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Abstract
In the past decade the number of US public schools operating single-sex
classrooms has increased from just a handful to over five hundred in 2009. This
thesis uses a gender, race, and class analysis to explore the recentimcrease
single-sex schools and classrooms in US public education. Supporters of single-
sex education believe that there are innate differences between boyssnd girl
brain abilities and personalities, pointing to gender gaps in educational
performance and gendered behavior patterns as evidence of these innate
differences. To challenge assumptions of innate gender differences ttss thesi
presents theories of social construction suggesting that gendered diffénences
academic performance and behavior are due in large part to environmental factors
including societal stereotypes and expectations. Additionally, the authorexpl
the complexity of academic performance gaps pointing to larger racéaasd c
gaps than gender gaps as well as evidence showing steady declimagein ge
performance gaps. Drawing on social, feminist, and legal theories the author asks
why it is legal, government sanctioned, and socially acceptable to segregat
students by gender, but not by race or socioeconomic class background. While
gender, race, and class are all (considered by social scientists to b&) socia
constructed sites of oppression, gender is the only classification in which
biological arguments of innate difference are both socially and sciengifical
acceptable. At its core single-sex education is a gender issue; howevehtie aut
argues that widespread shifts toward single-sex public education will have
profound consequences for the meanings of gender, race, and class constructions.



Ultimately single-sex education suggests that gender differencdsearest

significant differences among US schoolchildren. Single-sex educaties oel
the assumption that difference is counterproductive to learning and fails to
prepare students for the diversity of persons and experiences that they will

encounter in their workplaces, communities, and personal lives.
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Introduction

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. (Datnow, Hubbard, & Woody, 2005, p. 114)

In recent years, single-sex public education has become increasingly popular
the United States. According to a recent NBC News report there are guEhtpublic
schools in the US that operate single-sex classrooms (Bell, 2009). The motieation f
single-sex education is based on the argument that separating students bylteixre
higher academic achievements for both boys and girls and maintains thatiisgpara
students by sex also renders valued social benefits (i.e., better behavigisfando
increased leadership skills for girls). This educational movement astuhésys and
girls have distinctly different learning styles and experiencesmilid classroom.
Proponents, such as Leonard Sax, cite select scientific studies repottialy se
differences in brain development and differences in hearing abilities (lghtio
Association for Single Sex Public Education, 2009); Sax believes that thesendiffer
can be better addressed in single-sex classrooms. Additionally, supportagteatex
education believe that separating students based on sex will lead to less gender
stereotyping in the classroom because without the opposite sex in the clasardentsst
will not be expected to follow specific gender norms. To contrast, opponents of single-
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sex education fear that separating students by sex will actuallyseageader

stereotyping because separating students by sex is itself a formdef géereotyping.

They also fear that the ideal of separate but equal is impossible ingregated classes,

and they note that the research supporting single-sex education is extneritedy

(Carr, 2007b), not representative of the diversity of students in US schools, and arguably
biased by our society’s prevalent gender stereotypes. As a relaaxelgnovement in

US educational policy and practice, it is too early to have definitive evidenceénhen eit

side of the single-sex/coeducation debate. However, as a society thatibdstpeif on
equality within coeducation, US policy makers and educators must be cautious before
jumping on the single-sex public education bandwagon.

Many potential problems could arise from single-sex education, such as the one a
popular television character, Lisa Simpson, encountered on the Fox Network TV show
The SimpsonsThis television show is known for satirizing a plethora of social issues,
including everything from gay marriage to religious cults; thus it wasangtter of
time before the cartoon parodied the recent educational trend of single-sex public
schools. In the #7season episode “Girls Just want to have Sums” (originally aired on
April 30, 2006) Springfield Elementary changes from coeducational to single-sex,
separating boys and girls to better reflect their presumably diggretrning styles and
interests. Lisa Simpson (known for her “enormous intelligence”) is inijddigsed at
her new girl-centric school with pink walls and Fri§ahlo paintings, but her opinion of
the situation drastically changes after attending her new math class. giighmath
class students are taught the magic of math rather than being expected o aeyfor
math problems because problems are for boys. Frustrated by the watered-doom ve
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of her favorite subject, Lisa decides to disguise herself as a boy so tham stited the
more rigorous and competitive math class at the boys’ school. With the help of her
brother Bart, Lisa becomes the most popular kid in schonbbgnly dressing like a boy
but also acting like one. Ultimately Lisa earns the highest test smoddskes the award
ceremony as an opportunity to reveal her true female self. Lisa’péxanoves the
school administrators wrong and the school returns to coeducation.

This particular example plays off of a common gender stereotype, namely, that
boys are inherently better at math than are girls. In turn the episodetbrligig a
potential problem that could come from single-sex education: when separatingstude
by sex (gender) we run the risk of forcing students into stereotypical gendewinatbs
in turn could limit student success. Lisa Simpson does not fit into this common gender
stereotype, so the girls’ math class—that was changed to more apprgpaicget girls’
particular learning style—limited her success at math, whereas she didbetter in the
boys’ class, which engaged the problem-solving and competitive nature of its student
While an exaggerated parody, thenpsongpisode aptly demonstrates the fear that
single-sex education could increase gender stereotyping in schools, as thell
destructive nature of these stereotypes.

The issue of single-sex education becomes increasingly complicated when
considered in the contexts of race and socioeconomic class. The Excelleace Boy
Charter School of Bedford Stuyvesant provides a real-life examplsioge-sex school
where some of these complexities become apparent. The Excellenc€lizoter
School of Bedford Stuyvesant is a New York City public school; the school opened in
2004 and it serves 300 boys in grades Kindergarten through Eighth. According to the
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school’'s website (2009) the student population is 98 percent African American and 58
percent of the students receive free or reduced price lunches. Any New YoboZity
eligible to be enrolled in the school, but special preference is given to studentsavho li
within the limits of the school district and additional preference is giveutizists who
demonstrate financial need, either through the receipt of food stamps, recedtfof T
benefits, or by living in a New York City Housing Authority Development. Although the
success rates for African American and poor students are relatively lawatronal

scale, the boys at the Excellence School are performing remarkably wéle 20Q7-08
academic year the third and fourth graders at the Excellence School took theoNew Y
State standardized tests in English/language arts and math. In both at@agp@deent

of the Excellence School boys scored proficient or advanced on the examscdtinese s
set the Excellence Boys Charter School of Bedford Stuyvesant apare af the top
public schools in New York State.

Although the Excellence School is only in its fifth year of operation, itlglear
stands apart as an outstanding educational institution serving poor Africaicéme
boys who are often at risk of school failure and other social setbacks. Thieekoeel
School is frequently cited as an example of a successful single-sex schopR(00&),
but is the school’s single-sex nature the main reason for the school’'s sudaégs? |
answer to this question is yes, then it follows that the best way to increasedbsss
rates of poor African-American students is to enroll them in single-sex schBot is
the all-boys classroom the only reason for the Excellence School’s stcAssa charter
school with state of the art facilities and resources, it would also be reastmatséeime
that a large measure of the school’'s success could be due to its increasedsesour

4



compared to many poor inner-city schools. While single-sex education proponents like
to take credit for the Excellence School’s success, then, it is not at alvtiether this
success is actually due to a single-sex focus, a race-specific focusrdesed resources
available at the school, or other factors entirely. Because research orssigtdtools
has been fairly limited, the same questions must be asked of single-sex schaas/tha
students from every race and class background.
Why a Gender, Race, and Class Approach?

From the example of the Excellence Boys Charter School of Bedford Samngve
in New York City it is clear that single-sex schools are not always compidiie
through the lenses of sex and gender alone; critical race and class analpdes aseful
when examining single-sex schools. One reason an approach that takes into account
gender, race, and class is useful is that gender (sex) is not the only significa
classificatory marker of American school children. No individual is bound to a gender
identity alone; rather all people also experience racial and class (a@&swaelariety of
others) identity markers. Because analyses of gender in education have aftexd foc
solely on the experiences of white and middle-class students (Rigdon, 2008), studying
single-sex education through the perspective of gender alone bears the riskedlitdig
and marginalizing the experiences of students who are members of raciatiesizod
less privileged socioeconomic classes. In addition, a gender, race, arapplassch is
important because gender differences are not the only cause of performanciegiapa
the US public education system. Race and class are both equally, if not moreasignifi
in determining a student’s likelihood of success in school. Finally, it is important to
examine single-sex schools through a gender, race, and class approach bebause of t
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increasing number of single-sex schools serving poor minority communities;igth it

is illegal to separate students based on race or class differences, dhsingke-sex
education in poor minority communities could be viewed as a backhanded effort to avoid
these restrictions and address educational and cultural issues facinggamian

minority students. Gender, race, and class are all studied in sociolotgsas siocial
stratification, and while they share some similarities in generatingsgipn, they are

not synonymous classifications in discussions of single-sex education. Spgcthea
historical, legal, and cultural differences of these classifications restdrying

meanings and possibilities in the US public education system. Additionally, US
education is plagued by performance gaps based on gender, race, and socioeconomic
class differences and it is important to take all of these factors into cotisidevhen
examining single-sex public education.

The following thesis addresses single-sex education and its relatiortships t
gender, race, and class. Chapter 1 introduces the recent movement for single-sex
education in public schools exploring arguments for and against the movement as well as
discussing brief historical contexts of US public education. Chapter 2 introducesgheori
of gender, race, class, and intersectionality to better understand theargpafof these
classifications in relation to single-sex education. The discussion contipaoeies of
biological differences (these theories are central in the promotion ¢é¢-siexj education)
with theories of social construction, ultimately arguing that belief in inmategical
differences between the sexes/genders is crucial to the acceptammgestex public
education. Chapter 3 addresses one of the main justifications for single-satxaeguc
gender performance gaps. There are substantial gaps in educational aafti &asexd
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on gender, race, and socioeconomic class differences, and arguably racesagapslas
are more severe than gender gaps. Despite the existence of race and ¢lass gaps
supporters of single-sex education focus on gender gaps alone claiming that these gaps
are evidence of biological brain differences between the sexes. Chapter 4 fmttise
legal standing of single-sex education comparing it with race and clasgaggn—both
of which are currently illegal. The use of biological differences is agad ag a
potential contributor to the legal acceptance of single-sex public educatiopteCha
asks what the consequences of single sex schools are for gender, racessandlodaUS
(both consequences for interactions of these groups as well as consequethees for
meanings of such classifications). Multicultural education is introduced di®aratve
to separating students based on sex/gender.

This thesis focuses solely on single-sex education within the United Stades; it
premised on the assumption that gender, race, and socioeconomic classatlassitice
based on social constructions, and that it is important to understand the meanings of
single-sex education within the particular social context of the US. US pabdols are
facing a plethora of problems—performance gaps, funding disparities, imgreasi
discipline problems, rising rates of teenage pregnancy, and lower achrgvewnsts
compared to students in other developed countries—and the students who attend these
schools are increasingly diverse. Arguably public school problems are mueh tesep
gender gaps and students are much more complex than binary gender classificat
While students may experience individual benefits from participating itesaax

education, the overgeneralizations (dualistic dichotomy between boys andsgius)eal



by this educational movement could have severe consequences for genderdtigerac

as well as severe consequences for the meanings of gender, race,samdotiasociety.



Chapter 1: The Basics of Single-Sex Education

As for reading material, boys want monsters; girls, movie stars.
Kevin Tibbles, NBC News

There’s nothing that shows us that if you do nothing but separate the sexes you
get success. There’s a lot more similarities among boys and girls than there are
differences, and I think that if we look at what those similarities are knowing that
some boys excel differently with auditory some girls excel differently with
auditory, and really acknowledging that there should be a diverse curriculum
both for boys and girls, really should be the way to go. We know that works.
Latifa Lyles, National
Organization for Women
We're not suggesting that every child should be in a single-sex school, we do
believe that every parent should have a choice.
Dr. Leonard Sax, National Association
for Single Sex Public Education
The above quotations are drawn from a recent NBC Today Show segment on
single-sex education (Bell, March 3, 2009). The report introduced viewers to thenCarme
Trails School in suburban St. Louis where second grade students are placed in separate
classes based on sex. In the opening seconds viewers see boys recitinigifacts w
practicing calisthenics and girls reading while listening to dassiausic. The piece
continues to point out differences between boys and girls noting that thetgidsvsi at

traditional desks to do their schoolwork, whereas the boys either stand, sitsat®@tadl

in the classroom tent. Candid statements from parents, teachers and studdhis litte



piece; at one point a boy says that he thinks girls are weird and a girhsaysngs boys
are weird. After the brief look into the Carmen Trails School, the cameras tetine
studio where Today Show anchor Matt Lauer moderates a brief debate betéoaard
Sax, founder of the National Association for Single Sex Public Education, and Latif
Lyles, Vice President for the National Organization for Women. Sax makements
in defense of single-sex public education, arguing that it is not the best wély for a
students, but that every parent should have the choice to send their child to such a school.
While parents currently do have the choice to send their children to single-se# priva
schools, Sax says, this choice is contingent on the parent’s ability to pay prhadk sc
tuition, and thus available to only a limited group of parents and children. Lylesmounte
that boys and girls express more similarities than differencesngrthat single-sex
schools are not a magic bullet for improving school performance. Increasssuimces,
she says, are a more reliable means of ensuring student success.

While only a few minutes long, this news segment highlights the major themes of
the single-sex education debate. A school develops a successful single-sam poodr
it seems to be based on gender stereotypes. The boys are shown as active and
adventurous—doing calisthenics and completing their homework in the classroom tent,
while the girls are shown as more cooperative and calm—sitting in th&s ded
reading to classical music. While not stated outright, the piece suggéstethals are
thriving in a traditional classroom, while the boys are shown excelling in a non-
traditional classroom, in turn implying that our standard classrooms are etgnibe
educational needs of boys. The supporter of single-sex education (Sax) makes the
politically correct statement that separating the sexes is not bebltddants, but fails
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to introduce any student for which this would actually be true. To contrast, the opponent
of single-sex education (Lyles) denounces the success of the Carmen Trads Sad

those like it, as being the result of increased resources, not the single4serrsant.

Neither party is given more than a few seconds to make his or her casdraatklylithe
debate remains unresolved. The debate over single-sex public education is the primar
topic of this chapter. However, before delving further into this debate, it is imptota

first put the debate in context.

U.S. public education is in a crisis; compared to children in other wealthy
countries, America’s children are performing less competitively, andctiieveement gap
between rich and poor students in the US is extreme (Weil, 2008). More specific crises
cited are the fact that boys are falling behind academically (Thiers,,2668) of
teenage pregnancy are increasing (Weil, 2008), and discipline probkemsraasing in
schools, especially among minority boys in inner-city schools (Balkin, 2002). One
solution for all of these diverse problems that is gaining in popularity is the nreotem
toward single-sex classrooms and schools. According to the aforementioned Today
Show report, 518 schools operate single-sex programs (either as entiredyssingl
schools, or coed schools with single-sex classes within them) (Bell, 2009). tBgpara
students by sex in educational settings is by no means a new concept, quite #ng contr
in fact. Single-sex education—or frequently education only for boys—was the norm in
the US until the mid to late &entury (Levit & Verchick, 2006). In Colonial America
girls were frequently denied the opportunity to attend school based on the assumption
that they did not need to be educated to serve as wives and mothers. Some white girls
were allowed to attend “dame schools” where they learned minimal readisglaki
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black and Native American girls very rarely received any education. Astmérg
progressed, coeducation gradually gained in popularity, appearing first ischoalls
where there were so few students that it made little sense to sepatatésbased on
sex (or age). By the mid @entury most public elementary schools were coed, but
single-sex classes persisted in public high schools. Interestingly, iodkie 8here
schools were racially segregated, white schools were generallg-sergwhile African
Americans’ schools were generally coeducational. By the end of theeb®ury
teaching, at the elementary and secondary level became increasivmtyea’s
profession. As women gained respect as educators, they also gained respdenss s
and were thus permitted to attend classes with their male counterparts. Coeducati
became the norm in US public education at the close of theerfury.

Throughout the 2Dcentury a number of laws and court cases validated women’s
rights to educational equity and simultaneously instilled coeducation as the degkirdt
for US public education. Despite these efforts at educational equity, by tha @30k it
was becoming clear that although boys and girls were sitting in the &@samoms, they
were not receiving the same educational opportunities. In a 1992 publication the
American Association of University Women outlined the ways in which US schoads we
shortchanging girls, specifically pointing to girls’ lower performam the sciences,
arguing that boys receive more attention from teachers (from elementarol through
college), and noting that boys are more likely than girls to see themsdleeterkin the
materials studied in school (AAUW, 1992). Similarly, Myra and David Sadker published
Failing at Fairness: How our Schools Cheat Gif1994) noting that girls’ learning
problems are less frequently identified and also examining the facirseagtgrt
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elementary school outperforming boys, but by graduation score 50 points lower on the
SAT. Both of these publications bring to light a body of research dating back to the
1980s that highlights the gender bias against girls in education (Datnow, Hubbard, &
Woody, 2005). More recently, rhetoric of a boy crisis in education has gained in
popularity in US media and education circles suggesting that there are alstioedlica
biases against boys. Discussions of the “boy crisis” focus on the lowerieyaci@nt
levels of boys (Spielhagen, 2008); one account of the boy crisis notes that bogs are le
likely to complete their homework, more likely to drop out of high school, and enrolling
in college at lower rates (Sommers, 2000). As parents, educators, and policy make
began to recognize both the shortfalls in educational equity for girls and thegooyi
crisis, single-sex public education became a popular alternative to therdtahda
coeducation. Although growing in popularity, single-sex education remains a highly
controversial issue. The remainder of this chapter examines the argumbrits bod
against single-sex public education, paying special attention to Leonarddbhis a
contributions to the advancement of single-sex education.
Support for Single-Sex Schools

Much of the support for single-sex public education is based on the belief that
there are innate (biological/natural) differences between the two @&%ds2008).
Authors such as Leonard Sax (2005) cite a piecemeal of scientific studiesgbase
deep rooted differences between boys and girls; while these authors do not entirely
disregard the impact of society, they do argue that differences betwesaxésecare
primarily biological—appearing as early as infancy—that theserdiftees can be
scientifically proven, and that these differences are significant a@rtougarrant
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different and separate learning environments for children and young adults.eCaplic
(1994) summarizes the three primary arguments that are used to defend single-sex
schools: 1.) single-sex environments provide relief from the distraction of sexual
pressures, 2.) single-sex classrooms allow teachers to work within thetdistinc
dispositions of each gender, and 3.) single-sex learning environments bettarzecog
and work with the distinct developmental characteristics of each sex. Eacheatfhifees
arguments is briefly discussed below.

The fear of sexual distraction has been used as a reason to separate tlog sexes f
centuries. Balkin (2002) asserts that “women were often seen as a cawsesafwk of
success, so that it was necessary to separate them in order to ensure theedéiithr
126). Religious schools have also used the sexual distraction logic to separais stude
by sex; in these cases sexual purity was seen as a sign of moral righteolo@srn
concerns over sexual distraction now come from the sides of both sexes with a large
emphasis placed on the effort to lower teenage pregnancy rates, the assumpugitimabei
if teenage qirls are not in school with teenage boys they are lessttketyimpregnated
by these boys. Concerns over sexual distraction are relevant when the alisisussi
focused on middle and high school students (who are presumably heterosexual), but they
seem less applicable when looking at elementary age students. Supportelge-Gesing
education argue that even in the absence of sexual distractions young chéddren a
frequently distracted by classmates of the opposite sex. These distraetorisom the
differing social habits of boys and girls; girls find boys to be too noisy aysl frefer to

be around other boys who appreciate their humor (Weil, 2008). Supporters of single-sex
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education argue that without these opposite sex social—or sexual—distraiiaergs
are able to focus better in school (Thiers, 2006).

Many of the arguments for single-sex education point to distinct differemd¢les i
dispositions of boys and girls. Boys are thought to be aggressive and compatikeve
girls are more nurturing and emotionally expressive (Caplice, 1994). Addiidmais
act out in class more, which is detrimental to girls who presumably do not require
discipline, and it is assumed that boys do not act out in single-sex environments because
they do not have a female audience to impress. Along with these very stereotypical
distinctions Sax (2005) goes so far as to suggest that boys and girls should have different
colored walls, different types of lights, and different temperatures indssrobom. In
discussions of dispositional differences between girls and boys it is imptarta
recognize that the differences are only generalizations based oncstatesty often the
average differences between the sexes is less than one standard deviatenmdapare
is in fact more overlap than true difference. To illustrate, gender diffesan height are
generally two standard deviations apart, meaning that while on averagedtaiea
than girls, but there are countless exceptions to this rule—girls who arehatdrays
(Weil, 2008). While statistically boys may be more competitive and act out more in
class, many girls are also competitive and many girls also act dass) clake for
example female competitive athletes and female competitive quiz bowipgmants; if all
boys were competitive and all girls were cooperative then these conggtits/
wouldn’t exist. But they do, and likewise if girls didn’t act out in class them theuld
be no need for juvenile detention programs for girls (or prisons for women). Sax and
other supporters of single-sex education argue that these dispositionahddtease
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biologically based, while social scientists counter that differeneesaaised by social
construction. Regardless, the realities of dispositional differences suggesirthe
fact more overlaps than differences.

Common developmental and educational differences between boys and girls
include ideas that boys are better at logical, quantitative, and spatialgkidsirls are
better at reading, writing, and language skills. Additionally it isedghat girls develop
fine muscle coordination skills before boys while boys develop large motor cdadina
before girls (Caplice, 1994). Based on these developmental differences, somerngsopone
of single-sex education argue that girls and boys should start school antliffges—
girls at age five and boys not until age six (Weil, 2008). Like the dispositional
differences discussed above all of these developmental and educational differenc
based on statistical averages and there is significant overlap in the devebi@and
academic achievements of boys and girls. Myra and David Sadker (19949 sfemicker
in education and found that on average high school girls receive higher grades, but that
high school boys receive significantly higher scores on standardized tests sueh a
PSAT and the SAT. The SAT tests students in reading, writing, and mathematies, and i
all three of these areas boys—on average—receive higher scores thantgidswfiile
girls are said to be leading the curve in reading, writing, and languagg B&is in fact
outperform girls on the reading and writing portions of the SAT. This conti@alicti
suggests that developmental and educational differences are much moreatechptian
simply saying girls excel at reading and boys excel at math. §aasathat these
differences are “hardwired” and linked directly to sex, but the comgiesabf
contradictory test scores and grades, along with the significant overlayesgures of
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development and achievement, suggest that social factors are also relevanigsiahs
of differences.

A final argument used in support of single-sex education is that parents and
students should have a diversity of academic options and single-sex classssare |
example of the many options that can be provided (Carr, 2007a). Interestingly, diverse
educational options is one of the reasons the US Department of Education lifted the
restrictions on single-sex education. Opponents of single-sex education, howgwer, a
that these schools are opposite of diversity because they segregate stutdisotss the
relationship between single-sex education and multiculturalism and divensitgrfin
Chapter 5.

Leonard Sax and the National Association for Single Sex Public Education

Dr. Leonard Sax is at the forefront of the movement for single-sex education in
public schools. Sax is a family physician and Ph.D. psychologist; his contributions to the
single-sex education movement include the popular publication of the Wdok&ender
Matters: What Parents and Teachers Need to Know About the Emerging Science of Sex
Differenceq2005), andBoys Adrift: The Five Factors Driving the Growing Epidemic of
Unmotivated Boys and Underachieving Young K2807). He also founded the
National Association for Single Sex Public Education (NASSPEWHy Gender
MattersSax (2005) introduces scientific evidence supporting the claim that the
differences between boys and girls are naturally occurring, vast, andipdof While it
is frequently asserted that gender differences are socially coestraathich is
discussed further in the next chapter of this thesis—Sax argues that theend#s are
“hardwired”. Pointing to differences in male and female retina formatiamr;rig
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abilities, and brain tissue, Sax focuses specifically on potential sourcesogfitabkex
differences between boys and girls. Extrapolating from this, Sax adsli@esade variety
of social issues including drug use, sexual activity, aggression, and risk taking, again to
discuss behavioral differences between boys and girls. Whether the ndsz=agties on
connects the biological with the social or merely assumes that one stemkdrothdr,
Sax draws clear conclusions about the social importance of biological diffe@mt¢he
causal direction from claims such as brain mass development to social gendered
distinctions in calmness or aggression. The book targets both teachers and $axents;
believes that if teachers and parents recognize and understand the innatiecaifer
between boys and girls that they will be better suited to empower evernthayriato
reach their full potential.

Sax’s bookBoys Adrift(2007) makes the argument that attention must be paid to
the silent and unrecognized disparity creeping into our schools, namely, the ylaris
this volume Sax identifies five factors that he believes are leading todledan boys’
achievement and motivation levels in school. These factors are 1.) video games that
disengage boys from academics, 2.) standard teaching methods that do not center on
boys’ interests, 3.) overmedication for ADD and ADHD, which is permanently damagi
boys’ brains, 4.) increases in environmental estrogens, which are causing disiaptions
boys endocrine systems, and 5.) masculinity’s becoming devalued in US cudixire (S
cites cartoon character Homer Simpson as an example). For each ohtheseSax
provides examples and suggestions of ways that parents can combat the issues. While

Boys Adriftis less focused on single-sex education, the book complements Sax’s belief
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that boys and girls are vastly different and have different needs; the book stands a
pillar for the belief that American boys are experiencing a crisisain €ducations.

More directly addressing the topic of single-sex education, The National
Association for Single Sex Public Education (NASSPE) is a non-profit ojaomz
“dedicated to the advancement of single-sex public education for both girls and boys”
(NASSPE website, 2009). Founded in 2002 by Sax, the NASSPE acknowledges that
single-sex schools are not appropriate for all children, but asserts thatesdtsshould
have the choice to send their children to single-sex schools. The organization boasts
three main missions: 1.) to provide teachers with professional development
opportunities, 2.) to serve as a resource to school administrators, teacherseiatsd par
interested in single-sex education, and 3.) to serve as a clearinghousedi@mhrase
facts on public education in the US as well as to disseminate new research. In the
research section of the website, the NASSPE presents research anckdtaistan be
used to support single-sex education. The section opens by citing a recentlNationa
Institutes of Health (NIH) study (Lenroot et all, 2007) claiming in large, botd tirat
“there isno overlap in thetrajectories of brain development in girls and boys”
(NASSPE website, 2009). Under the heading of “Learning Style Differetioes”
NASSPE claims that there are differences in the amount of time that boyslacdmg
sit still, pay attention, and remain quiet. The website boasts that singéehseation
motivates boys to learn and expands educational opportunities for girls, encouraging
them to excel in non-traditional fields such as math and science.

The volume of research presented on this website and the sources of funding for
many of the studies (e.g., NIH) are impressive. General readdilsetyeéo come away
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from the site concluding that the scientific community is in agreement lowereed for
and biological bases that could support single-sex education. Yet upon careful review of
much of the research cited, including the NIH study noted above, these conclusions are
not warranted. The NIH study, for example, does demonstrate subtle differetwesnbe
the brain development trajectories of males and females, but nowhere does tiséas¢éudy
that there is “no overlap” in the trajectory of male and female brain devehbp™éhile
the website claims differences in boys’ and girls’ abilities totdit gay attention, and
remain quiet, the website provides no explanation or data to back up these claims. Those
claims that are backed up are generally only validated through anecdotal exadenc
single study. Far from being a “clearinghouse” for research relatbd togic, the site
instead simply represents Sax’s overall agenda, legitimating it wefudsirselected
(and carefully omitted) studies. These brief critiques of the informationnpegisen the
NASSPE website represent only a small portion of the arguments againsssixgle-
education. As single-sex education gains in popularity, there is also a growkteshac
to this form of education.
What's the Big Controversy? Arguments in Opposition to Single-Sex Education

The issue of public single-sex education remains quite controversial in the US.
Carr (2007b) identifies three major arguments made against single-sexquludation:
1.) concern over historical sexism against women in educational systems ahdtfear
single-sex education will lead to increased gender stereotyping; 2.icgwmmbout
whether separate schools can provide equal opportunities; and 3.) suspicion that the

research supporting single-sex education is limited and possibly politicadigd.
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For centuries, sexism and gender stereotyping were the norm in educatiors—it wa
not until the late 19th century that women as a group were even given the opportunity to
attend schools and study the same subjects as men. Thus it is understandable that ther
concern that single-sex education could lead to increased sexism and geedéysng
in schools. Levit and Verchick (2006) argue that boys in sex-segregated citisae
develop attitudes that favor traditional and stereotypical views of geridser i®imilarly,
Rigdon (2008) notes that boys’ schools contain the severest forms of sexism—offensive
explicit sexual and demeaning references to women that are unacceptable in
coeducational classrooms are often commonplace in boys-only classes—and ¢hat thes
schools could reinforce male exclusivity and dominance. Critics arguerthlat-sex
schools could reiterate stereotypes because they do not provide boys and girls the
opportunity to learn more about each other experientially, and that these scho@d also f
to prepare students for mixed-gender social interactions later in lifex8h2005).

Both girls and boys are harmed by increases in gender stereotypingssxgpponents
say (Theirs, 2006). Stereotypes limit the accepted expressions of both sexasingnd f
to provide students with adequate social interactions with the opposite sex cowddancre
communication (as well as other) problems in their adult personal and professimal |

When cartoon character Lisa Simpson attends an all-girls’ math classdshéhe
class significantly less rigorous than the boys’ math class. Whitesdtand arguably
blown out of proportion, this example expresses the fear that separate schaud$ will
have equal opportunities or resources. Opponents of single-sex education claim that
segregating the sexes is no different from segregating the racewi(626©05), arguing
that since the Supreme Court ruled that separate can not be equal in Brown v. Board of
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Education (1954), the same theory should apply to sex. This discussion of separate but
equal is continued in Chapter 3.
Critics of single-sex education are particularly concerned about the yalidie
research supporting single-sex education. There are two types of reBaastipport
the implementation of single-sex schools: research pointing to innate difference
between the sexes and research showing educational advantages for siagh®gksx
Supporters of single-sex education rely on a core group of scientific stugliesies)
hardwired differences between the sexes. Critics argue that these atadiaad-
selected for their support of innate differences, when in fact an entireboitiye of
research could be cited arguing more similarities between the sexe® silntiss that
are used to support innate differences between the sexes are sometimessaisehr
such as the previously mentioned NIH study, cited by the NASSPE, which never actually
states that there is no overlap in the trajectories of brain development (Leralbot e
2007). Considering that single-sex public schools are still relatively new r@nadn@st
research comparing single-sex schools with coeducational schoolsyactmafiares
girls’ private and parochial schools to public coed schools (Carr, 2007b). Research that
does compare single-sex public schools with other public schools is frequently drawn
from schools outside the US. Critics of single-sex education are also concethed by
lack of data examining the effects of single-sex education on racial nespdifferent
socio-economic backgrounds, religions, and non-heterosexual students (Rigdon, 2008).
Some of the most vocal criticism against single-sex education comes from
feminist and civil rights organizations that are overwhelmingly opposed tintjle-sex
education movement. Many prominent feminist organizations have issued official
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statements against single-sex education efforts. For example the Natigaaization

for Women (NOW)—the largest US feminist membership organization—critize
movement for its emphasis on improving the education for boys, not girls. NOW argues
that separate is never equal; the organization fears that single-seticgtiwdbgreatly
increase sex stereotyping in adulthood. NOW is especially concerned thasimgre
stereotypes will limit the future success of women’s employment pose#iliRather

than using single-sex education as a method for fixing failing public schaeiss;s

NOW argues that resources should be used in other ways such as to increase funding for
schools, to reduce class sizes, and to improve the resources and traininghnstea

(NOW website, 2006). The American Association of University Women (AAUW) is
another prominent U.S. feminist organization that is publicly speaking out agagist s

sex education. Like NOW, AAUW also fears that single-sex classrodimgiwforce

gender stereotypes and increase discrimination. AAUW argues thatsexgéelucation
restricts the educational opportunities for both boys and girls, and it stiiegseEsmost
cases girls’ programs receive fewer resources than boys’ (AAUbEitee 2006). Both

NOW and AAUW cite the great educational advancements that women have made in
recent decades and ultimately fear that these gains will be lostiirces are directed
primarily at the boy crisis. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLEglso very

critical of single-sex education. The ACLU points to the limited and incomplete
evidence used in support of single-sex education and argues that much more research is
needed before such schools are put into practice. The ACLU also believesgleat si

sex public education will weaken the equal rights protections for schoolchildren.
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Although the courts have not yet considered the new regulations on single-seioaducat
the ACLU believes these regulations to be unconstitutional (ACLU website, 2004).
Do Single-Sex Schools Work?

From these discussions it is clear that there is both passionate support for and
opposition to single-sex public education. Supporters believe that single-sexadiscati
the key to increasing the success of both boys and girls arguing that we henagtoze
the innate differences between the sexes in order to better meet their needsirdst,
the opposition fears that single-sex schools will increase gender gpagdhat such
schools will worsen relationships across the sexes, and that students wi# recagual
resources and opportunities in sex-segregated classes and schools. Rexjdhdiess
heated debate over single-sex education, the question remains as to whether orenot singl
sex schools produce the desired academic and social results. Do single-sexisatool
to higher academic performances for both girls and boys? In responseguaettion
Professor of Education Frances R. Spielhagen (2008) says, yes, no, and mayhke; throug
the trial cases at a number of schools it is clear that single-sex schoolselidior
some boys and girls in some situations, but due to the complexity of student populations
there is no one-size-fits-all answer for improving student success. ThéeBgedBoys
Charter School (mentioned in the introduction) is a highly publicized example of an
academically successful single-sex school. A similarly suadesmsdl well publicized
school is the Young Women'’s Leadership Academy of East Harlem. Opened in 1996 to
enhance the educational opportunities of inner-city minority girls, TYWL8lsnsoral
decision making skills and expects academic success and college enrtinadinf the
girls who attend (TYWLS website, 2009). Often receiving less mediaiatieat
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number of public schools have made unsuccessful attempts at single-sex programs. |
1997 California was the first state to operate a large-scale experimergléxsex public
education; the state rewarded six districts with five hundred thousand dollarstin gra
money to establish single-sex schools. The school districts were primégeiigsted in
receiving the extra grant money and lacked a deep philosophy in singléusatien;
similarly many students and parents were interested in the experinamalssbecause

of the additional resources that would be made available by the grant money. Dbespite t
increase in resources, the California single-sex schools failed to improvetstude
academic performance and also failed to improve classroom discipline problems
(Datnow, Hubbard, & Woody, 2005).

But even if some single-sex public schools are leading to increases in test scor
for both girls and boys, is there a social cost to this success? Could the costasddc
gender stereotypes and less interaction—cooperation—between boys aodtgieligh
the academic benefits that single-sex schools might provide? Support fersamg|
schools relies heavily on the assumption that boys and girls are inheretigrditiue to
brain differences and other physiological distinctions between the sexes. Bifttisa
is not the case? What if any dispositional, behavioral, and learning differetwegie
boys and girls are instead actually socially constructed differeAuas*hardwired” at

all but instead the result of social phenomena?
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Chapter 2: Social Construction versus Biological Differences: Theor{esruder,

Race, and Class and the Role of Biology in Promoting Single-Sex Education
For the past three decades, the influence of social and cognitive factors on gender
traits has been systematically overestimated while innate factors have been
neglected. Leonard Sax (2005, p. 263)
Gender is the apparatus by which the production and normalization of masculine
and feminine take place along with the interstitial forms of hormonal,
chromosomal, psychic, and performative that gender assumes.

Judith Butler (2004, p. 42)

Race, as a meaningful criterion within the biological sciences, has long been
recognized to be a fiction. Henry Louis Gates, Jr. (1986, p. 4)

As a result of the class you are born into and raised in, class is your
understanding of the world and where you fit in; it's composed of ideas, behavior,
attitudes, values, and language; class is how you think, feel, act, look, dress, talk,
move, walk; class is what stores you shop at, restaurants you eat in; class is the
schools you attend, the education you attain; class is the very jobs you will work
at throughout your adult life. Donna Langston (2007, p. 119)
Before addressing the specific intersections of gender, race, aadvitla regard

to single-sex education, it is important to first establish definitions to undeérskactly

what is meant by these terms. The following discussion draws on sociologicaistemi

and critical theories to provide a framework and working definitions for gender, race, a

class. While there are a variety of theoretical approaches to understagwiieg, gace,

and class, social construction is a common theme in recent sociological tléthese
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concepts. Andersen and Collins (2007) argue that gender, race, and clasoaidlgll s
constructed categories that produce systemic forms of inequality. Thebsecial
construction are generally developed in opposition to theories of biological difsten
While arguments of biological differences used to be generally accepted for,gander
and class, due to shifts in social norms this is no longer the case. Rather, arguments of
biological differences between race and class groups are now generaligered to be
discriminatory. In contrast, theories of biological differences betweegdnders, which
are assumed to correlate directly according to the binary sexesnaidered reasonable
and often backed by scientific data. The following chapter focuses primariheaolée
of social construction in the formation and perpetuation of gender, race, and
socioeconomic class classifications; additionally the chapter explorasdtw science
in perpetuating gender differences.
Gender

The concepts of sex and gender are frequently and mistakenly conflated in
popular discourse. Feminist scholars have traditionally distinguished betwsen the
terms arguing that sex is defined as the biological differences bemeade and female
bodies (hormones, chromosomes, and genitals) whereas gender is defined as the social
interpretation of sex that results in the categories of man and woman, masculine and
feminine. Presumably, one who is born with a female body will grow up into a woman
and exhibit feminine characteristics, whereas a person with a male bodgwélbp into
a man with a masculine demeanor. While the naturalness of sex differences is not
commonly called into question, feminist and gender theorists frequently propose that
gender is a socially constructed phenomenon (Butler, 1990). Basic socialcomsist
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arguments presume that gender differences are not natural, but ratheesult of the
societies in which we live; and because gender is not a naturally ocquinengmenon,
there is an underlying assumption that the constructions of gender are spexiftartes
and times and that these constructions can be altered.

Theories of social construction frequently focus on two different but intstecel
societal influences: interactions and institutions. In their groundbreakioclg étted
“Doing Gendef’ West and Zimmerman (1987) discuss the construction of gender
through interactions. West and Zimmerman define gender as “the activignaiging
situated conduct in light of normative conceptions of attitudes and activities apfgopri
for one’s sex category” (p. 127). They further elaborate that gender isrgerouti
accomplishment embedded in everyday interactions, meaning that gender @ineglays
roles are produced and reproduced through the social interactions between and among
people. West and Zimmerman argue that through interaction, individuals organize thei
various activities to reflect or express specific gender norms. Likewdigiduals are
disposed to interpret the behavior of others through accepted gender norms as sell. We
and Zimmerman argue that routine interactions produce gender and makeat seem
natural occurrence, when it is actually a socially constructed phenomkenthre case of
single-sex education, these routine interactions include the daily intershaetgesen
teachers and students. Sufficient evidence suggests that teacheradesds stifferently
based on the gender of the student (AAUW, 1992); due to established gender norms
teachers treat students in gender-specific manners and students respatid@ts
gender norms as well. In these interactions the students and teaclieisggender,
and their interactions reinforce pre-existing gender norms.
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Building on West and Zimmerman'’s concept of doing gender, Judith Butler
(1990) develops a theory of social construction resulting in gender as a performance.
Butler notes that gender is frequently considered an internal essence @irslexq), tout
she argues instead that gender is actually manufactured through acts, orgrerésrm
These acts, both political and cultural, produce and maintain standard gender
classifications and norms. Butler argues that individuals can only be understoodgo other
through becoming gendered and conforming with recognizable standards of gender
norms. Gender coherence is a regulatory practice that acknowledges indwidoials
conform to accepted forms of gender performance and rejects those who do not. For
example, single-sex schools assume that there are only two gendéssardiboys—
and assumes that students have distinct personalities and learning styles blassel on t
genders. Although many students do easily fit into these gender divisions, there is a
significant number of students who do not easily fit into these categoriesesgfaian,
transgender, and intersex students may all defy standard boy/girl divisions aadethey
incomprehensible in the framework of single-sex education. For Butler, &csighi
portion of accepted gender performance is manifested in compulsory hetenbgexual
the idea that heterosexuality is not a naturally existing norm, but rather ¢ednpe|
individuals through various societal influences. Many theorists believe thatutsory
heterosexuality is a byproduct of society’s gender norms, but Butler ahguepgosite,
that compulsory heterosexuality is the societal force which reinforcescmting gender
norms and ultimately defines what is, and what is not, gender coherence. WithirsBut
framework, the recent support for single-sex education could be read as a cimeservat
and homophobic response to breakdowns in traditional gender norms, and traditional
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heterosexuality. Supporters of single-sex education do not explicitly statbahaeek

to reign in all gender deviants, but their insistence on distinct separatioreehdhe

genders suggests that they believe the differences are “natuladhauld be maintained.
Complementing these views of gender as interaction, many theorists understand

gender as produced by societal institutions. One such theorist is French philosopher

Michel Foucault, and although his work did not frequently focus on the production of

gender, his theories of the importance of social institutions in identityation have

proven useful for understanding the production of gendered identities. Foucault's most

famous institutional study is found in the bdoiscipline and Punish: the Birth of the

Prison(1977). In this volume Foucault outlines the system by which power and

knowledge are interrelated; discipline and surveillance are used by prison guaneisé

a docile population of prisoners who eventually come to police themselves, andréheref

no longer require surveillance. While Foucault’'s work focuses primarily on ganpri

he uses this as a metaphor for society at large, arguing that through sweeilha

disciplinary actions western society [re]produces subjects who follow e asl

dictated. By applying Foucault’s ideas of identity formation through utitits to

gender, one could argue that gender is produced and reproduced through the surveillance

and disciplinary action of societal institutions, such as schools. Subjects in schools ar

taught not just math and English, but they are also taught to follow the rules of’society

gender norms. Once in the segregated classrooms girls and boys would learn their

appropriate gender norms, and they would learn how to avoid punishment for

misbehavior (gender-bending), eventually students would follow the gender norms and

actually incorporate them as part of their gender identities. Thus the gendgiesief
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boys and girls are shaped by social institutions (such as schools) anessingtshools
that incorporate gender differences into the separate classrooms woualdlyargcrease
differentiation between the gender binary.

Although the specifics of West and Zimmerman, Butler, and Foucault all differ,
all of their theories hold a central theme that gender is a socially octestru
phenomenon. While social construction is accepted as a prominent theory in academic
and feminist circles, mainstream society does not always define gensecially
constructed. Supporters of single-sex education are generally opposed to the social
construction of gender, instead arguing that gender differences in pegsandllearning
styles are natural consequences of biological differences betweendke seguments
supporting single-sex education rely on both assumed sex differences and gender
differences. Specifically, sex differences—such as brain developmemeddés and
differences in hearing abilities, cited by Sax (2005)—are used to arguadta-sex
education. But gendered (that is, social) differences are also incorporatdekg®o t
arguments. Advocates for single-sex education discuss the differing spaeakaces
of boys and girls in classrooms as a reason to separate students based onisex (Capl
1994). As an example, Sax (2005) discusses the differences in aggression patterns of
boys and girls, noting that girls who bully are frequently popular and work vinér ot
girls to bully a single girl, whereas boys who bully are loaners who work aildheir
bullying efforts. Sax cites a study of two year olds in which the boys mwere likely to
prefer a violent story whereas the girls were more likely to preferanvand fuzzy story.
He also introduces evolutionary biology to suggest that males are more inglined t
violence because of the useful purpose this skill serves in killing prey wheneale$
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are more inclined to nurturance because of their role in raising the young ofcles spe
Despite his best efforts to naturalize the aggression patterns of boyslsnldegfails to
demonstrate how this results in different bullying techniques. Additionally, lsedai
link aggression to any specific element of biological sex (are aggrestiemg
determined by chromosomes, hormones, or genitals). Finally, Sax fails toizecthgt
not all men are violent and not all women are nurturing. To contrast this view, most
feminists and sociologists would argue that aggression and patterns of bullying are
socially constructed aspects of gender. Near the ewthgfGender MatterSax (2005)
explicitly denies the significance of social construction, contendinghbaiast thirty
years have been replete with studies of social and cognitive aspects aof géadegues
that gender is primarily innate.

Supporters of single-sex education generally point to biological brain difesyenc
and learning differences between the sexes as the justification foga@ggestudents
based on sex. They argue that sex and gender differences are naturallpg¢aatri
related to social institutions and interactions) and due to these differeryseanal girls
require separate and different learning environments. Most social coinsigist
counter that learning and performance differences are the result ofyscaredtructed
norms and roles, but despite their skepticism of natural differences socialicbostists
have a difficult time debunking the prevalent acceptance of biological differences
between the sexes. US culture remains divided over the causes of sex and gender
differences; at one end are the Leonard Saxes who believe that diffexsnces
biologically based (nature), at the other end are feminists and social coostsstivho
believe that differences are socially based (nurture), and many membergeheral
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public often find themselves believing in some combination of these elements. While
debates concerning the true cause(s) of sex and gender differences reasalvedy it

is exceedingly significant that natural biological differences reragrominent and
acceptable part of the sex/gender differences discourse. Scientlfiesstmedia reports,
and popular books all present boys and girls (men and women) as natural opposites;
rarely is this line of discourse questioned.

To contrast, discourses of biological differences are not considered socially
acceptable in discussions of racial and class differences. While theoerarérismige
groups that believe in race and class differences as biologically basedtreaan culture
accepts social construction as the major cause of differences betweandatass
groups. Arguably, it is the saliency of biology in discussions of sex/gendeedifésy
and the lack of saliency of biology in race and class differences that seglaating
students based on sex/gender an acceptable option in the US and makes separating
students based on race or class unacceptable (discriminatory). Becaasedptable to
say that there are naturally occurring differences between the/genders then it is also
acceptable to separate students along these lines. However since itrsrdisary to
say that there are naturally occurring differences between tbg sasocioeconomic
classes then it is likewise discriminatory and not acceptable or legg@iadmse students
by race or socioeconomic class.

Although biological brain differences between the sexes are often taken as
assumed fact, feminist scientists have long challenged these argameintstead found
that scientific studies claiming biological differences between thessare themselves
influenced by social factors (including gender). Fausto-Sterling (2000) alges t
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scientists are not immune to bias; social reality shapes their views andsritbe
shapes the scientific knowledge that is produced. Noting that studies frequnehtly f
large overlaps between boys and girls brain structure, Fausto-Stegues dhat we do
not know enough about brain functions to make significant claims of brain differences
and abilities. Eliot (2008) reiterates that the range of brain differentas groups is
much larger than differences between the sexes. Arguing that brain sizepadhse
correlated more accurately with body growth than with cognitive asildaf the sexes,
Eliot stresses that scientific studies displaying gesuheitarities are rarely reported to
the public. Fausto-Sterling also posits that brain differences may not tetyemitural,
but instead could be the result of environmental stimuli—if we treat boys and girls
differently their brains may develop differently to match social normgigGing studies
of primatology, Haraway (1991) argues that the discipline is largely mazediand
biased. Specifically, studies of primate sexuality often present theasiale aggressor
in contrast to the passive female receptacle; these studies are then egenitaté male
sexual aggression as natural for humans because primates are consideatd dhe-
non-socialized—uversions of humans. The work of Haraway and other feminist $gientis
stresses that science and scientists are not without bias and that thedsokgatitive
sciences are often used in political and discriminatory manners. Hasamak
challenges the objectivity of science and encourages the consideration ofiaulture
understandings of the creation of scientific knowledge. Fausto-Sterling osusiétal
disagreements over gender equality as the perpetuating force behindetiey s
biological sex/gender differences. Thus, if the US developed a firmeestgainst
sexism, then biological claims of natural sex/gender differences in egtogpment and
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assumed ability would no longer be acceptable in American discourse. While much
remains unknown about brain development and function, neuroscientists have discovered
an almost limitless plasticity of the brain in learning abilities, and shespecially true
for children (Eliot, 2008). The work of Fausto-Sterling, Haraway, and Eliot sugbasts
sex/gender differences in brain development and learning styles are noanbcass
naturally occurring as often assumed,; instead prevalent social comstrigdbiasing the
findings of scientific studies (causing scientists to interpret natural plem@mno match
their beliefs about sex and gender) and making sex and gender differemence
natural than they actually are. While the biological basis of gender differisnces
acceptable in mainstream US discourse, this is not the case for race amtifideences.
Instead race and class differences are generally accepted dy sonstructed and to
argue otherwise (biologically) is considered discriminatory.
Race

Scientists concluded in the early twentieth century that racial categosie
arbitrary and not related to any biological referent (Glenn, 2000), but presumeddailolog
differences among the races remained viable in American discourse slattad¢his
conclusion. Supporters of racial segregation argued that biological brain diéfereare
to blame for the lower achievement levels of black students (Wolters, 2008). Opponents
argued that socioeconomic class, historical discrimination, and other sotoed faere
causing racial achievement gaps. Since the 1950s and subsequent civil rightemiovem
discussions of biological differences between races have become ledly soceptable

in the US; today it is considered discriminatory to assert racial diffesdmased on
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biology. Critical race theory has played a significant role in developingi¢isesond
arguments of race as a social construct.

One pair of theorists who have been fundamental in the development of critical
race theory is Omi and Winant. Omi and Winant (1994) define race as “a concept whic
signifies and symbolizes social conflicts and interests by referrindféoettt types of
human bodies” (1994, p.55). Although they acknowledge a biological base in definitions
of race, Omi and Winant stress that the selection of human features for purpeses of
signification is an inherently social and historical process. Omi and Wineoduice
their theory of racial formation, which they define as “the sociohistgoicaless by
which racial categories are created, inhabited, transformed, and ddstfb994, p.55),
to include understandings of race as both social structural and relational. Thus their
theory of racial formation includes elements of both institutional and intenacti
influences such as the labor market (institution) and cultural interactitatisin |
philosopher Antonio Gramsci developed a theory of cultural hegemony to explain how
capitalists maintain dominance over the working class by developing a cosisens
mentality in which the working class believes that the best interests of thg class are
also their own (Forgacs, 1988). Hegemony maintains the status quo and keeps the
working class (those without power) from rebelling against the ruling class.a
Winant apply Gramsci’s theory to race and argue that racial ordernsamaid in
democracies through systems of hegemony.

Henry Louis Gates Jr. is another leading social theorist in the areéial ¢cace
studies. In his booRace, Writing, and Differenq@986), Gates Jr. argues that popular
usages of the term race can exhibit both described and inscribed differencesin8y say
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that racial differences are inscribed, Gates Jr. is suggesting ttatrdiss of racial
differences actually work to reproduce such differences. Thus the productiorabf rac
difference is cyclical—seemingly natural—but actually caused by soamastruction.
Gates Jr. notes that racial differences are discussed in terms of,dulguistics, and
belief systems. In addition to the social construction of these differences, Isat
argues that power and knowledge are inherent in discourses of race. The
power/knowledge dynamic in racial discourse results in inequalities basedadn rac
differences. Most notably, Gates Jr. cites the links between racradtadie, literacy, and
economic alienation. He discusses racial differences in reading andywmistmg that

in centuries past Europeans believed that Africans were biologically bleagfaeading
or writing. However, it was actually due to power structures that blacks wegesant
the opportunity to learn reading or writing skills. Once given the opportunity to lear
these skills many blacks responded to allegations of this inability by writing books
poetry, autobiographies, and political and philosophical discourses.

The theories of Omi and Winant and Gates Jr. argue that race—as a meaningful
social classification—is not a biological fact, but instead is sociatgttucted through
institutions, interactions, and discourses. While mainstream discourses do ssarigce
comprehend the intricacies of these theories, it is commonly accepted in U8 thatur
racial differences are based on social experiences rather than labtegeErminism.
Class

Class categories are frequently understood as socially constructed, but the
meaning of this social construction is quite contested. For generations, the coticept of
American Dream has permeated class discourse in the United Statesdiigctmthe
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American Dream, everyone has the right to financial success, regardes®ioher
background; it is assumed that anyone can succeed if they work hard enough towards
their goals. Despite the popularity of the American Dream, Warner, MegicEells
(1960) point to a fundamental contradiction in its logic, The American Dream assumes
first that all Americans are equal and second that all Americans havghh#orthe
chance to reach the top. However, if all Americans were equal, there would be no top to
which they would all be striving. The American Dream becomes even more prablema
when considering the capitalist economy—which relies upon the unequal distribution of
resources—of the US. This inequality of resource distribution based on socioeconomic
class is referred to as class stratification.
A significant misperception of socioeconomic class is that it only redehet
amount of money a person or family has. This limited definition fails to recodmaze t
complexity of class and the multitude of meanings it can have. Langston (2083¢stre
that class is more than income; it is economic security as well as mamakelements.
As a result of the class you are born into and raised in, class is your understanding
of the world and where you fit in; it's composed of ideas, behavior, attitudes,
values, and language; class is how you think, feel, act, look, dress, talk, move,
walk; class is what stores you shop at, restaurants you eat in; class ibis sc
you attend, the education you attain; class is the very jobs you will work at
throughout your adult life (Langston, 2007, p. 119).
This expanded definition understands socioeconomic class as socially constructed and
“all-encompassing”; this definition breaks through the myth of the Americaanbead
demonstrates how class background infiltrates all aspects of lifeusgechkass is so “all-

encompassing” it can perpetuate social stratification in multiple wagtsoo® are just

one example of a social institution that maintains social stratification.

38



Pierre Bourdieu (1974) explores the role of schools in maintaining class
stratification; he notes that the school system is often assumed to be a §ieragmra
route to upward mobility, but instead the school actually serves as one of the most
effective means of maintaining the current social order. Rather than focusing
economic status alone, Bourdieu (2007) examines three different types df capita
economic, cultural, and social. Economic capital refers to a person’s finaeaikh.
Cultural capital refers to a person’s cultural goods—such as books, instruments—and
their long-term dispositions, both of which are generally passed down throudjalfami
generations. Social capital refers to a person’s network of relationships. When
considering all three of these forms of capital, Bourdieu argues thatatdapital is
particularly instrumental in the perpetuation of social stratification throlg school
system. Bourdieu asserts that the cultural capital of the upper and middés ces
valued more in schools, whereas the cultural capital possessed by poor and alassing
students is disvalued by schools and society at large.

Bourdieu’s definition of class incorporates not only the possession of economic
goods, but the possession of cultural and social goods as well. Similar to Langston’s
definition, Bourdieu understands class as more than just a person’s annuarsalary
financial assets, but also their possession of certain valued cultural goods and thei
connections within established social networks. If, in fact, schools do value the cultural
goods of upper and middle class students more so than those of poor and working class
students, then Bourdieu’s expanded definition of socioeconomic class is quite suitable for

examining the perpetuation of class stratification. Additionally, Bourdiedisitien of
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class suggests that rather than being solely determinate of econonunséiais,
socioeconomic classes are largely socially constructed.
Intersectionality

No individual experiences gender, race, or class in isolation; all individuals
possess gender, race, and class identities, and the only individuals who do noteecogniz
their own gender, race, or class identity are members of a privilegedydentit
classification (i.e. male/man, white, or upper/middle class). Likewisdhtories
discussed in this chapter should not be considered in isolation, but instead considered
together as intersecting frameworks for understanding the overlaps of ,gacdeand
class as meaningful classificatory systems. Theories of intersadly seek to develop
models for understanding the interconnectedness of situated classificatiodsratities.
Many of the theorists discussed actually do incorporate aspects oéati@nality into
their theories of gender, race, and class, often focusing on one of these araaby/pri
but acknowledging the significance of that area’s (either gender, radass’s)
intersection with others. For example, Omi and Winant (1994), while focusing pyimaril
on racial formation, acknowledge that gender, race, and class are dly sariatructed
and that they overlap and intersect with each other in countless ways. Addititmglly, t
argue that there are no clear boundaries between these classifications, anditaat pol
conflicts frequently involve gender, race, and class simultaneously.

The work of Patricia Hill Collins has been recognized as a leading contribaition t
theories of intersectionality. In her groundbreaking wBldck Feminist Though{fL990)
Collins introduces the theory of the matrix of domination, which she defines as “the
overall social organization within which intersecting oppressions organize, devedop, a
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are contained” (p. 228). The matrix of domination shows how individuals are impacted
by the intersection of various forms of oppression resulting in unique experiences
depending on one’s position within the matrix. Throughout the book Collins uses the
example of black women and their experiences of oppression; as women thegreeperi
a continuing history of sexism and likewise as African Americans they exgera
continuing history of racism. The intersection if these oppressions causes blagk wom
to experience sexism differently than white women and to experience rathsrardiy
than black men. In addition to sexism and racism the matrix of domination is further
complicated by other systems of oppression such as classism, heterosexisyejsand a
as well as countless other classifications.

By applying Collins’ theory of intersectionality to single-sex edwocetit
becomes apparent that there are no only-boy and only-girl students. Instedubises
and girls are members of various other socially constructed classiigauch as racial
groups and socioeconomic classes. And, not only are these classificationstintgrse
but they can also lead to intersecting forms of oppression. Arguments forsemgle-
education are inherently limited and arguably problematic because they &btnize
any other classifications besides sex/gender. While single-sex eduaaly
acknowledges the significance of sex/gender as meaningful sites o miitnetween
US school children, analyses of this educational practice need to explore himassing
education intersects with race and class as well as examine whahgsaahias for these

classifications.
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Social Construction and Single-Sex Education

The theories of gender, race, and class presented above all suggest that these
classifications are not naturally occurring, but instead are socially gotestr Human
interactions, discourses, and institutions are all implicated as sourcesabf soci
construction. When studying educational systems we must ask not just if educatson play
a role in social construction, but instead ask what that role is and what effexg ot
the constructions of gender, race, and class. Thus, studies of single-seetoost
ask first what constructions are used to justify the need for single-sexieduaad
second ask what constructions will be perpetuated by single-sex programgubli¢S
schools. The need for single-sex public education is frequently justified thraugts cl
of biological differences between boys and girls and proponents also point to
performance gaps between the sexes as evidence of such biological diffefEneeise
of performance gaps between boys and girls is discussed further in the nestt chapt
this thesis. Interestingly there are significant performance gapd baggender, race,
and socioeconomic class, yet biological differences are only employeglanations of
gender gaps, not in race or class gaps. Chapter 5 of this thesis addrdss$es the
guestion of single-sex education perpetuating social constructions of gendemada

class.
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Chapter 3: Performance Gaps: Intersections of Gender, Race, and Classurdd
of Academic Achievement
Educational achievement is not a zero-sum game, in which a gain for one group
results in a corresponding loss for the other. ... Understanding disparities by
race/ethnicity and family income level is critical to understanding girls’ and boys’
achievement. American Association of University Women
(2008, pp. 2-3)
Much of the support for single-sex education is based on the belief that boys and
girls have different (“hardwired”) learning styles, and that theserdiffees lead to
significant gaps in educational performance. For example, girls are dadk tself-
confidence in science and mathematics disciplines and they are likewiseepretnted
in these career fields (Tindall & Hamil, 2004). Boys, on the other hand, lag behsd girl
in reading performance (Husain & Millmet, 2009). Those who believe in brain
differences between the sexes argue that the dichotomy of girlsdagghmd in math
and science and boys lagging behind in reading is a direct result of the differences
between female and male brains. Scientists and social scientists coufterdiaered”
brain differences argument, suggesting instead that any gender gaps #rdtyceaxist in
education are caused primarily by social and cultural factors such as giatiomand
gender norms. Although there are significant differences between theeaverag

performances of boys and girls in school, there are also significanedités in
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academic achievement based on race and class background. Many sources argue that
socioeconomic class is by far the best predictor of academic perforfeagceAUW,
1992). While gender gaps in education are commonly credited to biological differences
making the same biological differences argument for race and class gapgation is
considered discriminatory. This chapter documents the general trends of @8oedilic
achievement gaps based on gender, race, and class. In such a discussion it is important
remember that these classifications are not mutually exclusive; no stsitbeniid to
only a gender, race, or class classification, but rather every student hasia plaot
these classifications. By applying Collins’ matrix of domination we canrataiel
performance gaps as complex expressions of gender, race, and class oppression.
Gender Gaps in Education

Since the 1960s studies have documented gender achievement gaps in reading,
mathematics, and science among US students. Girls consistently outperysrim bo
assessments of reading. Although boys and girls perform similarlymeetary math,
by middle and high school boys tend to move ahead in math. Similarly, boys outperform
girls in science and their lead in this subject is measured at all acdéggis (Ma,
2008). In 1992 the American Association of University Women released a report
specifically addressing the gender gaps in American education, seekingkdHaenyth
that boys and girls receive equal education and specifically documentingyheénwv
which schools “shortchange” girls. Citing studies from the 1980s and early 90s, the
AAUW noted that the gap between boys’ and girls’ reading and verbal skills was
minimal. Addressing the gender gaps in math, the AAUW praised recent &fforts
empower girls in math courses and noted that although the gender gap in math had not
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disappeared, girls were pushing ahead in math and the gender gap in this subyjeas area
steadily decreasing. The report’s findings on the gender gap in sciendesgere
celebratory: the AAUW found that boys still outperformed girls in sciefass and
achievement. Rather than pointing to brain differences to explain the remaining gende
gaps in education, the AAUW argued that societal factors were causing these ga
Specifically they noted that boys receive more attention from teachams §fe-school
through college), that boys are more likely to see themselves reflected ia cours
materials, and that societal pressures frequently lead to large drogs’isglii-esteem
(AAUW, 1992).

In the mid 1990s, as organizations such as the AAUW were focused on the
educational disadvantages facing American girls, a backlash of others beggud that
it was boys who were actually getting shortchanged by education. Thisslagkew
into what is known as “the boy crisis” and its proponents argue that current edatati
practices are not geared properly for the ways in which boys learn (Gurian, 2005)
Popular media became flooded by reports of boys falling behind in academic
achievement, boys graduating from high school less frequently than girls,rvoljsg
in college less than girls, and boys falling behind in verbal skills (Rivé3ar&ett,
2006). Additionally, the fact that boys tend to get slightly lower gradesooc
solidified the evidence for a boy crisis frenzy. As discussed in Chapter 1jdteneg of
a boy crisis is one of the major reasons for recent interest in singéslgeation. Like
proponents of single-sex education, believers in the boy crisis argue that bgydsand
are hardwired differently; these brain differences lead to differemtitenstyles and
needs of boys and girls, and the boy crisis argues that American schooikrayéofa
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meet the differing educational needs of boys. Conservative commentatoratbhaed |
on to the boy crisis arguing that it is proof that feminism has had a negative onpact
schools, causing them to give girls more attention, and invariably leavingbays
disadvantage (Vail, 2006).

But despite the media frenzy of a growing boy crisis in which Americas &gy
falling further and further behind the girls in their communities, many ¢éidnehexperts
and social critics argue that the boy crisis is a myth. One of the mais pieeédence
of the boy crisis is the fact that boys receive lower grades in school. Sadkedkad Sa
(1994) addressed this fact; they argued that although boys do receive sligbtly low
grades, they continue to outperform girls on standardized tests such as tharRISAT
SAT. The SAT tests students on math and verbal abilities and boys score hagher th
girls on both sections (despite the fact that boys are said to lack verbal skifiaredrto
girls). More recent data continue to show boys outperforming girls on the i8AGtlzer
standardized tests (Heuman, 2002). Schiebinger (1999) examined studies of student
grade attainment and found that girls do earn slightly higher grades atirighat
primarily due to their more consistent handing in of homework; suggesting thenybat bo
receive lower grades not because they are learning less but because tbgey ldtely to
consistently turn in their homework. Others stress that reports of the beyfaititd
take into account race and class factors, and that when these factortudeslitite
image of a boy crisis becomes much different—namely a crisis facingarpend rural
boys, but not white suburban boys (Rivers and Barnett, 2006).

The AAUW is especially critical of the boy crisis rhetoric. In theoerd report
“Where the Girls Are: the Facts About Gender Equity in Education” the AARWS)
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stresses that while girls have pulled ahead slightly in some measa@ss(gnd college
admittance) both boys and girls are doing better than ever in school. Fromtitisefac
AAUW argues that education is not a zero-sum game, arguing that educatinoadbga
girls do not come at the expense of educational losses for boys. Addressing the gender
gaps in college attendance, the AAUW notes that women are filling morgecshats
because many women are returning to college as non-traditional students. ®ivers a
Barnett (2006) confirm that gaps in college enrollment are among non-whitatstude
white men and women are enrolled at very similar levels, 49 versus 51 percent
respectively. The AAUW report also stresses that gender gaps needktonheess
through the lenses of race, ethnicity, and family income—when these classiScate
considered it becomes clear that what has been called a “boy crisistyisareasis

facing black and Hispanic students of both genders.

Leonard Sax (2005) and other supporters of single-sex education believe that
there are significant “hardwired” learning differences between bhuygials and that
there is a boy crisis in American education caused by coeducation’s inabdiiglress
these differences. Gender gaps in educational achievement are used as avidence t
support both the claims of learning differences and a boy crisis, but wheagefdlaems
are false? What other evidence could be introduced to explain the existence of gender
gaps in education? Social scientists have identified a variety of differémisféttat they
believe contribute to gender gaps in education. Ma (2008) argues that schools and
communities practice gender-differentiated socialization that lead8eredt (socially
produced) achievement norms of boys and girls. These achievement normatack cre
and maintained through traditions, cultures, and ideologies. Others cite goaillyeas
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a factor in the achievement norms of boys and girls; in a recent study aognpath
scores of boys and girls from 40 different countries, gender gaps decasasedsures
of women’s equality increased (Guiso et all, 2008). Low self-esteem (pabsuocaused
by cultural norms) is frequently cited as a reason that girls lag behisdrboath and
science. When educators actively encourage girls and promote positigdisatfy they
tend to do better in these subject areas (Alexakos & Antoine, 2003). In their 1992 report
the AAUW cites the development of gender roles as significant contributors tergend
gaps in education. From the time of a child’s birth society has gender-specifi
expectations for that child and the child is treated distinctive ways beckilsse
expectations. The report specifically cites the experiences ohgullsecognizes that
girls—especially middle and high school girls—frequently experience loslleesteem
than boys of the same age. While boys’ challenges are not specificakbgseitiin the
report, the theme of gender roles can also be used to explain many of the whaghin w
boys are falling behind, basically suggesting that the boy crisis is & gloereomenon
(not the result of biological differences). The alternative explanations sestusthis
paragraph vary in their details, but are similar in their adherence to the ingsootfathe
social construction of gender. Not only do constructions of gender determine how boys
and girls dress and what toys they prefer, but these constructions also have profound
consequences for their educational opportunities and future achievement potentials.
Achievement Gaps Associated with Race and Class

The gender gap is not the only relevant achievement gap in the US. Race and
class background also present significant gaps in students’ achievemkandBa
Alvarez (2004) state that there is a significant gap between the ackm@veihblack and
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Hispanic students compared to that of white and Asian students—this gap pesadists at
levels of education and even when these students attend the same schools. Compared to
their white and Asian peers, black, Hispanic, and Native American studenterare m

likely to attend lower quality schools with diminished resources, receive rages,

more likely to drop out of high school, and fail to graduate from college (Dabady, 2003)
Dabady argues that these race gaps in education are the effects of histoatal

exclusion and discrimination. Similarly, Farkas (2003) notes that black, Hispanic, and
Native American students start school with lower language levels, loeseading

skills, and lower pre-math skills than their white and Asian peers. Theseapgare
attributed largely to lower socioeconomic class backgrounds of black, Hispanic, and
Native American Students. Farkas argues that if these entry-levelgepgliminated,

the future racial gaps in high school would decrease significantly. Studyiggphe

between white and black students, Jencks and Phillips (1998) find that although race gaps
in education still persist, these gaps have decreased significantly sii@&¥ s They

argue that poverty, single-motherhood, and inadequate schools do not fully explain these
gaps; instead pointing to more complex psychological and social factors alsutomgr

to race gaps in education. In their 1992 report the AAUW argued that while educational
performance varied due to race, much, but not all, of this variance decreases when
students from the same socioeconomic class are compared. This brings to light a
important point: that racial minorities are disproportionately represemtée ranks of

lower socioeconomic classes. While analysts do not agree as to the preseseatdhe

race gaps in education, most of them do concur that poverty is part of the equation along
with other social and cultural factors.
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Many analysts believe that class background is the single-most impadtontih
determining students’ success (AAUW, 1992). As discussed in the previous chapter,
poor neighborhoods often have poorly funded schools because the residents of these
neighborhoods are less able to provide a sufficient property tax base to adequately fund
their schools. Thus students from lower socioeconomic classes are often doubly
burdened, first by having low family incomes and second by attending poorly funded
schools. Hochschild (2003) points to the disproportionate failure of urban schools—
poorly funded and attended by poor, mostly minority, students—as a demonstration of
this double burden. She argues that poor students bring specific problems to school—
poor health, poor nutrition, instability in their family lives, frequent moves, residence
unsafe neighborhoods, few educational resources in their homes, and family members
with poor educational backgrounds—which contribute to their likelihood of limited
performance potential. Students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds have the lowes
scores on the SAT, ACT, and other standardized tests (AAUW, 2008). Clark and Corski
(2002) studied the digital divide in education noting that gaps in computer literacy and
skills are widening—students of lower socioeconomic classes have lower tephnol
literacy and skills compared to their wealthier peers. The authors stregmiheasice
of the digital divide comparing current gaps in technology literacy to gaps imgeadi
literacy from a century ago; reading literacy used to be the key to eduaat career
success, but technology literacy has taken its place in guaranteeing, oinigiraer
student’s future success. In a recent meta-analysis, Sirin (2005) compdres st

educational achievement and socioeconomic class, concluding that since the 1890s ther
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has been a slight decrease in the correlation between socioeconomic class dmmhaduca
achievement, however a medium to strong correlation persists.
Intersections of Gender, Race, and Class Gaps

Many analysts who study educational achievement gaps recognize teajdpss
are not isolated, but rather are frequently intersecting. As memberstigfienoppressed
groups, students are simultaneously affected by multiple educational disgéganta
Because educational achievement gaps are already complex, fewsasialggtthe
intersections of gender, race, and class gaps in education. In their 1992 report the
AAUW attempted to address the intersections of educational gaps, the mdstagigni
finding of which was the bipolarity of girls’ achievement—qgirls from lower
socioeconomic class backgrounds are more likely to do better than boys frome¢he sam
class background, whereas girls from higher socioeconomic class baukgare likely
to lag behind similar boys. The report also addressed the fact that black, Hispénic, a
Native American students are much more likely to come from lower socioeconassc ¢
backgrounds, thus their educational experiences are often affected by both rdassand ¢
oppression. These are just two examples of the intersections of educational@aps
research is needed in this area, but it is also important to remember that Students
educational experiences are infinitely complex.

The sources introduced in this chapter confirm that there are significant
educational gaps, and that these are gender gaps, race gaps, and socioecosomic clas
gaps. While supporters of single-sex education point to presumed biologicaihdiéere
as the root cause of gender gaps in education, many analysts believadeat gee,
and class gaps are the result of complex social constructions. These caapglex g
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become even more complicated as we recognize the intersections of gerjamnda

class gaps in educational achievement. Despite the negative reality ofdhestoaal
gaps, there is a positive light at the end of the tunnel because some of these gaps a
actually declining. Gender gaps in math, science, and reading havéysdealined

since 1980 (Ma, 2008). Concerted efforts to empower girls in math achievement have
helped to close gaps in this subject (AAUW, 1992). Girls are empowered to take more
challenging courses in math and science and boys are closing the gap in botiagleme
and high school reading and writing skills (Eliot, 2008). Educational gaps betwekn blac
and white students have also declined in the past forty years (Jencks & Phillips1998)
Arguably, efforts by feminists and civil rights activists, educators, anceauas have

had positive impacts on decreasing the large educational gaps of the past. tbespite
recent frenzy toward single-sex education, the gains made toward desiter gaps

were accomplished largely in coeducational classrooms (Eliot, 2008 démd

students to single-sex schools, which are hyper focused on closing gender gabssevill
schools adequately address the education gaps based on race and class background, or
would such schools simply assume that the educational gaps experiencedrisyall g

all boys are the same, and not recognize race or class intersectiongiza8igefforts

are still needed to continue to close the remaining educational gaps, and it remains
guestionable as to whether or not single-sex schools can adequately address the
complexity of such gaps. Maybe offering single-sex public schools coddddarther
gains in educational achievement for both boys and girls, but according to that logic
should we not also offer single-race and single-socioeconomic class scho@soral
guestion is also a legal question—whether or not we can segregate students based on
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gender, race, or class differences—and US courts have responded by acespkang g
segregation and rejecting race and class segregated classrooms. Tigeofegiagle-
sex public education compared to single-race or single-socioeconomicdiaasian is

discussed in the next chapter of this thesis.
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Chapter 4: Educational Segregation: the Legality of Separating StudenentgrG
Race, and Class
In an educational system with a history of segregation along gender, racial, and
economic lines, the question of whether single-sex education promotes gender
equity remains unclear. The legality of single-sex schooling, particularly for
primary and secondary institutions, is similarly murky.
Meghan K. Carr (2007b, p.483)
At the time that the Simpsons episode “Girls Just Want to Have Sums” aired
(April 2006) girls in the United States were protected against sexrdisation in
publicly funded education and guaranteed relatively equal opportunities in school through
Title IX of the Education Amendment of 1972. However, just a few months later in the
fall of 2006 the Bush Administration and Department of Education (DOE) changed Titl
IX regulations making it easier for publicly funded schools, both elementary and
secondary, to exclude (discriminate) admission based on sex (Kiselewich, 2008). The
DOE sought to both legally protect the opening of single-sex public schools and to
encourage the increase in such schools. The US Supreme Court has not yet reviewed the
constitutionality of single-sex public education, so the DOE’s regulationsntlyristand
as legal permission for public schools to explicitly and purposefully sepsttatents by
sex. To contrast, it is illegal for schools to explicitly or purposefully sepatadents

based on their race or class backgrounds. But despite these explicit sanctgns, ma
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school districts remain segregated by race and class due to neighborhood makeup and
school funding and districting regulations. This chapter explores the differilg leg
standings of gender, race, and class in public school discrimination. Rather thag servi
as an exhaustive review, the chapter focuses on the key legislation and asithats
ultimately lead to different legal possibilities for separating studditsvever, before
examining the specific cases and legislation regarding genderanatcelass in public
schools, it is important to first understand the different judicial review tmategerace,
and class receive. Arguably, these differences in judicial reviewiacaldn
determining the varying outcomes and possibilities for separating stugeygsdber,
race, and class in public schools.
Legal Precedents for Gender, Race, and Class Discrimination
Cases involving discrimination based on gender, race, and class receiantiffer
consideration under precedents set by the US Supreme Court. Discriminaticareases
most frequently cited in violation of Constitutional guarantees of equal postéound
in the 14" Amendment’s equal protection clause and théfendment’s due process
clause. Equal protection implies that the law must treat all persons and gouatly
regardless of gender, race, or class; this equal treatment suggesis toatrts remain
blind to the social classifications of gender, race, and class. However, thehaug
deemed it permissible to use reasonable classifications in certairosgy#tay and
West (2006) describe the classification system as follows:
The Constitution does not require that things different in fact be treated iis law a
through they were the same. But it does require, in its concern for equality, that
those who are similarly situated be similarly treated. The measure of the
reasonableness of a classification is the degree of its successitig tseatlarly

those similarly situated. (p. 25).
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The US Supreme Court currently follows a three-tiered scrutiny model to rule on
discrimination cases challenging equal protection claims: stridirsg, intermediate
scrutiny, and rational basis scrutiny. Strict scrutiny is currensigrved for cases of
discrimination based on race, alienage, or national origin (Bhagwat, 1997); urader st
scrutiny the government is permitted to classify and treat personsediffebased on
race in only the most extreme of circumstances. In order to pass the gitiolygerst

the government must prove that the racial classification sew@®spellinggovernment
interest and that the classificatiomesrrowly related to that interest (Fitzpatrick, 2003).
To this day the Supreme Court has found the strict scrutiny test satisfietth ey
times—in a World War Two case justifying the internment of Japanese Asmeyin a
1980s case justifying a 50 percent quota of black employees in the AlabanfésSheri
Department, and in 2003 when the Supreme Court upheld the University of Michigan’s
affirmative action admissions policies. Race is held to the test of smtiny because
the court has deemed it to be a suspect classification.

Unlike race, the Supreme Court has found sex and gender to be semi-suspect
classes and accordingly it holds cases of sex or gender discrimination to Sevérss
test of intermediate scrutiny. Under intermediate scrutiny sex baseuingdiation must
be substantiallyrelated to ammportantgovernment interest. All other classifications,
such as class background, are considered non-suspect classes and casesioatiist
are considered under the minimal rational basis scrutiny test. To paatdhalibasis
test classifications must bationally related tdegitimategovernment interests

(Bhagwat, 1997). From this brief discussion it is clear that legal casésncfirad
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gender, race, and class discrimination are decided on different standacdietbat
legal standing of these classifications is integral to understanding gligyled single-
sex education. Rather than following the gender, then race, then class framework
followed in previous chapters, we turn first to exploring the legality of racial
classifications (discrimination) in education as the restrictions dgangge-race
education are the most severe.
Race, Separate is not Equal

It is currently illegal to explicitly and purposefully separate stuglbased on
race. However, this was not always the case. When public schools opened in the US
South in the 1860s racial segregation was the norm. At the time, segregation was a
valuable option for black students; the alternative to segregated schools was not
integration into racially diverse schools, but instead no schools for black students
whatsoever (Wolters, 2008). Schools were of course not the only places in whath raci
segregation was enforced; Jim Crow Laws establidlbegdresegregation of the races in
public places such as restrooms, restaurants, and public transportation. The U% Suprem
Court questioned racial segregation in the castdaxsey v. Fergusothis 1896 case
involved a black man who challenged his arrest for riding in the car of a trainabat
reserved for white passengers. The US Supreme Court upheld the arrest, ruling tha
racial segregation was permissible if the facilities provided for blacks &gial to the
facilities reserved for whites (Ware, 2008). This legal principle becamerkasihe
“separate but equal” doctrine.

Close to sixty years later in 1954 the US Supreme Court revisited racial
segregation in the case Bfown v. Board of Education of Topek®uch had changed in
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the US betweeRlesseyandBrown; following World War Two there was increased
international pressure to end racial discrimination. There was also pressumifhin

the US to reconcile the nation’s official policies with the country’s basnciplies of
equality (Wolters, 2008). By the 1950s it was clear that the separate schoolsgpfovide
black and white students were not equal. The Supreme Court applied'the 14
Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause in Brown to argue that the “separate but equal
doctrine had no place in public education. The case of Brown v. Board of Education
remains a landmark decision effectively prohibiting racial segregation eriéam public
schools.

In many ways the Brown decision was more ideological than practical. \Waile t
ruling expressly forbade school segregation, it did not impose integration of schools
the case where the races fail to mingle, the ruling requires no actioa staté or school
districts to force integration of students (Wolters, 2008). Communities and
neighborhoods were frequently racially divided; and despite recent gainsi&br rac
minorities the 2000 US Census revealed that racial segregation persists throlughout
US (Ware, 2008). Thus while explicit segregation of the races in public education is
illegal, de factosegregation due to the racial makeup of neighborhoods persistdeThis
factosegregation tends to negatively impact African Americans and Latinos who are
more likely to live in poverty and attend poorly funded failing schools than aréersm
of other races.

Gender, Separate can be Equal

The legal standing of sex segregation in education is much murkier than that of

racial segregation. Cases have been decided both upholding sex segregation and
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overruling its legality; similarly measures of intermediate soytiave been applied

strictly in some cases and more leniently in others. With no legal precedesten pl
Congress and the Department of Education have been granted the opportunitiate legis
regulations on single-sex education, the most significant of which ardX eied the

2006 DOE regulations on single-sex education.

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 represents an attempt by the US
Congress to ensure that students receive equal educational opportunitiessegérdle
sex. Under Title IX schools receiving federal funds (whether public ortgjigannot
segregate on the basis of sex unless the boys’ and girls’ single-sexnBs@gea
comparable. Additionally, such programs must be deemed necessary tg tkeened
effects of past gender discrimination (Levit & Verchick, 2006). The legsladientifies
physical education, human sexuality classes, and choruses as three exoeptiocts
single-sex programs are appropriate—the programs would not be required to be
comparable or to remedy the effects of past gender discrimination (Qarh)20Title IX
does not explicitly prohibit single-sex education, but rather implies that sugtapr®
should only be implemented in limited situations. This murky legality of sswte-
education generally discouraged schools from pursuing such programs. Thus for many
years Title IX served as a limited roadblock to single-sex public education.

In the 1990s, as educational experts became more aware of the gender gaps in
achievement, experiments in single-sex public education sprouted up in schools across
the country. Successful single-sex schools—such as the Young Women'’s Leadership
School of East Harlem—gained the attention of education experts and lawmnlidieers a
Two such lawmakers were Senators Kay Bailey Hutchison (R. TX) and Hiltatlyd®n
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Clinton (D. NY), who coauthored an amendment to the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act
giving millions in federal grant funds to public schools interested in startintpseg
programs (Levit & Verchick, 2006). Additionally this amendment required the
Department of Education to review and release new regulations on singldusakan.
After commissioning a review of scientific studies of single-sex edgain October

25, 2006 the DOE released its new regulations endorsing single-sex public education.
The regulations permit single-sex programs in public schools if the progeavesas
important objective, if the programs are evenhanded (there must be equivaksg fdas
both boys and girls), and if the programs are completely voluntary (metaing parent

or guardian must consent to having their child attend a single-sex school). Additionall
the DOE regulations require any public school implementing single-sex progoa
complete periodic evaluations to determine whether the single-sex psograet these
regulations. The 2006 DOE regulations not only legalize single-sex public education in
elementary and secondary schools, but also endorse these programs. ThetiD&E jus
the regulatory change by arguing that single-sex education will proviogpamtunity to
improve academic achievement and increase the diversity of educational options
available in US public schools (Carr, 2007a).

Arguably, the new DOE regulations endorse the notion that separate can be equal
in public schools’ sex segregated classrooms. The US Supreme Court has getto he
case challenging the new legality of single-sex public education, so théwmrsality
of these regulations remains unclear. However, considering the lower—as abtopare
strict—intermediate scrutiny granted to cases of sex classificitis likely that the
court would find no constitutional violations in single-sex public education.
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Class, School Funding, and Districting

The goal of public schools is to provide students with a quality education free of
charge; public schools play an integral part in the American Dream makingiblpder
any student to succeed beyond their economic means (Leone, 2008). Segregating students
by class background has not been deliberate in the same way that segregatinglsyudent
gender and race have been. However, this lack of explicit segregation does ast sugg
that class disadvantaged students receive an equal education compared to ¢haagsor
privileged peers. In fact, quite the opposite is the case. Due to school funding and
districting regulations schools are frequemtffacto segregated by student class
background; as a result poor students are left at an extreme disadvantage in t
educational experiences. $avage Inequalities: Children in American Schdizol
(1991) brings to light the educational disadvantages facing poor urban students. The
schools these students attend often lack very basic needs: running water, fumctioni
heat, sewer backups, and textbooks. Kozol's book illustrates the severe cldss-base
inequalities in American schools.

Public school funding schemes differ by state, but generally public schools are
funded through a combination of local property tax revenues and state funds to
compensate for differences in these revenues. These funding schemestlydopnefit
school districts in wealthy suburbs with large local tax bases and burden rural @amd urb
schools that are unable to raise as much tax revenue (Bosworth, 2001). Despite state
efforts to equalize school funding, poor rural and urban schools are genetallyHef
fewer resources and often struggle to provide students with adequate educational
experiences.
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Since the late 1960s court cases have challenged school funding schemes on the
basis that these schemes enforce large inequities between wealthy andtpoisr dis
(Hanushek, 2006). In 1973 the US Supreme Court heard the caae Ahtonio
Independent School District v. Rodrigudzey ruled that the US Constitution does not
support a fundamental right to education, that disadvantaged students do not constitute a
suspect class, and that the equal protection clause is not applicable to school funding
variances (Lundberg, 2000). TRedriguezruling effectively removes funding
disparities from the national courts and leaves the states to rule as thdgmeaging on
their own constitutions. The results of these cases vary significantly, but imuinogs
the states have been required to provide more educational funding to attemptequity i
district funding. In a few states—Tennessee, Arkansas, and Ohio—the stateesupre
courts have ruled imbalanced school funding schemes unconstitutional. In Ohio the
Superior Court required the state to restructure its funding scheme, and upouarthege f
reviews the Superior Court ruled that the funding scheme changes were still
unconstitutional and not sufficient to equalize school funding and required the state to
restructure yet again. This back-and-forth effort between the Ohio tegesénd
Superior Court lasted from 1997 until 2003 at which point the makeup of the court had
changed significantly and restructuring efforts subsided (Nationads&ddetwork,

2008). While only one example, the Ohio case reiterates that despite the bh@asgmea
efforts of state constitutions, legislatures, courts and communities ttesnety difficult

to equalize school funding between wealthy and poor districts.
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No Child Left Behind and the Future of American Education

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was passed by the US Congress in 2001
and signed into law by President George W. Bush in 2002. The legislation’s main goals
have been to close achievement gaps and raise the achievement levels of igllgmima
secondary students. It establishes a number of mandates including: that all public
schoolchildren must reach academic proficiency by the year 2014, that phiblot sc
teachers must be highly qualified, and that school districts will be held acoleuiaia
achieving state standards and specific consequences will be enforced on betialas t
not (Rebell & Wolff, 2008). The act stands as the legislative culmination of aytwent
year movement for “standards-based” reform in public education. Previous d&andar
based reforms primarily took place at the state level, but NCLB greatBaised the role
of the federal government in public education. Specifically, NCLB enlistetierdl
government to define when students are tested and on what subjects, define staddards a
methods for instruction, and define underperforming schools and determine their
consequences (Kaestle, 2006). NCLB is historic not only for its great inafease
government involvement in public education but also for its commitment to educational
equality and for the bipartisan support it received in Congress. Yet sevenayeatisd
popularity for NCLB has waned—primarily because lack of funding madepitssible
to fulfill many of the legislation’s objectives and mandates—and it has become
increasingly controversial among advocates, scholars, policymakers, arxra@ithe
media. Supporters argue that with proper funding NCLB will deliver on all of its lofty

promises, while critics argue that the standards, testing, and accounfabilisions are
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inherently flawed and that the legislation’s provision permitting studentsnsféreout of
failing schools is highly problematic (Kahlenberg, 2008).

Despite the controversy, NCLB represents a new commitment by thralfede
government to ensure that all children—regardless of gender, race, or clag®ad—
receive a superior public education. President Barack Obama has reif@sated
commitment; Obama believes that for the US to remain competitive in the global
economy we must improve the American public education system. To back up this
statement, in 2009 Obama committed $100 billion in economic stimulus funds for
education including $33 billion to build and repair schools, $54 billion to halt teacher
cutbacks and program cuts, $5 billion to reward innovative schools, and funds to help
states develop standardized systems for measuring achievement—one of the key
mandates of NCLB (Epstein, 2009). The Obama administration seems committed to
ensuring all students—regardless of their gender, race, or class backgasauagderior
public education; yet with this commitment the future of single-sex educatioaims
unclear. Neither President Obama nor his Education Secretary, Arnie Duncaadeas m
statements on single-sex public education. Until such statements are forthcongleg
sex public education remains legal and endorsed by the US Department of Education.
The Right to Choose

Regardless of all the arguments for and against single-sex education, public
school programs that segregate students based on sex remain legal as longras they
voluntary. The Department of Education holds that parents must have the option to chose
or decline single-sex public education for their children. While the majorjiulaic
schools remain coed, Leonard Sax and the National Association for Single Sex Publ
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Education believe that every parent should have the option to send their children to a
single-sex public school (2009). But should parents have this choice? Why is it legally
acceptable (even encouraged) for parents to chose to send their children te-sesing|
school, when they cannot chose to send their children to a school that is purposefully set
up to serve students of a single race or a single class? Although many publivated pri
schools remain segregated by race and class due to neighborhood populations and
residency patterns, it remains illegal to deliberately segregaterds by either of these
classifications.

In the case of race, the US courts hold racial classifications to a highdast of
scrutiny than gender/sex classifications. Racial minorities have edi§everely because
of their status as non-privileged members of society, and the courts mxtmtithese
persons still experience legacies of racial discrimination, even tladsupie
discrimination has been outlawed in the US. As for socioeconomic class, the federal
courts do not recognize class as a suspect classification (most likelyttaecapitalist
ideology of our society) but many state courts and legislatures havehateadl tchildren
within their jurisdiction deserve the right to equal educational opportunity. kasgeof
gender, the US Supreme Court has established gender as a semi-suspéchtobasarid
holds cases of gender discrimination to an intermediate scrutiny. Whyaghiser
difference in legal ruling? By distinguishing race as a suspect clasgsidgdeeightened
scrutiny and gender as a semi-suspect class deserving intermexditite/ sthe courts
are essentially legitimating discriminatory practices based oregetassifications as
more acceptable than those based on racial classifications. This in turn stiggebts
courts believe that there are more legitimate differences amongrgénae among

65



races. Might this difference in jurisprudence be related to the differirg&dzslity of
arguments of biological differences? As mentioned, discussions of biolodfeatices
between the sexes are considered reasonable although similar discussiongjichbiol
differences between the races are considered discriminatory. Onerdeulthat the
acceptance of the biological basis of sex and the subsequent supposedly natural
differences between the genders is the defining factor that marksrgend semi-

suspect class which in turn leads to the legality of separating studemets/dpgrsler in
public schools. Despite the legal logic of school segregation, single-sex geinials

are currently considered legal. As a result of the recent DOE rejectiestattions on
such educational programs as well as increasing mainstream supportl&sssig
education (led by Sax and the NASSPE) single-sex public schools and classmoms ar
increasing every year. At face value, these schools address gender difig¢iences

and have consequences for gendered interactions as well as for the constructions and
meanings of gender and gender differences. However, these schools also have
consequences for constructions of race and class difference. Such consegaences a

discussed in the next and final chapter of this thesis.
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Chapter 5: Single-Sex Schools: The Societal Consequences for Gender, Racasand Cl
Our workplaces are increasingly integrated, our marriages increasingly
symmetrical. What message are we sending children when we tell them girls and
boys are so different that we cannot even teach them together?

Lisa Eliot (2008, p. 11a)

As sites of social construction, the meanings of gender, race, and clgssatise
impacted by social institutions. The public school system serves as a mabr soc
institution in the US, and a widespread shift to single-sex education could have
significant consequences for the societal meaning of gender, race, smdTdiés final
chapter explores the potential consequences of the growing, and government endorsed,
trend of US public schools shifting to single-sex. The academic success efs@rg|
schools is varied—some single-sex schools such as the Young Women'’s Leadership
School of East Harlem raise the bar of academic achievement, while otheessbe
schools in the California single-sex experiment prove to be ineffective at imgrovi
academic achievement. Rather than debating the likelihood of singleheetssi@aising
academic achievement, this chapter focuses primarily on the possible secial

consequences of widespread shifts to single-sex education. The chapter itloaes w
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discussion of the incompatibility of single-sex education with efforts aiculiitral
education.
Gender: Boys and Girls in Two Separate Cultures

Supporters of single-sex education believe that boys and girls have “hafdwire
personality and learning differences. They acknowledge that there is soatiewa
among girls and among boys, but they maintain that single-sex education iedallly s
and academically beneficial for most students. Media reports of singksiseals
portray boys and girls doing almost opposite tasks in their sex-segretptsmdoms (for
example, at Carmen Trails School in Missouri the second grade boys |daran@c
exercise at the same time, whereas the girls sit calmly and readistbiléng to serene
classical music) (Bell, 2009). These reports imply that both boys and gids e
single-sex environment and that the separated classrooms enhance the lednesw of t
students. What these reports, as well as Sax and the NASSPE, fail to recotireze
potential social risks of widespread shifts to single-sex public educatione Wik are
potential individual benefits to single-sex public education, there are also camsegjue
that will undoubtedly alter gendered interactions and change the social meanings of
gender in our society. Specifically, widespread single-sex educatiah remflorce
biological determinism, strengthen gender stereotypes, and furtheastgioys and
girls who do not follow gender norms.

“Hardwired” biological differences between the sexes are usedtify jus
separating students in public school classrooms, but the science behind thesmecddfer
remains highly contested. Neuroscientists stress that studies of braire stk
inconclusive; research suggests that human brains have enormous plasticrtying lea
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abilities, especially in childhood (Eliot, 2008). Feminist Linda Birke stht&#sTo be
determined by biology is to surrender to limitations, to deny the possibility ogeha

(Birke, 1999, p. 1). Biological determinism essentially limited the acceptpider

positions for women (not allowing them access to most education, most professions, and
most practices of citizenship). While the more recent studies of brain ddésrelo not
outwardly state that men and women should occupy different positions in society, are
these studies really that far removed from the biological determinism ofstie pae

risk becomes even more severe as contested brain sex differencesl aoechamge

legal precedent and societal practices, such as legalizing separation offsstydgex in

public schools and the public acceptance of such schools opening. Opponents of single-
sex education fear that the slope from brain sex differences to biologieahdesm is

not too slippery and that all of the progress made in the last century—moving women
beyond the limits of biological determinism—could be lost.

The fear of strengthening gender stereotypes is frequently cited bydsnand
others opposed to single-sex public education (NOW, 2006, Carr, 2007b). Reports on
single-sex classrooms (such as the one at Carmen Trails) often redidddtions on
gender stereotypes portraying boys as energetic and independent andcgiris asd
cooperative. Single-sex classrooms create and enforce accepted nbemavadr for
the boys and girls who attend them, so it is hard to believe that these classromm nor
would not be influenced by gender stereotypes—permitting the boys to be actively
moving about the classroom while expecting the girls to remain seated amdTdak
would also likely reinforce and strengthen these stereotypes. Drawing on the work of
Foucault (1977), social institutions play a major role in the identity formation of
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individuals and groups of people. If single-sex schools develop different behavioral
standards for their male and female students, the boys and girls willihkedgalize
these differences and develop different behavioral and identity patterns adgording
Arguably the stereotypes influence the school, which in turn influences the sfuaehts
the stereotypes become reinforced and embodied in the population. Strengthening gender
stereotypes is dangerous because it leads to limitations in accepted @ender n
eventually limiting the potential of boys and girls to very specific gerales
maintained by these stereotypes and norms. Again, feminists fear thetsgrgchools
will increase the already persistent gender stereotyping in our saé@iy (2006),
which could potentially reverse much of the progress of the feminist movement.
Biological determinism and strengthening gender stereotypes is harrbfithtboys and
girls. Although feminists are often focused on the potential harms to girlsideegals
and women have traditionally been held as second-class citizens, classrooms and
societies that separate their populations because of contested brain disfarehgender
stereotypes would prove harmful to boys and girls, men and women. Such schools and
societies would prove especially harmful to students who do not neatly fit into standar
gender classifications

Single-sex schools would undoubtedly work to further stigmatize students who do
not follow gender stereotypes and accepted norms. Feminist and queer theohist Judi
Butler stresses the role of social interactions in the social constructienadrg In
Undoing GendeButler (2004) applies the concept of “recognition” to gender expression,
arguing that restrictive gender norms limit the scope of recognition arkdthase who
do not fit within these norms as unrecognizable, and this lack of recognition can be
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exceedingly harmful to these persons. By separating students by gendersaing
schools are enforcing a dichotomous understanding of gender, and students who defy
gender norms will be unrecognizable within this system. Single-sex schtdikealyi
punish students who do not follow the accepted gender rules of their classroom, and as
we have seen through media reports on single-sex schools these rules oflaccepte
behavior are often influenced by gender stereotypes and are starklyndiféereoys and
girls. Gay, lesbian, and transgender students—who frequently challenge theohorms
gender and sexual identity—could be especially stigmatized by siegkechools.
Heterosexuality stands as one of the most steadfast gender stereotypasrasnd our
society; single-sex schools—which often separate students because oéttimlpiot
sexual distraction by the opposite sex—undoubtedly reinforce heteronormatigity
further stigmatize sexual minorities.

Communication experts have developed a two-cultures theory of gendéngsser
that boys and girls (men and women) are socialized into two different g@guaups
and that the differences in their socialization lead to significant problems in
communication between the sexes (DeFrancisco & Palczewski, 2007). Deborah
Tannen’s bestselling bookou Just Don’t Understand: Women and Men in Conversation
(1990) is a well known example of the two-cultures theory; discussing women as
emotional speakers and men as fact-focused speakers, Tannen demonstridastsigni
gender differences in communication patterns and suggests that understarsging the
differences will help to decrease communication problems between tlse sexe
Widespread single-sex education will likely increase the communication pr®ble
between boys and girls, and while separating the sexes may lead to lesgodignpe
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classroom, the consequences beyond the classroom could be severe. If boys amd girls
socialized in two separate classrooms—two separate cultures—they coutpdbee
lack of ability to communicate with members of another gender. They could also find it
difficult to develop healthy friendships and relationships as well as work (aither i
employment or other social institutions) with members of another gender. uilihestr
that boys and girls do not live in two-cultures. They live in the same neighborhoods and
communities, are citizens of the same country, and must face many of thisame
experiences, hardships, and triumphs. Single-sex schools reinforce sex/gé¢héer as
ultimate division between children but according to supporters of single-sexieducat
the gender division is so severe that boys and girls cannot even learn in the same
classroom. How will students learn to communicate and cooperate with students of
another gender? How will students learn that genders are not opposites—but i fact ar
overlapping identities—and how will young people grow into men and women and learn
to work through difference? These questions are returned to in the closing sectien of thi
chapter.
Meanings for Race and Class

Since the mid 1990s, single-sex schools have become increasingly popular in poor
minority communities; urban single-sex schools in New York, Baltimore, anc@hic
are just a few examples of this trend. Supporters of single-sex education openly
acknowledge that single-sex schools are useful for addressing not only gendeq but al
race and class concerns (Datnow & Hubbard, 2005). Highly successful sixngle-se
schools in poor minority communities—such as the Excellence Boys Charter School of
Bedford Stuyvesant and the Young Women’s Leadership School in East Harlem—

72



reiterate the idea that single-sex schools are the key to improvingiedatatitcomes
for underprivileged kids, but what does that mean? What are the societal implidations i
the majority of single-sex schools are opened in poor minority communities?

The popular usage of single-sex schools in poor minority schools is troubling in
many respects. The most obvious problem with this trend is that it suggests that
removing the students of another gender from the classroom can solve thei@aeadem
social problems experienced by poor racial minorities. This assumption in tuestigg
that poor minority students have a much larger problem with students of another gender
than do middle-class and wealthy white students. Poor minority students oéen fac
variety of barriers to social and academic success—poor health, parents with less
education, neighborhood violence—the least of which is related at all to sex or gender.
For example, how will separating the sexes solve the problem of students guffarn
poor health? Supporters of single-sex education believe that these schools could be
especially beneficial for poor black boys who often lack male role modelse(Ge
2007), but would it not make more sense to recruit more male role models into the coed
schools so that both black girls and boys have positive male influences in their lives?

A significant limitation of the research supporting single-sex schodisiistt
assumes homogeneity (sameness) of gender stereotypes and norms aentigs th§.

The NASSPE and others supporting single-sex education frequently citeepbddg of
scientific studies pointing to differences in brain development, learniressgmd
behavioral patterns—which are all arguably influenced by mainstream gender
stereotypes. The problem with these studies being used to promulgate singleeséx s
in poor minority communities is that the subjects in these studies are latgedyand
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middle class—racial minorities and poor children are frequently not used astsiije
these studies (Rigdon, 2008). However, social scientists suggest that different
communities have different sets of gender norms and stereotypgicknSexual
Politics: African Americans, Gender, and the New Rad&sitnicia Hill Collins (2004)
discusses the specific sexual and gender stereotypes of African Amsaitithe
impacts these stereotypes and media images have on black culture. Collins uses
intersectionality to explore the connections of gender, sexuality, and race atst@oi
stereotypical images of black men as rapists and black women as promisudious a
immoral as evidence that this intersectionality leads to specific stpesadifferent from
those of other racial groups. While Collins’ work explores the experiencesckf bla
adults, one can infer that non-white children face different sets of gendmtgpes and
norms than mainstream (white) stereotypes and norms. As noted above, single-sex
schools in racial minority communities could worsen relations between boys and girl
(men and women) in these communities.

These critiques explore the implications of single-sex schools in raciatityi
communities, and there are also significant implications and consequencesefor low
class communities. What separates successful single-sex schools frerth#tdail?
Those that succeed are well funded, have well trained teachers, and often haatekigh r
of parent involvement. Many single-sex schools are succeeding in poor schodkdistric
not because they separate students by gender, but because these schoofsaezreive
funding than their coeducational counterparts. As single-sex schools grow in fpppular
it is likely that even more grants and private donations will be allocated tostiesals,
setting them even farther ahead of the poorly funded public coed schools. In afew ye
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even more poor urban students and their families could have the option to choose
between the well-funded successful single-sex school or the poorly fundied, daed
school. If more and more poor minority students attend single-sex schools, iyis like
that all of the gender issues discussed in the previous section will becomerigtyeas
severe within poor minority communities. Additionally, the use of single-sex scimool
these communities could lead to an increase in acceptance of differences based on r
and class, which in turn could lead to an increase in separations of persons based on race
and socioeconomic class classifications. This discussion is by no meansastiegha
exploration of the consequences of single-sex schools in poor minority communities;
instead this discussion stresses the importance of examining single-sexedubéton
through more than just sex/gender perspective.
Multiculturalism and Single-Sex Education

Since the late 1960s there has been a growing movement for multicultural
education in the US. Banks (1993) identifies a number of dimensions of multicultural
education including content integration, prejudice reduction, and equity pedagogy. “The
major goal of multicultural education is to restructure schools so that alhssuaid
acquire the knowledge, attitudes, and skills needed to function in an ethnically diverse
nation and world” (Banks, 1993, pa. 46). While some conservative whites are opposed to
multicultural education, believing that it is an entitlement program for miasrr that it
fails to recognize the superiority of American culture, supporters ofaultitral
education believe that it is important for all students (including white middés-chales)
to interact with diverse students and learn diverse ided3ebnnking the Middle-Class
Myth: Why Diverse Schools are Good for All Kikdggler (2002) argues that schools
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should not be measured on high test scores alone, but that schools should also be valued
for their attention to diversity. Kugler notes that diverse student populations are
beneficial to all students, specifically noting that students from diffé@rkgrounds
bring different insights and experiences to the classroom, that students wha witrac
diverse populations learn that reality extends beyond their own experiencestand tha
these interactions greatly diminish stereotypes and prejudice about thoseewho ar
different.

By the early 1990s clear progress had been made in multicultural education;
curriculum changes were seen at all education levels (elementarysstiroagh
colleges and universities) and standard textbook content was clearly addressing more
diverse viewpoints (Banks, 1993). However, in recent years there has been a growing
struggle between the multicultural education movement and recent educational
movements to enforce standards. Fearing loss of funding and other state enforced
punishments for failing test scores, schools are now pressured to focus on stargdardizi
content at the expense of other concerns including multiculturalism (Bohn &iSleet
2000). The single-sex education movement similarly challenges the ggajre
multicultural education. Single-sex education views difference as incongpaithl
education, whereas multicultural education views difference as necéssgrgwth and
functioning within a pluralist society and world. As the US becomes increasingly
diverse, proponents of multicultural education argue that it is increasinglyhata
students of all ages learn to productively interact with diverse populations. \dith thi
understanding single-sex schools are a large step backwards; regardbhssatibnal
benefits, widespread single-sex education will reverse much of the pratadssy
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movements for multicultural education and impart in students the inability to leank, w
communicate, and cooperate through and across difference.
Conclusion: Single-Sex Education: a Modern Solution in Our Postmodern World
This thesis explores the recent US expansions of single-sex public education.
Through a gender, race, and class analysis, this thesis seeks to shed light on the
complicated nature of single-sex education and the complicated consequences
widespread shifts toward separating public school children could have on ouwy.societ
Current legal and cultural norms mark separating the sexes an acceptalile—eve
desirable—option in public education, while separating students based on race isr class
not similarly acceptable. The differing acceptances, both legal andatudtiseparating
students by gender, race, and class are linked directly to US ideologiediattidmie of
these classifications. Social scientists believe that gender, race, metgnomic class
differences are all socially constructed (Andersen & Collins, 20@7wdh supporters
of single-sex education believe that sex/gender differences are badlpdpased (Sax,
2005). Arguably, the acceptance of single-sex public education is largely based on t
widespread acceptance of assumed biological (natural) difference=ebetve
sexes/genders. Passionate arguments are made both for and againstsedjiesg®n
and these debates focus largely on sex/gender issues. However, througlandidgrst
theories of intersectionality it is clear that issues of race anddiféssence should also
be included in the single-sex education debate. The growing number of single-sex public
schools in poor minority communities suggests that single-sex education is beirag use
a backhanded effort to address race and class concerns; while it is ngaher Eocially
acceptable to separate students by race and class, single-sex educaiign is be
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implemented as a side-route to avoiding these restrictions. The use oksixgle-
education in these communities could in turn lead to an increasing promulgation of race
and class differences, essentially altering the societal meanitigssefclassifications.

The goal of this thesis is not to solely argue against single-sex publatiedic
but instead the goal is to explore the complications that a gender, race, andatiass a
could bring to the single-sex education debate. There are many highly sucsiegiéul
sex schools and the students who attend them will likely have better future oppEstuniti
however their success is much more complicated than simply due to separatikgshe se
And while there may be individual benefits to attending single-sex schools, tetabkoci
consequences of these schools could outweigh any individual benefits. Specifically,
single-sex schools could increase gender stereotyping, increase geceleand class-
based classifications, and increase separation (discrimination) based on such
classifications. The problems facing US public education are vast and daiersarly
students come to these schools with increasingly diverse experiences anduratkg
based on gender, race, class, religious, ethnic, abledness, and other countleds area
distinction. By simply separating students by sex/gender we are asdbhatitigey can
be easily classified and we are failing to recognize the multipésifications and
oppressions facing US schoolchildren. Basically, single-sex schools adeamanswer
to the postmodern problems facing American public schools. Performance gapsrbase
gender, race, and class differences persist, disparities in school fundseyene and
American school children are falling further behind academically compargtudents in

other developed countries around the world. Single-sex education is ill equipped for
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solving these complex issues and could have severe consequences for both theoretical
and practical interactions of diverse individuals within our society.

Steven Seidman (1997) is a prominent sociologist working in the area of queer
theory; much of his work focuses on the need to queer sociology. Seidman argues that
throughout its academic history sociology has been stuck in modern dualist thinking. He
discusses the introduction of postmodern studies into sociology, and although
postmodernism is able to break away from dualism—recognizing the numerous areas of
difference—Seidman believes that this theoretical framework is akbbepnatic because
it often leads to endless fragmentation. In response to the divide between modedhism a
postmodernism Seidman proposes a shift to queer theory which simultaneously
recognizes difference but rather than fragmenting from difference duessy tseeks to
work with difference, to build coalitions across difference. Ultimately Sarmdangues
that our society should become a pragmatic pluralism and that this is a feasilite w
better meet the diverse needs of oppressed individuals. Like queer theory,8eidma
pragmatic pluralist society is a route to discussing and embracing dd&nather than
fragmenting into countless different identity groups Seidman envisions &ydbeiecan
come together over their differences.

Seidman’s embrace of difference and queer theory is in direct opposition to
single-sex education which at its core is based on a modernist duality—narhely tha
between male and female. Seidman is extremely critical of modernism éd&caus
separates groups into dualities, emphasizing only one main difference, wheregis throu
gueer theory Seidman recognizes infinite difference and infinite sitpiléeidman’s
vision of a pragmatic pluralist society seems impossible within a sobegtgegregates
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children by sex for educational purposes. Instead, Seidman envisions a place where
difference is limitless and simultaneously no longer oppressive. The pragmaeaaicspl
society requires its subjects to work with and across difference, and thistask

contrast to single-sex public education, which requires its subjects—students and
teachers—to avoid difference. Proponents of single-sex education believe thahdéfer
is unproductive—it takes away from the learning potential—whereas for Seidman
difference is infinitely productive and actually adds to the learning padtentia
Seidman’s work is an outright celebration of difference and diversity; he uses quee
theory to emphasize the need for recognition of infinite diversity in ideriggdman

also presents the pragmatic pluralist society as a framework forrigittgg fragmented
gaps that difference and diversity can create. The single-sex education migeatsn
based on difference, but it is not at all based on diversity. This movement recognizes
difference in only one form, the difference between male and female, boyrndhgs
limited understanding of difference rejects notions of diversity and is deefygnched

in modern concepts of difference. Modernism is based on dualistic understandings of
difference, thus the gender identities of boys and girls are not understood on a continuum
but are seen as dichotomous opposites. While the single-sex education movement
outwardly celebrates the assumed inherent differences between boydsand gir
ultimately fails to recognize the sexism that many girls fstde and it reiterates
patriarchal norms of separate spheres for men and women. Additionally, €rgle-s
education stifles diversity by placing children into groups based solely orséxeiand
presumed gender classifications; it leaves no room for diversity wigimdey and

diversity across gender. Single-sex schools are the ultimateaejetpragmatic
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pluralism because rather than working across difference they perpgémiatation of
difference as incompatible with, unproductive for, and distractive to learning.

Modernism and single-sex education seek to separate students based on difference
whereas postmodernism and queer theory seek to bring students together across
difference. As the US becomes increasingly diverse one must ask which of these
perspectives is more productive, or less detrimental. Bringing studethtsoaiety,
together across difference is not simple or painless, but in the long run it wilbbrbea
more beneficial and less detrimental to personal and societal relationsndSgenaer
separations do not end after high school graduation; men and women work in the same
offices, live in the same communities, and frequently form families togethaeriéa’s
young people need to learn how to work, communicate, and relate to persons of all sexes

and genders.
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