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Executive Summary

This report represents the initial findings from the ACLU’s multi-state “Teach Kids, Not
Stereotypes” campaign. This initiative was launched in May 2012 to assess the growing trend
in public education of separating boys and girls based on discredited science and gender
stereotypes, such as the idea that boys are better than girls in math because boys’ brains
receive several daily “surges” of testosterone, whereas girls can perform well on tests only a
few days per month when they experience “increased estrogen during the menstrual cycle.”
Although our analysis of documents is ongoing with many more programs to be evaluated, our
findings thus far demonstrate that many public school districts misapprehend the Department
of Education’s 2006 regulations under Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 relating
to single-sex classes and have instituted programs based on sex-stereotyped instruction.

As such, the 2006 regulations must be rescinded, the prior regulations must be reinstated,
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about boys’ and girls’ purportedly different interests, talents, and capacities.
For instance,

o0 Committee meeting notes of a community working group for single-sex programs
in secondary schools in Pennsylvania documented a desire among the participants
to ensure that students would experience “male-hood and female-hood defined
space” exhibiting characteristics of “warrior, protector, and provider” for boys and
giving girls “space/time to explore things that young women like [including] writing,
applying and doing make-up & hair, art.”

0 AVirginia school stated that “[b]oys prefer reading material that is non-fiction, or
if fiction, adventure oriented. In math, boys can get interested in ‘pure’ math and
geometry, without linking it to the real world applications. The female brain does not
prefer such action. ... girls prefer reading fiction material that does not necessarily
contain much action. In math, girls generally prefer a real world application that
shows them why it is meaningful. They are generally not interested in ‘pure’ math for
its own sake.”

o0 A school newsletter from Maine describes different routines for the sixth-grade
girls’ and boys’ classes: “[Y]oung ladies have . . . a daily cup of cocoa as they read
the Portland Press Herald and discuss local, national and global events,” while the
boys’ class contained “an exercise area within the class and all the young men have
the opportunity to exercise . . .[and] signed up with the NFL Experience,” a program
sponsored by the National Football League aimed at encouraging daily
physical activity.

0 A Wisconsin school district collected materials that trained teachers to ask boys
about literature, “What would you DO if...” while asking girls, “How might/would you
FEEL if...?”; motivating boys with “hierarchy!!! Competition!!!” while motivating girls
by getting them to “care”; and recognizing that boys like “[b]eing ‘On Top’ ... Being a
Winner!!” while girls like “[b]eing ‘Accepted’, liked, loved!!!”

! Alsignifcantl]
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In light of these serious legal problems, we sent cease-and-desist letters to several school
districts asking that they take steps to terminate programs operating in violation of the law.
Some of that correspondence is available at our Web site, http://www.aclu.org/womens-rights/
teach-kids-not-stereotypes. In other states, we continue to receive and review records.

The widespread legal violations uncovered by our investigation underscore the need for greater
public accountability and oversight by state authorities, and for more enforcement efforts at
the federal level. Specifically, the Department of Education should act swiftly to rescind the
2006 regulations that have led to a widespread misunderstanding of the requirements for
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Introduction

In recent years, largely based on widely debunked theories positing that boys and girls learn
differently, numerous public school districts have introduced single-sex education programs,
often seeking “quick-fix” solutions to the array of problems facing many public schools.
ThisltrendisharplylacceleratedlinlOctober2006,/\when,loverithelobjectionsioflalwidelrangelofl
stakeholders and advocacy organizations, the U.S. Department of Education announced new
regulations under Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 that were supposed to clarify
the standards pursuant to which public schools could implement single-sex schools and
classrooms.? The regulations have led to broad implementation of single-sex classrooms in
neighborhood public schools, in a manner contrary to both the Constitution and Title IX and even
contrary to the regulations themselves. Estimates suggest that today at least 500 public schools
in the United States have implemented single-sex instruction.®

There is no question that our country is facing an educational crisis. Too many of our schools
are failing our students, especially poor students of color, and new strategies are desperately
needed. But coeducation is not the problem, and single-sex education premised on stereotyping
is not the solution. Separating the boys from the girls is not going to turn a struggling education
system around.*

This report describes the characteristics of the “sex-stereotyped instruction” approach, and
explains the fundamental legal flaws with this approach. It then seeks to expose the extent
to which sex-stereotyped instruction has formed the basis of many of the single-sex public
education programs operating across the country.

The widespread legal violations that our investigation has uncovered underscore the need for
greater public accountability and oversight by local school districts and state authorities, and
for more enforcement efforts at the federal level. Specifically, the Department of Education
should act swiftly to rescind the 2006 regulations, which confused rather than clarified the
requirements for implementation of single-sex education in public schools, and reinstate

the prior regulations.® At a minimum, the Department must provide immediate and much-
needed guidance on the scope of schools’ legal obligations for compliance with Title IX and

the Constitution, making clear that single-sex programs based on sex-stereotyped instruction
violate the law. Additionally, the Department must increase its enforcement of these regulations,
because our findings demonstrate that programs based on sex-stereotyped instruction are now
widespread.

The “Sex-Stereotyped Instruction” Approach:

Many public single-sex education programs, like their chief proponents, rely for their
justifcationlonlfaultyltheoriesiabout’supposed!“hard-wired”® differences between boys” and
girls’ brains and development. These sources espouse the view that boys and girls learn and
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develop so differently that they should be educated using radically different teaching techniques.
AslalrecentlarticlelinlthelprestigiousljournallScience noted,“[a]lthough scientists have debunked
many such claims as ‘pseudoscience,’ this message has yet to reach many educators who are
implementing such recommendations in single-sex classes within coeducational schools.”’

For example, Leonard Sax, the founder of the National Association for Single-Sex Public
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(B) To meet the particular, identified educational needs of its students, provided
that the single-sex nature of the class or extracurricular activity is substantially
related’tolachievinglthatlobjective. *

Whicheverlofitheselobjectiveslisiselected,thelprogramimustlbelimver
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Inadequate Justification: The schools and districts profiled below by and large failed to meet
legallrequirementsitoljustifyitheirlprogramsiunderieitherithelConstitutionlorithelfederallED!
regulations.[BylfarithelImostifrequentlylrecurringl“justifcation”Iforitheselprogramsirested!
onlgender{stereotypes./(Runninglaldistantsecondiwasltheljustifcationthatlboyslandlgirlslin.
coeducational settings “distract” each other.)

Where schools and districts produced information about their reasons for implementing single-
sex classes and the research on which their programs were based, the work of Leonard Sax
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included in this report offered or aspired to offer single-sex classes in every grade and in every
academiclsubjectitaughtlatithelschool,lregardlessiofithelemotionallandlintellectuallrangel
betweenltheloldestlandlyoungestistudentsioritheldifferentlintellectualidemandslofithelsubjects!
taught.

Gender-Differentiated Teaching in the Classroom: While little documentary information

was available conclusively demonstrating what techniques were actually employed in the
classrooms, the information received strongly suggests that gender-differentiated teaching
was a central component of the single-sex programs profiled below. This was apparent from
the materials presented on teacher trainings that were conducted either in preparation for the
programs’ implementation or in the course of their operation. In particular, numerous schools
sent their teachers and administrators to NASSPE conferences for training.

Several of the programs described below followed Sax’s recommendations for establishing
distinct physical environments and classroom configurations for boys’ and girls’ classrooms,
complying with his suggestion that boys and girls succeed best when classrooms are kept

at different temperatures, painted different colors, and lit differently. For example, at Foley
Intermediate School in Baldwin County, Alabama, “[t]he walls of the boys’ classroom are painted
blue, the light bulbs emit a cool white light and the thermostat is set to 69 degrees. In the

girls’ room, by contrast, the walls are yellow, the light bulbs emit a warm yellow light and the
temperature is kept six degrees warmer.”*

Some schools followed Sax’s advice that girls should be seated in circles or facing one-another,
S0 as to promote eye contact and cooperation, while boys should be seated side-by-side, to avoid
eye contact, which purportedly promotes confrontation in boys.*? They also followed Gurian’s
recommendation that boys be permitted to move around the classroom and work with stress
balls, rather than be anchored at their desks, in part by furnishing the boys’ rooms with bean-
bag chairs, bouncy balls, and the like.*

Finally, there is strong evidence from the documents and from news reports that teachers in
the single-sex classes incorporated stereotyped attitudes about boys’ and girls’ purportedly
different interests, talents, and capacities into their teaching. For instance,

! Committeelmeetinglnotesioflalcommunity’workinglgroupforisingle-sexprogramslin’
secondary schools in Pennsylvania documented a desire among the participants to
ensure that students would experience “male-hood and female-hood defined space”
exhibiting characteristics of “warrior, protector, and provider” for boys and giving girls
“space/time to explore things that young women like [including] writing, applying and
doing make-up & hair, art.”

<] AlVirginialmiddlelschool,/whilelpollinglitsiteachersloniwhetherltheylpreferreditolteach!
boys or girls, stated that “[b]oys prefer reading material that is non-fiction, or if fiction,
adventure oriented. In math, boys can get interested in ‘pure’ math and geometry,
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without linking it to the real world applications. The female brain does not prefer such
action. ... girls prefer reading fiction material that does not necessarily contain much
action. In math, girls generally prefer a real world application that shows them why it is
meaningful. They are generally not interested in ‘pure’ math for its own sake.”*

<[ Alschoollnewsletter’fromIMaineldescribesldifferentlroutinesiforithelsixth-gradelgirls’
and boys’ classes: “[Y]oung ladies have . . . a daily cup of cocoa as they read the Portland
Press Herald and discuss local, national and global events,” while the boys’ class
contained “an exercise area within the class and all the young men have the opportunity
to exercise . . .[and] signed up with the NFL Experience,” a program sponsored by the
National Football League aimed at encouraging daily physical activity.*

<[ AlWisconsinlschoolldistricticollectedlmaterialsithatltrainedteachersitolasklboyslabout!
literature, “What would you DO if...” while asking girls, “How might/would you FEEL
if...?”; motivating boys with “hierarchy!!! Competition!!!” while motivating girls by getting
them to “care”; and recognizing that boys like “[b]eing ‘On Top’ ... Being a Winner!!” while
girls like “[b]eing ‘Accepted’, liked, loved!!!”4

Voluntariness/Coeducational Alternative: Many programs failed to make their single-sex
programs voluntary. Several of the districts detailed below simply engaged in wholesale,
involuntary segregation of their students by sex, with no coeducational alternative offered

at all. Several more violated the voluntariness requirement by making single-sex education
their default assumption, forcing students and parents to request affirmatively to be removed
from such programs. Even where a coeducational program was technically offered, there
were questions as to whether such programs were substantially equal given that it sometimes
appeared that special education students or limited English proficiency students had been
excluded from the single-sex classes. And even where single-sex programs were voluntary
and parents and students had to actively opt in, the information provided to parents about
these programs frequently promoted the sex-stereotyped instruction theory with such zeal
and conviction that any parent accustomed to relying on the expertise of his or her children’s
educators would have found these classes difficult to resist.

Flawed Evaluations: For the most part, the programs profiled appear to have failed to conduct
any evaluation whatsoever of the efficacy of their single-sex programs. Although in a few

cases genuine attempts were made to assess program efficacy, and it was sometimes difficult
to determine from the documents produced what methodology was employed, our analysis
suggests that the methods used generally contained significant flaws, including, among other
things, reliance on self-reporting of success rates and satisfaction, failure to compare results
with coeducational cohorts, and use of surveys with leading questions. Significantly, none of the
programs profiled complied with the requirement that the evaluation include an assessment of
whether the program was based on sex stereotypes.
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Conclusion: Tempting though it may be to believe that the inexpensive and cosmetic procedures
touted by these programs will solve the problems of our schools, in the end they are simply a
distraction from the real and difficult work of improving education. Moreover, sex-stereotyped
instruction conveys the message to students that there are particular ways “normal” boys or
girls ought to think or behave.*® This message is inherently detrimental to any student who does
not conform to gender stereotypes, and is also detrimental to those who do conform because
they are deprived of an opportunity to explore other ways to think or act.

The widespread legal violations uncovered by our investigation underscore the need for greater
public accountability and oversight by state authorities, and for more enforcement efforts at

the federal level. Specifically, the Department of Education should act swiftly to rescind the
2006 regulations that have led to a widespread misunderstanding of the requirements for
implementation of single-sex education in public schools, to reinstate the prior regulations, and
to provide immediate and much-needed guidance making clear that programs based on sex-
stereotyped instruction violate Title IX and the Constitution.

Instead of spending resources, time, and effort to separate students in our public schools on the
basis of their sex, we need to focus on evidence-based interventions. Research has shown that
effective schools, especially for low-income students of color, consistently share strong, positive
relationships between teachers and students; high expectations for students; a personalized
learning environment with mentors, counseling, and other supports; high teacher quality; high
parental involvement; and strong but not necessarily authoritarian leaders.*® We should focus
on what we know works, rather than depriving our children of the opportunity to learn with and
from a diverse group of students.

Following are detailed summaries of the legal problems we identified in specific single-sex

programs in 11 states. All supporting documentation is on file with the ACLU unless otherwise
noted, and copies are available upon request.
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discussing the book Hatchet, and “how annoying it is, when you’re out hunting, to be swarmed
by yellow flies,” while the girls’ class did a science experiment about density with oil and water
and observed that “when you’re doing the dishes after your mother makes fried chicken, the oil
always settles on top of the water in the sink.”s?

Flawed Evaluations: Although the school claims that evaluations demonstrate that the program
has been an academic and disciplinary success, these claims are difficult to evaluate. The
school principal noted that the parents who signed their children up for single-sex classes
were already the most involved parents and that their children were the most highly motivated
students.> The school also admits that during the first year, the few Latino/a students in the
single-sex classes spoke some English, raising the question of whether students with no
English skills, if any, were placed in other classes. The school also observed that the opt-in
requirement instituted at the end of the previous school year effectively prevented the single-
sex classes from containing any students who had moved to Baldwin County over the summer,
including those moving from foreign countries.* Finally, the school also admits that the single-
sex program has involved the highest-performing teachers as well.*® Therefore, it is by no
means clear that it was the single-sex nature of the program, rather than other factors, that
contributed to any improvements achieved.

Other Issues: Sex stereotypes appear to have been applied not only to the students, but also
to the teachers. In the proposal for its single-sex program, Foley claimed that “[t]he Foley
Intermediate Faculty has observed that by requiring the same learning styles of boys and girls,
the boys sometimes have difficulty in a female teacher’s classroom. We have also recognized
that male teachers use different teaching methods and allow more movement than female
teachers.”” During the school’s first year, only male teachers taught male classes and female
teachers taught female classes®lonithelgroundsithatithelpointiofithe
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need, nor any data or argumentation suggesting that the educational needs of Huffman Middle
School students necessitated the separation of students by sex.%® No evidence was produced
suggesting that the District had an established policy to improve educational achievement by
offering a diversity of educational options. It therefore appears that the decision to institute
theselprogramsiwasitakenlbylthelschoollwithoutlanylarticulatedlmission,lgoal,lorljustifcation,!
and with no deliberation, public participation, or oversight by the district.

Gender-Differentiated Teaching: What few records exist regarding sex-separated programs in
the Birmingham City Schools strongly suggest that those programs were informed by archaic
and legally impermissible gender stereotypes, and that those stereotypes permeated the school
environment. Specifically, the district has relied on the work of Michael Gurian.® Guidelines for
classroom instruction included the admonition that boys, but not girls, should be inculcated with
“heroic” ideals and behavior.

Voluntariness: All of the core academic classes provided at Huffman are single-sex, and no
coed alternative is available. The district provided no forms informing parents of the existence of
single-sex programs at Huffman and providing them an opportunity to opt in or opt out on behalf
of their children. Rather, a child who does not wish to participate in the single-sex program
would likely have to leave the school entirely, and transfer to another school®—if they were even
aware that such an option was available.

Flawed Evaluations: A review of four single-sex programs (including Huffman) in Birmingham
conducted by its testing department concluded that in reading and mathematics, “[t]here is
no definitive proof that the percentage of students scoring proficient is significantly impacted
by students being taught in same gender classroom settings,”, yet the program continues.
No evidence was produced suggesting that any evaluation was conducted to ensure that the
program did not perpetuate sex stereotypes

Tallapoosa County: Councill Middle School

Program Description: The Tallapoosa Board of Education operated mandatory single-sex
academic classes for all students throughout the entire middle school from 2009 to the end of
the 2011-2012 school year.5” The program was terminated in November 2011 following a cease-
and-desist letter from the ACLU of Alabama.

Justification: Not a single page of documentation dating from before, during, or after the
program demonstrated that any analysis whatsoever, much less any individualized assessment
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Voluntariness/Coeducational Alternative: No coeducational alternative was available to
students.®

Flawed Evaluations: No evaluation of the program’s efficacy was provided except regarding
disciplinary referrals, nor was any evaluation provided demonstrating that the program had
attempted to ensure that it did not perpetuate sex stereotypes.
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FLORIDA

Hernando County: Westside Elementary School

Program Description: Since the 2007-08 school year, Westside Elementary School in Hernando
County has offered one single-sex class each for girls and boys and between four and six
coeducational classes in each grade, from kindergarten through fifth grade.” Parents are told
to indicate whether they are “strongly in favor” of their children participating in the single-sex
classes or that they prefer that their children be placed in a coeducational class.” Students in
the single-sex classes mingle with other students for recess, lunch, and activities.”

Justification: No documents were produced demonstrating that the school district analyzed
student performance at the group or individual level or reviewed any literature on single-sex
education before the single-sex program in this school was instituted. Rather, the school simply
told the school board that “[i]t is our belief that some students will benefit academically and
have a greater chance for success when grouped in this manner.””

No evidence was produced suggesting that the district had an established policy to improve
educational achievement by offering a diversity of educational options.

Documents created after the program began state that the goal of the program is “[t]o create
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qualifications).” Although data were limited, the single-sex classes did not demonstrate
superior academic achievement over the coeducational classes.

Lee County: Orangewood Elementary School

Program Description: Orangewood Elementary School has run a single-sex classroom for fifth-
grade boys since the 2006-07 school year.2°

Justification: Inlitsifrstlyear,[thislprogramlwasltargetedlatlboyslanditheljustifcationlforithe!l
program was described as “better meet[ing] the needs of our adolescent boys who needed

to develop leadership skills and maturity while focusing on academic excellence.”® A Unique
Program Abstract presented to the Lee County District School Board claimed that “[r]esearch
shows that students in this age bracket perform at a higher level when the opposite gender

is removed. This lowers peer pressure and self esteem is boosted. Academic achievement
follows.”®? The “research” cited for this statement included an article published by NASSPE®
and a Newsweek article that extensively quoted Michael Gurian about boys’ supposed needs
for bright lights and loudness in the classroom.® Other research produced dating from prior to
the initiation of this program included articles about benefits of single-sex education for girls,
which was not relevant to the boys’ class that was implemented,® and an article describing a
“landmark California study” showing that teachers in single-sex schools “AMCID s implemented,
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Flawed Evaluations: Although the school claimed that its all-boys’ classes had shown academic
and disciplinary improvements,®? it did not provide either raw data or any reports or analysis to
support this claim. No evidence was produced suggesting that any evaluation was conducted to
ensure that the program did not perpetuate sex stereotypes.

Seminole County: Seminole High School

Program Description: Since the 2009-2010 school year, Seminole High School assigns all
incoming ninth graders who are below grade proficiency on the Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Test to single-sex English | classes.®

Justification: The school’s stated concern is that these students were at risk of failing to
complete a high school diploma, and that placing these students into single-sex classes would
“reduce distractions and increase student focus on improving their reading and writing skills,
thereby increasing the chances for successful completion of high school.”®* The school produced
no research supporting these statements. However, the school did indicate that it relied on
several generalized articles about single-sex education, including irrelevant situations like
single-sex science education or private single-sex Catholic schooling, as well as an article that
stated that “[a]n explosion of research related to gender is exploring the possibility of gender
differences in learning styles between male and female students.”® In particular, while the
school produced documents showing test scores for students who presumably “qualified” for
the program, there was no showing that the reading skills of the students in question would
benefit from single-sex classes as opposed to other types of teaching interventions.*

Voluntariness: It appears that participation in the single-sex classes was by assignment,

and was thus completely involuntary. Although the school provided a matrix of test scores to
demonstrate how students were selected for the program, the school confirmed that it had no
documentation whatsoever that apprised parents or students of single-sex classes, of their
opportunity to opt into or out of such programs, or of any alternatives to such programs.®’

Flawed Evaluations: It appears that the school only collects disciplinary data for the single-sex

classes; no evidence was produced suggesting that any evaluation was conducted to ensure that
the program did not perpetuate sex stereotypes.®
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IDAHO

City of Middleton: Middleton Heights Elementary School

Program Description: The Middleton Heights Elementary School began separating students by
sex for all academic classes in 2005; however, the grade levels with single-sex and co-ed class
options have varied each year, depending on enrollment and teachers’ willingness to teach
single-sex classes.

Justification: Middleton Elementary has reported to its School Board that its program is

based on the “premise that boys and girls learn differently, [and the] [p]Jurpose [is] to educate
according to those differences.”®® However, school officials have also asserted that the program
was initiated in 2005 in response to concerns about reading proficiency gaps between boys and
girls. Principal Gilbert gave a presentation at the 2009 NASSPE conference entitled “Just Don’t
Say S-E-X: How to implement single-sex classrooms in a conservative rural district,” explaining
that she had leveraged the reading gap to begin steering the school toward single-sex classes
for both boys and girls.1®

No evidence was produced, however, suggesting that students who were performing poorly were
targeted for intervention or that any personalized assessment of individual educational needs

of students was performed prior to the program’s implementation; moreover, the purported
readinglprofciencylgaplwouldinotljustifylthelseparationiofistudentsiforialllacademicisubjects.!

Gender-Differentiated Teaching: The documentation provided also demonstrates that
stereotypes were incorporated into the curriculum and instruction in the single-sex classrooms.
Principal Gilbert informed the ACLU that seven teachers and administrators have attended
NASSPE conferences, three have made presentations at those conferences, and that “some
staff” have read and relied on several works by Gurian, Sax, and Chadwell, as well as other
proponents of single-sex education.*?In a letter to parents in April 2006, Principal Gilbert
explained that the “school has purchased a greater amount of reading material targeted at

the interests of boys. When working in small groups or one-on-one we try to sit beside boys,
shoulder to shoulder rather than making direct eye contact as preferred by girls. Boys tend to
need a greater amount of personal space, so in some classrooms the desks have been moved
apart to allow that space.”'®® According to media reports on Middleton Heights, some of the
differences between classes include letting boys exercise before a test; asking girls how a
character feels and asking boys what the character might do; and planning the boys’ day to
include exercise throughout the day, sitting on bouncy balls, and playing with stress balls, while
the girls were provided with a “quiet environment.”*** A Power Point presented to the School
Board corroborated these differences and listed additional ones:

<[ Teacherlvoiceltonelonispeakerisystem
e[ Languagelusagelduringlinstruction
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<] Differentltypesioflmanagementlandldiscipline

<[ Boysimakelmorelnoise,lbutigetlheadphonesitolconcentrate

<[ Boysllikeltolmovelandlgetlpillowslandisquishylballs

<] Boys'classroomslarelloud;theylinterruptiandlblurtioutliniclass®

A survey of teachers indicated that 64.6% vary their curriculum based on gender.1%

Documentation provided by the school included a presentation by NASSPE Advisory Board
Member Abigail Norfleet James on “Teaching the Female Brain: Especially Math and
Science.”' It included advice such as “Science has a practical aspect—girls who are interested
in fashion may want to learn drafting and the chemistry of fabrics.”1®

Voluntariness/Coeducational Alternative: Although the school reports that participation in its
single-sex programs is voluntary, polling of parents in 2012 by the school demonstrated that
many parents were unaware of this fact. Of the parents who responded to an online survey

(no information was provided as to how many of the parents of students at the school actually
participated in this survey), 31.9% of parents did not feel “informed of the single-sex program
prior to making my decision to place my child in a SS or mixed classroom,” and 48.6% of parents
felt they did not have a choice about the type of classroom into which their child was placed.'*®
Whatever efforts were made by Middleton Elementary School to inform parents of their rights

to opt into or out of the single-gender program, they were not made in writing. Principal Gilbert
explicitly informed the ACLU of Idaho that “I do not have any documents that explain how
children are assigned to classrooms. | do not have any opt-out/opt-in forms.”*® Parents who
wanted to request specific teachers or to opt in or out of single-sex classes had to make the
request in writing on their own initiative,'** and were presumably informed of this fact at school
open houses.™? No letters to parents explaining their options were provided; in fact, a letter sent
to parents at the inception of the program in 2006 mentions nothing about a parent’s ability to
opt in or out,’® giving parents no information about what, if anything, they could do to influence
their child’s placement in one class or another, and failing to inform parents that the single-sex
programs were voluntary.

Flawed Evaluations: No evidence was produced suggesting that any evaluation was conducted
to ensure that the program did not perpetuate sex stereotypes.
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MAINE
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Flawed Evaluations: Sanford officials did conduct some limited evaluation of the program
comparing disciplinary incidents, absences, and target “growth goals” between students in

the girl and boy classes and coeducational classes over several program years. However, the
data provided was not complete and was difficult to interpret without context or explanation. In
addition, surveys were performed of student and parent attitudes and self-reported progress;
these suggest that the program was popular, but do not represent an accurate or meaningful
measure of improvements in academic outcomes. No evaluation was conducted on whether the

program relied on or perpetuated sex stereotypes.®

Preliminary Findings of ACLU “Teach Kids, Not Stereotypes” Campaign | 24



MISSISSIPPI
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MISSOURI

Adrian R-Ill School District: Adrian Middle and High Schools

Program Description: During the 2011-2012 school year, students in the sixth through eighth
grades and some high school students were initially assigned to single-sex classrooms for core
academic classes, without parental permission or the opportunity to opt-in or out. The program
was terminated after the ACLU of Kansas and Western Missouri sent a letter of concern.

Justification: Records do not clearly indicate any substantial governmental interest that

the District aimed to serve—in fact, there is no indication at all that the School Board even
considered or discussed this program prior to its implementation. The sources that were relied
on by the school administration in implementing this program were replete with sex stereotypes
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Young Leaders’ Academy Teresa Pierrie provided the following “generalities” about the learning
styles of boys and girls:

! Boyslneedlmorelmovementiandiroomiwhenithey:work.[Theylwant'tolgetitoltheiriworkland!
getlit/a [want
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PENNSYLVANIA

Pittsburgh Public Schools: Westinghouse 6-12

Program Description: In 2011, the Pittsburgh Public Schools implemented a single-sex program
within the new Westinghouse 6-12 school (formerly Westinghouse High School) for all academic
courses in all grades. The program was terminated at the end of 2011 after the ACLU of
Pennsylvania threatened to file an administrative complaint with OCR.

Justification: Although the documents produced included some claims that single-sex
education improves academic achievement, no support was offered for these claims. For
example, no primary educational research studies linking single-sex education with improved
academic outcomes were apparently provided to or relied upon by the School Board. The sole
academic study produced was the 2005 literature survey by the U.S. Department of Education
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VIRGINIA

Hanover County: Mechanicsville Elementary School
Program Description: The Mechanicsville Elementary School proposed single-sex classes in

2005 for the 2006-2007 school year.** The school initially proposed one fourth-grade class of
girls and one fourth-grade class of boys who would remain in their single-sex classrooms for all
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quite different. ...the girls learned through role play and group discussions on the carpet.”¢!
Teachers were trained in gender-differentiated teaching methods, reflective in the agendas
provided by the district from the NASSPE conferences attended by staff.

Voluntariness: In the first year of the program, Mechanicsville assigned certain students to
single-sex classes, allowing parents to opt their child out.®2 Currently, Mechanicsville uses a
form for enrolling in the program that includes both an opt-in and an opt-out choice, but it is
unclear from the documents provided whether the form goes to every parent or continues to go
only to parents of students who the school believes could benefit from the program.!®

Flawed Evaluations: The school did attempt to conduct evaluation of the effectiveness of its
program and to take into account factors such as student proficiency levels going into the single-
sex classes. However, it was difficult to glean from the documents whether this evaluation was
performed using valid methods or whether the results reflected an accurate assessment of the
program’s effectiveness. The school did not provide any documents indicating that it performed
the required evaluation of whether the program perpetuated sex stereotypes.

Prince William County: Woodbridge Middle School

Program Description: Woodbridge Middle School’s single-sex program began in the 2007-2008
school year, and the school still currently operates its single-sex program at each grade level
throughoutlthelentirelschool—sixth,Iseventh,landleighthlgrades—forlalllsubjects.]

Justification: The program is premised on the sex-stereotyped instruction theory. At the same
time, however, it appears that the shift to offering a single-sex program was also motivated

in significant part by concerns about the changing demographics of the school’s population in
thelwakeloflredistrictingl“fromlalmajoritylwhitelschoollserving!middleltolupperimiddlelclass!
families, to a school with a very diverse student population with almost 40% of the students
classified as economically disadvantaged.rBDC BT/4BDC €s76.58nts
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Additionally, materials produced in response to the specific request for documents considered
or relied on in instituting the program contained materials by Bill McBride, titled “Girls Will

be Girls and Boys will be Boys: Teaching to Gender Differences.” These materials assert that
girls’ “stronger neural connectors create better listening skills, more detailed memory storage,
and better discrimination among the tones of voice” and “with more cortical areas devoted to
verbal functioning, girls are better at: sensory memory, sitting still, listening, tonality, mental
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that going into 2008, teachers received a presentation by David Chadwell on “Same Gender
Instructional Strategies” and received “Same Gender Strategies Presentations” called
“Teachers Teaching Teachers.”*® In 2006, Woodbridge’s principal attended the NASSPE regional
conference, and in 2007 and 2008, the school’s “instructional team” attended the NASSPE
international conference.'®

Prior to the start of the 2009-2010 school year, NASSPE Advisory Board Member Abigail Norfleet
James, author of Teaching the Male Brain and Teaching the Female Brain, made a presentation

to the staff.’®! Her presentation stated that boys “learn best iconically and kinesthetically” and
girls “learn best verbally and auditorially.”*®> The PowerPoint included strategies to teach girls
math: “use verbal methods to introduce the topic... tie material to real-world examples... turn
lined paper sideways...”*# Strategies to teach girls science included statements that “girls
actuallyllikelbiologylorlanylsubjectiwhichlislinvolvediwithlalpeople-helpinglprofession”landi“girlsl
prefer a collaborative learning style.”*8 Strategies for teaching reading to boys included “read to
them,” instead of boys reading silently to themselves, and using “graphic novels, magazines and
websites, books that are exciting, realistic, gory, scary, and plot driven.”%

In a presentation given to parents, Woodbridge officials indicated that “teachers may use color
as an engagement for girls and avoid penalizing boys for not using a lot of color,” because

“they see differently.” ¥ The presentation described boys and girls as “alert differently,”
indicating that “for boys, their nervous system seems to be more active when standing and the
temperature is cool,” and “for girls, their nervous system can stay active longer while sitting and
the temperature is warmer,” thus “teachers will provide structured movement opportunities for
students to utilize their natural energy.”*®” Additionally, “teachers may use rapid-fire questions
with boys,” and “will take time to answer questions of the girls and explain directions upfront,”
because “they deal with stress differently.”1e®

Further, the introductory text to a poll conducted by Woodbridge to ascertain teachers’ interest
in teaching a single-sex class stated that “teaching styles differ for effectively teaching boys and
girls, due to differences in brain structure and operation.” The poll went on to assert that:

[A] teacher of boys is one who moves around often while teaching, and speaks rather
loudly. ...Boys prefer reading material that is non-fiction, or if fiction, adventure oriented.
In math, boys can get interested in “pure” math and geometry, without linking it to the
real world applications. The female brain does not prefer such action. A teacher of girls
is still, speaks at a medium volume... girls prefer reading fiction material that does not
necessarily contain much action. In math, girls generally prefer a real world application
that shows them why it is meaningful. They are generally not interested in “pure” math
for its own sake.*®®

Flawed Evaluations: A proposal to extend the single-sex program at Woodbridge submitted to

the Superintendent in 2008 contains some data that appears to suggest that boys and girls in the
single-gender classes were performing better than their peers in coeducational classrooms.®°
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However, the emphasis at its inception on the possible attractiveness to their “higher achieving
students” of the single-gender program as “specialty school program” begs the question
whether the student outcomes were a result of sex-separated teaching or merely reflective

of the relative abilities of the students who chose to participate in the single-sex classroom

experiment. !
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WEST VIRGINIA

Cabell County: Enslow and Barboursville Middle Schools

Program Description: Barboursville Middle School operated a single-sex program in core
classes as well as during lunch in the sixth grade during the 2010-2011 and 2011-2012 school
year, and Enslow Middle School operated a single-sex education program in core classes in
the sixth grade during the 2009-2010 school year and in the sixth and seventh grades during
the 2011-2012 school years. Following receipt of an open records request by the ACLU of West
Virginia, the Enslow program was discontinued for the 2012-2013 school year. Although the
Barboursville Middle School program was initially slated to continue, or even expand, in 2012-
2013, the School Board later voted to suspend it following receipt of a cease and desist letter
from the ACLU.
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Justification: Documents produced contained not a single written policy regarding single-sex
educational programs in Kanawha County Schools and no record of an educational need or
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Justification: Thelstated(justifcationforithel
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relied on articles, news reports, opinion pieces, or non-scholarly advocacy pieces. The piece of
independently produced research disclosed was a survey of educational literature published in
the Middle School Journal, which concludes that:

[T]he better performance of students in single-sex classes and schools is mainly
attributable to a plethora of factors like student ability, socioeconomic status, type of
school (private vs. public), school characteristics (e.g. size, organizational structure),
selection bias, and effective teaching. When these factors are controlled for, the
academic differences between students in single-sex education and coeducational
schools are neither significant nor conclusive.?®

Thus, while the records did appear to support the existence of an achievement gap between
students at Van Devender and County averages, no valid evidence was produced that supported
the theory that single
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a little differently than we do the girls’ rooms. Boys, we sit them side-by-side, because
when they look each other in the eye it becomes more of a confrontational type thing.
Girls, again, sit around tables, where they can make eye contact, where they can make
relationships, and, and that sort of thing.?°

Voluntariness/Coeducational Alternative: There was also no record of a “substantially equal
coeducational” option available to students who chose not to participate in single-sex classes.
Documents suggested, and subsequent telephone conversations with school officials confirmed,
that the school did not contemplate offering a coeducational alternative within the school, and
that the only available alternative to participating in the single-sex program was by “taking
school choice”—i.e. enrolling in another school altogether.?2° No information appears to have
been provided on logistical issues such as the availability of transportation to the alternative
school(s) or the comparability of the course offerings or academic record of those alternatives.
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WISCONSIN*

Barron School District, Riverview Middle School

Program Description: A single-sex education program in fifth-grade math and language

arts classes was proposed at Riverview Middle School in 2011 and approved by the Board of
Education in March of that year.??* The Riverview Middle School operated single-sex classrooms
during the 2011-2012 school year, and plans to continue the program in 2012-2013.

Justification: The program’s goals were to use “gender-based” instruction to “[c]lose the
gender gap... [[fmprove academic rigor in classes... [and i]jmprove student behavior and attitudes
through increased student competence, confidence and class participation.”??? Gender based
instruction was to be used as a tool to meet the different “learning style needs” of boys and
girls.?®

Promotional materials produced by Riverview made numerous unsubstantiated claims about
purported differences between boys and girls and the benefits of single-sex education for
which no evidence was offered other than unsupported statements about “our research and
experience.”??* No documents were produced quantifying the particular need for the envisaged
gains in student behavior, confidence, class participation, or academic rigor at Riverview.
Indeed, no documents were produced demonstrating that Riverview considered any grade-,
school- or county-specific data in support of its decision. Instead, the school presented
unattributedlquotesfromistudents,istatingl“Iifeelllikelllcanlbelmorelopeniwithljustiboyslinithel
room” or “[w]e really help each other more when its [sic]
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generalization and may not be true for your student,” they nevertheless promote them as the
justifcationIforitheirlprogram.°

The same materials linked the claimed biological differences to alleged benefits of single-sex
education, asserting that the school’s “research and experience” has found that girls in single-
sex classrooms: “Ask more questions. Do more hands-on work with equipment. Take more
leadership roles. Talk more. Have higher self-esteem. Are less obsessed by clothes, hair, make-
up and popularity. Concentrate more on academics.”?! The same source stated that boys in
single-gender classrooms: “Do better with freedom of movement. Are less distracted so they
can focus on learning. Can practice social skills more comfortably. Participate more often and
more freely. Are less distracted. They are focused on girls and impressing them, therefore boys
act out less often and concentrate on academics.”?2 These materials included no actual data or
references to support their assertions.

There is no evidence that school administrators conducted any particularized assessment of
student need relating to math and language arts before implementing the program. On the
contrary, it appears that no evaluation of student grades or other performance indicators, or
any other school or district specific data, were considered by the school board at the time it
rendered its decision to offer sex-separated math and language arts classes. Neither do the
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in The School Administratorithatiwasinotisubjectedltolpeerlreview,thatlacknowledgedithat!
limited data exists in support of separation of students within coeducational schools, and that
concluded that the results of the author’s research could not be generalized, but rather should
be used to generate additional research questions.?*

Voluntariness/Coeducational Alternative: While the scant documents produced indicate that
“mixed-gender classes” were offered in addition to the single-sex classes in math and language
arts and that the program was optional, no further information was provided on how this option
was to be exercised or how parents were informed of it.2*®

Flawed Evaluations: Although the required bi-annual analysis of the program for gender
stereotypes has not yet occurred, it is apparent that the program could not meet the
requirement to ensure that it not be based on sex stereotypes.

Beloit School District: Robinson Elementary and McLenegan Middle School

Program Description: Two schools in the School District of Beloit, Robinson Elementary School
and McLenegan Elementary School, have established single-sex education programs. The
program at Robinson Elementary was proposed in February of 2007, was initiated in certain
classrooms in the fourth grade in the 2007-2008 school year,?®” expanded to the third and fifth
grades in the 2009-2010 school year, and operated in the third, fourth, and fifth grades for the
2010-2011 year.2®

Justification: Thelsoleljustifcationland“primarylgoal’loflithelsingle-sexlprogramlatRobinson!
Elementary School was a desire to create an “optimal learning environment where girls and
boys feel comfortable participating in the learning process” by catering to presumed gender
differences in learning styles.?*® An informational packet created by Robinson asserted that
separating students by gender is essential to this goal because “boys and girls learn differently
and more productively in different classroom environments.”?*° Robinson presented no
substantial state interest to support the program’s sex separation throughout the entire day,
including non-academic periods like lunch and recess.

The program at Robinson Elementary was explicitly premised on the sex-stereotyped instruction
theory. Materials created by Robinson Elementary and sent to Robinson parents touted the
benefits of single-sex instruction and claimed to present “brain-based research. . . [on]
developmental differences between boys and girls.”?** The materials reproduced some of the
points described in the Introduction to this report from the website for Sax’s book Boys Adrift.?*
Robinson linked these differences in ‘wiring’ to the “advantages same gender classrooms can
offer,”Iprofferinglitsigeneralizationslaboutlbrainldevelopmentlasialjustifcationlforithelsame-sex!
program.?*
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Beloit County School District did not bother to advance
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Robinson’s promotional materials also indicate that its program was heavily informed by the
work of Sax. One of its handouts on the topic “Why Have Same Gender Classrooms?” cites Sax
to claim that “boys and girls learn differently and more productively in different classroom
environments,”?° and goes on to assert that:

Girls are born with a sense of hearing seven times that of boys and therefore learn in a
quieter atmosphere. Boys in general learn better in an environment where they are able
to move around and respond to louder voices. Studies have shown that overall girls learn
better in warmer classrooms and boys in cooler ones.®!

The informational packet distributed by the school also includes Sax’s Why Gender Matters.??2
A number of the letters that Robinson Elementary sent home to parents to inform them of the
single-sex program directed them to the NASSPE website.??

Recommended gender-based instruction techniques were also pervasive in materials from

a Single Gender Conference in June 2011, presumably attended by staff from McLenegan,

Robinson, or both. One presentation on the topic of “Gender Differences that Make a Difference

in the Classroom”?* outlined different “pedagogy implications” of presumed gender differences

and advised teachers to adapt their teaching methods accordingly. For example, the document

states that “[b]oys read emotions and are INSTINCTIVE/impulsive...[while g]irls read emotions

and analyze the emotion”?%; teachers were thus advised to “[a]ccess Boys’ work from a Boys’

Perspective: MOVEMENT/ACTION. Access G 425nE,tel Tf6.413 0 0 6.413 158.2601 456.9169 Tm(254)TETy064CID
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Pedagogy for boys:

-Math: Start with a Riddle! J

-Do NUMBERS for numbers sake...

-WHO was first to recognize this formula...
-Computation[Drills.../Speed...l [ I

Pedagogqy for Girls:

-Math: Begin with the Real World!
-Demonstrate RELEVANCE to the real world...
-Manipulatives
-Link/Integratelwithlotherisubjects?*

In social studies the materials also suggested different teaching techniques for boys and girls:

[For boys]

-In Medias Res - Start w/most exciting
event...

-Focus on REAL men.

-Highlight Technical Details

and Use maps

[For girls]

-“How would you feel if you were a girl
your age...?

and connect with the content
-Integrate with other disciplines...
art/music/literature??

Finally the materials outlined different presumed differences in motivation and competition:

-Motivating Boys

-LOVE hierarchy!!! Competition!!!
-Form Teams

-Elect Captain/Lieutenant

-Competition
Being ‘On Top’... Being a Winner!!

-Motivating Girls:
- Get girls to ‘care’
- Like Girl vs. Boy competition

-Competition
Being ‘Accepted’, liked, loved!!!2¢3

This presentation did not include or reference a single scientifically valid study or piece of primary
research to link these techniques specifically, or single-sex education in general, with improved
academic outcomes.

Voluntariness/Coeducational Alternative: Students at Robinson Elementary were assigned to
single-sex classrooms in the first year of the program in 2007-2008. In subsequent years the

way in which Robinson handled student assignment appears to have varied from year to year,

but it is not clear that an opt-out or a coeducational option was always available. For example,
during at least one year of the program’s operation, parents who did not wish to participate in the
single-sex classes were required to “open enroll their students to a different building,”?** raising
questions about whether the coeducational alternative was “substantially equal.” When Robinson
announced the expansion of the same-sex education program to third and fifth grades in 2009-
2010, the school informed parents of rising third graders that they would be able to opt out, but a
coeducational option does not appear to have been contemplated for parents of students entering
the fourth or fifth grades.?®®

Moreover, there may have been differences between the boys’ and girls’ classes in terms of class
size and teacher support—during at least one school year, school officials suggested making the
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boys classes smaller and placing additional staff in the boys classrooms, effectively distributing
unequal resources and opportunities between the boys’ and the girls’ single-sex classes.®

Flawed Evaluations: While it appears that Beloit School District attempted to conduct an
assessment of satisfaction with one or both of these programs through a student survey, the
results were anecdotal and misleading due to humerous methodological shortcomings. For
example,
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Justification: In a proposal to the School District in 2006-07, the Principal’s stated rationale
for the program was a “recent explosion in brain research [that] has ushered in a wealth of
information regarding how boys and girls learn, hear, see and cogitate differently.”?” That these
presumedIlearninglstylesiwerelthelprimaryljustifcationforithelprogramlisievidentithroughout!
the documents presented to the School District. For example, one presentation asserts that
“girls are ‘pre-wired’ to use the most advanced part of the brain, the cerebral cortex (front), to
integrate their knowledge, feelings, sight, and hearing... [while b]oys utilize the hippocampus
when synthesizing information.”?’® These differences, the proposals state, support the theory
that single-sex education is “directly related to student achievement.”?”® Based upon these
presumed differences, “Marshall staff plans to use the same curriculum but teach boys and
girls in different ways to optimize natural learning styles.”?®

Thelneedltolinstitutelthislgender-differentiatedlteachingiwasljustifedlbylgenerallstatements!
regardingldeclinesliniperformancelforicertainlsubjectslandithel*increasingidisparitylin!
achievement between genders” at a national level.?! The proposals cite recognition of “the

gap between boys and girls [sic] achievement . . . (specifically, in math, reading, computers,

and science),”?®? and state that “[b]eginning in middle school, there is a decline in girls’
performance in math and science as well as decreased participation in athletics. Boys stop
reading for pleasure and oftentimes are 1.5 years behind girls in reading level.”? Tailoring
teaching in response to these purported gender differences in learning and development would,
administrators claimed, lead to improvements in “student achievement.”?%

The documents produced do not indicate that those who decided to implement the program
based(thisldecisionlonlalnexuslbetweenithelassertedljustifcationslandithelindividualized!
educational needs of students at Marshall. The documents show no analysis of existing
measures of student achievement or performance in the relevant grades and courses at
Marshall prior to proposing the program. Though the proposal for the single-sex education

pilot stated that “[b]aseline data will be collected at the beginning of the 2007-08 school year,”
this clearly had not occurred at the time the proposal was approved, so did not operate as a
justifcationIforlit.ISimilarly,litlislapparentithatlthelprogramiwasinotlimplementedlasialpartioflan]
established program to improve student achievement through diverse educational options.

Nor was any valid data produced supporting a nexus between single-sex education generally,
or the use of gender-specific teaching styles specifically, and improved academic outcomes.
No published or peer-reviewed research appears to have been considered by the School
District. Rather, the district relied entirely on anecdotal evidence, such as pointing to single-
sex education programs in two other schools in other states where student achievement had
purportedly improved,?® and on visits to other schools with single-sex classrooms.?¢ They also
cited to unsupported statements made in a presentation by Sax that “several schools have
successfully closed the achievement gap between black/white students” and that “girls in all
girls classes did better” than in coed classes.®’
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The data presented in the documents produced did not compare behavior outcomes before and
after the implementation of the sex separation, but they did compare academic and behavior
outcomes between boys and girls in the single-sex and co-ed classrooms. On balance, the
meaning and significance of these statistics are equivocal, with limited improvement in one
type of classroom over another and with neither program consistently prevailing over the other
in academics. While we can only draw limited conclusions from this small and inconsistent
data set, it does seem clear that single-sex education has not shown sustained and continuous
improvement in academic achievement. In fact, this was one of the primary reasons the school
board stated when it voted to discontinue the single-sex program in June of this year.3*

Marshall Middle School also collected feedback from surveys of students and parents. For

example, in a presentation to the Board of Education in 2008, Marshall’s Principal reported
that’*37Iparentsiparticipated!
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quantifying the particular need for altering the learning environment for female students

at Central High School in the particular classes in question. No documents were produced
demonstrating that Central considered any data at all in support of its decision. Nor were any
valid studies or educational data produced demonstrating any link between single-sex education
and any improved academic or behavioral outcomes elsewhere.

Though Central High School did not detail the specific differences in the learning styles of
boys and girls that it aimed to address, the evidence suggests that its program was premised
on theories about the supposedly different brains and development of boys and girls. Letters
inviting parents of Central students to sign up for single-gender classes instructed those who
would like to “find out more information” to visit the website of NASSPE.3!!

There is no evidence that school administrators conducted any individualized assessment
of students’ educational needs relating to English and Algebra | before implementing the
program. On the contrary, it appears that neither the school nor the school board conducted
any evaluation of student grades or other performance indicators in the grades or classes
in question, or of any other school or district specific data. Nor was there any evidence that
La Crorad 47.s73 istrict had any established policy of offering diverse educational options
to parents, or that the implementation of the program was aimed at improving student
achievement through offering such options.

Flawed Evaluations: There is no evidence that the required bi-annual evaluation of the program
took place.
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Boys Adrift, http://www.boysadrift.com/gender.php (last visited Aug. 12, 2012). Many schools appear to have obtained
these bullet points not from the Boys Adrift website, but indirectly from a PowerPoint presentation by Skyles Calhoun,
Principal, Woodbridge Middle Sch., Presentation: Introducing Same Gender Classrooms in a Coed Middle School, available
at http://woodbridgems.schools.pwcs.edu/modules/groups/homepagefiles/cms/206532/File/Same%20Gender/Same%20
Gender%?200rientation.pdf (reproducing similar material by Leonard Sax) [hereinafter “Calhoun, ‘Introducing’ ”]. However,
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Gender Matters, supra note 6. Florida Charter Foundation, 2011 Charter Application for Campus “B” of Franklin Academy,
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a matter of cyclic phase, not a years-long developmental delay in either sex. The same brain areas showed recurrent
developmental spurts in both sexes, making it impossible to say that one area matures earlier than the other in either boys
or girls.” Eliot, Trouble, supra note 6, at 895.

The “claim—that in processing language, men are left lateralized whereas women exhibit more symmetrical activation of
left and right hemispheres—has been largely refuted through meta-analysis. . . . Although the issue is far from resolved—
some evidence suggests that a sex difference in degree of lateralization may pertain to more specific types of language
tasks—any difference in language or other functional lateralization between males and females is clearly much subtler
than these popular portrayals.” Id. at 897-98.

“There is no functionally significant difference between boys and girls in auditory sensitivity. . . . And it’s crucial to keep in
mind that at every age, individual differences among boys and among girls are large compared to the average differences
between the groups.” M. Liberman, Sexual pseudoscience from CNN (Jun 19, 2008); http://languagelog.ldc.upenn.edu/
nll/?p=260.

Noting that these claims are “[e]xtrapolat[ed] from research on adults’ cardiovascular regulation,” Halpern et al. observe
that “[i]n his books, Web site, and teacher-training programs, Sax rationalizes different educational experiences for boys
and girls by using obscure and isolated findings about brain maturation, hearing, vision, and temperature sensitivity.
Although scientists have debunked many such claims as ‘pseudoscience,’ this message has yet to reach many educators
who are implementing such recommendations in single-sex classes within coeducational schools.” Halpern et al.,
Pseudoscience, supra note 7, at 1707 (citations omitted).

34[C.F.R.18[106.34(b)(1)/(requiring(thatlschools]justifyitheladoptionloflseparated programsibyldemonstratinglalsubstantial’
relationship between the single-sex nature of the program and improvement in student achievement, or by describing
particular, identified educational needs of the district’s students).

Id.
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also employed in single-sex classes as described in Peg Tyre, Boy brains, girl brains: Are separate classrooms the best way to
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Education Alliance, Do Boys and Girls Learn Differently? Van Devender Middle School, http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-
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