence,
suggests that traditional gender roles are emphasized and heightened by teachers in single
sex classrooms, particularly for boys. Limited research also suggests, however, that
students actively express gender roles dynamically in their educational contexts. This
qualitative research suggests gender is constructed to the greatest degree in schooling
contexts, and this work includes emerging work in single sex contexts. Links between
emphasized masculinity and violence are also emerging, adding complexity to
interpretations of these studies of schooling as a site of gender construction. A smaller
literature describes the lived experiences of femininity among boys and masculinity
among girls, yet it remains an under-researched area. Overall, the academic literature
indicates that the gender construction that occurs as a part of schooling strictly follows
the rules of conformity to traditional gender roles based on biological sex at birth. Above
all, extant research on single sex schooling is enacted without any acknowledgement or

investigation of the sex/gender conflation except for the work of Glasser (2008).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
In this chapter, I describe the dataset, the study’s sample, and the analytic
methods used in relation to each of my proposed research questions. I also describe the
variables utilized in the study, and discuss the source and nature of the variables created
where appropriate. Additionally, I discuss the rationale for each method used in this
study, and in so doing I make a case for the use of logistic multiple regression and OLS
regression over hierarchical general linear modeling and hierarchical linear modeling as
the more appropriate analytical tool in investigating the relationships as hypothesized in
this study. The Gender Conformity Score is also introduced and discussed at length so
that it can be utilized by other researchers using large scale datasets to study student
gender role conformity.
Sample
The data source for this study is the National Center for Educational Statistics
(NCES) Education Longitudinal Study (ELS: 2002). ELS:2002 is the newest NCES
longitudinal study of high school students. In its base year ELS:2002 is a nationally
representative, two-stage stratified probability sample of 10th-graders who were studied
in the spring term of the 2001-2002 school year. ELS:2002 includes data on
approximately 750 schools and 17,000 students. The study’s sample is this 10th Grade
Base Year Cohort (GIOCOHRT). Of 17,591 eligible selected sophomores, 16,252

completed a base-year questionnaire.
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ELS:2002 oversampled Asian students and private schools. Schools were the
first-stage unit of selection, with sophomores randomly selected within schools.
ELS:2002 was carried out on a national probability sample of 752 participating (of 1,221
eligible contacted) public, Catholic, and other private schools. Of the 752 participating
schools, 743 principals completed questionnaires at each of the 752 participating schools.
The sample reflects a range in the size of school enrollment. As revealed in Table 3.1, 48
percent of schools are suburban. 77 percent of the schools in the base-year dataset are
public while nearly 95 percent are coeducational. The complex survey design of
ELS:2002 allows for a weighted sample from the dataset that is nationally representative
of sophomores at the time of the survey.

Variables used to account for the dataset’s complex sample design include:
Student ID (STU_ID), School ID (SCH_ID), Stratum (STRAT_ID), Primary Sampling
Weight (PSU), high school sophomore cohort member in the 2001-2002 school year
(G10COHRT), and Student Weight (BYSTUWT), a cross-sectional weight that
generalizes to the population of 10wm-graders in regular U.S. high schools in the spring
term of the 2001-2002 school year. The biological sex of students is divided virtually
evenly across the dataset among boys and girls. The sample sizes of both male and
female students in the dataset who attend single sex schools are each too small to analyze
according to sex and race/ethnicity so that a sample of students of color who attend single

sex schools might be obtained.
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Table 3.1: Selected Features of Schools (n = 752) from the Overall Dataset (n = 16,252)

Representation in

School Feature Dataset

% No.

School Type

Public 77.4 586
Catholic 12.5 95
Other private 10.0 76

School Urbanicity

Suburban 48.0 363
Rural 18.6 141
Urban 334 253

Composition

Coeducational 94.5 699
Female Single Sex 2.6 19
Male Single Sex 3.0 22
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Sixty-four percent of students participate in at least one of nineteen extra-
curricular activities specified by the researcher (see Table 3.3 for the selected activities).
To draw a student sample where all would be eligible for a gender conformity score, a
student sample was selected based on student participation in one or more of these
nineteen extra curricular activities. In this weighted sample, approximately 51 percent of
students attend suburban schools and approximately 59 percent of students attend schools
in the South or Midwest regions of the United States. The sample reflects a range in the
size of school enrollment. Almost 92 percent of students in this sample attend public
schools. The student sample is also diverse in terms of race, ethnicity and biological sex;
the sample is very balanced (about 51 percent male) with respect to sex and is varied in
terms of students’ race/ethnicity (i.e., 14 percent Latina/o, 14 percent Black/African
American, 4 percent Asian, and less than one percent Native American). With respect to
a substantive focus of this research, 20 percent (SE = 0.40) of the students in this sample
responded that they had been bullied at least once in the first semester of their sophomore

year. These student-level characteristics are revealed in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Selected Features of the Weighted Student Sample

Student-level Representation in
Characteristics Student Sample
% SE
Biological Sex 0.5
Female 493
Male 50.7
Race / Ethnicity 1.76
Native American 0.9
Asian 4.2
African American 14.3
Latina/o, unspec. 6.2
Latina/o, spec. 8.1
Multiracial 4.4
White 61.9
Household SES 1.11
Lowest quartile 22.6
Second quartile 243
Third quartile 259
Highest quartile 27.3

Unweighted sample size: N = 13,134
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Measures

For all of the following variables, I recoded all relevant existing variables from

99 <¢ 99 ¢

“partial interview-breakoff,” “nonrespondent,” “survey component legitimate skip,”

99 ¢

“don’t know,” “multiple response,” or “missing,” into “system missing.”
Student-Level Control Variables

Biological sex. ELS:2002 constructed a sex-composite variable. Students were
asked whether they were male or female (BYS14). When unavailable from the student
questionnaire, then ELS:2002 took the information for biological sex from (in order of
preference) school roster, logical imputation based on first name, or statistical imputation
otherwise.

Race/Ethnicity. Students were asked to choose one of the following to describe
themselves: Native American (American Indian/Alaska Native, non-Hispanic); Asian
(Asian, Hawaii/Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic); African American (Black or African
American, non-Hispanic); Latina/o, unspecified race (Hispanic, no race specified);
Latina/o, specified race (Hispanic, race specified); Multiracial (Multiracial, non-
Hispanic); White (White, non-Hispanic).

Socioeconomic status (SES). The ELS:2002 socioeconomic status composite
version 1 (BYSES1QU) is a quartile coding of the SES1 variable (BYSES1). The parent
questionnaire included parent occupation codes determined by the respondents
themselves. An occupation prestige value was determined for the occupation(s) of

students’ parents (mother’s occupation [OCCUMOTH] and father’s occupation

[OCCUFATH]), and the 1961 Duncan index was used for determining the occupation
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prestige values for the SES1 variable. SES is based on five equally weighted,
standardized components: father’s education, mother’s education, family income, father’s
occupation, and mother’s occupation. Each of the five composites were imputed if
missing.

Standardized test score composite. Standardized composite test quartile score
(BYTXCQU) divided the weighted (population estimate) achievement distributions into
four equal groups based on math and reading composite scores. The first quartile
corresponds to the lowest-achieving quarter of the population, the fourth quartile the
highest.

Hours spent on extra curricular activities. Students designated how much time
they spent on school-sponsored extracurricular activities (for example, sports, school
clubs) in a typical week (BYS42). Responses ranged from 0 to 21 or more hours.
School-Level Control Variables

School type. School type, called school control (BYSCTRL) in the ELS dataset,
was determined from the source data for sampling: the Common Core of Data (CCD)
1999-2000 and the Private School Survey (PSS) 1999-2000 along the following three
categories: public; Catholic; other private. The majority of students in the sample attend
public high schools.

School urbanicity. School urbanicity (BYURBAN) was reported as indicated in
the source data for sampling: the Common Core of Data (CCD) 1999-2000 and the
Private School Survey (PSS) 1999-2000 according to three categories: urban; suburban;

rural.
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Coeducational or single sex school. School administrators reported whether their
school is coeducational or single sex in the ELS Administrator questionnaire (BYAT11)
according to three categories: coeducational; all female (single sex); all male (single sex).
The majority of students in the sample attend coeducational schools. A dummy variable
was constructed from BYA11 by collapsing the two single sex school categories into one
so that a dichotomous variable of single sex or coeducational school could be utilized in
the analyses.

Percent on free school lunch. The school level variable was replicated across each
student belonging to that school for all base year eligible students in the sample. The
percent of 10™ graders receiving free or reduced price lunch (BY 10FLP) at each student’s
school was assigned to one of seven categories as follows: 0-5%; 6-10%; 11-20%; 21-
30%; 31-50%; 51-75%; and, 76-100%.

Minimum GPA for participation in extra curricular activities. School
administrators were asked if their school has a policy requiring students to maintain a
minimum grade point average in order to participate in school activities such as
organized team sports or theatrical productions (F1A09). Administrators answered in
either the affirmative or the negative.

School gender role conformity. Schools are categorized as either gender role
conforming, low gender role nonconforming, and gender role nonconforming. The
average Gender Conformity Score (GCS) of students in each school was calculated. Then
based on the distribution of those school-level averages, schools that were 1 SD above

average were assigned as gender role nonconforming (GNC School), more than 1 SD

54



below average as gender role conforming, and those schools within 1 SD as low gender
role nonconforming (LGNC School). Another variable was constructed, GCS Difference,
that accounts for the special cases where a student’s Gender Conformity Score is
misaligned with the GCS of his/her school. The next section describes the construction of
the Gender Conformity Score in more detail.
Explanatory Variable

Gender Conformity Score. The student gender conformity scores are calculated
from responses to a nineteen item gender role conformity measure and the biological sex
of the student. The nineteen activities were selected so that gender role conformity could
be assigned to individual students based upon whether their extra curricular activity
participation is gender role conforming (e.g., all or mostly feminine activities for girls
and masculine activities for boys), low gender role nonconforming (e.g., both feminine
and masculine activities for both girls and boys), or gender role nonconforming (e.g.,
mostly feminine activities for boys and masculine activities for girls).

Students are categorized as either gender role conforming, low gender role
nonconforming, or gender role nonconforming. Students were assigned a gender
conformity score based on their biological sex and their responses to a nineteen item

99 ¢

gender conformity measure. In creating this variable, I recoded “nonrespondent,” “survey

99 ¢

component legitimate skip,” “missing,” and “not offered” into “system missing.” For the
interscholastic sports measures, I also recoded “did not participate” into O for negative,

and any other form of participation (junior varsity, varisty, or varsity team captain or co-

captain) into 1 for affirmative. This recoding takes into account the opportunity for
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students to choose whether or not to participate in all of the interscholastic sports
included, making the distinction between students who choose not to participate in
certain interscholastic sports and those who attend high schools that do not offer certain
interscholastic sports. For the other adapted extracurricular activity variables, I recoded
“rarely or never” from a value of 1 into O to indicate that the student does not participate,
and any other form of participation (“less than once a week,” “once or twice a week,” or
“everyday or almost everyday”) was recoded into a value of 1 to indicate that the student
does participate.

The GCS is constructed in consideration of each student’s biological sex and
items related to individual student participation in up to nineteen extracurricular
activities: non-school arts classes (adapted from BYS44F); drama (BYS41B); band or
chorus (BYS41A); school government (BYS41C); academic honor society (BYS41D);
yearbook, literary magazine or school newspaper (BYS41E); non-school sports (adapted
from BYS44H); non-school sports lessons (adapted from BYS44G); school service clubs
(BYS41F); school academic clubs (BYS41G); school hobby clubs (BYS41H); school
vocational clubs or organizations (BYS411); interscholastic baseball (adapted from
BYBASEBL); interscholastic softball (adapted from BYSOFTBL); interscholastic
basketball (adapted from BYBSKTBL); interscholastic football (adapted from
BYFOOTBL); other interscholastic team sport (adapted from BY TEAMSP);
interscholastic individual sport (adapted from BYSOLOSP); and, interscholastic
cheerleading/drill team (adapted from BYCHRDRL). The range of students’ participation

in these extra curricular activities includes at least one to a maximum of nineteen. Again,
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so that the gender conformity score could be a more reliable measure, students who did
not have the option to play any one of the eight interscholastic sports (because their
schools did not offer the sport) were coded as missing as opposed to grouped with those
who chose not to participate in each sport.

Eder and Parker’s (1987) ethnography found that a school’s extra curricular
activities are incorporated into informal peer cultures and they play a role in reproducing
gender differences by, among other things, exposing students to different, gendered sets
of values. The work of Grindstaff and West (2006) build on this argument that sports are
gendered in schools. They found that cheerleading emphasizes femininity (and therefore
not viewed as “sport”) and sports socialize boys into pursuits reifying hegemonic
masculinity. Pascoe (2003) asserts that jocks, or boys who participate in school sports
teams (with most sports equating directly as masculine), are at the top of the social
hierarchy in school. Through a discussion of different types of jocks, Pascoe (2003)
argues that boys in high school manage their masculinity according to what extra-
curricular activities they participate in based on their perceived femininity (e.g., drama
and any non-sports activities) and masculinity (e.g., wrestling and other traditionally male
sports). They are therefore able to construct an identity with masculine characteristics to
varying degrees. Young and Sweeting (2004) conducted a discriminant analysis that
successfully identified students’ biological sex based upon the extra curricular activities
in which they participated. Riordan’s (1996) study of NELS data demonstrated that
participation in extra curricular activities can be classified as favoring males, females, or

neither based on the proportion of boys and/or girls participating. The nineteen curricular
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activities utilized in the Gender Conformity measure are adapted in part from Riordan’s
(1996) gender classifications of the activities (significant at the p < .001 level).

Chi-square tests of independence determined that these activities lend further
evidence to some of Riordan’s (1996) findings, specifically that sports mostly favor boys
and activities in the arts, school government, and yearbook/newspaper favor girls. After
conducting these analyses, the nineteen extra curricular activities, as revealed in Table
3.3, were then classified as either masculine or feminine based on these chi-square tests
of independence.

Gender role conformity was then assigned to individual students based upon
whether their extra curricular activity participation was gender role conforming (e.g., all
or mostly feminine activities for girls and masculine activities for boys), low gender role
nonconforming (e.g., both feminine and masculine activities for both girls and boys), or
gender role nonconforming (e.g., mostly feminine activities for boys and masculine
activities for girls). About ninety-five percent of students participate in up to but no more
than seven extra curricular activities. Fifty-five percent of students participate in non
school sports while approximately thirty percent of students participate in arts classes

outside of school.
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Table 3.3: Extra Curricular Activities of the Weighted Student Sample

Extra Representation in
Curricular Activities Student Sample
Valid % SE

Masculine Activities

Non-school sports 55.0 0.50
Non-school sports lessons 343 0.48
Interscholastic football 20.3 0.40
Interscholastic individual sports 15.8 0.37
Interscholastic basketball 15.1 0.36
Interscholastic baseball 8.4 0.28
Feminine Activities
Non-school arts classes 30.0 0.46
Other interscholastic team sports 28.1 0.45
Band or chorus 25.1 0.43
Interscholastic cheerleading/drill team 15.2 0.36
Drama 13.5 0.34
School service clubs 13.1 0.34
Interscholastic softball 12.2 0.33
School hobby clubs 11.1 0.31
Academic honor society 10.0 0.30
School academic clubs 9.8 0.30
School vocational clubs/organizations 9.7 0.30
Yearbook or school newspaper 8.8 0.28
School government 7.6 0.27

Unweighted sample size: N = 13,134
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The GCS was then used to construct three GCS groups. The three categories of
the Gender Conformity Score were created after patterns in the frequencies of all student
scores overall (total score) revealed distinctions between the students with 0-33%, 34-
66%, and 67-100% gender role conformity. Students with a total score in the 0-33%
range were assigned a Gender Conformity Score of gender conforming. Students with a
total score in the 34-66% range were assigned a Gender Conformity Score of low gender
nonconforming (LGNC). And, students with a total score in the 67-100% range were
assigned a Gender Conformity Score of gender nonconforming (GNC). 55.7% of students
are gender role conforming (with 36% of all students completely gender role
conforming), 22.4% of students are low gender role nonconforming, and 21.9% of
students are gender role nonconforming (with 12.8% of all students completely gender
role nonconforming). The three categories of the GCS are revealed in Table 3.5 below,
including the two subgroups of students who either completely conform or nonconform

to gender roles.
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Table 3.4: Student GCS of the Weighted Student Sample

Gender Conformity Frequency Valid Cumulative
Score Percent Percent
GC=1

Gender Conforming

in All Activities

.00 1,043,761 36.0 36.0
Gender Conforming

in Most Activities

.09 -.33 570,570 19.7 55.7

LGNC=2

Low Gender

Nonconforming

35-.64 648,642 224 78.1

GNC =3

Gender
Nonconforming in

Most Activities

.67 -.92 261,349 9.1 87.2
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Gender

Nonconforming in All

Activities
1.00 371,484 12.8 100.0
Total 2,895,808 100.0

Unweighted sample size: N = 13,134
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Moderator Variable

Single sex school. From the ELS Administrator questionnaire variable (BYAT11)
described above, an additional variable was created by recoding BYA11 into a
categorical variable of girls who attend single sex schools; boys who attend single sex
schools; girls who attend coeducational schools; and, boys who attend coeducational
schools. This measures the interactions between a student’s biological sex and whether
s/he attends a coeducational or single sex school.
Dependent Variables

Student bullied. This is the primary indicator variable of interest of this study.
Students reported whether someone had bullied or picked on them as a 10th grader
(BYS22H) and responded in one of three ways: never, once or twice, or more than twice.
The variable was collapsed into a dichotomous variable allowing for a student response
in the affirmative or negative. In creating this different variable, I recoded “never” from a
value of 1 to 0, and “bullied once or twice” and “bullied more than twice” were both
recoded into a value of 1. Though bullying can be an indicator of concurrent forms of
victimization, I purposely utilize this dichotomous dependent variable to focus my
investigation on self-reported student experiences of bullying and ensure that I do not
conflate bullying and the larger concept of student victimization either empirically or
conceptually by introducing a second dependent continuous variable to investigate
student reports of varied forms of victimization.

Student victimized. Because bullying is one form of victimization and both

generally tap into the same or similar phenomena among students, I also included a

63



continuous dependent variable on student experiences of victimization. This eight item
scale, which includes the item on bullying utilized in the previous dependent variable,
asks student how many times the following things happened to them during the first
semester of the 10™ grade: had something stolen at school (BYS22A); someone offered
drugs at school (BYS22B); someone threatened to hurt the 1o grader at school
(BYS22C); got into a physical fight at school (BYS22D); someone hit 10" grader
(BYS22E); someone forced money/things from 10" grader (BYS22F); someone damaged
belongings (BYS22G); and, someone had bullied or picked on the 10th grader
(BYS22H). Students responded in one of three ways to each item in the scale: never,
once or twice, or more than twice. The dependent variable averages the student responses
to this eight item scale (Chronbach’s a = .73).
Procedure

Analyses began by examining a set of univariate and bivariate statistics. As
revealed in Table 3.5, I used statistical techniques including chi-square tests of
independence (x2), t-tests, analyses of variance (ANOVA), and logistic multiple
regression (logit) and OLS regression to explore the relationships between dichotomous,
categorical and continuous variables. The appropriateness of each test and approach
depended upon the nature of the data. Throughout, a p-level of .05 was used. The results

of these analyses are presented in the next chapter.
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Table 3.5: Analytic Procedures Utilized for each Research Question

Research Question Analytic Procedure

Research Question 1
Chi-square tests of

independence

Research Question 2
Analysis of variance

T-tests

Research Question 3
Logit

OLS Regression
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Research Question One

I performed chi-square tests of independence for both parts of research question
one. A chi-square test of independence was conducted in order to determine if there are
significant differences in the level of bullying students experience in single sex and
coeducational high schools. Another chi-square test of independence was conducted so as
to determine if there are significant differences in the level of bullying both boys and
girls experience in single sex and coeducational high schools.
Research Question Two

I calculated the average Gender Conformity Scores for both girls and boys, and
then for students attending coeducational and single sex schools. Utilizing the Gender
Conformity Score, I conducted t-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) in order to
determine the within and between sex group differences in gender roles for all students in
the sample. Additional ANOV As were also conducted to determine both the within and
between sex group differences in gender roles for students attending single sex and
coeducational high schools.
Research Question Three

Fitting a multilevel model. This study initially considered utilizing the multilevel
nature of the data to construct a multilevel model that is estimated for the dependent
variable of student experiences of bullying. However, examination of the data revealed
that a multi-level approach was not empirically necessary. The intraclass correlation
allows researchers to determine the proportion of the variance in the dependent variable

that occurs between schools. A high intraclass correlation (ICC) indicates to the
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researcher that HLM (or as is also the case in this study with a dichotomous outcome
variable, HGLM) should be selected as the appropriate analytical tool. As such, I fit an
unconditional means (or null) model to find the between-school (school level) and
within-school (student level) variation of the dependent student bullying variable and
another for the dependent student victimization variable.

I estimated the first model with the dependent variable of whether the student was
bullied or picked on in the first semester of 10" grade (the original BYS22H variable). As
revealed in Table 3.6, the null model revealed an ICC of 0.02, far below the threshold
(0.25) that would require use of multilevel modeling (Guo, 2005; Heinrich & Lynn, 2001;
Kreft, 1996). These null models are significant in a few ways. The results of the null
model on bullying tell us that only 2% of the variation in student experiences of bullying
can be explained by between-school differences. This means that, even when we take into
account the school context of single sex education, differences between students, not

schools, account for 98% of the variation in student experiences of bullying.

67



Table 3.6: Variance Components for Student Level Dependent Bullying Variable

Student Experiences

of Bullying
Between-school variance (Tgg) 0.01
Within-school variance ((52) 0.29
Intraclass correlation (pP) 0.02
Number of Students 14,654
Number of Schools 751

(Unweighted data)

[y =T()()/’I$()() + 02
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I estimated the second null model on the eight item victimization scale. As
revealed in Table 3.7, the null model revealed an ICC of 0.04, telling us that only 4% of
the variation in student experiences of victimization can be explained by between-school
differences. These null models reveal that, for the outcome of interest in this study, most
variation can be accounted for at the student level. As such, I used multiple logistic
regression for the dichotomous dependent bullying variable and OLS regression for the
continuous dependent victimization variable to address both parts of the third research

question.
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Table 3.7: Variance Components for Student Level Dependent Victimization Variable

Student Experiences

of Bullying
Between-school variance (Tgg) 0.004
Within-school variance ((52) 0.089
Intraclass correlation (pP) 0.04
Number of Students 14,683

(Unweighted data)

[y =T()()/’I$()() + 02
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Logistic regression models. As described in the previous section, logistic multiple
regression was selected as the more appropriate analytical tool over hierarchical general
linear modeling for the first dichotomous dependent bullying variable. Several logit
models were estimated to examine the relationship between student experiences with
bullying, student gender role conformity, and school type (specifically coeducational or
single sex school).

The logistic regression equation is represented by the following formula, where p
is the probability of the presence of the dependent variable (bullying), by, by, by, ... by are
the regression coefficients, and X;, Xa, ... Xk are the predictor or control variables:

y =logit(p) = b + b;X; + byXs + b3xz + ... + byxk

Since y = logit(p) = In(p/1-p), or the log odds of being bullied, then according to
the model the estimated coefficients can be used to then calculate the estimated
probability of having been bullied.

The general equation form of the model described in Table 4.1 would be
expressed as:

y =logit(p) = by + b;(sex) + by(race/ethnicity) + b3(SES) + by(test score) +
bs(hours of extracurricular participation) + be(school type) +
bs(urbanicity) + bg(percent free lunch) + bg(minimum GPA requirement) +

bio(single sex or coeducational) + b;;(Gender Conformity Score)

Variables whose coefficients are positive are interpreted as being positively

associated with the likelihood that a student was bullied. Variables whose coefficients are
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negative are interpreted as being negatively associated with the likelihood that a student
was bullied. The first model utilized the individual student and school characteristic
control variables including sex, race/ethnicity, household SES, standardized test score,
hours spent on extracurricular activities, school type, urbanicity, percent of school on free
lunch, and minimum GPA requirement for student participation in extracurricular
activities among others in estimating the relationship between student gender role
conformity student experiences of bullying. The second model expanded on the first by
including the control variable for whether the school is single sex or coeducational.

In the third model, I included an interaction between attending a single sex or
coeducational school and low gender role nonconformity. The fourth model includes an
interaction between female students who are gender role nonconforming and single sex
schooling. The fifth model takes into account the school gender conformity for each
student in order to determine if students who differ from their school’s average gender
conformity score are more likely to be bullied. In the sixth model, I ran an interaction
between being female and whether the student differs from the Gender Conformity Score
of the school s/he attends. The seventh model accounts for the School Gender Conformity
Score and the misalignment of a student’s GCS to that of his/her school (GCS
Difference). I controlled for the school gender conformity score in order to determine if
there are school-based gender role norms at play in relation to student experiences of
bullying. Building on this line of inquiry, for the eighth and final logit model I examined

whether there was an between being female, gender nonconforming, and attending a
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single sex school, controlling for all student and school characteristics in the model,
including school GCS and school GCS difference.

OLS regression models. The same eight models described above were then run on
the dependent victimization variable using OLS regression as the more appropriate
analytical tool over HLM. The general linear statistical model can be described in matrix
notation as:

y=XB+¢

The regression equation for the model represented in Table 4.2 is represented by
the following formula, with k independent or control variables xi, ..., xx, and where f,
b1, b, ... Px are the regression coefficients, and &, is the error:

Van=Lo+f1Xi + X2+ f3X3+ ... + fiXk+&n

Throughout the eight OLS regression models, variables whose coefficients are
positive are interpreted as being positively associated with the likelihood that a student
was victimized. Variables whose coefficients are negative are interpreted as being

negatively associated with the likelihood that a student was victimized.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction

In this chapter, I present the results of the analyses along with the related research
questions and hypotheses as stated in the first chapter. I also discuss the estimated models
of student experiences of bullying and relationships to student gender role conformity in
both single sex and coeducational school contexts while controlling for student-level
variables with both individual and school characteristics. I examine the within and
between sex group differences in student gender roles with a specific focus on the
relationships between the sex group differences in gender roles for students attending
single sex schools as compared with coeducational high schools. I also investigate these
relationships further by placing the experiences of gender nonconforming students in
contrast with those students who do conform to gender roles and for each educational
context.

Research Question One

The tests for the first and second hypotheses focused on the rate of bullying
among both male and female students in single sex and coeducational high schools and
together addressed both parts of the first research question.
Bullying in Single Sex and Coeducational Schools

The first hypothesis concerned the relationship between the experiences of all

students attending single-sex and co-educational schools.
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H1: Students in coeducational high schools will have a higher rate of bullying

than students in single sex high schools.

Analyses reveal that there are differences in the rate of bullying among students in
single sex and coeducational high schools. A chi-square statistic test revealed that
students attending coeducational high schools experience more bullying than students
who attend single sex high schools (X2 [1,N=13,133] =407.09, p <.001). About 20
percent of students in the sample who attend coeducational schools (M = .20, SE = .40)
are bullied. Less than one percent of students in the sample who attend single sex schools
(M = .17, SE = .38) are bullied.

Bullying Experiences of Boys and Girls

The second hypothesis concerned the specific relationships between the

difference in the rate of bullying for boys attending single-sex and co-educational

schools.

H2: Boys who attend coeducational high schools will have a higher rate of

bullying than their male peers who attend single sex high schools.

Further analyses determined that there are also differences in the level of bullying
for both boys and girls at single sex and coeducational high schools. A chi-square statistic
test revealed that boys attending coeducational high schools experience more bullying

than boys who attend single sex high schools (X2 [1, N =13,134] =48.55, p <.001).
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About nineteen percent of males who attend coeducational schools experience bullying as
opposed to less than one percent of males who attend single sex schools. When
considering the experiences of girls in both educational contexts, girls who attend
coeducational high schools experience bullying more than girls who attend single sex
high schools (X2 [1, N =13,134] = 1246.31, p < .001). Twenty-one percent of females
who attend coeducational schools experience bullying as opposed to less than one percent
of females who attend single sex schools.
Research Question Two

Sex Group Differences in Student Gender Roles

Analyses revealed that there are within and between sex group differences in
gender roles for all students in the sample. The average gender conformity score for girls
is .31 (SE = .31), or gender conforming. For boys, the average gender conformity score is
approximately .40 (SE = .41), or low gender nonconforming. This difference between
girls (N = 6572) and boys (N = 6562) was large enough to be statistically significant, ¢
(13,133) =-220.88, p < .001. Slightly over half of all students in the sample are gender
conforming (55.7%), while low gender nonconforming and gender nonconforming
students account for 22.4% and 21.9% of the sample, respectively.
Student Gender Roles in Single Sex and Coeducational Schools

The within and between sex group differences in gender roles for students
attending single sex and coeducational high schools also varied significantly. The average
gender conformity score for students who attend single sex schools is approximately .37

(SE = .32), or low gender nonconforming. For students who attend coeducational
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schools, the average gender conformity score is .35 (SE = .34), or low gender
nonconforming as well. This difference in gender role conformity between students at
coeducational and single sex schools was large enough to be statistically significant, ¢
(12,964) = 8.68, p < .001. Gender Conformity Scores were found to differ significantly
between students who attend single sex schools and students who attend a coeducational
school, 7 (12,964) = 8.73, p < .001. This test indicates that students who attend single sex
schools are more gender nonconforming than students who attend coeducational schools.

Further analysis revealed complexities to these relationships when distinctions
were made according to the biological sex of students and the type of school they
attended. Gender Conformity Scores significantly varied across these different groups on
a one-way analysis of variance, F (3, 13,132) =20,721.91, p <.001. Individual post hoc
comparisons performed by the Scheffé test reveal significant differences across all groups
at the p < .001 level.

Beginning with the third hypothesis and continuing with the fourth, the within and
between sex group differences in student gender roles were further tested by investigating
the relationship between the sex group differences in gender roles for students attending

single sex schools as compared with coeducational high schools.

H3: The within sex group differences in gender roles for students attending single

sex high schools will be greater than for the students attending coeducational high

schools.
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Female students at single sex schools (single sex female student: M = 1.50, SE =
.71) had a significantly higher average gender role conformity than male students at
single sex schools and both female and male students at coeducational schools
(coeducational female student: M = 1.54, SE = .76; coeducational male student: M =

1.77, SE = .85). This relates to the testing of the fourth hypothesis.

H4: The between sex group differences in gender roles for students attending
coeducational high schools will be greater than for the students attending single

sex high schools.

In fact, male students in single sex schools (single sex male student: M = 1.86, SE
= .85) had significantly higher average Gender Conformity Scores than all of their peers,
both male and female. Female students in both single sex and coeducational schools had
significantly higher average gender role conformity than male students in both single sex
and coeducational schools.

Research Question Three
Bullying and Gender Role Conformity

The third set of hypotheses (hypotheses 5 through 9) focus on student experiences
of bullying and their relation to gender role conformity for students who attend both
single sex and coeducational high schools. These analyses specifically elucidate the
relationships between students who do not conform to gender roles and their experiences

of bullying. Analysis testing the fifth hypothesis revealed that all students in the sample
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who conform to gender roles are less likely to experience bullying than those students

who do not conform.

HS5: Students in the sample who conform to gender roles are less likely to

experience bullying than those students who do not conform.

Rates of bullying among students were found to differ significantly between
students who conform to gender roles and those students who do not conform based on a
one-way analysis of variance, F (3, 13,132) = 1851.23, p < .001. Individual post hoc
comparisons performed by the Scheffé test reveal significant differences across all groups
at the p < .001 level. Gender conforming students (M = .19, SE = .40) were significantly
less likely to be bullied than low gender nonconforming students (M = .20, SE = .40) and
gender nonconforming students (M = .23, SE = .40). Gender nonconforming students are
the most likely to be bullied among all three Gender Conformity Score categories.

A series of eight logit models (unweighted sample size, N = 8295) were utilized
to progressively explore relationships between experiences of bullying and gender role
conformity in both single sex and coeducational schools among both female and male
students. The first logit model placed the experiences of gender nonconforming students
in contrast with those students who do conform to gender roles and allowed for an
analysis of experiences of bullying according to biological sex while controlling for
individual student characteristics. This first model utilized the individual student

characteristic control variables of sex, race/ethnicity, household SES, standardized test
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score, and hours spent on extracurricular activities in estimating student gender role
conformity and its relationship to student experiences of bullying as well as school
characteristic control variables of school type, urbanicity, percent of school on free lunch,
and minimum GPA requirement for student participation in extracurricular activities.
This model reveals Native American (f = -1.00%), Asian American (f = -.45%%%),
Latina/o (f = -.46***), and African American students (f = -.65%*%) are less likely to
experience bullying than white students. Students who spent more hours participating in
extra curricular activities (f = -.02***) are also less likely to experience bullying.
Building on the findings in the one-way analysis of variance related to the fifth
hypothesis, this model also indicates that gender nonconforming students are more likely

to be bullied (B = .31**%) than gender conforming students.
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Table 4.1: Model of Student Experiences of Bullying

Variables Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model6 Model7 Model 8
Student

Female 12 12 12 12 12 14%* 12 12
Nat. Amer. -1.00* -1.00* -1.00* -1.00* -.98%* -.90 -.98%* -.90*
API/Asian Am. S AS5FEE _ASHEE_ ASFkEk _ ASEkEE_ JYwk S4TEER _ASwEE A SRkk
Latina/o S46FFE L 4OFRE _QGFER _AOFEE _JOoFEE _ 43w*E - 40FFE  _ 4OFE*
Black/Af. Am. -O65%FE  _ Q5FkEE _ G5FEER _ g5HIEk  _ GOFERE  _ pOFER  _ @5SEIE  _ G5FEE
Multiracial .29 .29 .30 .30 .29 .26 .29 .29
SES -.04 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.04
Test Score -.04 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.04 -07* -.04 -.04
E.C. Hours S02%FEk L QFHF Q%K (2K (QQFHE (2% * -02%FEk  _ (QRFE*
School

Public 17 .16 .16 17 .16 .20 .16 17
Catholic 18 24 24 24 23 .26 23 24
Urban -.17 -.17 -.17 -.17 -.17 -.16 -.17 -.17
Rural .07 .07 .07 .07 .06 .03 .06 .06
School Lunch -.02 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.03
Min. GPA -.10 -.10 -.10 -.10 -.10 -11 -.10 -.10
Single Sex -17 -.38%* -.10 -.16 -.13 -.15 -.09
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Student Gender

Conformity

LGNC

GNC

School Gender

Conformity

GCS Difference
LGNC School

GNC School

Interactions

SS x LGNC

School GCS

Dif. x Female

F x SS x GNC

.07

3] kkE

.07

V3] ke

Weighted sample size = 1,778,715

p < .05, *¥¥p < .01, *+¥p < 001

.05 .07
KIELE 3k
.69%

-1.94*
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Bullying and Gender Role Conformity in Single Sex and Coeducational Schools

To address the last four hypotheses (hypotheses 6 through 9), I contrasted
experiences of bullying among both female and male students further across gender role
conformity scores and accounted for whether these students attended single sex or
coeducational high schools. For the second model, as revealed in Table 4.1, I expanded
the first model to include the student-level control variable for whether the school is
coeducational or single sex to reveal additional variation in the data relevant to the
appropriate (single sex or coeducational) school context. These student-level control
variables for school characteristics included school type, urbanicity, percent of school on
free lunch, minimum GPA requirement for student participation in extracurricular
activities, and whether the school is single sex or coeducational. The second model
therefore was able to address the sixth hypothesis through its inclusion of the educational
contexts of single sex or coeducational.

Results from this second model maintain that gender nonconforming students are
more likely to be bullied (B = .31**%*) than gender conforming students, even when now
controlling for student-level control variables for the school characteristic of whether the
school is single sex or coeducational. The second model was further developed in the

third model to expand findings as they relate to the sixth hypothesis.

H6: Gender nonconforming students who attend coeducational schools are more
likely to experience bullying than gender nonconforming students who attend

single sex schools.

83



To further explore these relationships in the third model, I included an interaction
variable between attending a single sex or coeducational school and low gender role
nonconformity. Results from this third model indicate that this interaction was
statistically significant. Low gender nonconforming students who attend single sex
schools are more likely to experience bullying (f = .69%) than would otherwise be
predicted with the interaction variable in the model. As in the previous models, gender
nonconforming students remain more likely to be bullied (B = .31%*%*) than gender
conforming students.

The fourth model includes an interaction between female students who are gender
role nonconforming and single sex schooling. Results reveal that female gender
nonconforming students who attend single sex schools are less likely to experience
bullying (B = -1.94*) than would otherwise be predicted with the interaction variable in
the model. To expand upon these findings and advance understandings of the
relationships between these key variables, further analyses incorporated school gender
conformity scores into the model.

Introducing school gender conformity scores to the model. Schools were also
sorted into categories on the basis of the average student Gender Conformity Scores. To
assign school Gender Conformity Scores, schools were placed into one of three groups
based on the average Gender Conformity Score of their students. There are 308 gender
conforming schools and 6,616 students attend these schools. Twenty-two percent of these

gender conforming schools are single sex (N = 68). 5,380 students attend gender
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conforming schools and are eligible for a Gender Conformity Score (participated in at
least one extra curricular activity). Of these students, approximately sixty-seven percent
are gender conforming, nineteen percent are low gender nonconforming, and fourteen
percent are gender nonconforming.

There are 438 low gender nonconforming schools and 9,597 students attend these
schools. Twenty-four percent of these low gender nonconforming schools are single sex
(N =105). 7,733 students attend gender conforming schools and are eligible for a Gender
Conformity Score. Of these students, forty-eight percent are gender conforming, twenty-
five percent are low gender nonconforming, and about twenty-seven percent are gender
nonconforming. Lastly, there are 5 gender nonconforming schools and 39 students attend
these schools. Two of these gender nonconforming schools are single sex. Twenty-one
students attend gender nonconforming schools and are eligible for a Gender Conformity
Score. Of these students, 3 are gender conforming, 2 are low gender nonconforming, and
16 are gender nonconforming.

Looking at the student sample overall, of the 7,284 gender conforming students,
49% attend gender conforming schools and 51% attend low gender nonconforming
schools. Of the 3,007 low gender nonconforming students in the sample, 35% attend
conforming schools and 62% attend low gender nonconforming schools. Of the 2,843
gender nonconforming students in the sample, 27% attend gender conforming schools
and 73% attend low gender nonconforming schools. These descriptive statistics indicate
that gender nonconforming schools, and therefore the number of students that attend

them, are very rare. The seventh hypothesis builds upon these results in suggesting a
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relationship between conformity to the average gender role of a given school and

experiences of bullying.

H7: Students who differ from the average gender role conformity in their school
are more likely to experience bullying than those students who match the average

gender role conformity at their school.

The fifth model takes into account the school gender conformity for each student
in order to determine if students who differ from their school’s average gender
conformity score (School GCS) are more likely to be bullied. Similar to findings in
previous models, this model reveals that Native American (f = -.98%), Asian American (§
= -.44%%) Latina/o (f = -.46***), and African American students (§ = -.66***) are less
likely than white students to experience bullying. Also, students who spend more hours
participating in extra curricular activities (B = -.02***) are less likely to experience
bullying.

Even though the ICC is low, the model captures that gender nonconformity at the
individual level does not remain significant after the school gender conformity score is
entered into the bullying model. Results indicate that schools have dominant gender role
norms, as students who differ from the average GCS in their school are significantly
more likely to experience bullying (f = .05%). Since school GCS is based on student
gender conformity scores and is standardized, these findings suggest that a student who

differs from his/her average GCS in school is significantly more likely to be bullied in a
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gender conforming school. Building on this line of inquiry, I ran an interaction between
being female and school gender conformity score in the sixth model to test the eighth

hypothesis.

HS8: Male students who do not conform to the average gender role of their school,
regardless of whether they attend a single sex or coeducational high school, are
more likely to experience bullying than female students who do not conform to

the average gender role of their school.

This sixth model reveals an interaction effect between being female and whether
the student differs from the Gender Conformity Score of the school she attends. Results
from this model indicate that this interaction was statistically significant. Female students
who differ from their school’s GCS are less likely to experience bullying (B = -.19%%%*)
than would otherwise be predicted with the interaction variable in the model. As in the
previous models, students who differ from the average GCS in their school are
significantly more likely to experience bullying ( = .14***) than those students who
conform to school gender roles. This model also suggests that female students were more
likely to experience bullying ( = .14*) while students with higher test score composites
(B =-.07*%) were less like to be bullied.

The seventh model accounts for the School Gender Conformity Score and the
misalignment of a student’s GCS to that of his/her school (GCS Difference). To further

investigate this aspect of the model, I controlled for the school gender conformity score
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in this model to determine if there are school-based gender role norms at play in relation
to student experiences of bullying. School GCS accounts for school context and the
coefficient is standardized, with the results again indicating that those students who
deviate from the average GCS in their school are significantly more likely to be bullied (3
=.06*). Results also indicate that, based on non-significant school gender role
conformity variables for both low gender nonconforming and gender nonconforming
students and schools, schools indeed have very strong dominant gender norms. This
suggests that it doesn’t matter what GCS group an individual student is in, if that student
differs from his/her school gender role norm (School GCS) then it might be that variation
from a school-based norm that leads to a greater experience of bullying for those
students.

But since most schools are low gender nonconforming, it is gender
nonconforming students who are most likely to experience this increased likelihood of
bullying. Analysis of the seventh model suggests that, since the average school is low
gender nonconforming, most students who differ from the school gender role conformity
score will be either gender conforming or gender nonconforming. The interaction in this
model reveals that the effect of a student with a GCS that is different from his/her school
GCS is less for girls than it is for boys. Girls are not as likely to be bullied as we might
think when we consider the interaction between their biological sex and school GCS
difference as opposed to considering each variable separately, where those students who
deviate from the average GCS in their school remain significantly more likely to be

bullied (B = .14**%). I confirmed that the effect between single sex and coeducational
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schools was not different. These findings also led to test the final hypothesis to further
determine specific relationships between sex, gender, and educational context on

experiences of bullying:

HO9: Female students attending single sex high schools who do not conform to
gender roles are less likely to experience bullying than both male and female
students attending coeducational high schools and male students attending single

sex schools that do not conform to gender roles.

In the eighth model, I examined another interaction, this time to determine
whether female gender nonconforming students who attend single sex schools are more
likely to experience bullying, controlling for all student and school characteristics in the
model, including school GCS and school GCS difference. The interaction in this model
reveals that the risk to female students is less than we might anticipate given when we
look at the variables separately by Gender Conformity Score categories. When the
interaction between being female, attending a single sex school, and being gender
nonconforming is considered, those girls are significantly less likely to be bullied (f = -
1.92%*), even though students who differ from their school gender role conformity norm
on the whole are more likely to experience bullying (f = .05%).

Student Bullying in the Context of Student Victimization
To further strengthen this study’s findings by situating bullying in its broader

context of one form of student victimization, a series of eight OLS regression models
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(unweighted sample size, N = 8320) were then utilized to progressively explore
relationships between experiences of victimization and gender role conformity in both
single sex and coeducational schools among both female and male students. I re-ran the
eight models on the dichotomous dependent bullying variable on an expanded continuous
dependent victimization variable that includes the original bullying measure as one item
of its eight item scale. The first model reveals that female students (f = -.11%%%) are
significantly less likely to be victimized than male students. Also, Asian American (f = -
.04**) and African American ( = -.04**) students are less likely to experience
victimization than white students, while multiracial students (f = -11**%*) are more likely
to experience victimization. Students with higher test score composites ( = -.04**%*) are
also less likely to experience victimization, while students who attend public schools (f =
.05***) are more likely to experience victimization. These results remain significant even
when controlling for whether a student attends a single sex or coeducational school in the

second model.
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Table 4.2: Model of Student Experiences of Victimization

Variables Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model6 Model7 Model 8
Student

Female S B Sl ) B B N oloio B [ ot ol oS [ Bl B N Boloio S [ Sotol ol B Rolots
Nat. Amer. .06 .06 .06 .06 .07 .07 .07 .07
API/Asian Am. -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%*
Latina/o -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01
Black/Af. Am. -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%* -.04%*
Multiracial Lk S L E S Lk 2k Lk L
SES .003 .003 .003 .003 .003 .002 .003 .003
Test Score S04%EFE L Q4kEE 4%k Q4R O4wFk O 4kEFR Q4 wEE (4 kE
E.C. Hours -.0003 -.0003 -.0003 -.0003 -.0004 -.0002 -.0004 -.0004
School

Public LQ5%** Q5H** LQ5%** Q5%%* LQ5%** Q5%%* 5%k Q5%%*
Catholic .01 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02
Urban -.005 -.004 -.004 -.004 -.004 -.004 -.004 -.004
Rural -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.01
School Lunch -.001 -.001 -.001 -.001 -.001 -.001 -.001 -.001
Min. GPA -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02% -.02% -.02
Single Sex -.02 -.03* -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.01
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Student Gender

Conformity

LGNC

GNC

School Gender

Conformity

GCS Difference

LGNC School

GNC School

Interactions

SS x LGNC

School GCS

Dif. X Female

F x SS x GNC

Weighted sample size = 1,784,094

.002

.001

.001

.0009
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In the third model, students who attend single sex schools ( = -.03*) are
significantly less likely to be victimized than students who attend coeducational schools.
The fourth model includes an interaction between female students who are gender role
nonconforming and single sex schooling. Results reveal that female gender
nonconforming students who attend single sex schools are significantly less likely to
experience bullying (B = -.10%**) than would otherwise be predicted with the interaction
variable in the model. Further analyses incorporated school gender conformity scores into
the model. Similar to findings in previous models, this fifth model reveals that female
students (B = -.11%%**) are significantly less likely to be victimized than male students.
Also, Asian American (f = -.04**) and African American (B = -.04*%) students are less
likely to experience victimization than white students, while multiracial students (f = -
11#%**) are more likely to experience victimization. Students with higher test score
composites (B = -.04*%*) are also less likely to experience victimization, while students
who attend public schools ( = .05%**) are more likely to experience victimization.
Gender role nonconforming students are less likely to experience victimization (f = -
.05%), but results indicate that schools have dominant gender role norms that are of prime
importance in instances of student victimization, where students who differ from the
average GCS in their school are significantly more likely to experience victimization (f =
007%%),

In the sixth model, I ran an interaction between being female and whether the
student differs from the Gender Conformity Score of the school she attends. Results from

this model indicate that this interaction was statistically significant. Female students who
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differ from their school’s GCS are less likely to experience victimization (B = -.008**)
than would otherwise be predicted with the interaction variable in the model. As in the
previous models, students who differ from the average GCS in their school are
significantly more likely to experience victimization (f = .01**%*) than those students
who conform to school gender roles. Students with higher GPAs are also less likely to be
victimized ( = -.02*). The seventh model suggests that low gender nonconforming ( = -
-.03*) and gender nonconforming students (§ = -.06%*) are less likely to be victimized,
however, results indicate that students who differ from the gender role conformity score
of their schools are significantly more likely to be victimized ( = .008*%*). It is this
variation from a school-based norm that leads to a greater experience of victimization for
those students, making school-based gender role norms of primary concern here. When
the interaction between being female, attending a single sex school, and being gender
nonconforming is considered in the eighth and final model, those girls are significantly
less likely to be victimized ( = -.09%*%), even though students who differ from their
school gender role conformity norm on the whole are more likely to experience
victimization ( = .008**). Taken altogether, these logit and OLS regression models
elucidate relationships between variables addressed in this study’s third research question
and provide sufficient findings to test the hypotheses presented.
Summary

In this chapter, I investigated the relationships between students’ gender roles and

bullying in both single sex and coeducational high school contexts. I compared the

gender role conformity of students attending single sex and coeducational schools and I
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also examined the relationship between gender role conformity and bullying
victimization in each educational context. I then examined results from these analyses in
correspondence with the appropriate research questions and hypotheses that frame this
project. I presented several models for the dependent variable of student experiences of
bullying as well as an expanded dependent variable of victimization, both exploring
correlations in student gender role conformity in both single sex and coeducational school
contexts while controlling for student-level variables with both individual and school
characteristics. I also utilized multivariate analyses to examine the within and between
sex group differences in student gender roles with a specific focus on the relationships
between the sex group differences in gender roles for students attending single sex
schools as compared with coeducational high schools. I also investigated these
relationships further by placing the experiences of gender nonconforming students in
contrast with those students who do conform to gender roles and for each educational
context. In the next chapter, I discuss the research questions around which this study was
framed, the contributions of this study to the research literature, the implications of these
findings for educational policy, practice, and theory, and recommendations for future

research.

95



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Introduction

In this chapter, I revisit the research questions framing this project and consider
the study’s results in context of these questions. I also discuss the contributions of this
study to the research literature and the implications of these findings for educational
policy, practice, and theory, making recommendations for future research. Through its
series of analyses, this study examined the relationships between students’ gender roles
and bullying in both single sex and coeducational high school contexts. Interpretation of
these results explicate some of the ways in which single sex schooling can and does play
arole in altering these relationships for better, for worse, or if at all. Implications for
educational policy are discussed with particular emphasis on policy decisions at the
district and state levels in addition to federal level policies, laws, and mandates such as
Title IX and No Child Left Behind. Results are also interpreted with implications for
practice to support the work of those in the field and expand upon existing efforts by
educators and students in schools.

This study addresses the conflation of sex and gender underlying the sex-based
educational policy of single sex schooling. Results suggest that single sex public
educational policy can be more carefully crafted with an attention to its theoretical
underpinnings by taking into account the dynamics of students’ gender roles. These
analyses of the base year 10" grade cohort of ELS:2002 reveal that both single sex and

coeducational schooling are distinct contexts for student gender roles — including both
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between and within group differences among males and females — and their
relationships to experiences of bullying among gender role nonconforming students in
particular. This study clarifies important distinctions in the data, and this is especially
important in the case of single sex and coeducational schooling when educational context
is the foundation of policymaking.

Conventional wisdom about research on single sex schools indicates that when we
have separate schools for boys and girls we can then see how restrictive coeducational
schools might be for student gender roles. But it could also be argued that single sex
schools accentuate and reify these gendered restrictions since femininity and masculinity
are almost always considered binary opposites, just like biological sex. Findings from
multivariate analyses suggest that single sex schools allow students a greater margin in
gender role nonconformity, but for boys more so than for girls, however this falls away in
the regression models when we control for various student and school level
characteristics.

Though girls who attend single sex schools tend to be more gender role
conforming than their male peers who attend single sex schools, attending a single sex
school if you are a gender role nonconforming female significantly decreases the
likelihood that you are bullied. This is despite the fact that there are no significant
differences between boys and girls in experiences of bullying (however there is for
victimization). These differences in low gender role nonconforming and gender role
nonconforming students in whether they are bullied or victimized might be tapping into

conceptual distinctions between the two among students. These findings strongly suggest
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that bullying is very closely tied to whether one conforms to gender roles. This empirical
evidence lends support to anecdotal accounts that bullying is used as a main vehicle of
peer gender regulation in schools. Questions still emerge from this research, including
what the role of particular, dominant types of femininity and masculinity play in student
experiences in school, and what the experiences of students in school are among a
diversity of masculinities and femininities, many of them based in specific and often
intersectional cultural identities.

This study meets at the intersection of the work of two leading researchers in
single sex education. Building on the work of sociologist Cornelius Riordan (1990), who
estimated the effects of single sex and coeducational schools using statistical regression
techniques on Department of Education data available at the time, this study uses the next
generation dataset and also utilizes regression techniques but controls for far more
student and school characteristics in the statistical models. This study also works from the
community of legal and social researchers whose intentions are to lend academic
evidence --- and not ideology --- to the question of whether single sex education is, as
legal scholar Rosemary Salomone (2003) argues, an excellent educational policy
alternative particularly for disadvantaged students who attend urban schools in
communities of high poverty, many of them schools that serve students of color.
Limitations of Study

This is one of the very first studies to use a large scale national dataset in order to
investigate gender role conformity in schooling and bullying in single sex schools. There

are limitations to this study, however, because of this study’s use of a large scale national
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dataset. Quantitative studies such as this one will not allow for the analysis of open ended
responses from study participants because these are outside of the nature and type of
questions asked in the ELS survey. The sample sizes of students who attend single sex
schools are too small to conduct analyses that might consider the experiences of, for
example, students of color who attend single sex schools.

The creation of the Gender Conformity Score is also limited by the available data
in ELS. In constructing a measure of students’ gender roles that also speaks to their
gender role conformity, I am limited by the questions students are asked on the survey.
To create a gender conformity measure consistent with the extant literature, I am limited
by questions in the ELS survey addressing students’ extra curricular participation,
biological sex, and attitudes about girls’ participation in sports. As such, gender
presentation and many important aspects of gender expression, including mannerisms and
physical characteristics, are therefore not within the scope of these analyses.

Contributions of this Study to the Research Literature

This study demonstrates that there are both within and between sex group
differences in gender role conformity for students, but it also presents empirical evidence
for the first time that this is also the case when analyses differentiate between the school
contexts of single sex and coeducational schools. This difference in gender role
conformity between students at coeducational and single sex schools was large enough to
be statistically significant: students who attend single sex schools are more gender

nonconforming than students who attend coeducational schools.
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This is among the first empirical work to demonstrate the dynamics of student
gender roles in single sex schools and compares them to those in coeducational schools.
Among the students who attend single sex schools, female students who attend single sex
schools, especially those who are gender role nonconforming, are of particular interest.
Indeed, female students in both single sex and coeducational schools were significantly
more likely to have higher average gender role conformity than male students in both
single sex and coeducational schools. The students in this study who are female and
attended single sex schools were the most gender role conforming, followed by
coeducational female students and then coeducational male students, with male students
who attended single sex schools as the least gender role conforming. The differences
between these four groups are significant across all four schooling contexts. One could
argue these findings indicates that there is perhaps more pressure for girls to conform to
traditional gender roles in single sex contexts and less for boys.

There are also differences in the level of bullying students experience in single
sex and coeducational high schools as well. Experiences of bullying among students were
found to differ significantly between students who conform to gender roles and those
students who do not conform. Gender role conforming students were significantly less
likely to be bullied than gender role nonconforming students, even when controlling for
whether the school is single sex or coeducational. Furthermore, gender nonconforming
students are the most likely to be bullied among all three Gender Conformity Score

categories. This is the first quantitative empirical evidence of this phenomenon.
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This is the first study to examine bullying in single sex schooling and in so doing
produces timely implications for current educational policy, particularly single sex
educational policy in urban school districts. Results indicate that schools have dominant
gender role norms, as students who differ from the average GCS in their school are
significantly more likely to experience bullying. Variation from a school-based gender
role norm leads to a greater experience of bullying for students, and it is gender
nonconforming students that are most likely to experience this increased likelihood of
bullying. What is more, the effect of a student with a GCS that is different from his/her
school GCS is less for girls than it is for boys. Girls are not as likely to be bullied as we
might think when we consider the interaction between their biological sex and school
GCS as opposed to considering each variable separately, where girls are likely to be
bullied and those students who deviate from the average GCS in their school remain
significantly more likely to be bullied. The risk to female students is less than we might
anticipate given when we look at the variables separately by Gender Conformity Score
categories. Conversely, the risk to male students is higher. When the interaction between
being female, attending a single sex school, and being gender nonconforming is
considered, those girls are significantly less likely to be bullied, even though gender
nonconforming students on the whole, and gender nonconforming boys in particular, are
more likely to experience bullying. Despite the fact that female single sex schools are the
most gender role conforming educational contexts among all four investigated in this
study, gender role nonconforming girls who attend them are significantly less likely to

experience bullying.
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Implications for Educational Policy

This study provides researchers, policymakers, school district officials, and
practitioners an example through which to consider (single sex) schooling that takes into
account the diversity of gender roles among students. Results from this study indicate that
when gender is conceived as a static category of biological sex it is unlikely that the
dynamics of gender and gender roles and their various components, including masculinity
and femininity, can be articulated in their relationships to the social and developmental
contexts of schooling. These omissions hold serious implications for policy and practice,
particularly as NCLB is currently scheduled for reauthorization or restructuring at the
beginning of a new Presidential administration. Because of amendments to Title IX
regulations, school districts nationwide are making decisions about implementing single
sex education in their schools. This is especially the case for the nation’s large urban
school districts.

Ultimately a body of research will exist from which to draw conclusive policy
recommendations for single sex schooling. But unfortunately this issue is now at the
nexus of educational politics as well as policy, where research findings are often picked
over by advocates to support existing political claims (Datnow & Hubbard, 2008). Many
supporters of single sex public education are making policy recommendations regarding
how to best educate our children by irresponsibly picking and choosing neuroscience
research to fit their political agenda. Most notably, the study of a hermaphrodite parrot ---
where its left side is completely biologically male and its right side female --- is used by

some supporters of single sex education as their argument that the left and right sides of
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this particular parrot’s brain are dramatically different, and therefore human children’s
brains differ by biological sex as well. This confusion of philosophical and empirical
debate plagues most of the social science research about single sex education (Mael et al.,
2004), and this has been a large factor in creating the opportunity for advocates to
advance schooling based on ideology alone.

In fact, there is no research that indicates if separate schooling based on
male/female brain differences benefits test scores, let alone if girls and boys learn
subjects differently because of any possible brain differences. Actually, there is no
evidence-based research that supports the claims that making coeducational schools
single sex will raise test scores on standardized achievement tests. These assertions are
made, however, without any link to brain function for tasks such as reading or
mathematics. This focus on raising test scores and tying school funding to them,
however, continues to produce situations were parents and schools become desperate for
innovations that raise math and reading test scores. In fact, a recent article by Salomone
(2006) offers a thorough commentary and review of this political landscape and asserts
that there is potential for harm in basing single sex schooling on the hard-wired
differences between boys and girls. Indeed, this basis for single sex schooling only reifies
the strict conflation of sex and gender and discriminates between boys and girls by
further entrenching narrow and rigid definitions of girlhood and boyhood in schooling.
Of utmost importance, educational policy and therefore the education of our children
itself should not be created from the distortion of facts and the ideological co-opting of

research by using it only to fit an accompanying political agenda.
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Educational research is extremely limited in the explanations it can offer us about
the relationships of single sex education to student outcomes, with most research
incorporating correlational and not causal analyses. Even existing research faces
measurement issues as well, with many studies conducted without controlling for
important variables such as the teacher (Campbell & Sanders, 2002). To scientifically
investigate the (causal) differences between single sex and coeducational schooling,
empirical imperatives demand an experimental design, often far too costly and riddled
with ethical concerns to undertake. And neuroscience researchers themselves are
concerned about the ways in which their work is being misinterpreted and then
politicized to promote sex segregation among children in educational contexts. Dividing
up classrooms by biological sex, leading neuroscientists say, is analogous to dividing up
classrooms by height --- boys tend to be taller but not all boys will be in the classroom for
the taller students. Yet supporters of a neuroscience-based single sex educational policy
argue that male/female differences based in biology are the most important factor in
schooling for student academic success. They also contend that thinking about gender as
a social construction prevents educators from seeing that different students (read boys
and girls) have different educational needs, abilities, and goals (determined by biological
traits above all else). Instead, they speak of the promise of single sex education as a
universal solution to fulfill the void left by public coeducation (Datnow & Hubbard,
2008). This overwhelming reliance on politicized brain research to justify why our
children’s education should be sex segregated might be affecting conversations about

gender and academic ability in America. The recent seduction and ideological picking-
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over of both neuroscience and pop-Darwinism are giving rise to a climate where
empirical social research such as this study is all the more important.

Single sex education should be pursued as an educational policy for just reasons.
The foremost ideology of the current movement for public single sex education is not
based on the potential of role modeling for underserved students, is not putting the
education of Latino and African American boys as one of its first priorities, and is
difficult to decouple from corporate privatization of large urban public school systems
(Datnow & Hubbard, 2008). It also conflates single sex schooling contexts with Catholic
schooling effects. For example, Latina students in particular might be benefitting from
Catholic single sex education because of the distinct school culture of parochial
education. Many theoretical models of single sex schooling effects (Riordan, 2002)
depict schooling characteristics (such as small size) as moderators between school type
(single sex schooling) and academic outcomes. Many schools implement single sex
education with the expectation that they will resemble Catholic schools in every aspect
except religion --- in effect that their schools will improve if they become more like
private schools (Riordan, 2002). And both Catholic and private schooling operates within
distinct social and cultural contexts (Salomone, 2002).

When single sex education is established as magnet schools for students
considered at-risk (Campbell & Sanders, 2002), there is often a conflation of sex and
race/ethnicity. In the current policy contexts, single sex education is code for the focused,
specific education of both white girls and African American and Latino boys (Salomone,

2002). Some might argue that single sex education conceived as such has the potential to
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be a de jure backdoor re-segregation of public schools. Scholars remind us that separate
schooling for boys and girls and racially segregated schooling were historically unequal
in terms of factors such as resource allocation (Salomone, 2002).

As Salomone suggests, the concept of single sex schools “has provoked heated
controversy in urban school districts across the country” (Salomone, 2002, pp. 57-58).
Indeed, single sex education is neither a one-size-fits-all educational practice nor policy.
Single sex educational policy should not be shaped by ideology that presumes that there
is an absolute truth in sex differences, and does so without any rigorous critique of gender
inequality. Specifically, it conflates gender and sex, and this conflation is made possible
in part by a refusal to see the social construct of gender as anything but innate
(biological). This thinking contradicts decades of prominent social science research. In
the tradition of this social research, this study suggests that the social phenomena of
gender are alive and well in single sex schools. This finding is particularly important in
light of the fact that the current single sex educational policy as reflected by NCLB and
Title IX assumes that gender equity is already a reality across the board.

This study also seeks to take a crucial and necessary movement beyond the
troubling research, policy, and advocacy that classifies young people as pathological for
their gender role expression. To return to the scenario presented by the misguided use of
brain research by these advocates, young people in fact only have two realities: children
are either normal or pathological. The message to parents is that they can and should
change their gender nonconforming children as if a boy playing the piano instead of

basketball is such a terrible thing. This ideology based on difference will set our
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educational system back in the important role it plays in our movement toward a more
civil society and consequently leave us less able to envision a future of true equity for all.

To maintain a strict adherence to a difference between and not within approach to
gender roles prevents us from ever going beyond thinking about students as either sissy
boys, tomboy girls, or “normal” boys and girls. These adamant distinctions between
normal and pathological are no doubt politically strategic because they are necessary
prerequisites for the argument that the two genders are intrinsically distinct and that
gender and sex are one and the same. While NCLB established single sex schooling for
academically failing schools and amendments to the regulations of Title IX thereafter
established legality for all public schools to provide single sex education, scholars have
asked, even before NCLB, if single sex schooling in the public sector is sustainable
(Hubbard & Datnow, 2002). Perhaps this might be, in part, because the policy of public
single sex schooling was seemingly formulated before addressing the questions: what is
the purpose of education in single sex schools? For whom? And, for what goals?
Implications for Educational Practice

There are assumptions behind the movement for public single sex schooling that
have no or contrary data to their veracity: girls and boys learn differently (have different
learning styles, interests, and skills) and are therefore better served by single sex
environments; boys disrespect girls, are disruptive, and nothing can be done to change
this so girls should attend single sex schools in order to be safe; and, single sex schools

provide the best education for girls (Campbell & Sanders, 2002). Beyond these most
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prominent ideological scopes, other issues relating to the logistics of undertaking research
on single sex educational contexts suggest further areas for much needed investigation.

The empirical research on single sex schools is based mostly on private Catholic
schools (see the representative work of Valerie Lee and her colleagues, as well as LePore
& Warren, 1997) and suggests such educational contexts are neither better nor worse for
academic achievement among students. Benefits of single sex contexts, particularly for
racial and ethnic minority students, must be investigated while controlling for school
cultures and other characteristics at the school level, such as whether students at single
sex schools have a parent or guardian who is more likely to be involved to a greater
degree in their schooling because they successfully opt them in to a single sex school.
What is more, at the school level all interventions, such as changing from a coeducational
to a single sex enrollment, typically benefit the school for at least a year because of the
presence of change itself (e.g., the Hawthorne effect).

We can not assume mutually exclusive and conflated, binary biological
sex/gender categories among students. We also can not focus on gender roles at the
individual level to the detriment of leaving structural inequality completely out of the
analysis. For example, when solutions to violence against gender nonconforming students
include putting in metal detectors and rigidly enforcing dress codes in their schools, such
policies communicate that these youth perpetrate the bullying and victimization against
themselves.

Indeed, California’s single sex academies, created from state-based legislation

before NCLB, heightened the emphasis on biological sex, where students became either
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male students or female students and gender was conceived in binary notions of
femininity and masculinity that do not relate to one another (Woody, 2002). The schools
were created specifically as magnet schools for boys considered “at-risk” with strong
disciplinary climates for behavioral remediation and for girls with curricular emphasis on
the traditionally male subjects of math and science. Woody’s (2002) work on California’s
public single sex academies has implications for educational practice post NCLB. Woody
(2002) found that the disciplinary climate of the boys’ schools was embedded with
notions that boys need more discipline in order to become men and that male role models,
specifically male teachers, were necessary in schools in order to instill an ideology of
masculinity in boys. Of course, within these pedagogical and curricular ideas were very
specific assumptions about gender, including boys being bad or dangerous and girls
needing to be kept safe. By emphasizing that boys are equated with badness it was
therefore equated with masculinity, so the boys’ schools actually contributed to the
environment that the most masculine student was the student who was disciplined the
most. Woody (2002) contends that the strict disciplinary environment of the boys’
schools actually fostered male privilege and the warnings girls received about boys in
their schools revealed assumptions not only about gender and sex but also about sexuality
as well.
Implications for Educational Theory

This study sought to empirically apply a critical legal theory to the conflation of
sex and gender in educational theory. This work emphasizes that critical legal theory can

in fact be applied to quantitative studies as theoretical frameworks for empirical
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investigation. This study lends evidence to the theoretical basis that sex and gender are
separate entities in empirical research. Educational theory should be more carefully
constructed so that it does not reinforce and further the conflation of sex and gender.
Conceptualizing gender and sex as separate might allow us to create schools that
uncouple not only the dynamics of gender from biological sex but also don’t rely on other
conflations, such as that of sex and race in single sex schooling (Valdes, 1995). If this is
left undone, theoretical underpinnings of schooling practice and educational policy will
be fundamentally flawed and sustainability will be compromised. Consideration of the
conflation when revisiting existing educational theory might reveal new possibilities for
innovation of these theories.
Recommendations for Future Research

The findings of this study suggest expanding the literature into new research areas
in the intersections of gender, sex and peer relations among youth in schools, both single
sex and coeducational. Some of this work might hypothesize that relational aggression
might be feminine and not solely female. Others might employ gender as a categorical
and not dichotomous variable. More research might investigate the spectrum of gender
role diversity within single sex schools to a greater degree. For example, alongside
illustrating that there are traditional gender roles among students in single sex schools,
empirical research could explore whether girls thrive at math and boys open up
emotionally in single sex schools, as anecdotal evidence suggests. Important research
must be conducted regarding the hidden gender curriculum, particularly in math and

science classes (for representative work see Glasser, 2008) and whether single sex
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contexts make this more visible. And, important questions remain: is it (more) visible in
single sex schools because the curriculum is specifically tailored to differentiate between
boys and girls?

Future work could also address issues of sex segregated places, events, and
classes, such as gym locker rooms, restrooms, proms, health class, and policies such as
dress codes to further examine the lived experiences of students in single sex contexts in
their schools. Dividing classes or groups of students into boys and girls for activities,
having separate curricular units for boys and girls in academic subjects, and dress codes
that require different attire for boys and girls all illustrate how schools institutionalize
single sex educational practice and in the case of the latter two, the conflation. Both
policy and practice going forward should maintain the diversity of adolescent gender
embodiment, expression, and experience.

Summary

This empirical analysis of single sex educational reform policy is one of the very
first studies of single sex schooling to address student gender conformity and bullying
using nationally representative data. Analyzing data from the Education Longitudinal
Study of 2002, I compared the gender role conformity of students attending single-sex
and co-educational high schools. I also examined the relationship between gender role
conformity and bullying victimization in each educational context. I created a measure of
students’ gender roles, the Gender Conformity Score, which can be utilized by other
researchers using large scale datasets. This study’s regression models offer the first

empirical evidence that single sex schooling overall does not have an effect on

111



experiences of bullying among students, that is, students who attend single sex schools
are not less likely to be bullied than their peers who attend coeducational schools.

There are three main contributions from this work. First, this is among the first
empirical work to demonstrate the dynamics of student gender roles in single sex schools,
compare them to those in coeducational schools, and investigate their relationships to
bullying (that in turn affects student outcomes). Second, this study proposes and
effectively tests an alternate, theoretically informed method for quantitatively
investigating student gender roles. Finally, this is the first study to examine bullying in
single sex schooling and in so doing produces timely implications for current educational
policy, particularly single sex educational policy in urban school districts.

Single Sex Schooling and Urban School Districts

Since single sex schools have yet to become a prominent thread in the fabric of
urban American schooling, Brown and Russo (1999) predicted that the sustainability of
single sex schooling in urban school districts would not be viable. They said that this
was, among other reasons, because urban communities, like all American communities,
want quality education above all, not just single sex schools. Because of the prominent
climate of choice in American schooling, including free market ideology and
privatization, Brown and Russo (1999) indicate that African American communities who
want choice for their children’s education are choosing single sex schooling under this
framework of school choice. Especially for those communities most marginalized in the
educational system, do school choice options, notably charter schools, give agency to

parents and students or are they illusions of change for the better? Single sex education is
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not a panacea for the challenges urban schools face given the issues, such as poverty and
unemployment, daily affecting urban communities and students.

Some say experiments in public single sex education specifically for African
American boys are necessary given the inequity of urban schooling in America. When a
court ruling determined that the Detroit school district “failed to produce convincing
evidence that the presence of girls in the classrooms bore a substantial relationship to the
difficulties facing urban Black males” (Brown & Russo, 1999, p. 152), supporters of the
single sex academies for African American boys said that the ruling worked against the
interests of the African American community and African American males in particular.
Racial politics of educational reform, particularly in urban America, often play a major
role in single sex education. Different ideas from often competing philosophical agendas
about how to best address the educational opportunities available to urban boys,
particularly African American boys and Latino boys, further heighten the political
ramifications of single sex educational reform policy.

Hudley’s (1997) landmark study of a single sex program for African American
middle school boys revealed promising results that others hope might be replicated in
similar programs. The small numbers of male teachers of color in the profession is a
concern for education in all American schools and urban schools in particular, and the
establishment of single sex boys’ schools only provides a very short term solution to a
much greater issue. And these reforms must be done with very careful consideration to

curriculum. Both practitioners and researchers must piece apart respect and role modeling
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for boys from sexism and static, rigid notions of gender that pathologize boys who are not
hypermasculine (Pascoe, 2007).

We must also think critically about statements often used in arguments for public
single sex boys’ schools, particularly as a basis for single sex schooling in urban schools
where the majority of the enrollment will be African American boys, which say that boys
won't become men without male role modeling. This thinking reifies what Ferguson
(2000) describes as the “bad boys” myth and does not account for structural issues
outside of but that affect schooling such as poverty and unemployment. We can not
render invisible the boys who have been raised by women and grandmothers and
extended family, both male and female, who have become successful men.

The educational system, like the society that continually forges it, favors
masculinity and its traits (Pascoe, 2007). This includes single sex schools for boys, where
the potential to cultivate hyper-masculinist approaches to and experiences in education is
likely. Girls schools replicate masculinist hierarchies in view of the fact that, but not only
because, girls undoubtedly participate in masculine activities. It is expected that in girls’
schools every function of school life, from the masculine to the feminine activities, is
participated in and led by girls. Therefore female students who do not conform to gender
roles are likely not as much of an outsider in their schools as they might be in
coeducational schools. This does not diminish in light of the evidence that gender roles
are reified in single sex education, particularly through the curriculum. It is all the more
critical not to be seduced by the promise of single sex schooling as a quick fix for

educational troubles in large urban school districts, despite the anecdotal evidence that
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single sex education helps children who attend schools in under-resourced communities
succeed academically.

Districts whose plans do not go beyond simply changing their classrooms and
schools to single sex contexts will likely not see (immediate) achievement gains and/or a
reduction in disciplinary issues among students, as this implementation of single sex
education is far too one-dimensional for an educational policy intervention of this scope.
It is a disservice to students if all districts do is change to single sex classes or schools as
their plan for innovation. Single sex schooling must be implemented for the right reasons,
especially since they are increasingly introduced as an untested experiment in under-
resourced urban school districts. The limited research literature upon which to draw
indicates that there may be potential benefits of single sex schooling for both boys and
girls in urban schools, but this research doesn’t properly control for other school factors.
What is more, anecdotal evidence emerging post NCLB and amendments to the
regulation of Title IX indicates that public single sex schooling, most often implemented
in urban districts, are reifying traditional gender roles in the curriculum, teaching subjects
in dramatically different ways between the boys’ and girls’ schools (Datnow & Hubbard,
2008). While advocates of private single sex schools for girls might be allied with all
efforts for single sex schooling, including public urban schooling, their advocacy often
does not take these curricular discrepancies and the resulting inequities into account, or at
worse it ignores or dismisses them as irrelevant. Indeed, the majority of private girls’
schools and the emerging public urban girls’ schools look very different across many

factors. What is more, while scholars debate the mechanisms of single sex education in
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the public sector as such schools proliferate dramatically after the amendments to the
regulation of Title IX (Spielhagen, 2007, 2008), the majority of advocates and many
researchers who argue for the implementation of public single sex schooling maintain
that boys and girls have different ability levels, skills, and interests, and some might
agree that they have different capacities as well (Spielhagen, 2008). While this study can
not definitively lend evidence to these questions, this study’s findings highlight the
importance of investigating our assumptions about gender and its influences on the
theoretical foundations of our policymaking and practice regarding single sex education.

The nuances of adolescent (peer) cultures are beyond the scope of this study. Yet
masculine activities like football, and the emphasized gender roles they represent, might
moderate the notion that good grades in school are for the more feminine students
(Pascoe, 2007). For example, if a student is on the football team and he earns A’s in
school it is different to his peers than if he is on the math team and he earns A’s in
school. As the work of Pascoe (2007) might suggest, the equation of academic success in
school for boys and gender roles is perhaps as linear as the following: good grades =
nerds = wimps = weak = feminine = girl. Masculinity is emphasized in single sex
schools; therefore school is perhaps not as feminine as we might think in a coeducational
context. Academic achievement is gendered, but we do not yet have the social science to
equivocally answer the questions of what, how, and why.

Part of the equation of school reform remains the over representation of white
female teachers in the profession. Male teachers benefit all students, in coeducational as

well as single sex schools. It might be that there is a more significant effect for male
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teachers in a classroom than for students attending an all male class or an all boys’
school. Male teachers and male teachers of color in particular are very small in number --
- especially at the elementary level --- particularly when compared to the number of male
students in the educational system. But public single sex academies for boys have
proposed and implemented some troubling curricular methods in “gender training” to
restore traditional, sex typical gender roles (Leake & Leake, 1992). For example, a
program in Milwaukee proposed gender socialization courses so students would know the
differences between appropriate and inappropriate conceptions of femininity and
masculinity. Personal responsibility and respect should not be gendered; however, these
programs seemingly conflate these concepts with different notions of masculinity (Leake
& Leake, 1992).

Perhaps boys’ schools allow for cross-generational and peer mentoring in ways
that coeducational schools don’t or can’t because of staffing issues, allowing boys to see
themselves in relation to who they might become through education. This opportunity for
mentoring in the educational trajectories of students who attend majority African
American and Latino schools is not clear in the case being made by prominent advocates
for public single sex education in America. And the inclusion of legal, public single sex
education in both NCLB and amendments to the regulation of Title IX do not adequately
reflect this commitment. Many single sex schools for girls were specifically designed to
educate (white) girls beyond --- and in spite of --- sexist stereotypes and structural
inequality toward academic success. It remains to be seen if single sex schools can do

something similar for boys of color who are educated in contexts of racist stereotypes and
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structural inequality endemic to our current educational system. There is no evidence that
public single sex schools benefit boys of color in the ways or to the degree that mostly
private single sex schools have for (predominantly white, economically privileged) girls.
But proponents of a public single sex educational policy must make no assumptions of
generalizability across some extremely different school characteristics and contexts. Boys
of color and their parents should be able to make the choice of whether they would like to
attend a single sex school and not be forced to attend by default because there are not
other choices available to them.

Single sex classes and schools should not take the undue credit of quality teaching
and parents involved in their children’s education. Unfortunately, there is no research
evidence that pieces these important distinctions apart and adequately controls for such
school and individual-level variables. Though some argue that the education of African
American and Latino boys is so severely unequal that a certain amount of
experimentation with their educational trajectories is justified (Brown & Russo, 1999;
Leake & Leake, 1992), single sex schools and classrooms must not become marginalized
spaces that are used as sites of remedial education that further disenfranchise students
within the national education system as opposed to sites of educational attainment where

students thrive.
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