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PREFACE

. This report h%"been ‘prepared by the Ca11forn1a Coa11t1on for Sex

. Equ1ty in Education (CCSEE - III) as the product of a two-year-research

. project made poss:b]e by a large grant contract award (#G007802006) - .
made by the Women' S Educat1ona1 Equity Act_(WEEA) Program for the :
years 1979-80. Th1s report is des1gned to: . L

’

'Provide ‘an overv1ew of the 1ntent of the research project;‘

Present the pr1hc1pa1 1ssues addressed and the ratiorale
for the1r inclusiony .

O . Outline the approach,a:d.design of the research; '
| . Provide a review of pertinent 11terature, : T
. 0ut11ne the methodo]ogy app11ed and the results der1ved
. Demonstrate how the validity and efficacy of the measure
of dependent var1ab1es were tested .
. _Present statistical displays of the: data; '

. Discyss the causa] issues raised by ‘the results; - ' ¥

. ‘Summarize the conclusions to be drawn from the research and .
~ 1ist additional areas of needed study, -and _ ‘ .

.. Provide supplemental documentat1on as needed h" EEE | A

The” CCSEE was formed in 1976 in .order to coord1nate the efforts of some -

of the major organizations helping educat1ona1 agencies achieve sex equity

in p014c1es, practices; and: progrggs The original group was comprised of °
three agencies. These included ACSA [Association of California School Admin-
istrators), Project Equity (a Title IV Civil Rights Act Jraining Institute
which has since become the Region IX SDAC - Sex. Desegregat1on Assistance
Center), and Project SEE (the California State Department of Education's -
Off1ce for Sex Equity in Education. ) .

,’The CCSEE fash1oned long- range p]ans .to be executed in phases, and
then sought fiscal resources to: _‘- .

. . Deve]op a cadre of trained profess1onals who could help .

g various target populations-work toward the accomp11shment
of sex equity in administrative, counseling and classroom
procedures, athletics, vocational educat1on, and in the :

: commun1ty,

Produce needed materials for the tra1ners and-trainees':
use 1n the1r efforts, -




e

oo , CoepetT o
. -e Apply meaningful monitoring practices, follow-up interventions,
\\ . and measure the progress made;- and . '

. o .Develop a dissemination model to ensure positive outreach. '

e throughbu;‘Ca1ifornia'and.the‘nation;

. Thus, -CCSEE 1 in 1976 earned a small WEEA 'subcéntract from the CCSSO
(Council of Chief -State School 0fficers) qnd'successfu1JyiimpTeméntéd
_the sex equity model developed by the National Resoéurce. Center for Sex
Equity by providing a three-day training conference which, was"attended
by more than five-hundred educators representing all of the desired
target groups.. ' : g I
CCSEE-1I, in 1977, won a WEEA small grant to further ‘train selected
.. successful Title IX leaders/advocates and to develop a strategies
~ ‘fotebook worthy of national dissemination. This resulted in a two-day
- conference for one-hundred fifty professionals.and .the development of
TQWARD EQUITY: EFFECTIVE TITLE IX STRATEGIES K-POSTSECONDARY. Areas
- of. focus at the confergpce and subsequently in the book included:

'400  the evolution of equity;

“*s strategies for building skills in making changes happen; -
.- .networking and effective monitoring; . ’ -
() 'af}évn . of practiéd]’issues; ~
. ‘ . Y
o the development of alternatives to ove%gng simple Lnd
complex areas of concern; - R ' !
0 suggested,case;stddiés_of real issues and thélpossib1e Q.t
resolution; . ) » L B
e a listing of‘humaq; priht and‘non-pﬁin; nesddrces;/gnd-
"o indicators:for further consideration.

‘ ,gopges of this publication are now available from the WEEA Publishing
* Center. .. - L

[
.

In 1978,“CCSEE-III received:a 1argg'grant from WEEA to conduc;,a‘tﬁo-
year study to determine if the planned application of these-and other
Tesources to an identified power base in randomly selected”LEAs (1ocal

>y

education agencies) could make a noticeable difference in the compliance

efforts of those districts. _
) . < . . . W . . ‘ B .

The makeup of the CCSEE was expanded to. include the CSBA (talifornia
School Boards ‘Association) and each of the coalition groups br%ugﬁt

'

)
-

oxi v 1o
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, ' - .. 0: o '
set of materia'l-g,\{trategies and talents.

_.to the areever-groWing .
- ). Most notab:hese were: an'initial instrumgnt for measuring basic .
/. Title IX cice developed by Scott C. McDonald of Project Equity, a
/- ' process foite observation commentary visitatidns (OCV)'developed -
" by Barb Laind Project SEE, a-catalogue of intervention strategies
- Written by e Mahon, and a subsequent. planning notebook developed -
- by the CCSictors., . -~ o oL - -

.. This reporicts the work accomplished "and the results obtained .

; during thear effort. - It focuses on compliance issues and ,

3 clearly renat districts which.are alerted to the legal mandates, -
provided amte intervention strategies, and given encouragemént _

~—- - to reconcil of noncompliance can and will accomplish the tasks

required ifin conditions are evident or, cenversely, certain con-

straints amt. . Little or no effort was made to measure attitudinal

changes or ch strategies prevalent in daily classroom . behaviers.

Oncé adequaarch §s available in those areas, the connections between

\ this study j»se findings can be made to deliver an even more complete

- model for uionwide. s

Thus, the Clan continues to reach fruition.. Definite progress
- can be seén: team of professional desegregation specialists who |
‘wish to ‘ideissues, fjnd alternatives, apply:meaningful activities,
- and monitor:ively. Such are the avenues- toward the achievement:
', of any sociwrm . . . such are the challendes of those who work to
achieve sexs in education. I ” :

s

. / (4\ : . ~ ‘< . Barbara P;e'ter'son.

. Barb Landers.
s i Lee Mahon

Seb’tembe\:'lga']',"' C

e
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i Introduct1on and 0verv1ew of Research Prg;; t L o o 5;
A, Background RS | L | ,az ) Py

. | Y
‘ For the past 30 years, women in the Un1ted States have 1ncreas1ng1y
’ taken joBs in the labor marPet he]d 1mportant careers, andlmoved 1nto |
soc1eta1 slots prev1ous1y regarded as "male preserves".. For the must recent
115 years, this trend. toward 'sex equity has found its vo1ce in a resurgent
feminism. \Fem1n1sts have cr1t1c1zedfthe fac11e assumptions of male super1or1ty:
that men are. nherently more Tog1ca1 (1 e., make better sc1ent1sts adm1n- B ‘
’ 1str/tors, etc ) or inherently more dextrous and more capab]e at mechan1ca1 o
1 tasks (i.e., make better mach1n1st$, ath1etes, breadw1nners and so forth)
fwh11e it -is obvious that a 1arge number of occupations are Msex- typed“
,(1 e., predom1nate1y he1d by members of one sex) the Just1ce and ratron-,
aT1ty of th1s sex= typ1ngéﬁas been SUbJect to cons erab]e d1spute The
;fem1n1st cr1t1que argues that the sex-typed nature of the occupat1ona1
. structure does not stem fnomoany«1nherent geneth or phys1o]og1ca1 gender
.differences, but rathbr is the’ resu]t of soc1a11zat1on processes, it is he1d
_that these processes, fostered by schoo]s, fam1]1es churches med1a,and plﬁ@k:f
'groups, 1ead ch11dren and young adu]ts to deyelop sex-typed asp1rat1ons, to ;
fo]]ow sex -typed. courses of study, to acqu1re sex-typed sk1115, and eventua]]y fi

4-\ .
Cto f1t comp11ant1y 1nto the sexua] d1v1s1on of 1abor of wh1ch the oc- .

1

_ cupat1ona1 structure 1s only the most recent man1festat1on 'I’H-’;
While many of these soc1a11zat1on agen;sftl1ke fam111es and peer groups)

- are so pr1vate or so ephemera] that they are effect1ve1y beyond the reach of .

. ', . . - . Ay . . p

._j,gvh\ Lo e i
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most pub11c policy nieasures, schooTs are c1ear1y centra] public. 1nst1tut1ons-- ,

charged with the tasks of prepar1nq young people for the1r future soc1a1 =
. ‘fa - . 'l . ‘ "
and ocoupatvona] rd]es of gu1d1ng the format1on of the1r asp1rat1ons, and

' fof praviding them

\

ith the. rud1mentary Ianguage mathemat1ca1 ad? soc1a1

Zsk1115 that secure’ th

i

access to the w1der wor]d Hence, schoo]s became

N A

one of the centra] foci of fem1n1st cr1t1c1sm. In response to this cr1-
Y. .

~

- ticism and 1n~recggnitmon of the fact . of.the chang1ng role of women in .

- Amer1can soc1ety, Congress passed .an amendment to "the Education Act of

1972 which stated ' ' _Lv . | Ty '

y - of race, cylor, or national.arigin, be excluded from \ P
participati 1n, be dertied the benefits of, or be Yy
subjectgg to d1scr1m1nation urfier any program of -acti- B ' :
vity receiving-Federal financial assistance, or berso 3
treated on the basis of sex under most education programs « - -
or activities rece1v1ng Federal ass1stance. - . o

“No person%§: the Un1ted State sha]l, on the grouqu

Th1s s1mp1e amendment , known as Title IX was 1ntended.to have wide 1m-\\' T
'p11cat1ons for most pub11c schools in the Un1ted States (the maJor1ty of
which rece1ved some type of Federa] f1nanc1a1 ass1stance) In 1975 ‘the. -
"Departmen} of Hea]th Educat1on, and Welfare spe]]ed out" the scope of ‘these
1mp11cat1ons 1n their T1t1e Ix Imp]ement1ng Regu]at1ons. The regu]at1ons
"st1pu1ated that all educationa] agenc1es must 1nVest1gate the1r own conduct \
't'determ1ne the degree of comp11ance or non-comp11ance in ev1dence,,and then ‘ip;f:
oy =y - o
correct any and a11 ‘areas of 1nequ1ty Each site was to conduct an inves-
7t1gat1on, deveiop a-plan-to br1ng about fu11 comp]ﬁance, and cont1nue the L
activities as needed to ensure that no d1scr1m1nat1on pers1sted In1t1a11y, ,“’
1ittTe or no help was offered to d1str1cts and universities. by the federa] u

"

government, 1t was assumed that the changes wh1ch were requ1red to ach1eve o

4

"sex desegregat1on" cou]d be accomp11shed by the agenc1es themse]ves
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-

‘ : In response to large numbers of requests for help;an\the_se; desegregat1on

process, and as a result of a landmark court dec1s1on that the development

7\ 'y
of a. three-year p an to overcome the effects ‘of apparent sex d1scr1m1nat1on v

d1d 1ndeed const1tute a desegregat1on plan, the federal goverﬁment dec1ded
that sex equ1ty efforts qual1f1ed for Title IV C1v1l R1ghts Act monies prev1ously
appropr1ated only to help overcome the effects of race7and national orlg1n

d1scr1mfnat1on . . . g _"

Thus in l926 mon1es f1rst became ava1lable to State. Educat1on Agencies

‘.

(SEAs) and to tra1n1ng 1nst1tutes (TIs) located at Unive ty sett1ngs These .

"agenc1es in turn were supposed to ass1st local educat1on]agenc1es (LEAs)

he1r T1tle IX compl1ance efforts Beg1nn1ng 1n l978 mon1es were appro-~v
pr1ated for the development of sex desegregat1on assistance centers (SDACs)
and for grants to be awarded d1rectly to %hose LEAs which wished‘to pursie sr.

a planned program of act1v1t1es to’ overcome the problems caused by the sex:

desegregat1on process S D

Concurrently, Congress establ1shed the Woman's Educat1onal Equ1ty

: Act Program wEEAﬁl to prov1de for the development of mater1als, exemplary

{

processes "and programs, tna:n1ng moder, med1a, and dissem1nat1on agenc1es,

all of: whi ch were des1gned to enhance the efforts be1ng made to ach1eve sex-

equ1ty in educat1on Pr1vate foundat1ons, aff1l1ate organ1zat1ons and

1

educat1onal agenc1es themselves also allocated funds and resources to'
el1m1nate ‘discriminatiof in ex1st1ng pol1c1es, practrces and programs
Thus, in the 1970's there emerged a nat1onal mandate to rev1ew, evaluate\\ '
. Y

and change sex d1scr1m1natory school pract1ces In response, a vast network

of spec1al1sts andpan extens1ve reservp1r of resources-were developed and

‘ enlfsted 1n the ezéirt to uproot 1nst’7ut1onal sex bias in schools, The

quest1on rema1ns hat was the impact of all ‘these efforts to help schools, ,

.

. colleges and un1vers1t1es comply w1th federal mandates’ “The pract1cal need

-, A.J

SN
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-, to find a convincirg answer to this question, as it re]ates to elementary 4
and secondary schoo]s, provided the 1nspiration and impetus for the CCSEE

, ﬂg research reported here.

{,
&

B. Fundamentad Questions of this Research = - . T -
£

1 what is the impact of p]anned intervenéions to neduce sex bias’ in
diverse schoo]s?

-
14

This, in effect, is the basic evaluation question with ‘which we wrest]e

’

, in this study: Are s$chool districts actually helped in thelr efforts to '_"
,? comply with Tit@e IX by 1nvo]vement with Federally- funded intervention pro- ,
Jects&(like the "training institutes" and "assistance centers" describedw
B wabove)? The'intervention projects provide iﬂ-service training for school
-personnel, offer technical assistance to- schoo] administrative personne],
,:fac11itate a sharing of resources and?eXperiences among pro-equity forces 1n_
districts in ad301n1ng geographical areas and advise districts on efficacious _
', ;strategies for change.- Da these ‘efforts serve their 1ntended purposes? In
'.;other words, do schoo] districts who receive ‘these serV1ces make a quicker,
,smoother, more comp]ete transition to fu11 compliance with Title IX than do
tﬁeir counterpart districts~who do not receive services’ Even 1f districtS‘
,receivfng the benefit of such serV1ces do, in fact, appear to make _greater
. _progress toward Tit]e IX compliance, 1s this merely a resu]t of the charaCm
;teristics<of districts who contract with 1ntervention projects in the first
p1ace (i e., Do on1y 11bera1, innovative districts get involved with equity\
._advocacy proJects?) we seek to dlicover the 1mpact of the p1anned training

',and serv1ces net of - the characteris ics of the districts who receive them.

Beyond the 51mp1e question of whether or. not the 1ntervention proJects

| make a "difference“ to their client districts 11e many more subt]e questions.




Are all strateédes'equally.adwantageous, or are some'more-effective than
others? Does techn1ca1 ass1stance havesa greater 1mpact than 1nserV1ce
tra1n1ng, or 1s the reVerse true? Is .there a 11near re]at1onship between’
the Tevel of ass1stance received by a d1str1ct and .the amount of progress
made in. Title IX comp11ance (i.e., Do d1str1cts whoﬁnake max1mum use of .
their involvement w1th the 1nterven1;on proJect show a correspond1ngly '
h1gher 1eve1 of progress in T1t1e IX. comp11ance, or 1s there a. "thresho]d
effect" beyond which add1t1ona1 services do not seem to affect compﬂ1ance?)
A]though it is easier, espec1a11y given restrictions in samp]e size, 'to
answer the simple (d1chotomous) question of whether or not the provision

of profess1ona1 serV1ces " from 1ntervent1on proJects matter at all, we sha11, f

whereVer poss1o1e, try to tease out c1Ues to these more subtle quest1ons ) o
| )‘ | _. ";.

2. Is a quant1é§;:;; measure of T1t1e IX comp11ance feas1b1e, RS
- . ‘reliable agp va11d7 R ‘ _ T

0bv1ous1y, the quest1ons posed above can on1y be answered when we

~ '

are able to- detect the 1eve1 of comp11ance w1th T1t1e IX in a d1str1ct‘and
. measure 1t accurate]y In order to compare d1str1cts on the1r T1t1e IX

comp11ance, some common metr1c is necessary--- some procedure -for "scor1ng"

i

distr1cts on theirﬂ]eve] of comp?1ance. ‘This problem represents the centra]

.

measurement question addressed by this r%:earch : l’,

Cast in slightly d1fferent terms, th1s research asks-whether it js pos-ff-

]

s1b1e to sca1e d1str1cts on the1r T1t1e IX comp11ance7 If so, what are'the
propert1es of the sca1e7 Is progress toward Title IX comp11ance cont1nuous, :
cumu1at1ve,~sequent1aL and 1og1ca1--- such that “Guttman sca11ng is possible? .
Or do d1str1cts adopt T1t1e IX's prov1s1ons in a he]ter ske]ter ‘manner

(such that levels of comp11ance are discrete rather than cont1nuous)

*

l\_)
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It is possible, of course, that some districts adapt to' Title IX |
in a raaional and,continuous way, while qf/ers "leap" to states of compliance
fin a less deliberate way - If this is true, Guttman Scales might:apply to the
fvformer but not to the latter Does this difference in the process of change
affect the quality or. the depth of the change itself? In other words, are
| districts that make rational,‘sequential well-planned changes any better off
that those who simply rush 1nto compliance in response to external pressure
(or wi thout much deliberation?) | .
Moreover how, thorough is the Title IX compliance, especially as measured
by a sdalable and scorable instrument? Is there a distinction between “pape:"
ompliance and "real" compliance? Does "{nstitutional™ compliance have any
.real effect on the behavior of the indiV1duals within those institutions?
~-These are all difficult and important questions that 1ie at the heart of our
- efforts to validate a: measure of T1tle IX compliance

A}

o SO ke .
3.’ what other factors affect acceptance of Title IX’

As noted earlier any credible claim that planned intervention from
’.sex-desegregation -units truly help school districts make a smooth and thorough
. tran51tion to Title IX compliance must demonstraté that the greater levels of
'compliance EXhlblted by “client" districts are. not merely -an artifact of their ‘
'-prdor characteristics (e Gy 1nnovat1veness, etc.» While this possibility- can )
. effectively be controlled by research design, 1t is nevertheless 1nteresting
'.and worthwhile to collect data on. those "prior" d1strict characteristics that
. might 1nteract W1th acceptance of Title IX. hough measures of these "prior"
v-characteristics are apt to be weaker than the measure of the dependent variable |
(our central concern) and though conclusions might be more tentat1ve, the inter-
4i action of(:prior" and "treatment" variables could prove to be among the most ,

1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs of the study--especialli/;or sex equity practioners themselv

\)4 . . )\‘l, ‘ylho. ‘ ‘."Q-; b : B ) t l 23 a . . .f . \“
EMC T " : :‘)'\: o el 6 o ’ -7 ) : e . “‘,.‘. T
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sFor example, to what extent do the demographic and organizational c¢harac-
teristics of schoo] distrjcts predict (1) their enthusiasm for involvement
with sex desegregation projects andA(z) their success. in meeting the require-
ments Tit]e IX? By “demographic characteristics“ we mean factors such as.
(1) size of district, (2) 'wealth of district; (3)“urbanness of district and
(4) percentage of minority students. "Organizational characteristics“ inc]ude\

such factors as the extent of district centra]ization, degree of autocratic

administrative.style. ‘and so forthw

,/ In a stmilar vein, to_what'extent do“prior legal andtpolitical factors
, ffect distriét involvement with sex desegregation projects and comp]iane
»with Title IX? what is the effect of community attitudes toward sex
equity\and toward Federal programs in schools? Do the differences in dis?
’tricts‘revenue reductions under Proposition 13 have a systematic effec: on

Title IX comp]iance? Are changes more apt to be . spurred when districts -

. oS
are under comp]aint from the Office of TIVAT" Rights? - o i
Furthermore what is the 1mportance of the processes by which d1stricts %

work toward Title IX compliance? District administrations usually adopt )
‘specific.strategieS-for'implementi%g Tit]e IX in their districts;.does the |
7se1ection'of a given strategy per se have clear implications for the outcome?
Is the nature of the district's re]ationship'to‘the intervention project
Timportant to _the outcome? ‘Does it matter whether (1) the district mere]y requests
‘Whatever serV1ces\1E‘rants or Q? ) the district re]ies entirely upon the inter-
vention proaétt to identify needs and prescribe treatments and strategies, or
(3) serV1ces are negotiated between the d1strict and the intervention proJects7
Towhat extent is prior 1nvoF¥ement in sex desegregation projects important to
district outcomes? Is technical a551stance more effective in nudging districts
toward Title IX compliance thah is inservice training?

o ' R
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All df these quostions--tha evaluatj:n quastion. the measurement

question. and the questions about tho processes and prior factors that

E& influence tho success of compliahca efforts--inspired this research.
J .

t

A B ¥

b -
C. G_neral Apgroach ta Solution of These Questions

1. Measurement Problem: Can Change Be Detected by a Scorable™
' Tcaling Procedure -

’,

hl

Early efforts to evaluate sex desegregation training and assistance pro-
. Jects had been fnustrated by the absence of valid measures of institutional
sex bias.“ Without measures of ‘this sort. it has been’ impossiblo to compare
the status of a given district before anq‘aftep7involvement with a sex desegre-
gation proJect 1 In 19775 one of the member agencies of the California Coalition:
" for Sex Equtiy in Education "Project "Equity, ¢ unnitted resources to the develop--
ment of such a, measure; however, it was impossible to perform a rigorous valida-
tion of'!he measure within the programmatic ‘constraints of Project. Equity.‘_
CCSEf's desire to analyze the impact of 1ts own "power-based“ intervention

strategies fit nicely with the need to‘validate a scorab]e,measure of change'

in school districts. The latter strategies, documented in Towards Equity:

Effective Title IX Strategies, K-Postsecondary, emphasize the need'to identify
3 t . ' o o ' : ’
- and enlist the support of the key actors in.local districts who comprise the

. local “power base" of that district.'- The measurenent and programfatic gaals

were wed in this. study the Title IX Implementation Assessment Instrument
(initia]iy developed by Project Equtiy) would be used to measure institutional
_change in school districts (and be tested for va]idity and. reiiabiiity in the
meantime) and the change captured by that instrument wouid serve as the' depen-

dent variable in the study of the effectiveness of the intervention strategies B

1 For a thorough review and critique of this literature, see Scott C. McDQnade
"Review ‘of the Literature on Measurement of Gender Bias," paper presented at
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New York City,

Apri'l 1977. < -
. ‘ ) 2
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developed in earlier phases of CCSEE. Presumably, “dIstricts that had the '

LI

benafit of the services and strategies offered by CCSEE would make greater
gains in Titie IX compliance (as measured by the scorabie instrument). 2
. For reasons already noted,- 1t was determined that the scope of this

instrument wouid be institutiona] - .It was agreed that 1t was technicaliy,

iogistically, and f1 anciaily {mpossible to monitor an adequate number of

individual teaghgrs fat sufficient intervals) to provide valid, reliable Sy
observationa] data on teacher behaviors. Rather, we assumed, on ‘the basis _'

of widespread experiences. in those schools that had already achieved racia] intee
gration ‘that 1f one _changes institutionai practices-(and provides~proper

staff development‘zupport). reca citrant individual attitudes will even-

tually soften and modify. Furthermore, we assumed that institutions are i

more easily ‘held accountable than are individua]s. This premise fs N

‘clearly accepted by the federa] government s regu]ations for the 1mp1e-

mentation of Title IX--- regu]ations which hold schoo] districts responsibfe

fo taking ﬁositive steps towa:g the eradication of gender bias Hence,' .
taking our cueiudirectly from the legislation, we, havé made schoo] districts :
the units of ana]ysis for this measurement device. ,V . S
Our second premise is that Title IX itself provides an adequate frame-
wora for the instrument s operationa1 definitions of institutiona] gender
bias 7This premise ‘of course, begs several impor}ant research questions
It avoids the difficu]t questions about nhichqfuman behaviors are functions
“of bio]ogica] differences, cultural sex roles, or'of various socia]ization\\\‘
processes It does not attempt to identify ‘differential socialization ef-

fects of schoo]s, families, peer groups, media, churches, or other ‘factors.

Hence. the instrument is ‘not intended to contribute to the theoretica] litera- o

LI

ture on sex- differences, per se. Rather, by taking Tit]e IX s r%q;irements

as the basic framework for the instrument we have 2§sumed that a\district's 7
\ : - . 0

e

- - l.),'v- 3 - y . »
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full comp11ance w1th the Title IX reqU1rements 1nd1cates pos1t1Ve 1nst1tu-

}onal steps to erad1cate gender bias. Hence, the 1nstrument is conceived
as a measure of the 1nten51ty of 1nst1tut1ona1 effort to comp]y with T1t1e

IX. The def1n1t1ons of comp]1ance with T1t1e IX implicit in th1s 1nstrument

.S

-are cons1stent W1th the gu1de11nes 1ssued by the 0ff1ce of Civil Rights of

the Department_of Health, Educat1on, ano Welfare:
| Inestructure,lthe CCSEE Title Ixfﬁmpiementétfon Assessment Instrument
is a po]ymorphous entity In its basic structure it is an 1nterv1ew gu1de.
“'.Quest1ons -on the 1nterv1ew gu1de cover each spec1f1c prov1s1on of Title IX;
g each gener1c quest1on_1s_foJ1owed_by~a subset—of prob1ng~quest1ons—to-help“——“—“
1nterv1ewers draw out. the mos t comp]ete responses from d1str1cts reégarding

the range of the1r efforts to 1mp1ement T1t1e IX. However, ‘the ins trument

is not mere]y an.interview gu1de;‘,Subsumed under éach of the items of the
dinterview guide is an o d#n@1'sca1e~df‘possibre*(ar“protbtypiEaryiéaapiiaﬁéa””“”
.steps that districts w4£1d likely have taken:to address'the ques tion poséd -
“jby“that interviewlftem.' As such, the scales are written’ “to prov1de a state-
ment of the ideal, 1og1ca1 subsequent steps a district wou]d take to ‘move ",

from a- state of non- comp11ance to a state of "aff1rmat1ve action" beyond

—-—that—requ1red hx;the*1etter of the T1t1e IX Taw. The var1ous steps on each o

sca]e hav° been{éss1gned arb1trary p01nt va]ues that reflect the level of com-

' p11ance (1 €., the 1ntens1ty of 1nst1tut1ona1 effort to comply) Th1s a551gn<,

- ment of score points to the sca]e steps effect1ve1y upgrades the sca1es ’
to the: 1nterva] level of measurement Hence, comp]et1on of the 1nterv1ew/
sca]ing process yields: someth1ng resemb]1ng a test score for the d1str1ct on

R the degree of its complinace. w1th Title Ix |

In their content . the scales resemb]e Guttman scales 1n that the steps

X
are cumu]at1ve and sequent1a1, each. progress¢ve step assumes tite comp]et1on

10
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» of the preceding:(presumab1y‘easier) steps. Each intervfew question of
‘the 1nstrument has its own unique correspondnng sca1e The specificity.of

- the sca1es is antended to promote re11ab111ty among raters (i.e., to help.
assure that rat1ngs of d1fferent raters have’the same mean1ngs:34 There are -

Ausome-obvious~prob]emswwith~thiS~approach. First and foremost, it assumes

~ that ratingsdof different rateFSThaVéfthé*samé‘méaningsf“"ft"a1SOWESSUMEs””“W“““””“
that districts behave in the logical sequential ways that eva1uators Tike to.

1mag1ne We 1aunched our study suspecting that this-may net ent1re1y be

true; however we preferred to test emp1r1ca11y the efficacy of Guttman scales

rather than d1scard them out of hand. . ‘
The 1nterv1ew guide 1tSe1f contains 40 1tems that cover the five :
—-substant*rveﬂ1 me nmons—om e~H(-~(—}nforma ~ion—on—di str1ct~pre Hm nary
comp11ance steps was co11ected in a te1ephone interview pr1or to the on-

s1te 1nterv1ew) The f1ve d1mens1ons covered in the 1nterv1ew gu1de are:

-

(1) Access ta Courses and Academic Programs
(2) Non-Academic¢ School Activities, Services, and ProgramS(Treatment
e of. Students ) ,
“(3) Physical Education _ i
" (4) Athletics
(5) ‘Employment/Personnel P011c1es and Practices:

. Questions are both broad and spec1f1c* they are designed to -encourage open
and amiable discussion between interv1ewer and interviewees: about the
exact 51tuat1on in/each distrﬂct That is, each question 1is intended. to )
Tlead into a generai conversation about what the district has done to address \
the number of spec1fic issues raised by Title IX. Thus, the instrument is .not

4

a structured 1nterview guide, in-the techn1ca1 sense. Interviewers. are to use _
b
the 1nstrurent as'a gu1de to their d1Scussion w1th d1str1ct teams, as a rem1nder

E of po1nts to cover, they are not to regard the 1nterv1ew guide as an- 1ronc1ad

.\‘ ' . _v . o ]]
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set of ihf]exible questions. On the contrary, interviewers are encouraged
° to pursue leads, ask questions and restate the guide's questions until they‘ -
are clearly understood bx_the intervieweesiand answered to satisfaction.
~The interview guide prorides the intervieWers'With key words, prompting
i deVices, _probing questions,. and. concrete examples to faci]itate exp]anation
.w~;of~each—ganera1 question -and to help interViewees reca]]*any actions"they
~may have taken in the area re1ated to each issue. @

__The specificity of the interview guide items is congruent with the speci=

ficity OF the Title IX regu]aﬁions themselves. Certain sections of the-

——TitTeIX Tegulations do not specify exact steps that districts must take to

.comply; rather they lTeave districts wide 1atitUde of action and interpretatioh.

—~——we~decided~that-open ended*generaT“T“terView items were Tikely to solicit the
best- infonnation about district actiVities in response to these sections
| of Title IX Accordingly, the instrument includes‘some "genera] format" T
questions that demand that interViewers be espeCially senSitive to inter-
viewee S nuances and cues; these questions a1so assign interViewers specia1

".responsihilities fap=securing sufficiengly detailed responses about the

format" question is:

What has the district done to ensure that it does not
discriminate in the way that it provides student access to
home economics courses’" L ' :
Typically, an interviewer asks the'above question, writes the response,-then
-‘probesffurther by asking how the district has investigated this aspect of‘ :
> its program, whether it has reviewed written descriptiye.materiai-aoout |
._home economics'COurses (course titles and descriptions, for instance) to
identify gender bias in reqUirements or 1anguage whether it has examined X
' course enro]]ment data to identify gender disparities in cdurse enro]]ment
IERJf:aA&La.;:eﬁx;;;e;;;,;w:s,_i_a,a,e;sihc;c~12.4r<;-:Wuiwfah_-af,« e e R e




patterns,4whether it has reviewed the home economits‘curriculum to deter-
mine that viable prOgram and project options/were'avai]ab1e to the "non-.
:Otraditional" gender (e.g., whether sewing classes make available patterns
~ for menis“clothing, for ski vests, backpacks,'and'otherfitems of 1ike1y
_interest to young men 1n secondary schoo]s) A]] of these prob1ng ques-
“tions folTow under the rubr1c of the more genera] quest1on The 1nterv1ew.
gu1de contains many cues to’ help the interviewer remember the deta11ed po1nts
- that are 1mportant to cover; this detail also Eglps to rem1nd the inter-

.

viewees of comp11ance steps they m1ght have taken, ' <

.. Certain other sections of the T1t1e IX. regu]at1ons make it 1mposs1bl

to re]y merely on genera] format quest1ons, followed by prob1ng prompters

—— "L N
~e

Rather, the comp]ex1ty and detail of the regu1ations themse]ves demand that
the interview guide conta1n a series of h1gh1y spec1f)c quest1ons. Typ1caT1y, -

quest1ons about these sect1ons of the regu1at1ons beg1n with quest1ons about

' the s1mp1est Tevel of comp11ance, then progress through a ser1es of de- ’

© "

ctailed po1nts to quest1ons about the sty]e or- f1nesse w1th which the regu]a-
tions have been 1mp1emented““ A good examp]e of a sequence of quest1ons of

——th1S*type~can—be—drawn—from—the 1nterv1ew-gu1de s*sect1on-on phys1ca1 educa-

, t1on program,comp11ance° - | DT \

(1) Has the district rev1ewed all course descr1pt1ons and
.written materials pertaining to the PE program to en-
sure that these' are free from gender b1as and compat1b1e _
with T1t1e IX? o . ‘ e

(2).-Has.the d1str1ct taken‘steps to ensure tha. its ﬁE requ1re-
ments do not discriminate in the way they. prov1de student
accEss to phys1ca1 education courses?

- {3) Has the district taken steps to ensure that 1nstruction “in
~ .~ all PE courses and activities (including contact sports) is .
o provided in a manner that is free from gender b1as and com-" "
' patible with Title IX? o , ‘
(5) Has the d1striétdtaken steps to ensure that PE fac111t1es 4 .
~and phys1ca1 resources are allocated in an equitable mannér - Ve
Q .. - that is free of gender b1as and compat1b1efrmth T1 1e IX’ N ;
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(6) Has the district taken steps to' ensure that the PE program
. provides students with a range of activity options thaﬂ '
- -allows ‘them to pursue their interests in an environment - *
b free from gender bias and compatib]e with Title IX? i

Y
¢

*(7) ‘Has the ‘district. taken steps to ensure that the PE staff . :
7\, are treated in a fair and equitable manner that is free o ‘o
of gender bias and compatib1e with Tit1e IX? B

.

*(8) Has the,dJstrict invoived -the. PE-- staff -in the ‘process of““”“"““"'?
imp1ementing Title IX? , : ‘

Each of the questions, except those noted with an asterisk address
specific points raised in’fh Title IX regu1ations (Those set off with

asterisks are additiona1 questions which reflect consensus among CCSEE ' ¢

staff “about the most advantageous ways of imp1ementing Title IX hence

| “these items do not f]ow directly from the Tit1e IX regu1ations, but were?
>~thought to suggest important quaiitative distinctions among districts)

‘. For both the genera] and the specific questions, each item is _
'\foiiowed by . an exp1icit1y written set of scale statements These sca]eﬁ ".'
statements attempt to characterize both the 1ogica1 and sequentia1 ‘teps;r

-k'a dist-ict might take, first to investigate its practiceS in each sub?

'stantive rea and then, to act upon any areas of noncomp1iance dis- .

covered in the first step. Hence, each scale statement tries to character

‘ize a typical sequence of district responses to each question For“exampie,tnoi

\

'T-the sca]e steps which fo]]ow question #7 (about what steps the district has .

‘e

| taken to- ensure that ‘the PE staff are treated: in a fair. and equitable
(a) ‘District 'has not reviewed and eva]uated its po]icies
‘and practices regarding treatment of PE:Staff, nor

~has it interviewed its PE staff to ascertain possib1e '
gender biases . . o

manner)

-(b) District has reViewed distribution of c]ass and actiVity
. dssignments, allocation of fiscal and space resources, ex- .
-tra pay, etc., and has identified any inequities in treat-
'ment of PE staff L ‘ !

ST | ,.f;l;iil




(c)' District has further investigated the treatment of PE . - N
~ staff by interviewing PE staff members-and solicting
,their perceptions of any inequities in staff treatment

P o
4

AR (d) Based on information collected in "B" and nc above, district f ﬁ#
” ‘has -taken positive steps td eliminate inequities in treat- ’ A
ment of PE staff _ R

‘,(e)m‘Identified prob1ems have been remedied affirmative action _j,“

PR .fis in evi defics - R
0 el

. v

If the discussion fo11oWing the-above question indicated that the :

district really had not yet begun to consider the question of gender in-

Efequities in treatment of PE staff scale response "a" wou]d be appropriate.

. If the district had just begun to investggate this area (1ogica11y, beginning :Zﬁ
by reVieWing existing daé% on staff Job assignment as we]] ‘as fiscal promo- f Qé
tion, space and resource a]]ocation, pay sca]e and re1ated data),-sca]e |
response "5" “‘would be appropriate. If the district had comp]eted step "b*
and was further probing. this area by interVieWing PE staff and soTiCiting

'i*their perceptions of treatment by the district sca1e response'"c" would be

-—-appnopriate———Lf—the—distriet had—+#+tiated—reforms——based-on-informatiou

:response "d" wou]d be most appropriate. If the district had actua]]y com-
p1eted its correction of past inequities and showed eVidence of ongoing ;
'.affirmative non—discriminatory treatment of PE staff sca1e response "e"
; would be appropriate. If the district had no PE: program and no. PE "
-"staff response f" would signa1 the computer tabu]ating the district S

| sca1e score to adJust the score so as neither to pena1ize nor reward the

':district on that particuiar interView item

L e T IR i O L TS | Lo .




Th1s procedure 1s fo]]owed for each of the spec1f1c areas of Title IX. "

Y

L :Our va11dation.proceduresz(see Methods section) perm1t us to assess the extent

’

“to which the" ‘Scores obtained prov1de a realistic prof11e of district compli-

ance.. Comparison of pre treatm int and post- treatment scores gives us
Nthe measure of 1nstitutiona1 change S0 consp1cuous1y 1ack1ng in the past
Armed w1th th1s measure of 1nst1tutiona1 change in schoo] d1str1cts we
sha11 ‘then turn our attention to the effect1veness of the specific change
| mode]s deve]oped by - CCSEE ﬂ-,‘: o - -‘ .fwww |
:k '., | o N . | -'” : _ ,\\.

.. 2. ‘The Evaluation Question Do Training and Techn1ca1 ASS1Stance
Programs Make Any Difference? - , _ "

Here we again take up the basic eva]uation question. The essence of
the eva]uation task is to demonstrate that the CCSEE change models, |

strategies, tra1n1ng, and techn1ca1 assistanc cantly assist distr1cts‘
& :

« in the achievement of sex equity (1 €.y that they REALLYAmake a d1fference,
.1ndependent of all other inf]uences) If our. procedures of va1idat1ng our'
dependent var1ab1e measure assure us that we are measuring change accurate]y,.

©oour overa11 research assures us that the changes.that we measure are not due -

to exogenous inf]uences (i €., that they, 1n fact,. stem from the app11cation

of the CCSEE change mode]s)

w
o by,

The eva]uation of the CCSEE change mode]s proceeds according to ‘the

i genera1 conditions of the pretest posttest comparison group design. As such,-

th1s evaluation des1gn is quasi-experimentai using the assessment 1nstrument

- We, have a1ready d1scussed a comparison group of d1str1cts receive a pre- f.*;
( test and posttest at approx1mate1y the ‘same’ t1mes as the experimental grQup

'\'Given the nature of the program services: offered by CCSEE, 1t cannot be sa1d {

i that a uniform "treatment" (1n the strict, exper1menta] sepse of the term)~i ’

o " \,,.,':’_ “ o H//‘ Q .‘ - J . : : L PR | .
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1s’a$sfgned to experfmgntaI'diStriots' rather those districts #hat ‘receive

T
the ant1 sex1sm serv1ces of CCSEE will be cons1dered exper1menta1 d1str1cts. \
I .

,As such, the "treatment var1ab1e" is d1chotomous exper1menta1 .group'districts

par‘$C1pate in the ant1 sexism proJect and rece1ve tra1ﬁ1ng, techn1ca1 ass1stance,

.;l\

aid "change mode1s,“ whi]e compar1son -group- d1str1ctS*do-not—part1c1pate“*“““””““‘
and do not rece1ve servjces. Through the power networks of CCSEE, we secured e
iagreements from a. var1ety of agencfes to maintain a “hands off" policy T
toward the compar1son group d1str1cts, hence, the compar1son group d1strfcts ’
were kept in the c1osest poss1b1e approx1mat1on of a "contro]]ed“ exper1ment
(w1th regard to sex equ1ty) - In- this’ way, we have made our compar1son group
“distr1cts more’ c1ose1y resemble a "contro1 group" in the c1assica1 sense

- of the term. Both the experimenta] group and the compar1son group were

<-random1y se1ected from the popu]ation of schoo] d1str1cts in Ca11forn1a. Us1ng

2

‘the schenat1c representat1on deve1oped by Campbe]] and Stan1ey in the1r classic |

}Exper1menta1 and Quas1 E&per1menta1 Des1gns for Research, we used the fo11oW1ng

tde51gn. (See 1gure 1-1 on the fo]1ow1ng page.)

4 . . . . . .

2 Campbe]] " Donald T and Ju11an C. Stan1ey Exper1menta1 and- Quas1 Experimental _”
Designs. for Research. Ch1cago ‘Rand McNa11y, 1966.

. .




I )'Figure‘lel

' S The Quasi-Experimental Design

where: R- random se]ect1on of exper1menta1 and compar1son group d1str1cts
_ . from a s1ng]e popu]ation R

. 0= adm1n1strat1on of measure of dependgnt variable (1 e., measure of
- Tit]e IX comp11ance status) . . -

X= "Treatment", or part1C1pat1on in ant1-sex1sm project (rece1 t of
~ services, training, techn1ca1 assistance, and change: wodels?

. \. - l. ' . ,

Th1s procedure of random se]ect1on 1nto the exper1menta1 and control’ gro

ssunes us that the changes measured between the gretest and the posttest are:

not the resu]t of se]ection b1as That is to say, we are compar1ng the

progress toward sex eqd1ty o? d1str1cts that are comparab]e in a11 respects,

exceptApart1c1pat1on-1n»the ant1-sex1ﬂh project. Th1s of course does not

.assure.us‘that-the-districts are, in fact, identical--- only that the dif- -




~ (Experimental Group) . _ 6.

f“presented in Tinear flow graph terms.in Figure 1s2:°

ferences among. them that m1ght be- corre]ated w1th our var1ab1es are andom]x

d1str1buted between exper1menta1 and control groups. This random se]ect1on

g1ves our des1gn enormous power, even though budgetary and pract1ca1 factors .

: 11m1t the size of our samp]e In effect the random se1ect1on of- districts

assures that the progress we measure does not stem from the se1ection of"”‘
a biased sample of dfstricts. | , |

Although our random selection procedure efféctiVe]y removes the 1ikeli-

3

hood that exogenous factors (i. e.,se]ect1on biases) account for any observed

score d1fferences between exper1menta1 and compariscn groups, exogenous factors

oo

_are nevertheless 1nterest1ng In part1cu1ar, exogenous factors may exp]ain

di fferences in T1t1e IX comp]iance !iﬁﬂlﬂ the experimenta] and control groups.
Furthermore the'1nteract1ons among exogenous “and treatment var1ab1es may T1-
1um1nate the preferences of different d1str1cts for d1fferent types of ser-
vices. - In certa1n cases, exogenoﬁdxfactors (e. g ’ 1ega1 pressures from the

0ffice of C1v11 R1ghts) may re1nforce the effects .of the treatment var1ab1e

‘(?.e;, 1nvoTvementm_1th the ant1-sex1sm proJect). This poss1b111ty 1s re-

1

| ' Fidure 1-2 |
Hypothetical Reinforcer System

14

Legal Pressuref

Progress toward
Title IX-
Qomp11ance

-

Involvement in
Anti-Sexism Project




In other.cases,_an exogerious uariable may'distract the‘dfstrict frontits N
" concern with Title IX compliance or, in some other way, suppress the effect
of the district's involvement with the anti sexism project " The poss1b111ty
- that labor conflict underm1ned a distr1ct s sex equity thrust is sketched

graphical]y\in Figure 1- :

h,Figure i-ﬁ\g

Hypothetical Suppressor System

Labor Conflict, | T )

in District =~ 7 . I
ae S~ - - . ' !
~ .
. - _
~~ ! :
. - < o - =~ S, j
R . | Progress toward

_,;7'Tit;e IX Compliance

AInvo'lvement in e S ,
Anti-Sexism Project—" -~ . _ 3
(Experimental Group) . .

Note: In 11near flow graph-systems, so]id Tines represent positive
' relationships between variables, while broken lines s1gn1fy
negat1ve or’ jnverse re1at10nsh1ps . . .

Furthermore certa1n exogenous var1ab1es may interact with the nature '
of the treatment 1tse1f. and therefore affect the dependent var1ab1e For -
examp]e we may see that - 1arge distr1cts tend to prefer certa1n types of |
assistance (say, for example, 1nserv1ce fra1n1ng) If we also knew,that 1n-

service training was 1ess effective than techn1ca1 ass1stance Jdne remov1ng
: : : -

7
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S !
institutional sex bias, but that large distiricts as a whole were more

apt to comply with Title IX than small districts (because they endured
. more public.scrutiny and commanded greater resourcef), we could devise a

. causal system similar to the one presented in Figure 1-4.

- Fiqure 1-4 . N '
‘ . < ( \)
Another Hypothetical System U -

-

-

, \ ’ . o i Progress T0ward
Large District - >Title IX
: S : ' ' -7Compliance

- . Use of Inservice;/"’
- ‘Training Stategies

- o

-
»

These examp]es are presented merely“to suggest the range of-analytical
possibifht1es that are offered by keep1ng track of exogénous (or contro])
variables. True statistical modeling of these variables would requ1re

larger samp]e sizes than were possible 1n th1s study {pdeed, our on]y

1 8

"stat1st1ca11y sign1f1cant c1a1ms, g1ven our sample size, are likely to
be c1a1ms of gross d1fferences‘between experimenta] and contro] groups. Hon-A
ever sma]]er samp]es often whisper the resu1ts that would be’ detected w1th
'-~the stat1st1ca1 power of 1arger samples. Espec1a11y since we have e11m1nated
ystematic.biases through our random samp11ng procedure, it wou]d be a
_ p1ty to 1gnore the 1nterest1ng re]at1onsh1ps among the var1ab1es we study
- Our d1scuss1ons of exogenous and ecological factors.that affect our depen- )
~.”dent var1ab1e will. likely be couched in more cond1t1ona1 equ1voca1 1anguage, '

neverthe]ess 1t may ‘prove to be one of the more fasc1nat1ng aspects of this

study for all sex equity "practitioners”. {
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CHAPTER 11 S A

The L1terature Search: Pro cedures and Findings:

A. _Purpose ' ' S
During the summer of 1978, CCSEE made a renewed effort to discover the

“state of the art" of measuring 1nst1tut10na1 gender bias in schools. As
already notédf/tie apparent lack o> a !alid and re11ab1e neasure of 1n-‘
stitutional sexism had,frustrated early»efforts»to study the impact of
the anti-sexism projects. Nomos Institute's 1976 reivew of theliterature

had documented and lTamented the absence of such a measure. However, as of
1978, two years had élapsed since the Nomos effort. During that time, dozens

of prdjects had sprong up around the coontrx--aII hoping to combat sex .
discrimination in edocation. Clearly, prudent'researcn procedure required‘
‘ that_pCSEE survey'the pup]ished and‘unbub11shed 1iterature to' identify any
helpful new measyres that mightfassist its own research. ’ |
. Furthermore,: since ECSEE conceived of its own work as basic, experimenta1vx
research, tne measurement of exogenous factors (that might explain district
...progress toward Title IX comp]iance) was essential. The cred1b111ty 6d5a
claim that districts benefit from 1nvo1vement with sex-desegregation projects
rests on the ability to show that district progress in not related to;some 2212;
-characteristics (e g. propensity to innovate, iibera]ness etc ). Hence, 1t was
1mperat1ve that adequate measures of district organizat1ona1 characterist1cs be
~ found or 1nvented Preferr1ng ‘the former opf&gn, CCSEE also scanned the
| 11teratu.c for measures of innovativeness, organ1zat1ona] c11mate management
sty]es. organ1zat1ona] forma]izat1on. centralization, and so forth. '-

<
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B. Procedures

Thé 1iterature search was pursued at the major research libraries,ih
Califonia: The University of’Ca]ifornia at Los Angeles,, the University
~ of Southern California, the. University of California at Berkeley, as well

N

as at the library at California State University at Fu11erton. Basic card

catalog indexes were searched by hand at all of these 1ibraries
\.
A computerized ERIC 'search was performed by the Library Services Office

of the Cal State Fu]lertongpffice this search inc]uded the fol]owing

subject descriptors A ) o

@\“, . Bias
oo 7« Mental Rigidity

o * " Attitude Testing = .
Affective Testing L
Discriminatory Attitudes (Social)
; Behdvior Rating Scales
A 50 Community Attitudes .

W Schpol Environment -
Educational Innovation
Political Power (Pressure) i .
o School Board Role o ‘ .

S Sex Discrimination , R o

As is typica] of computerized searches, casting a wide net yields many more

\ X
citations than ultimately prove tq//e useful. Ihis partigu]ar‘effort mas ho

different; it generated 101 citations, as foilows:




Table 21 =

!

- '. mmjﬁmmpﬁms - ' 'Mwifmw
“ No. of Citations S, o Topic
DU - ‘Tests and measures of community attitudes toward pub]ic
- schoo]s (general) .
16. . ; Tests- and measures of schoo] board attitudes and their
' ‘ effects . ' :
.8 ‘f,\ o Articles (but not necessari]y measures) relating school
: boards to anti-sexist innovations :
7 ”_‘ Articles relating Sch001 boards to educationa1 1nnovation )
C ... in generai . L' o
.13 . _;Citations £n the relation of community attitudes to pub]ic
TP ‘ schoo] programs s , , _
mpgg, P ‘,Tests and measures of 'school env1ronment or attitudes (most
T ~‘of‘Whigh wére general and unre1ated to sex bias issues)

e

/;‘

»fAll in ally the ERIC searc yie]ded about 12 citations that were*worthy of/f//zhel

g " 42 % o ’;3. P
,:*-‘exploration. These— itattpnsw

4

ere obtained from microfiche-and pub]ished spurces.

L c e ICI“’

;?gfjgﬁf . iThe Education-Psycho]ogy gib pry at UCLA perforned a computer search of| the -

%i-Ptychongical Abstracts'fromi.976 1978 using a similar (though sma11er) list of

PN
% 7 e
ol x ._,;-,.v L . ,f .

G T subject de criptors. Again the computer unearthed a 1arger number of citations.’

4thah’u1t1ma ely proved to be usefu] Al] to]]ed, the search of Psychological

Abstracts provided another 10 citations that were given further study. Also

at UCLA, Socio]ogica] Abstracts were searched by hand and a few c1tations were

obtained (a]though by this time, the effort was yielding dup]icate 11st1ngs of
;'[ o the same works) ' o _ ' - 3
o Since many of the most va]uab]e references and measures were likely to be

f unpub]ished, cons1derab1e effort was made to contact experts apd practitioners

R
m e

E at other research institutions. “This effort proved to be quite fruitfu] In

particular, the Test Co]]ection at the Educationa1 Test1ng Serv1ce in Pr1nceton, i




e d

New Jersey provided a wea]th of references perta1n1ng both to gender b1as and

to the measurement of env1ronmentst_*EIS s asslstance led to 1dent1ficat1on of '

-~ —

sti11 other experts and pract1t1oners who, in: turn, were contacted. In add1t1on

. to ETS,..the followingiparties were contacted: , | ,

o | | ; N
Bureau of Intergroup Relat1ons, Ca11forn1a Department of Educat1on
Office of Program Evaluation- and- Researchy - -Califorria—Department of Education
Laboratory of Educat1ona1 Research, University ‘of Nerthern Colorado o
American Institutes of Research _Palo Alto, California :
Nendy Martyna, Psycho]ogy Departme“f"Sf\nford Univers1ty tf o ‘
Rudo]ph Moos, Social Climate Scale, Consulting Psycho]og1st Press Pa]os Alto
V1ctor1a Fromkin, Department of Linguistics, UCLA
Far-west~taboratory—for—Educationa] Deve]opment?—San—Francasco B —
Project Aspire, Livonia Public Schoo]s, ‘Livonia, Missouri- ( - '
Brookline Public Schoo]s, Brookline, Massachussetts ‘ ’
Matthew MfTes Center for Policy Research, Co]umb1a Univers1ty, New York
" Survey, Research Associates, Palo A]to, Ca11forn1a
Un1vers1ty Counc11 for Educat1ona1 Adm1n1strat1on, Columbus, Ohio o .

-

g —Findings -

. 1. Measures Pertaining to Sex Bias.
As noted above, the pr1mary purpose of our 11terature search was not. to |
. construct a def1nit1ve, new review of the literature, but only to ascerta1n
- whether measures appropriate to the needs of our research had a]ready been
'\.invented and va11dgted Hence, our f1nd1ngs can be summarized quite succ1nct1y
appropr1ate measures were found. w1thout be]abor1ng the deta11ed reasons
why each ava11ab1e measure was - not’ su1ted to our. purposes, we can 1nd1cate in a:
genera1 way what prob]ems we encountered '
The bulk of the measures found by our- 11terature search faﬁ4 w1th1n the \I
S trad1t1on of attitude measurement estab11shed by Kirkpatr1ck (1936) Measures
- 1n th1s ‘camp genera]]y cons1st of dec]arat1ve statements accompan1ed by L1kert-
type agree/d1sagree sca]es, AAs}such ey are 1ntended for adm1n1strat1on |

B




E]

'stoiindividuals,vnot to institutions'(the units of'analysis in this study)‘

ﬁHence1—alLof4n&attftudHéaies—founﬁnﬂheﬁﬁeramrrsearch1ssumed—_‘
" level of measurement different from: that.employed in thls study Though the :
qua11ty of 1nd1V1dua1 sca]es var1ed cons1derab1y (in terms of their trans—
parency, pred1ct1ve validity, 1nter—1tem corre]at1ons, etc. ), a deta11ed

;ycompar1son of their character1st1cs 1s superfluous to'a study, 11ke the

.......

' present one, in wh1ch 1nst1tut1ona1 behav1ors are the pr1nc1pa1 obJect of

scrutiny. Even if we knew ‘that there was a d1rect re]at1onsh1p between an
'1nd1v1dua1 s att1tudes and his or her behaV1or in the 1nstitut1ona1 context
(which we do not know), we st111 wou]d need to*develop e]aborate samp11ng

p]ans to poll adequate numbers of individuals within each d1str1ct to allow

us to 1nfer someth1ng about the d1str1bution of op1n1on in that d1str1ct.,

- The samp11ng comp11cat1ons assoc1ated w1th th1s sh1ft from aggregate to

‘41nd1v1dua1 un1ts of ana]ysis are form1dab1e. However, a second prob]em cou]d
easily ensue from use of the attitude scales found 1n the 11terature search.
Since attitude measures are often _contained in rather long quest1onna1res
that pose ‘a ser1es of quest1ons about 1nd1V1dua1 be11efs a good att1tude

"measure (1 e., one that minimizes transparency anqNJoc1a1 des1rab11‘ty set)
somet1mes seems e1ther to pry or be d1ff1cu1t to interpret. -Hence, a tech-
nically good measurevwould probabe Jeopard1ze rapport w1th the subjects.4

- These theoret1ca] and pract1ca1 probTems rendered the vast att1tude measure—
ment 11terature,V1rtua]1y use]ess to CCSEE 1n th1s research endeavor

~The 11terature search a]so unearthed severa] measures from a d1fferent

emp1r1ca] trad1t1onr-the "soc1a1 1nd1cators" approach In genera] measures
w1th1n this trad1tion he]d more prom1se because the approach is more consis=~

tent w1th the methodo]og1ca1 underp1nn1ngs of our own research A]though the

-

| 11terature search fa11ed_to f1nd-one s1ng1e "1nd]catorsﬂmeasure" to meet a1l
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of our needs, several suggestive component parts were d1scovered For examp]e,

v : "

)

__Blanchand_LJQZBl_condu_ted a_survey in-1975 that reported one th1rd of the o
'\;
school d1str1cts in the United States did not have even one woman schoo] board

: member.. Since school board members are e]ected off1c1a1s, it 1s d1ff1cu1t to

interpret the absence of women members unequivocally as institutional sexism -

(rather than, say,sexism in the commun1ty) however, B]anchard s study compared

~ schooT boards on other characteristics of 1nterest He found that, in genera]
the presence of women on schoo] boards contr1buted to a hea]th1er more realistic
and open. atmosphere of dec1s1on-mak1ng BoardSW1th at 1east two women members
were less 11ke1y to concea] the1r decis1on-mak1ng processes from the public,

even though these d1str1cts did in- fact have more conf11ct than a]]-ma]e boards.

These boards p1aced greater emphasis on the hearing of cmnp1a1nt€\and gr1evances
from parents, and of maintaining contact: with State and federal 1eg1s1ators.

In other words, B]anchard s study- suggested several 1nd1cators that d1str1cts
AWere wrest11ng with sex1sm, a11 of' wh1ch were, assoc1ated w1th the presence of )

' women on the schoo] boards: (1) openness of decis1on-mak1ng processes, (2) con-.
flict in the school board. arena, (3) the access1b111ty of gr1evance procedures
for parents, (4) ma1ntenance of a var1ety of contacts with state and federa1
1eg1s1ators and agenc1es.v B]anchard s study also noted one other 1nterest1ng
corre]ate of the presence.of women on schoo] boards--negat1ve or host11e op1n1ons
about those women board members held by most of the d1str1cts super1ntendents:9’
- Since the opinions and att1tudes of "key actors" are likely to co]or many other

A

inst1tut1ona1 character1st1cs, this 'suggests that 1nvest1gators interested in the

“climate for sexism"'in districts?might pay particu1ar attention to'the‘reTatfons
. between super1ntendents and school boardg/ | .

. As is.clear. from the above examp]e, 1nst1tut1ona1 1nd1cators are somet1mes

suggested by - research that d1d not take the deve]opment of 1nd1cators (EEL se) .

as its central task. In fact, -some of the most usefu] indicators uncovered by

’ f‘» . . Q




the 11terature search serend1p1cous1y emerged from unexpected p1aces Forlexamp
Stron and Feldman 1975) dgveloped a set of gu1de11nes by wh1ch e1ementary schoo
teachers in BrookTﬁne, Massachusetts,cou1d check for sex1sm 1n their own c1assro
The check1ist's purpose was more d1dact1c than eva1uat1ve (indeed, the questions
assumed that the teachers wanted to r1d the1r c1assrooms of sexisnn), neverthe1es*
- the chegk]ist s items contain fa1r1y good 1nd1cators of sexism in- e1ementary

h schools. They ca]] attent1on to the prob]ems of assoc1at1ng areas of- classrooms
w1th gender-typed act1v1t1es (e g. "housekeep1ng corner" versus "construction~ |
area") --- a pract1ce which may foSter peer-group pressure against youngsters
who want to engage 1n non-trad1tiona1 pursuits. S1m11ar1y, the checklist -

: mentions such topics as the segregat1on of boys* and'girlsl'books, the deve]oph
ment of d1fferent sequences of act1v1t1es in PE classes and other sex-d1fferen-
t1ated p1ay act1v1t1es It asks teachers whether they tend to use boys and '
g1r1s names in stereotyped ways in their pedagog1ca1 examples, and whether

o

?jjhey\:ecru1t students for stereotyped-tasks ask1ng for "strong boys" and "good

girisi. The check]ist alerts teachers to ‘the poss1bi11ty that’ they may have ‘
different behaviora] expectations of boys and g1r1s, that they may set .
d1fferent achievement standards make different d1sp1ays of affect1on and
d1sapprova1, exact different censures and pun1shments, and bestow d1fferent ’
rewards These behavioral 1nd1cators are sens1t1ve and subt]e, ‘their ma1n -
ut111ty in th1s study would be to serve as observationa] ind1cators that by .g
compar1son to a distr1ct s "1nst1tut1ona1 sex1sm score" obta1ned from our '

T,
sca11ng 1nstrument cou1d 1nd1cate the extent to which d1str1ct 1eve1 1nst1tu-

t1ona1 changes'"trickle down" to the classroom 1eve1




The 11terature on sexism 1n Tinguistic 1nteract1on prov1des another example
of‘potent1a11y‘usefu1 1nd1cators that serend1p1tous1y were cu11ed from tangent1a11y
re1ated articles. Severa1 recently pub11shed review art1c1es have noted that
men tend to talk more and. to'1nterrupt more in. m1xed groups (e.q., Kramer, :.L .
Thorne, “and Hen1ey, 1978), whereas other Tinguists have noted that 1ntonat1on
qtself serves as a vehicle for 1nter-persona1 power and dom1nance (McConne11-
Ginet, 1978) Linguistic methodo]og1sts have prov1ded systenat1c (though by
no’ means, simple) procedures for the’ ana1ys1s of power 1n groups through C0d1nG i
of turn-tak1ng 1n~conversat1on (Sacks, Scheg1off, and Jefferson, 1974) Th1s
11terature suggests the poss1b111ty of tapping (in a very unobtrus1ve way) changes

"1n the. 1nter-persona1 dynamics of the core 11a1son groups in exper1menta1
school d1str1cts --- behaviora1 changes of the utmost subt1ety Cod1ng and
ana1ys1s of’ the pre- and post-treatment tape record1ngs of the 1nterv1ews w1th
these groups cou1d (1n theory) generate extreme1y interesting information on
behav1ora1 change Unfortunate1y, a strategy of th1s sort is beset by severa1 -
diff1cu1t1es . For one thing, audio record1ngs cou1d probably establish (with
some re11ab111ty) wh1chespeakers were ma{e or female, they cou1d not; however, '
allow coders to different1ate those who actua11y had power (and- accord1ng1y,

7deference from others 4in the group--e.g. super1ntendents) from more p1eb1an:

:members of the district 11as1on groups Th1s flaw would confound ana1ys1s of -

'the data A further problem ar1ses from the 1ack of 11ngu1st1c experience

among our own research staff G1ven th1s 1nexper1ence, 11ngu1st1c analysis of

‘the. tape recorded 1nterv1ews wou1d need to be de1egated to some sub-contractor

;.(an un11ke1y event g1ven budgetary restrict1ons 1n the scope of our research)
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Nhi]e several indicators were suggested by articles that were never intended

- by their authors to propose indicators, our literature search unearthed on]y one i

article that explicit]y focused on indicators of sex equality (Dixon, 1976)

- Ironically, this article proVided no appiicable information --- primarily ,’/5

‘because of- its macro-socio]ogica] level of ana]ysis A]though we may be inter-
'ested in ind1cators of progress toward equaiity 1n the spheres of sexua] re]a-

" tionships, reproduction, homemaking, chi]dcare, economic production, and po]itica1

decisionmaking, our own study does not assess the broad sweep of socia] i

; change in the United States in the 1970 Sy but rather is concerned with change

"processes in the more circumscribed institutions of pub11c education Hence,'

macrq-socio]ogical indicators,‘however ingenious, are not app]icab]e to our
research problem (except,_perhaps, as an analogical’example)‘ '

In sum, the measures pertaining to sexism found in the literature search

#rlfell_into-two broad’ categories. survey’ approaches (usua]]y attitude measures)

. . . .E.‘ - : . . r
and indicator approaches. The'survey-based measures were inappropriate‘for

use in the vagidation part of ‘this study because (1) they measured the attri-.'

butes of ind1v1dua1s rather than -of institutions == d1fferent unit of

,’-ana]ySis, (2) they often measured different domains and constructs such as

( "attitudestoward women", "support for feminbsts",_"mental riq1d1tv" and so "

| 'forth.“ Such incongruities are incompat1b1e with the validation needs of an

\»2,‘

5'7'abi11ty to moni tor changes in individual attitudes hinges on the ability to \‘.jf

(

7"'recent1y were themse]ves random]y se]ected.

"within schoo] systems changed their attitudes as a resu]t of exposure to sex

'strategy that m1ght Jeapordize f]edg]ing rapport w1th schoo] districts that

: _-instrument measuring level of school district effort to comp]y w1th Title IX, k%

.regulations It woqu of coursé, be interesting to know whether individuals

=T

equity training and "consciousness raising" programs. However the researcher s

conduct random samp]e surveys of schoo] students and personne] --='a research o

4w S
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The 11terature search unearthed fewer stud1es and measures us1ng a "soc1al
\,.) .

1nd1cators" or “obseryationa] 1nd1cators" approach to the measurement of
B - T

sexism in schoo]s, but those few that were -found proved to be more" compat1b1e

with the intentions of this stu and hence, more helpful The items- contained

in these 1nstruments contr1buted ideas, examp]es, and prompts_to~the f1na1 draft

of .the CCSEE Title: IX Implementat1on Instrument. A]though.none of the measures',
found had the scorable features that wou]d permft correlation to the-CCSEE '

1nstrument they sometimes conta1ned behav1ora1 1nd1cators that promised to
enhance va11dat1on observat1ons—of the ver1f1cat1on site v1s1ts (see Methods

Sect1on) Furthermore the 1nvest1gat1on 1nto indicators led to the con51derat1on

o

of a novel 11ngu1st1c approach to. the méasurement of b1ased behav1or--- an approach

“that 1s beyond. the scope of ‘the present s;ué;, but that neverthe]ess merits

o

further exploration.

2. Measures Perta1ning to 0rgan1zat1ona1 C11mate Innovation, and
Management Style .

Our search for measures of organizational c]imate and innovation and
) "management sty]e" was’ frought with the same, d1ff1cu1t1es that had been

- encountered in the.search»for measures of sex_b1as '~ Again, we. encountered
‘the ‘tension between psychological measures of the traits of 1nd1v1duals ‘and
macro-sociological measures based on.indicators‘of gross organizational'character-

!

'ISt'ICS

The psycho]oq1ca1 survey measures employed e1ther att1tude quest1ona1res
or proJective techn1ques to measure 1individual perceptions of organ1zat1ons.
For example Epste1n and McPartland (1976) developed a 27- 1tem""9ua11ty L
;of Schoo] Life" sca]e for adm1n1strat1on to e1ementary, midd]e and h1gh
aschoo] students that tapped var1ous facets of student att1tudes toward

- school: att1tudes toward academ1c ach1evement, sch001 part1c1pat1on, amb1ence

.
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- of the ‘student body, etc. ‘Its items, though not appropriate for

administration in this study, suggested questions that ‘could be asked _ S
during site v1sits to part1c1pat1ng districts. Simiiariy, the Cooperative

ProJect in Educationai Development (1967) deveioped a "Do s and Don' ts

v _Questidnnaire“ designed to tap the 1nforma1 norns of school systems This

; questionnaire tried to assess the extent to which people feel free to criticize

their own district and again offered more ana]ogicai than direct help.
The _measures based on projective techniques, on the other hand, were more

prob]ematic Whiie the psychoiana]yst might be fasc1nated by data on’ the |

| "images" people- proaect onto their organizations, its utiiity to CCSEE

was tangential. Indeed CCSEE might have Jeapordized its rapport w1th . ‘,

‘districts had it surveyed districts asking personne] to "1magine and

‘ 'describe your district as an animal" or " imagine your district as a

person and describe dhe express1ons on her/his face“ Hence the o
psychoiogicai measures discovered in the 11terature were discounted because
of their inappropriate content their 1ncongruent 1eve1 of measurement, .
and their reiiance 'on sampie survey techniques BEspite f1nd\%\§occas1ona11y

»ingenious survey 1tems we sustained our reiuctance to adm1n1ster

e

psychoiogicai surveys to sampies of schodl popuiations
Again the ind1cators based 11terature was more directiy useful

to us, aithough no single instrument was found that could be adapted

“'simpiy, w1thout modification quever, some’ of this 11terature prov1ded

theoreticai 1n51ghts that uitimateiy heiped us fashion our own. measures

For exampie, W111iams (1976) posited common characteristics of 1nnovat1ve :

urban schooi d1stricts a8 o



f]. a citizenry that encourages and supports change, '
2. an assert1ve schao] that trans]ates commun1ty mandates. for change

1nto d1str1ct po]1cy,

3; a strong super1ntendent whose 1eadersh1p skills are t?own and
respected by the school district and commun1ty,

4. a well-defined and deve]oped change-de11very system; -

| 5. a teach1ng staff that is, at least, not. Opposed to change

'Even more usefu] was a formal def1n1t1on of 1nnovat1on suggested by

'-'Price in h1s ‘Handbook of Q_gan1zat1ona1 Measurement (1972). Innovation

is the degree to which a sacial system is the: f1rst or ear]y user of an
widea among 1ts set of simildr soc1a1 systems. This defin1t1on fo]]ows RS
‘the conventions® of organ1zat1ona1 research--- research which cohs1ders
Jhnovatlve bus1ness firms to “be the f1rst to introduce a new product
innovat1ve hoSp1ta1s to be those ‘that are f1rst to 1mp1ement new treatment
, n_grams, etc. In accordance with these def1n1t1ona1 pr1nc1p1es, CCSEE was ab]e
to formu]ate a few quest1ons about spec1f1c d1strict behav1or that perm1tted
‘us to c]ass1fy d1str1cts into 1nnovat1ve and non- innovative Camps (see Methods

Measures of Exogenous Variables).

As noted ear]ier, most of the stud1es of organ1zat1ona1 c]imate have
'surveyed 1nd1v1dua1s (usua]]y large numbers within organ1zations) and
tr1ed to determ/ge the extent to wh1ch they be11eve that they can "make
‘a difference", "exert power", and SO forth Such measures of organ1zat1ona1
1;c11mate try to tap fee11hgs of a]ienat1on and norm]essness (again, - 1ean1ng
,.heav11y on soc1a1 psycho]ogica] aporoaches to measurement) ~ For the same
ﬂ,reasons a]ready deta11ed we aga1n eschewed a survey strategy for measur1ng .
‘, __.,/5
. . ) T . ¥ . /
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organizational climate. 'HoWever once’again' we noticed that these survey-

based stud1es reached conc]us1ons suggestive of 1nd1cators that possibly cou]d

\

be 1ntegrated 1nto our own design. - -For examp]e, we scrut1nized Litwin and

Stringer's c]assic (1908) study of organ1zat;ona1 climate;. 1t cited n1ne
i,d1mens1ons of organ12at1ona1 c]imate : ;{" |

. 1. structure, “the fee]ing that emp]oyees have about the constraints

v \
LIN

in the.group, - s

,/I< 4 S A

. responsibility, the feeling of being one's own boss;

reward, the feeling of being rewardednfor a job we]]_done;

risk, the sense‘of'chailenge-in the jobqand in the organization; -

o & W N

-:warmth the fee11ng of genera] good fe]]owsh1p that preva1ls.
.W1n the work .group atmosphere,
| é, support, ;he_perteived he]pfu]ness of the managers arg stﬁer
employees tn'the group; | |
'”i 7. standards ,- the perce1yed 1mportance of 1mp11c1t and exp11c1t

- goals and performance standards;

’ . 8. conflict, the fee]ing that managers and other workers want to hear
different op1n1ons, and r .
o 9, 1dentity, the‘fee]ing that:one oelongs:to a company'and js_af
| | | valuable member of the team.: "_: o | |
o L1tw1nvand Str1nger s typology 1s en]ighten1ng, but 1t a]so suggests that
psycho]og1ca1 measurement of organizat1ona1 c11mate 1s a very b1g order—--"
_an. order that would requ1re the admintstrat1on of mu1t1p1e survey measures..‘
L Unfortunately, the 11terature search d1d not uncover any deve]oped

- 1nd1cators of organ1zat1ona1 c]ima%ﬁ 1n schoo]s Research on "commun1ty 1

climate" has managed to develop some. workab]e indicators. In part1cular,
John c. Ma]oney of the Commun1ty Service Counc11 of Ind1anapolis (see

} M111er, 1977) deve]oped a “Soc1a1 Vu1nerab111ty Index" to "measure the
Q IR R T o .
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| re1ative extent to which’persons residing An specified geographic areas
of - the community were vu]nerab]e to experiencing adverse socia] and physica]
strains beyond their ability to cope without help." . The index consisted
Zof eight sufficient but not' exhaustive varidbles determined by factor
analysis: i *S . v ‘
1. median‘famiiy income; -
s 2. percent of famiTies beiow‘the poverty Tevel;
3. percent of families with both husband" and wife; | - :
4, percent ‘of housing without some or a11 p]umbing faci]ities,
5.. percent of civi1ian 1abor force unemp]oyed
-6..percent of household Tacking an available automobiles
7. rate of ambuiance runs per 1000 popu]ation and;‘ |
. 8. rate of tubercu1osis per 1000 popu1ation. , ,
Nh1]e these indicators undoubted]y are he]pfu] to those engaged in comnunity
research their utility to educationa1 researchers . is. iimited However,
they do suggest that perhaps the most fmportant factors inf1uencing
'-“organizational climate" will be those concerning the genera1 eco]ogica] set
,’surrounding SChool districts wea]th, urbanness, popu]ation density, percent
minority enro]]ment, Size of district, presence of labor (or other‘ conf]ict,
etc.. Again, our reading of the avaiiabie measurement 1iterature l
'fypOinted us toward the simple measure of “tangibles“ ‘rather than the comp]ex
“measurement of either aggregate psycho]ogicai constructs or mass states
Cofmind. I
| , ~ Our. search for measuresof' management sty]e" was utter]y fru1t1ess
sf:Miiler (1977) .notes severa] attempts to measure formalization and ‘
centralization in organizations, but this hard]y seemed to be a satisfactory
ﬁffsurrogate for "management sty]e ' Nhat measures exist rely again on suryey

- approaches--- genera]]y devoted to ascertaining what are the bases of
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‘management.authority'in particular organizations. The Weberian paradigm
clearly-is waiting in the wings here. Weber, of course. posited that
| authority rested on one or more of the following bases: (a) reference groups,
'(b).expertise, (cf rewards, (d) coercion,yor (e) legitimacy.
f?'!se measures of ”management style" that are based upon this Weberfan'
paradigm, one would need to identify the actor(s) within a district who

really .wield the power, then’survey'district personnel to see on which of

the above bases that actor S auqhority rests. While this two-step exercise
would probab]y endear CCSEE to Weber scho]ars everywhere, it would stray
too far from our central.research purposes. Because we do not expect
these different bases of authority to affect the outcome of our experimenta] :
treatment and because the two -step measurement process itself is oblique
“and difficu]t CCSEE chose to ignore the margina]]y-usefu] literature on
“management style“ that it had excavated from the 11braries during the
literature search | ) . |
In summary, we can say that the search for measures of innovation,
organizationa] c1imate and management style provided some examp]es, a
', 1itt1e inspiration, a few useful definitions and a small amount of .
theoretical guidance for resolution of our own measurement d11€mAES However,

_ it did not provide any sing]e measure worthy of who]esa]e adoption and use

in the study Hence, to control for th

xogenous factors of interest, we
'.again turned to Qur powers of invent nl The measures that we devised
are described in the section entit]ed ethods: Measures of Exogenous

Variables. o ‘ :
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CHAPTER III

Methods

A. Sample Selection

To ensure that our sample of school districts reflecfed the hetero-
qeneity of the Cali?brniavschool population, CCSEE opted to draw a stfatifiéd
random.sémp]e; Orignially, we 1ntended to use three stratificatipn , .

variéb]es in ‘the sample se]ectibn: socio-ecohomic status{'etbnic{ty, and

.

qtbaness; 'Howéver the last of thesé stréfification variables posed -
~ definitional problems that we Coui&Qndt clearly resolve. .fhe"fundamental’
.indeX'of urbanness presentiy.ﬁsed in the American roia14scien¢esiiQJthat:"
developed by the United States Census. This {s_a crude;rdithbtmeUS ;. *
distinction--- urban versus rural. The Census dgf%nes the-EUfal bopu]a- .
tion too nafrowTy.for ouf purposes. Aéc rding.to the,definition adoptéd =

for use in the 1970 Census, the urban'p pulation
’ . * ' . ) ﬂ.a

"comprises all persons 1iving in urbanized areas (SMSA's).
of 2,500 inhabitants or moreSSutside urbanized areas. More
~ specifically; the urban population consists of all persons
1iving in.(a) places of 2,500 inhabitants or more incorpora- -
ted -as cities, villages, .boroughs and towns, but exluding "
" those persons 1iving in the rural portions of extended
cities; (b) unincorporated places of 2,500 inhabitants or
more; and (c) other territory, incorporated or unincorporated, -
. included in urbanized areas. The population not classified
as urban constitutes the rural population”.l \ o

S .lunjtedégtates_Census. Characteristics of the Population: Ca]zfonp1a* §
1970. . T Ee . Skl




This census definition makes nearly all of Ca]ifornia “urban"; we concluded

. that this was not theoretica]]y meaningful as a strat1f1cat1on variable. The
~ problem was further comp11cated by the absence of data at the school d1str1ct

Tevel on the urbanness of Ca11forn1a d1str1cts The Ca11forn1a Department
of Educat1on, our primary source of data on the demograph1c character1st1cs
of our popu]at1on, does not organ1ze its data accord1ng to d1str1ct popu]ation'

dens1ty, nor does it ma1nta1n any 1ndex of urbanness per se. For a11

’_ of ‘the. above reasons we abandoned the urban/rura] d1st1nct1on when
N formplat1ng our strat1f1cat1on var1ab1es, although we retained it as a
"control" variable (see this chapter, Segt1on C.1.f.).
. As for the other two stratification variab]es, our task was much
;simplier. We obtained'Department\bf Education data.that coded all -
d;stricts.actdrdfng to their percent' of families recejving he]p from the
Aid tp Families'&jth Dependent'Children'(AFDC) propram'(pur SES.pOVerty in-

* dicator).* The data on percknt AFDC recipients in districts were arrayed in -

a-tripartite division;(the 'percent minorities"'data were'divided into

qUintiles The freque ¢ r1but1on for our samp11ng pool (the popu]a- _

tion of schoo] d1str1cts in Ca11forn1a) by these two WX tification

var1ab1es follows in Table 3f1., e

-

* we w1sh to acknow]edge and express our thanks to Nomos Inst1tute of i

Berkeley, California for making available to us the needed data from the

~California Department of Education. This assistance from Nomos Institute

-saved -us the expense and the time of ordering a special computer run from

‘the Department of Education to obtain the needed demographic c]ass1f1cat1ons
f of. California schoo] districts. \ .




fable3-1 .

Distribution of California School Districts
According to Two Stratification Variables =

A - 7 % Minorities _ o
% AFDC . 1(nigh) 2 . 3 4 5(lw) N

1 (high) 136 7 .55 43 38 - 349

2 39 96 . '8 6l 63 . 344
3 (low) 26 32 68 w0 - 123 349
N, 201 . 205 208, 204 | 226 .cl082
» _L' co :
- - . \_/\

v
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Given our budget constra1nts we ‘decided that our opt1ma1 samp]e‘

‘size would be 30 exper1menta1 districts and 30 contro] d1str1cts, a samp]e
of this size would permit ;:mp1e stat1st1ca1 ana]yses of gain scores
'(ana1yses whose strength wou]d be enhanced by the exper1menta1 controls
established in the overa]] res earch des1gn, the random se]ect1on, etc.).
Hence given 15 ce]]s in the samp11ng matr1x we drew two exper1menta1 and
- two contro1,d1str1cts randum]y-from_each ofwthe ce]]s. Since we expected
-.that not all of the districts>approached by'our'project would be willing to
part1c1pate (either as experimenta] or as’ contro] districts), we also drew

a 100% oversamp1e (1 e., two extra ERper1menta1 and two extra contro] d1str1cts
_from each Ce11) as back-up districts; 1nv1tations to participate were sent
to back-up,d1str1cts from.-tha appropr1ate cells whenever we rece1ved a’

i declination from one of our first-choice d1str1cts. Hence, we drew'a total

| of four exper1menta1 and fpur control d1str1cts from each cell of the samp11ng

matr1x

Our f1rst pass. at th1s samp11ng approach revea]ed prob]ems. JOur.ffrstlr
sample draw resu]ted 1n an oversupp]y of very sma]], rural, e]ementary schoo]
d1str1cts w1th m1nuscu1e Average Da11y Attendance F1gures. In effect th1s resu]t
fo]]owed our. 1nab111ty to 1nc1ude an adequate 1ndex of urbanness among our strat1-1ﬁ
fication var1ab1es. We conc]uded that th1s was - not a sat1sfactory samp]e since 'f
}-at 1east 85% of Ca11forn1a schoo] ch11dren attend the 1arger un1f1ed schoo] d1s-
‘tr1cts more conmon to tne urban parts of the state. However we realized that,
s1nce un1f1ed schoo] d1str1cts are pr1mar11y urban, their se]ect1on would _ .
_ guarantee (as a surrogate) that the samp]e rpugh]y ref]ected the popu]at1on
d1str1but1on of Ca11forn1a. To th1s end we drew a second sample. On th1s pass, :
we a]]ocated three of the four s]ots in 2ach ce{1.(each for exper1menta1 and -
*'contro]) to un1f1ed or union h1gh schoo] d1str1cts, Hence, we assured ourse]ves

’Fthat at 1east 75% of our samp]e wou1d 11ke1y be in the urban and surburban"

'ﬁ‘n1t1es that are,most typ1ca1 of the state.,.v;




Unfortunately, it was. imp0551b1e to i1l the samp]e to’ the capacity
desired (30 experimenta1 30 control), even with the 100% oversamp]e 'Two h‘l
_ factors undermined-our efforts. in this regard F1rst unanticipated de]ays )

- A
in funding authorization for the study prevented us- from drawing the samp]eo

ke

early in the summer of 1978--- and from jnviting the participation of dfgtricts
during the month of Ju]y ( a time that is most advantageous for making _
| agreements of this sort). As it turned out we were unab]e to send letters
of inv1tation until 1ate in August Given the s]ow processes by. which '
:districts make their decisions we were not ab]e to approach our back-up 4
- | dtstricts until October and November of 1978; by which time many. districts
'//A%ere re]uctant to. start new ventures " A second factor that thwarted our
efforts to 917 the samp]e was Proposition 13's passage in June of 1978. |
;Prop051tion 13's financia] impact on schoo] districts was not yet known,
but it made districts exceptional'ly war_y of getting invo'lved in any new ‘
_.proJects (even when the services were- offered free) The districts i
caution also further s]owed the consideration of. and response to our over-
_ tures. Ultimatéliihwe were on1y ab]e to draw 23 districts into the ex-
perimenta1 group, and on1y 13 districts into-the control group A]though
-.‘this compromised our already pale. powers of statistical 1nference, our

) random selection procedures did give us samp]es free “from se]ection effects

- ”and more or 1ess reflective of the heterogeneity of Ca]ifornia school

({ districts , : o
L . i The samp]e 3 characteristics w1th regard to the strat1f1cation vari-‘ s

ables. are summarized .in Table 3-2.




Districts Selected Into Samp1e, By»Strétificatibp Variables

% Minority Enrollment
% AFDC | 1 2 3 .4 5 . Total N
Treatgent (high) (1ow)‘. < AFDC
1 . Experimental 2 - 2 1- 1 1 7
(high) - Control -1 0 2 ; 0 4
2 [Experimental 1 4 3 1 0 9-
Control 1 2 ,0. .1 2 6
3 Experimental o .1 1 2 3 7
(1ow) ~ Control o 1. 0 1 1 3
Total N Minority S
" Experimenta] 3 7 .5 4- 4 © N=36
Control 2 3 2 -3 3
3
Y
A
.
o it vi“; o T ‘1613




| sought to determine what steps the district had taken to comp1y with Titie
3

‘representatives A copy of the intrument is found in Appendix A

&

B. Measurement of Dependent Variable

1. Development and Structure S . |

- The Togic and structure of the CCSEE Title IX Implementation AssessL"
ment Instrument, the measure of the dependent'variabie in this'study, has alre
been/described in detail in the Chapter I-C (General Approach to Research).

We shaii not tax the reader's patience by repeating thatvinformation in

/
- tedious detaii However a brief recapituiation may ‘be heipfui

The CCSEE Instrument consisted of 40 interview questions that covered

all of the basic issues raised by the Titie IX 1egisiation Each question

e

I

IX's requirements Each of the 40 generai interView quastions was foi]ow-

ed by a series of "prompting questions" designed to suggest specific

| steps that a district might have taken (i.e., to make the generai 4f’/’ ,‘
-questions more concrete) Each interView question was also foiiowed by a i ‘

- Guttman-1ike scale of the following general form:

A. District has taken no steps to address this point

B. District has begun to investigate its behaVior in this
.. ‘area by reviewing written documents, ruies, policies, hand-
books, etc. > .

C. District has further investigated its compliance in
- this area.by coi]ecting ‘and analyzing quantitative data on
' patterns of participation enrolliment, empioyment, etc

D. District has moved to remove inequ1ties identified in
steps "B“ and "C" above. .

I-E.‘ Affirmative action is in eVidence (i 8., District has
removed: barriers -to equ1ty and a pro- equity status-quo
is in effect) AR

t

The CCSEE Instrument was designed to be administered to qroups--- |

in particuiar, to district ‘teams comprised of,teachers, administrators, g 3:1

' "students, counseiors, ciaSSified personne1 board members, and. union o




2. Scor1ng Procedures o

Interv1ewers c1rc1ed all appropr1ate items on the sca]es (A through E)
at ;he time of the 1ntery1ew. These provided the basis for our Guttman ‘
scale analyses. Interviewers also made extensive written notes to detail"r o

exactly what steps the district'had taken to meet'the requirements of

?

Title IX. All interviews also were tape recorded

\

Fo]]ow1ng the interview, an 1ndependent rater 11stened to all tape

record1ngs and reviewed all wr1tten notes made by the 1nterV1ewers dur1ng |

the 1nterv1ew5' on the basis of these data the 1ndependent rater made

Likert type rat1ngs on the d1str1ct s "level of effort to comp]y"---_

ratings that were converted to scores on each d1mension of Title- IX. To .

convert the Likert rat1ngs to scores, each dimension of Title IX was assigned
- a tota1 value of 100 po1nts, such that each. quest1on for that dimension

was worth its commensurate proportion’ of the dimension's total 100 po1nts

(For examp]e, if a d1mens1on had 10 quest1é%s, each question was worth

‘10 po1nts)

¥ 3. Fiéld Test - T |
B In the Fall of 1978, short1y before the first (pre-treatment) cyc]e of f
data co]]ect1on the CCSEE 1nstrument was f1e1d tested in two non- proJect
schoo] d1str1cts.. Th1s f1e1d test was pr1mar11y designed to assess the .
face va11d1ty ‘of the 1nterv1ew gu1de quest1ons and the eff1cacy of the
genera1 interview. procedure Based upop that field test minor mod1f1ca- A

[§

/
tions were made 1n the 1nstrument. " In part1cu1ar, the f1e1d test led to
@

word1ng c]ar1f1cat1ons in a* few 1nterv1ew quest1ons to’ the mod1f1cat1on of

. ~d

a few of _the sca1es (g1v1ng all scales the cons1stent "A throuqh E" format),

A

e
L

5 e g L 6




and to a reformu]atiOn of the graphic layout of the interview guide | |
(so that each question had its own page, thereby leaving piént; 07 space '~‘
© for interviewers to write cmmnents) In general, the CCSEE Instriment
passed the field test with flying coi?rs and, as a result, was rleoduced

'for use ih the pre-treatment cyc1e of data co]]ection ‘ .

4. Training of Interviewers 3

CCSEE upon’ ref]ection decided that the qua]ity of 1nterviews would
"be great]y enhanced if interviewens were a1ready conversant with the pro-
visions of Title IX. Hence, interviewers were recruited from the net-

'work oﬁ sex- equity re1ated projects in Ca]ifornia Training sessions -

' were held in Both Northern "and Southern Cajifornia immediately preceding
each cycle of data coiiection ' The trainihg sessions included a'generai
| description of the research objectives and design, an orienta ion to the
nature -of the interview instrument and sca1es, so]icitation of trainee
.questions, the staging of a mock or "protoco]“ interview that/served as
a common stimu]us for trainee sca]e markings, a review and c% tique of
their scale ratings (in response to the protocol), and a serjes of admonition<
about genera] methodo]ogicai prob]ems with interview techni ués. -In
.iparticuiar ‘trainees were warned that the interview guide w%s __t tovbe\ -
tused for rote repetition of structured questions, but rath r as a reninderr’
of topics to be discussed they were told that it was: their Jjob to 1isten
and watch for signs of disagreement among members of the iLterview |
fgroup, to probe the meaning of the disagreements and ambi uities, and to
reCOrd their impressions of the extent ‘to which the dist;[ct answers had

| been candid They were cautioned to av01d "putting words into the mouths" -

of the interview teams Fina]iy,'they were a1erted to the pernicious .

65
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.cycles, comp]eted 1nterv1ew gu1des/sca1es were reviewed 1mmed1ate1y to

fcycles,- these errors were correcteq 1mmed1ate1y.

:that had inspired th1s research 1n the first place

effects of fatigue and repetition--- sources of the "ordgr effects" that

4

can undermine intefyiew procedures.

5. Adm1nistration of Instrument | DI ~@ '\

The pre-treatment cyc]e of data co]]ection began on NovemBer 28, //978

’ \

and ended on January 23, 1979 The post- treatment cycIe of data dgllectfon

_began on November 26, 1979 and ended on February 14 1980 Dur1ng both :

L3

check for obvious: errors in procedure. Qua11ty contiol personne] disgovered

serious errors in the ratings of two interviewers in the pre- treatmentl ”'2‘3

6. Validation Procedures

Va11dation procedures typica]]y are d1v1ded into assessments of

-‘re11ab111ty (a 1ogica1 prerequis te of va11d1ty) and of va11d1ty 1tse1f
" Qur vaiidatiom procedures were no except1on, however the effort was, to

some extent, cripp]ed by the absence of corre1at1ve measures--- an absence

14

' 0ur assessment of the reliability of the 1nterview/sca11ng procedure

‘emphas1zed 1nter-rater re11ab111ty Qur effort to assure re11ab111ty

- h1nged on two factors: (1) the. content spec1f1c1ty;o{~the*qpttman -Tike

sca1es fo1loW1ng earh interview quest1on and (2) the tra1n1ng of the ) \

interviewers. Log1ca11y, of” course, inter-rater re11ab111ty depends on

| the ab111ty of the raters to trans]ate the meanings of interview responses -
'1nto scaI%,rat1ngs in a cons1stent way The cu1t1vat1on of th1s ability

~ was the. cardina] obaective of the 1nterv1ewer tra1n1ng sess1ons--: and the o

se of the protoco] 1nterv1ew dr111 served as the centerp1ece of our effort

o to assure inter- rater re11ab111ty Furthermore the tape record1ngs made of

L ey P . -




a11 interviews preserved'the‘orginai raw data for 1ater reliability and :
S | , N
ﬁvaiidity checks. o | B c

The assumptions of our research and of our instrument rendered some of {

the more common statistical tests of re]iabi]ity use]ess. In particu]ar,

Cronbach's alpha coefficient was not appropriate."Aﬁpha 1s particularly com

T
-

mon in assessments of.reliabi1fty among tests designed to measure oneipsychoio
or cognitive construct (e s inte]]igence. knowiedge or mathematics etc. )
" In this 'instance, the alpha coefficient is not an appropriate measure of
reliability, since each question in the-instrument refers to a specific
and unique criterion of the Title IX regulations; hence each question refers
to a unique facet of the compliance required by federal law. Sch001 o
‘districts. as a rule, are very gradual in their imp]ementation of program
changes pursuant‘to laws 1ike Title IX. We would eéxpect to find districts
implementing. Tit]e IX in their physical educat}on curriculum one year. in
their regular course curriculum another year,: in their administrative ff?

-procedures another year, etc. Hence, we wou]d xpec to find a lack of

correspondence among the various dimensions of the CCSEE Instrument--- a*
finding which, in our view} does not undermine there]iability of the ‘
instrument itse]f For these reasons, we decided not to compute the usual

' measure of instrument reliability, the Cronbach alpha; rither, our »' o

estimation of re]iabiiity relied more on qua1itat1ve evaluations of inter-

rater re]1abi]ity. ) A

The data scoring*and processing steps he]ped to ensure re]iabiiity by
subjectingethe raw data to independent review by different parties First,
"the interviewer made written.notes ag_the time of the interview---lnotes“ .
;nhich she or he then transcribed into typewritten reports. Next, an in-
dependent rater.1istened to -the tape‘recordings of the interviews‘and_‘

<
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made the Likent-like‘ratjngs (wh1ch tonned‘the basis of the scale scores

" analyzed as theydependent yer1ab1e‘of the study). Next, sti11 another . °
independent party 1istened to the tapes and prepared another written
summary. F1pa11y, another independent party compared a11 of these data
sources (and any other avai*able data sources on that district) and
1dent1f1ed any~1ncongru1t1es. IngongruitieS‘were investigated to detgrmine

. whether scale scores were in error--- and offending scores were dropped from -
the analysis. ' | - o,

Anomalous or 1ncongruous scores also led to the selectiOn'of some:
districts. for Ver1f1cation Site Visits following the post -treatment cycle of
data.collection. In May of 1980, a CCSEE/staff member who had had no i - \\\
prior contact with any of the districts conducted Ver1f1cation Site V1sits |
at- 11 CCSEE districts. This observer. ope ated in a very 1nforma& journal-,
istic fashion-f- interviewing personne1 and students, visiting c]assrooms and

. fo oy
athletic fields, chatting in faculty 1unohrooms,~observing materials in

1
1ibraries and career gu1dance centers, and S0 forth ,}(The results of these -
Ver1f1cat1on Site V1s1ts are reported 1 éhapter Four.) Ina sense,

the Ver1f1cat1on Site Visits provided the 1ast court of appeal in cases’

of disputed ratings or conf]icting 1nfoLmationx This procedure served

ik

not only to reso]ve 1ncons1stenc1es 1n;the data (re11ab111ty prob1ems),,

but also to check on the veracity of tf e data obtained from the interviews
themse1ves (a validity issue). ‘Each Verificatfon'Site Visft was’sunmarized in
a field case study report; these wr1tlen f1e1d reports were also compared °
to the other qualitative and quantitaa1ve data Th1s procedure for estab11sh-
ing construct validity has precedents in th; c1ass1ca1 soc1o1og1ca1 11tera- .
ture--- as, for example, in L. Lloyd Warner's techn1ques for va11dat1ng

his measure of social c1ass in "Yankee City". ‘As suggested by. Scriven




i (i975) and Campbell and Boruch (1975) the garrat1ve h1stor1es obta1ned
._ I'from the presc1ent1ﬁc modes of 1nqu1ry (e. g . Journa'l1st1c case h1stor1es i
can provide a va1uab1e supp]ement to exper1menta1 techn1ques and can serve B
' the cause of construct.validation. We ass1gned this procedure a cr1t1ca1
: p]ace in our validation design.

The. data process1ng and’ ver1f1cat1on procedure descr1bed above is

presented in graph form in 1gure 3-1.

0o
0y

. 2Scr1ven ‘Michael, “Max1m1zing the Power of Causal Investigatiohs," in
.Popham, ed. ,,Eva]uat1on in Educat1on Current App]icaﬁﬁ@ns,_Berke]ey: ‘
-vacCutcheon, -1975. R . 7
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3Campbe'i'l Dona1d T. and Robert F. Boruch, "Mak1ng the Case for' S
Randomized Assignments to Treatmentj/by/Cons1der1ng the Alternatives. . ." 'g‘
in Carl ‘A. Bennett and.Arthur A. Lumsdaine, eds., Evaluation and Exper1ment b
- New York: Acadam1c Press, 1975. . . . . o
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The Processng Perspective"‘_ .;'1
Pow The Interview Data and Scale Scores Nere Checked
P
| i | for Reliability and Vaiidity
\ | 4
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| district team, tape ‘ | tapes and makes e S )
@ | records interview, - | independent Likert B ‘_ R B
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C.. Measurement of Contro] Variab1es
CCSEE co]]ected data on severa] other d1str1ct characteristics thought ‘

(potent1a11y) to 1nf1uence district ab111ty and/or will to takelthecsteps

* required .for Title IX comp]ianCe. These control variables fell into four,

Lgenera1.groups;- (;) variables concerned with the general orbanizationaj.and_‘

o . o . .
eco1ogica1 characteristics of the district; (2) fiscal, po11t1ca1, or special

factors that cou1d 1nf1uence the distr1ct s ab111ty (dr w111) to comp]y

l

,uith T1t1e IX (3) organizat1ona1 "c11mate" factors and (43 variab1es
/
' concern1ng/the treatment 1tse1f Margina] frequenc1es for all these

_variab]es are presented in Tab]e 3-3 at -the- end of ‘h1s chapter

‘ W
. Demographic 0rgan1zat1ona1 and Eco]og1c71 Variab]es -

: a. 0rgan1zat1ona1 Type

Distr1cts were cTass1f1ed into three organ1zat1ona1 types unified

school districts, e1ementary sch001 dlstr1cts and h1gh schoo1 d1str1cts
' -
This classification was based s1mp1y upon the d1str1ct name (as 11sted in the’

.Ca11forn1a D1rectory of Pub]ic Schoo]s)

b. PovertzﬁLeve] 1n D1str1ct |

Statew1de data on the percentage of AFDC families in each d1str1ct in

'Ca11fornia were grouped 1nto three equa] -groups: " high, medium, and low This

tripart1te grouping formed one of the strat1f1cat1on var1ab1es used for

selection of the d1str1cts in the samp]e (see Chapter 3- A)

The des1gnat1on was ma1nta1ned*hs an eco]og1ca1 var1ab1e in our own. data bank.

c, Percent M1nor1ty in D1str1ct

Statew1de data on the percentage of nQW~wh1te students enro]]ed in each ,
d1str1ct in Ca11forn1a were d1v1ded into. qu1nt11es Th1s group1ng a]so ';‘
~72.



was used as a strat1f1cat1on variable for 1n1t1a1 sample se]ect1on, how-
ever, for use as an eco]og1ca1 variable the h1ghest two categories were ¢
recoded as ﬂh1gh", the middle category as "medium", andllowest two categories

d. D1str1ct Enro]]ment S1ze

-~
State .data on the ADA (Average Daily Attendance) were obtained for d1str1c

in the sample. Actua1 'ADA f1gures were recorded for each district, but for
data analysis p rposes, these data were grouped 1nto ‘three groups Sma11
d1str1cts withazero to 5,000 students Medium districts with 5 001 to 10,000
students, and Large d1str1cts with more than 10, 000 students.

A

fe. Geograph1c Area of State

4 D1str1cts se]ected into the sample were scattered a11 over the 1arge ,
‘state of Ca]iforn1a | Respons1b111ty for coord1nat1ng services and 1iaison
with these d1str1cts was’ d1v1ded a]ong geograph1c Tines among the three -
- Co-Directors of CCSEE (who reside respect1ve1y in -the Bay Area Sacramento,
,and Southern Ca11forn1a) | Hence all’ d1str1cts were ass1gned geograph1c
codes’ on the bas1s of wh1ch Co~ D1rector served as the1r 11a1son This -
'procedure reflected geograph1c rea11ty pretty well, but there were a few
flukes. In. part1cu1ar, a few d1str1cts that 1ie geograph1ca11y closer to
Sacramento were ass1gned to the Co D1rector from the Bay Area because the
Co- D1rector-of Sacramento a1ready had an ample. share of districts (ow1ng to -

the number of districts 1n the extreme north of the\state that were se]ected

- ﬁ1nto the samp]e).

B Metropolitanism _
Use of the convent1ona1 Census def1n1t1on of "urban1sm" Teads to
. somewhat 1dﬁosyncrat1c resu1ts when app11ed to Ca11forn1a d1str1cts Many -
: "bedroom com@un1t1es" to maJor metropo]1tan areas are v1ewed as "rura]“, wh1le
Yf.med1um-s1zed towns 1n remote areas are termed "yrban". The Nat1ona1 0p1n1on//
./ S

* S »Research Center (NORC) at the Unavensatyaof Ch1cago has developed anf/'
Sy : w3




alternative coding scheme.based'onithe?Censusidesignation'of SbSA's

Gtandard Stat1stica1 Metropo]itan Areas) that for our purposes is more

satisfabtory We used- data on the towns served by d1str1cts in our f\

sample to code’ a11 districts accord1ng to th1s NORC c1ass1f1cation system

(a system that, 1n effect categorizes p1aces accord1ng to the1r "metropoii-.e

~tanism"). The NORC categories are as. fo]]ows _

| 1. Nithin an SMSA and a iarge centra1 city (over 250 000) ‘
2."within .an SMSA and a med1um size central city (50, 000 to 250 000),

. 37 YWithin an SMSA and’ a suburb of a. 1arge central city;:

4

-Nithin an. SMSA and a suburb of a med1um size central city;

5. Within an SMSA and an unincorporated area of a large centra] city ’
(division ‘township, etc. )s

6. Within an SMSA and an un1ncorporated area of a medium centra1 c1ty,

7. Not within an SMSA within a county, and a small c1ty (10 000 to
(49,000) ; _

v '%-'8- Not w;thin an SMSA within a county, and a town or v111age (2, 500 tc
L 9,999 .

9. .Not w1thin an SMSA with1n a county, and an un1ncorporated area 1es<
- than 2,500 or an unincorporated area of 1, 000 to 2, 499

10. Not Within an SMSA within a county, ahd open country w1th1n 1aroer'
- civil diV1sions, e. g s township, division, etc o -

l

For purposes of our ana]ysis we grouped categories 1 through 6 1nto |
| “Metropolitan" category, and categories 7 through 10 1nto a “Non-
: Metropolitan" category

- q. District Size (Number of Schoo]s) | |
‘Data obtairied from the Ca]ifornia Public Schoo] 5irectoryipermitted

us to code districts for the number of schoois that they conta1n In this

jana1ysis, the actual. numbers were recoded into three groups Small Districtsg

ol v

with 7 or fewer schoo]s, Medium Districts containing 8 to 19 schoo]s. and

| .Large Districts conta1n1ng more than 20 schoo]s e ' e

B




h. District Size (Staf_L _ ‘
D1str1cts were asked to proV1de 1nformat1on regarding the size of

'.the1r staffs These data were grouped into three categor1es Small
..D1str1cts were those that emp]oyed 300 or fewer employees; Med1um D1str1cts :
were , those that emp]oyed between 391 and 850 employees; Large D1str1cts ‘

were those that employed more than 850 .employees.

2. Fiscal, LeYal and/or Special Factors That Cou1d Influence District
Abi]itx or Will to COmp1y With T1t1e IX.

a. Does the district have ‘a des1gnated T1t1e IX off1cer7

During phone 1nterv1ews Just: prior to both cyc]es of data co11ect1on,‘

- district contact persons were asked whether or not the district had a de-

.'signated Title IX Officer. Responses were classified into the 1og1ca1

d1chotomous categor1es “Yes" and "No“ , e N

: b . so, what are the other dut1es\and respons1b111t1es of the -
s Title IX officer? ' o /

/
i §
his \question was a]so asked dur1ng the te1ephone 1nterv1ews " Responses -

were content ana]yzed and coded 1nto the fo11oW1ng categor1es (1) Super-

-11ntendent, (2) Other D1str1ct Adm1n1strator, (3) Principal or Ass1stant -

| Principa]; (4) Curriculum Coord1nator, (5);Teacher and/or CoaCh;

(6) Mu1t1p1e Dut1es/T1t1es. '
c. workLoad of the T1t1e IX 0ff1cer _

Quest1ons a and b above were also recoded into a var1ab1e that wou]d -
ref]ect the number of extra duties that the T1t1e IX off1cer had w1th1n the
:d1str1ct SinCe no d1str1cts 1n the samp]e had a fu11 ~-time T1t1e IX
off1cer the data were recoded 1nto the fo11ow1ng categor1es (1) T1t1e

Ix off1cer is. part time w1th one’ other JOb, (2) T1t1e IX off1cer is part-" |

t1me W1th more than one other Job, (3) Not a p11cab1e, there is no T1t1e .
- - o : . -




\..

);}d. Title IX 0ff1cer Daily T1me Commitment

During the post- treatment cycle of data collection, d1str1ct T1t1e
<X off1cers were asked how . much time they devoted to the1r JOb as’ T1t1e IX
~ officers. Responses,were content ana1yzed and grouped-1nto the following
.categories' (1) Adhoc; time varies accordfng to need; (2)V0ne.to four’ |
hours/day, (3) More than four hours/day 4

e. Amount of Prior Equ1ty Activity

During the te1ephone 1nterv1ews with d1st51ct contact persons prior to

the f1rst cyc1e of data collection, distr1cts were asked whether they had

\, ever had any d1rect 1nvo1vement with any of the tra1n1ng and techn1ca1

3

ass1stance projects devoted to fostering Title IX comp11ance A

"had had contact with more than .one proJect in the-past Th1s 1nfo at1on was

~ coded into a "Pr1or Activity" variable accord1ng to the fo]]ow1ng cri

- Districts that had been fu]] participants 1n any of the various proJects were |

coded- 1nto the category, ‘"Considerable Pr1or Equity Act1v1ty Those that had .

never belonged to such proJects but that had attended a workshop.on I1t1e IX,.N,

’or that could, at least, name a few of the proJects, were coded into a "M1n1maT
. Pr1or Act1v1ty" category 'Those that had never be10nged to an equ1ty proaect

“and»that couId not name any- such proaects were coded 1nto a "None" category.

f. Complaint Status - f

_During the te1ephone interview preced1ng each cyc]e of data co]]ect1on,'

the district contact person was asked whether or not the d1str1ct was'now or_

;0 ever had been under comp1a1nt from ‘the 0ffice For C1v11 R1ghts for v1o1at1on

'of T1t1e IX Responses were grouped into three categ r1es. (1) Present]y .
under'comp1a1nt; ,(2) Prev1ous1y was under. comp1a1nt but not present1y,

’

.(3) Never has been under- comp1a1nt

-
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q. Grievance Status (Pre-Treatmen_l

’ -

Dufdng the te]ephone 1nterv1ew preceding the first cyc]e of data
co]]ection d1str ct contact persons were asked whether or not the d1str1ct
”had ever had to resolve a Title IX gr1evance Responses were content

- analyzed and classified 1nto three categor1es* (1) -Yes, a forma] . ;
.'grievance (or more than one gr1evance) had been 1odged and reso]ved and
(2) Yes, an-informa],gr1evance (s) had been.]odged_and resolved and

" (3) No grievance had ever beén lodged.

ég . h. Number of gr1evances f11ed dur1ng,part1c1pation in CCSEE_proJect

~ :
During the telephone interview preced1ng the post-treatment cyc]e of
data ,collection, the district contact person was asked whether any gr1e-
- vances had—been f11ed since the pre- treatment cyc]e of data co]]ect1on

two years ear11er Responses were coded dichotomous]y as "Yes" or "No"

. Impact of revenue reduct1ons caused ‘by the passAge of Propos1t1on 13

During the te]ephone 1nterV1ews preceding the post-treatment cyc]e of data
jcol1ection district contact persons were asked to describe the programmat1c '
.1mpact of revenue reduct1ons susta1ned as a~;E§th of the passage of . Pro—

. position 13 (1eg1s1at1on wh1ch passed 1mmed1ate1y before the 1naugurat1on
of this study). Responses were content analyzed and coded 1nto the fo]low1ng
*categor1es (1) L1tt1e or no impact; " (2) Modest 1mpact (1 e., reduction
- _.1n Tower. c1ass1f1ed personnel, reduction in.a few spec1a1 serv1ces etc.;
(3). Severe 1mpact (1 e., teacher layoffs e11m1nat1on of progrmns, etc ).

\ ' .fi j. Is district current]y 1nvo]ved in ProJect Equ1ty7

ProJect Equity, one’ of the parent agenc1es of the Ca]iforn1a Coa11t1on

for ex Equity in. Educat1on, 1s the Sex Desegregat1on Ass1stance Center

“for, ‘Region IX. 'As such, 1t has extens1ve connect1ons to>distr1cts in the
target area of th1s study. Natura]]y, 1nvo1vement with: ProJect Equ1ty

Qd;squalified'districts from beJng in- the.Contro];Group of this’ study,\




however; a few'districts in the Experimental Group\were'currentiy "enrolled"
in Project Equity. Experimental Group districts are coded dichotomously _{‘
on this variable. . .

‘k. Incidence of 1abor conf11ct

CCSEE anticipated that there may be certain specia] conditions that

would make itvmore difficu]t for particular districts ‘to make progress toward
Title ix.cOmpiiance. One such "special” condition would be labor conflict---

.

particularly a ‘strike (or similar disruption of[the educational process).

During the te]ephone interview preceding the.post-treatment'cycie_ofudata ;‘“
,coiiection, district contact'persons were asked whether such iabor conflict ﬂ
- had taken p1ace during the two years of invo]vement in the CCSEE study

’Responses were coded dichotomous]y

+

]. Incidence of majpr changes in district administration
Another spec1a1 condition which 1ntroduces (or at 1east 51gn1f1es) i
turbu]ence in school systems is a sudden chanoe in schoo] board or : |
superintendent. This. information‘was a]so soiicited during the" post-
treatment te1ephdne interview with the district contact persons. Again,
i responses were coded according to the simp]é%ﬁiohotomous "Yes" or "No"'
division... | ' |

m. - Incidence of major changes in staffinggpatterns
.

Sometimes as a concomitant to changes in district administration, schoo]
.districts are beset by sudden and maJor changes in staffing arrangements
','Sometimes this takes the form of staff reassignments, sometimes of staff

&

-reductions.~ During the post treatment te]ephone interview, contact :

persons were asked whether this had happened dur1ng the two years of
 involvement 1n the CCSEE study ReSponses were. coded "Yes" and "No"

according]y.




‘@., ‘ ‘
'n. Power postion of contact person '

CCSEE ‘was 1nterested 'to know- whether change is faci]itated by esta-
b]ishing direct contact between,the proJect and the toJ 1eve1s of school -
district administration. To keepdtrack of this variabée, CCSEE obtained .

‘ information on the position or title of all contact persons. This was
then coded 1nto ord1na1 categories as fo]]ows (L) Super1ntendent or ‘
Assistant Superintendent, (2) Member of the Superi tendent's cabinet
(but not the Superigtendent or the Assistant Superin endent); (3) Not'a

member of the cabinet, but works directly with a me ber of the cabinet.

| 3. 0rganizationa1 C]imate Factors

These var1ab1es tried to tap the more ethere 1 att1tud1na1 and 1n- _
stitutiona1 factors that (theoret1ca11y) cou]d in luence the dependent
'variab1e As noted in the Literature Review, our ab11ity to measure these '/
factors was hampered by a paucity of appropr1ate‘too1s However the more

_,s1mp1e-m1nded approaches taken here may still pLove 111um1nat1ng

- Staff Attitudes Toward Federal ProJrams

During the te]ephone interviews preced1no both cyc]es of data col- [~ 4
1ection,’?15tr1ct contact persons were asked the following question "Hop'
would you haracterize the staff' S- att1tudes t ward federa] programs in

your schooiZQX' Responses were cﬁass1f1ed into t e fo]]owing categories ]

(1) Genera]]y supportive, (2) Neutra], (3) Gene a11y opposed

(4) Mixed.

b. - Community Attitudes Toward Fedena] Proorams SR /f.’ﬁ

During the te]ephone interview preceding the pre-treatment cycie of data
o -

_ co]]ection, the: district contact persons were asked the fo11ow1ng ques--

tion: “How wou]d you characterize the community's attitudes toward
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, federa] programs in your schools?" Responses were classified into the
following categories. (1) Genera]ly supportive.g42) Neutra]L (3) Generally
opposed (4) Mixed . : ‘ . N

c. Staff AttitHdes Toward Sex Ecuty and Title IX

- During thefte]ephone interview proceding the first cycie of data col-
1ection, the district contact persons were asked the fol]owing question
h“To what extent do you think the staff supports the sex equity thrust of

Title IX?" Responses were c1assified into the ib]lowing categories

L 1
(1) Genera]]y supportive; (2) Neutra], (3) Genera]]y opposed

d. Community Attitudes Toward Sex EgutJL
During the te1ephone interview preceding both cyc]es of data col-
1ection, the district contact persons were.asked the fo]]owing question
“To what extent do you think the community supports the sex equtiy thrust
of Title IX’" Responses were. classified into the following'categories:
(1) Genera]ly supportive, (2) Neutral, (3) Genera]]y antagonistigt (4) Mixed.,

A \
e. District s Native Propensity Toward Innovation

CCSEE defined the. innovative district as one that is the first or
ear]y user of an innovative approach tq‘the prob]em or an educational pro-
gram. To put this definition intou/peration, district contact persons were

" asked the fo]]owing questions during the te]ephone interview preceding

the post-treatment cyc]e of data co]]ection. "4as the district sought
incentive ¥unding under Title IV and/or the School Improvement Funds”,

and "Has the district sought:anyﬂother Fede;al Funds of an’innovative‘ |
' nature?" Since over 90% of the districts in the samp]e responsed affirma-f )
'dtive to the first question, it was rejected as unable to .detect 1nnovation
Responses to “the second question were more even1y d1v1ded- 515 affirmative

. and 485 negative Nh11e this is no guarantee that the question tapped
| 1nnovation as defined it was at 1east t;ken as an 1nd1cator of 1nnovafTonﬁ——‘




Hence. "Yes" responses were coded as "Innovative," while "No" responses '

were coded as "Not 1nnovat1ve " )
f. District s Native Inc]ination to Support Title IX

This, 1n effect; is a var1ant of the innovation dimension described.
IW this case, however. we attempt to assess the district's propensity toward
sex equity 1nnovat1on, as distinct from 1nnovation 1n genera] Dur1ng the
telephone 1nterv1ews preceding the post-treatment cycle of data collection,:
‘Ithe district contact persOns were asked the following. question "In what
year did your d1str1ct adopt a forma1 policy of Title IX compliance’"
" Since d1stricts .were 1ega11y required to adopt such po]icies exactly four
.years ago (1976), districts that responded "1976" were _coded as "Lega]"
d1str1cts that cited y ars prior to 1976 were coded "Avant Garde"; and
districts that c1ted years since 1976 were coded as “"Laggards".
g. Median Ade of Teaching Staff |

Since most d1st41cts do not: have read11y ava11ab1e data on the

i

distribut1on of staff ages. CCSEE aaain was forced to re]y upon a
survey approach to the measurement of this variable.’ Dur1ng the telephone

1nterv1ew preceding the_post-treatment‘cyc]e,of data;col]ection, district
‘contact personZ'wereasked to estimate the median age of the teaching staff

of the district. Resﬂonses ranged from "29" to "52.1" These responses were

"Younger/Age Less than 40" and "01der/Age 40+."

the verage tenure of the teach1ng staff of the d1str1ct Responses ranoed )

\]

"3 years" to "25 years. " These responses were grouped into two

.\\\ L

categor1es (1) "New Staff/Tenure of fewer than 10 years" and (2) "Stable

Staff/Tenure of 10+ years "o ' ..

E prad
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i. B District Efficiencx;and Q‘ganization - .

Bl
) 1

After two years of contact with the school districts, the CCSEE Co-
Directors each of whom had had responsibility for 1{aison with districts

ih her. geographic“;egion and supervised project consu]tants who provided .
N
services to those districts. rated the districts according to the fol]owing i\

. Likert item:
In your efforts to coordinate activities with this district, the district
has appeared to be well-organized (i.e., appointments have_been kept as.
planned, there has been quick responses to initiatives, etc.).:

1

Moderately i MModerately | Strongly

Agree * Agree Neutral ‘Disagree Disagree .
“ | 1 1 [ )

o

It should be noted that the Co-Directors made these ratings wi thout any
B information on “Gain Scores" that had been obtained by comparing the pre- .
" treatment and post treatment scores of .the distchts on‘the CCSEE iitie ‘
) IX Assessment Instrﬁﬁ/ht For data ana]yses purposes, responses 1 and 2
| were recoded as "Organized", responses 3 was recoded as "Average". and

-responses 4 and S were recoded as "Less organized"

J. District "Red Tape" -

t A

Using the same procedure described above, the Co-Directors rated
their respective districts in response to the fo]]ow1ng query

Regarding “red tape", would you say that this district s administrative
~ apparatus is cumbersone (to the &xtent that even changes’ strongiy de51red
‘by the administration take a Iong time to 1mp1ement)7 .

L

,,Very -1 - Somewhat” . . | 'xSomewhat - Very

- Cumbersome . Cumbersome . .. . Flexible Flexible
‘Apparatus Appratus- " Average Apparatus :Apparatus
/ ) \ 4
1 2 ’ 3 . 4 ~'J‘ is N
(1 1 l 1 el )
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. For data ana1ys1s responses 1 and 2 were recoded as “Cumbersome"'

- response 3 was recoded as "Average"; response 4 and 5 was recoded as

"F1ex1b1e".

-~

»

k. Formal/Personalistic Continuum of Districts

| Again, using the same procedure described above, the Co-Directors

rated their respective distr1cts in response to the fo1]ow1ng stimulus:

Most organizations can be character12ed as’ both forma1/1nterpersona1/bp1eau-

eratic systems and as personalistic netwerks of individuals. In some
organizations, changes take place "by the book" (i.e., according to highly
codified procedures); in others, changes are more likely to happen as a.
result of the efforts of particular key individuals who winrld special authorit
(i.e.s who "make" the system work the way they think it shou1d) How wouid

~ you character1ze th1s district?

Prettnguch Average: A : More Personalistic =
- A Formal Blend of Forma1 System in which
(Codified) .and Personalistic Key Individuals
Organization. . Elements “Pull the Strings"-
1 o2 3 , ﬂ 5
1 _ 1 1 : 1 )

For data ana1ysis, responses 1 and 2 were Lecoded as "Forma1", response 3

' was recoded as "Average/B1end", responses 4 and -5 were recoded "Persona11st1c

——

. We used the same procedure again tr try to assess the degree of

teanmork (i.e., ‘the "climate of democjacy") w1th1n d1str1cts To-

- Directors rated their respect1ve districts in response to the Fo11ow1ng

quest1on.}\,.yl | W;~ oL 3 e . o

{ S
f yo contact w1th the distr1ct' wou1d you. say tha; itis -
On e b red by ah and’ teamwork (i.e., Are Plan-’ //

. .characterized by a high :degree of democracy
ning responsibi11t~°s widely shared° Are the judgements-of people in Tower.

- echelons respected? Do initiatives for change f1ow from both the top and

bottom of the admin1strat1ve structure»)
. 1



More Democratic L o More Autocratic

(More teamwork) - Average ' (Lesﬁ\;eammork)
1 2 3 4

U 1 R ).

"“"~_"_f‘ -

v

;/ In data analysis, responses 1 and 2 were recoded as "Democratic", while
w

responses 3, 4, and 5 were recoded as -"Autocratic".

m. Morale of District Staff

Again, we assumed that the Co-Director s working contact with
varfous staff members from client districts (as well as their discussionsv
w1th consultants who had provided workshops or technical assistance on -
site at those d1str1cts) would equip them to make global Judgéments

_about the morale of the districtostaffs Such judgements were ‘solicited

by the folloW1ng item ' _ ,

- On the basis of your contact with the district, would you say that- the -
staff's morale is good or poor? - (i.e., Dolstaff feel that the administration -
§s fair? Do staff feel well-rewarded for their efforts? Do staff take
pride in the district's standard of professional performance? Are employees
re]atively happy with their jobs? Is there high turnover or absenteeism’)

L}

. Morale is: ; .
Very High .‘Sort'of High Average . Somewhat Low Quite.Low
1L R "3 R 5
(1 | _ b | ' L)

D S
For data analysis’, responses 1and 2 were recoded as "H:gher", response 3 was

coded as "Average", responses 4 and § were recoded as "Lower"‘

=

’,,-/, Distgict EagéAness )

Fo]lowing the same prbcedure, Co~hirectors rated their respective

/

districts as fol]ows - o ' L

~

~In genera] wou]d you say that this district s administration has been eager
to work with the PrOJect or have tHey been nore cautious and wary’ ‘

{ Y
‘. \ )
O - S
IERJf:*; e e et e D TR S Denl




w

Very Moderate]y ’ : ~ Somewhat Elusive/

Eager Eager - Average Cautious Avoidant -
y . 2 3 4 .5

( _ SRS

0. Staff Sat1sfactzon W1th Educat1ona1 Program

During the te1ephone interview preced1ng the post- treatment cycle of
data collection, contact persons were asked to rate the district teaching
staff's overall satisfaction with the.educational program of that district.

Responses were classified as "Satisfied" or "Dissatisfied".

-4, Leve1s and Types of Treatmant

CCSEE made an attanpt to c]ass1fy districts accord1ng to the1r ,
J‘Tevels'and types of treatment. Hence, a1though the fundamenta] "treat-
ment" variable in the Study was dichotomous("Exper1menta1" vs. “Contro1"){

more variegated "treatment variables" were considered.

a. Treatment Approach'Se?ected by District
Atvthe beginningjof the study, a11vexperimentai‘districts were
' ngen\three "treatment approach” options. »Approach "A" ai1owed,districts |
to specify ekact]y what needs'they had and whatvservices they desired from |
the project. In other words, Approach A" gave distr.ots complete choice
' in the1r use of ava11ab1e programmat1c treatments, bu+ 1t gave them
less gu1dance from the project. Approach "B"/;as exactly. the oppos1te,
distr1cts choos1ng Approach "B chose/to ‘have their treatment and serv1ces
comp]ete]y designed by thc proaect as a sort of pre-structured package
‘deal. Approach "C" offered a b]end of the precéding two approaches, that o
fs distr1dts tak1ng th1s approach negotiated the1r treatment with the

proJect, tak1ng its advice but also exercising their own prerogaﬁives

Distr1cts were coded accord1ng to the1r cho1ce of treatment approaches

,.(' - :ﬂaa oo .“'_ QSO « 5



‘b. Number of Dfscrete Service Activities Performed

Consultants who‘provided service to experimental group districts varied
~ in the number of a,cti-vit'i es that they attempted and in. the variety of
.topics that they"corered " To try to keep'traok‘ of this treatment variab]e,"
service records subm1tted by the consu]tants were inspected and a tally was
taken of the number of discrete activities provided for d1stricts in the

following areas:

Awareness g N
- Diagnosis - -
Technical Assistance
Consultation
Team Building
Materials Selection
Resource Linkage/Networking )
-External (Legal) Pressure - . BN

O~NAN P WN - -
[ ]

"For data analysis purposes, d1str|cts that had no activ:t1es in any given
.area were coded as "None" for that area; distr1cts that had two or more
discrete activities in any given areas were coded as "Litt?e Exposure"
for‘that_area;"districts that had two or more discrete activities 15 any
given areas were_coded as “Stronger Emphasis" for that area. Thus, districts

received ratings of activitdes for each of the eight areas.

»'c. Sum of Discrete Act1v1t1es

It is possib]e that no particu]ar activity (such as those noted above)

Teads to greater progress toward Title iX compziance, but that the net ef-

| fect of the aggregate number of activities can be observed To explore this

possibi]ity, the total number of discrete “activities performed in all of the

above ment1oned eight areas were ta 1ied - Districts that had rete1ved two
/ or fewer activites were coded as "Few Activit1es" d1str1cts that had re-

ceﬂved between three and f1ve act1v1t1es were coded'as "Modest Amount"

districts that had rece1ved s1x or more servfce act1v1t1es were. coded as ‘

| " . { ' ..
, .
“"Lots' : . : - . " T
° . N N ° . ) \

N . . J H
R N . o "




d. Mode of Service De]iveryﬂ

it is possible that'either training. workshops or‘technical'assisteh.e
is more effective : in heiping distriEts. To'explore this possibility,.ser—'
vice and fisca},records were reviewed to determine how many consultant-
days had been‘expended in either training/workshopfactivities or in,tech-
nica1 ass1stance activities for each experimenta1 group district. Nhere
'no consultant days had been. expended districts were coded "None"' districts
that had received between ,5 and 1.5 consu]tant days Were coded "Some g
districts that received 2 or more consu]tant days1fither of training or of

- technical_assistance were coded as "Emphasis“;

e, Content Empha51s of Serv1ces B - ~21. . 1 _ _3;./4
It is natural to wonder whether the areas of growth in Title IX com:////.
pliance correspond to the topical areas in which service was provided. I
" Again, service and fiscal records were reviewed and ta11ies made of the,
number of consultant days cpnm1tted to act1v1ties in the different areas
of Title iX' Hence, ta]]ic were taken for level of consugtant effc,. in:

(1) Minimal CompTiance . - ..” S
EZ) Access to Courses SR
(3) . Access to Non-Academic ActiVitxns ,

(4) Physical Education,

(5) Athletics . S

(6) Employment » -

(7) General Awareness .

(8) Other

Districts‘that received no consu]tant services in a given area were coded
s "None"; districts that received between .5 and .1. b consu]tant days in a-
given area Were coded as "Wodest Amount" districts that received more
. than 1cay of consultant time in a given area were coded as "Emphasis
Marginal frequencies for all variables defined in th1S chapter are

presented 1n the foi]ow1ng table, Tab]e 3. 3

ﬂ . . .. . - . . . -
. . . L . l 8.' )01 "
. ' . . ' .
: : - . § i




. - o  Table 3-3

Marginal frequenci;'es* S N ‘

I ‘ . o ~ P. Control. P, Exper. . P. Toté

; VARIABLE . - CATEGORIES o IN=12). (N=21) (N 33)
0rgan1zat1ona1 Type e High School District 0,333 . .143 ;212

: Unified District .333 .619 515"

Elementary District’ 333 4+ 238 273

Poverty Level in Distritt ; Highest Third 3 . .250 .286 .273
.. (% AFDC in District) Medium S - .583 .429 .485-
I - o Lowest Third s .187 .286 - h24?
~ Percent Minority in District - High ' . .250 .428 S .364
‘ ' . Medium : 0,167 .238 - 212

‘ . , .+ Low . e .583 333 - .424°
District Enrollment Size "~ small (0 to 5 000) 667 .524 567"
. (ADA) - Medium (5,001 - 10,000)  .250 .33 303

Lo . Large (10 000 + ) . .083 .143 | 121

Geographic Area of State . Bay Area 417 333 .384

: ' Sacramento and Far North 500 . .238 .333,

: — Southern Ca11fornia .083 429 303

| Métropolitianisﬁ‘ - ’ Metropol1tan .} . "'  609 - 462 ,$§S}
. Non-Metropolitan CLaRT . .538 S 444
District Size. (# of schools) = Small (1 - 7) ' - 750 ,.476_ - 576
oo g : : . Medium (8 - 19) . 167 . .333. 273
. - R Large (20 + ) ' .083 - «190 152
., District Size (# on staff) “small (0 - 300) . .867 . .528 576
.t S : Medium (301 - 850) .25¢ . .333 .303°
| Large (851 + ) .083 .143 121

Have Title IX Officer? " Yes . .818 .90 .875
(Po,(g;t-Treatment) No X ’ L 183 025 o 125‘;:

Have Title IX Officer? R Yés | - 1.00 "1.00 v | 1.00
(Pre-Treatment) - No . 0.00 0.00 0.00

* Table excludes the three districts for which re11ab1e scores were not obta1ned :
(see Chapter v, Section A). .

o888




Variable

‘Nhat are other duties of
the Title IX officer?
(Pre~Treatment)’

Whet_areiqther duties :of the
Title IX officer? - -~
(Post-Treatment) __

* X

Title IX Off1cer workload :
,(# of other job/~asitions)
(Pre-Treatme\ Ce

Title IX Officer Workload
-(# of other Job/pos1t1ons)
‘(Post-Treatment) -~

Title IX Officer Time Commit-
- ment (Hours/day) -:: -

‘Amount of Prior:Equiié Activ. -

cOmplginf Status .o
- (Pre-Treatment)

Post;Treetment'cOmpfe{nt
Status
since last 1nterv1ew)

'Grievance Status
(Pre-Treatrznt)

Were any grievances filed
" during the term of the
 CCSEE Study ~

;ilmpact of Revenue Reduct1ons
;gUnder Proposit1on 13

(# of complaints f11ed_

' Categories (N=12)
Superintendent ' .125
Other District Admin. = .125
Principal or Asst. Prin. 0.000

Curriculum Coordinator . 125

Teacher and/or Coach .500 -
Multiple Positions .500
Superintendent . .333
Other District Admin. .333
Prin. or Asst. Prin. .167
Curr. Coordinator 0.000
Teacher and/or Coach 0.000
Multiple Positions . .167
One Other Assignment .500

More Than One :Other Assin..500

. 'One Other Assignment .833
~ More Than One Qther Assin..l167

" Ad hoc/As Needed - .750

_.1 - 4 Hours/Day .167.
4+ Hours/Day .083
Considerable . .083
Minimal o .250
None ' .667

Presently Under Comp]aint .083

Prev. Under Complaint .083
Never Under Complaint - .833
‘None 1.000
1 or More © 0.000

_ Formal Grievance (s),

Resolved - 0.000 -
Informal Grievance (s), o
Resolved : 0.000
No Grievance Described  1.000
No - - . .750 "
. Yes B .250-
‘Little or Mo Impact - soo
Modest Impact . : .333
Severe Impact . . .167 -

'P. Control

any,
3

P, Exper.
(N=21)

.158
. 158
.263
. 105

.810
.190

.333
1333
571
143
1286
.048
143
7810 - |

.000
.000

.050
150,
800

.905
.095.

.500
- .250"
1250

.148
.148.

.185

111
.037

.273

.242
-.152

091

.061

P. Total
(N=33)

370

.182

“.630
.370

.818 ..
1182 ..

.485 -

2737

242 "
394 7

.182

.424

061~§
121 - -
818 -

031

.0%4

875 -

1.000
0.000

.848

152, .

.500
.281
2219 ©

teid
»



Variab]e

Any Incidence of Labor
Conf]ict?

Any MaJor Changes in District
Adm1n1strat1on7

Any Mojor Changes in *
Staffing Patterns?

-vPower Position of Contact
Person}

: \

Current ProJect Equity
D1str1ct

Staff Atf1tudes Toward
- Federal Programs -
(Pre-Treatment)

staff Attitudes Toward
. Federal Programs
/ (Post-Treatment)

e ‘ S I
Communi ty Attitudés“Towardl‘

" Federal Porgrams

(Pre-Treatment)

Staff‘Att1tude Toward .

' _Sex Equity and Title- IX

(Pre-Treatment)

Staff Attitude Toward .
Sex Equity and Title IX .
(Post-~ Treatment)

Communi ty Attitude Toward
.Sex Equity and Tit]e IX
(Pre-Trea*me.

District! sNative Propens1tv =

Toward Innovat1on

D1strict s Native

e Inc11nat1on to’ Support

T1t1e IX

—Lnno!
Not Innovative -

: f_é;éh

P. Control

, Categories

Yes

No

Yes

No g;

Yes.
No

Supt. or Asst. Supt.
Member of Supt.'s Cab.
Not Member of Cabinet,
Bu# Works Directly

With a Member

Yes. ,- \
No

Generally Support1ve
Neutral
Genera]]y Opposed

'Mixed

&

“Generally Support1ve S

Neutral
Generally Opposed

Mixed .

Generally Support1ve
Neutral
Generally Opposed

_Mixed

Genera]]y Support1Ve
Neutral

'«Genera11y Opposed

Generally Support1ve7
Neutral .
Generally Opposed

Generally Supportive
Neutral

Generally Opposed
Mixed

ative

| Laggards

Legals
Avant Garde

(N=12)

.250
.750

.583
417

- .167
.833

750
0.000

.250

.667
.083
.083
. 167

667
083"

.083

.167

.500

.167

.333
0.000

.750
083

P. Tota’

P. Exper. ,
(N-21) (N=33)
429 .3

.571 il
.619 606
.381 .394
.143 .152.

857 .848
.476 .576
.286 182
238 282
- 381
.619 -
.810 .758"
.048 .061.

.048 .061"
.095 120
.810 758
.048 .061%

.048 .0
.095 129
.375 429"
.250 214
.187 .250"
187 .107
.700 719
.150
.150
©.905
.048
.048. .
.588 -
176
.059
.176 :
.762
.238
.300
.450 )
250 - .




e S ~P. Control

7 a4

. Control Group

A

‘ P. Exper. P. Total
Variable ///' Categories ! (N=12) - (N=21) (N=33) .
‘Median Age of Teachmg Staff . Younger/Age LT 40 273 524 438
’ / Older/Age "40+ .. 727 .476 -562"
. // o _ . R . : :, .
Average Tenure of Teach1ng New Staff .250 .476 333
Starf N / _ Older/Stable Staff 750 .523 .667
District Efficiency and Organized ".728 .619 656
Organization Average .182 .095 .125
_ 2 Disorganized 2991 .286 218
District "Red Tape" Cumbersome /364 .250 290
| ' Average . .000 .200 129
. DLl _ ' Flexible .636 .550 .581
Distr1ct Forma11sm/Persona11sm _Formal (codified) orgah; .167 .095 121
,Continuum’ Average/blend ©. .. .500 .429 .455
_ Personalistic 333 .476 424
District . Democracy/Autocracy More Democratic .400 .400 .400
A Ll . More Autocratic’ " .600. .600- .600:
Staff Morale " Higher 1500 .286 364
‘Average .333 .428 .394 -
‘ > Lower .167 .286 - .242
staff Satisfaction with Satisfied .833 .905 - .879
Educat1ona1 Program Dissatisfied .167 .095 121
Eagerness to Work with Proaects _ VAry Eager .167 .238 212
T . Moderately Eager .167 .381 .303
Average .167 .143 .152
Somewhat Cautious 2333 .143 w212
v _ ] Elusive/A(oidant - .167 095_ 121:-
self-Selected Treat@gﬁt App?é. "pA": District- Des1gned .095 \
" e “g": Project-Designed .238
. "C": Negotiated : .667
Treatmeht ‘ : ExperimentaT Group 0.000 1,000 7;636.
o - 1.000 0.000 .367



Number of Discrete Serv1ce
Activities =
’ (Experimental Only)

* Sum of liscrete Activities

Mode of Service Delivery
(by # of Consultation Days)

e 13
A%
.

Content Emphasis of Services
(by # of Consultation Days)

Awareness
Diagnosis
Technical Assistance
Consultation. :
Team Building

- Materials Selection
Resource Linkage/Network
External (legal) Pressure

Training Norkshops
Technical Assistance

Minimal Compliance
Access to/Courses
Non-Academic Activities
Physical/Educat1on :
Athletics ’
Employment

General. Awareness

- Qther

!
i

~~ No,

N

A Little Stronger

Activ. Exposure Emphasis -
(None) (Some). (Emphasis)
N o ) s

.286 .333 .381
.381 .476 . .143
0429‘ .381 -190
571 .429 0.000
-.714° .191 .095
.476 ~.381 .143 -
.333 .524 .143
.952 - .048 - 0.000

"Few Modest Lots
.143 .429 .429
'None Little 'Emphasis.

- 286! 5710 183
.143 571 .286 - .
,Noné Little Emphasis
476 .429 - .095

- .476 . .476 .048
.810 .190 .000

- 571 .381 .048 -
714 .286 .000
,.810 .190 .000
.619 .238 .143
.810 .190 ~.000



- "A._Interview Guide Items and Procedure L ’

CHAPTER Iv
\ .
Resu]ts The Validity and. Eff1cacy of the Measure of Dependent Variab]e
;

- : \

B P Verification of “Accuracy
‘ On the whole, we are satisfied that/the CCSEE 1nterv1ew procedure
e]icited enough spec1fic information on thé level and nature of d1str1ct

Title IX comp11ance efforts to’ perm1t raters to make valid rat1ngs on the

) -=isca1es. ‘Interviews took an average of two hours each to tomplete: dur1ng-

~ this time, 1nterv1ewers were able o caver the necessary points), e]aborate

on the meaning and” intention of the questions, and record spec1f1c 1nforma~

tion on district procedures. In 1nterv1ew s1tuat1ons of th1s type, one™"

.- always mui;rreckon with the p0551b11| Y that d1str1cts, .earful of appear- i

"'1ng to be 1n v101ation of the 1aw, respond to quest1ons in a less than
‘candid fash1on In certa1n cases, 1nterv1ewers noted on their interview

"_guides that, on pap#icglgr questionsl interv1ewees seemed to hedge ‘and- evade

--‘speciflc answers Tn those cases, po1nt ratings g1ven to the distr1cts tended

to fall somewhat (on the assumpt1on that experienced 1nterv1ewers can- "read
between the‘ﬁpnes") E\r the mos t. art, however, CCSEE. was sat1sf1ed that
the group interview procedure prov'ded reasonably accurate 1nformat1on on

.specif1c district activ1t1es

Since no comparab]e quantitat1ve measures exist to perm1t forma]

ocorrelations qua11tat1ve compartsons were made between 1nformat1on co]]ect-
\

" ed by the CCSEE 1nterV1ew procedure and tﬁ"t‘der1ved from any - other ava11ab1e

'Y - : \3.’
? — N
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‘data sources. First, as noted in the Methods sections, eieven districts

received verification site visits in May of 1980 These site visits were

: designed not to provide a comprehensive view of district compliance, but

to verify the information already collected in the interviews. In. other

words, if a district's interView had stated that schoo] principals had

collected and ana]yzed data on eiective course enro]]ment patterns, the site

visit sought direct verification of this from the principa1s, if the inter-

view had stated that PE c]asses were conducted on a co-ed basis, the:
3

.verification site vis1t went direct]y.to the p1aying fields to observe the

operation of'the PE c1asses. The verification site vis1ts provided heart-

ening qua]itative evidence that the quantifiabie interview procedure had

-e1icited accurate information. There was no evidence of global "halo effect

that is to say, the interview procedure was ab]e to discern uneven progress

toward Tit]e IX compliance. Hence, it was sensitive enough to know when a

.‘d1StP1Ct had made changes in ath]etics but not in PE (and so forth)

Furthermore, the mixed_compositaon of ‘the district teams that were
interviewed served, as intended, to prevent any one e]ement of'the school
system from "snowing" the'intervieWers On the tapes recorded during the
interviews, one hears occaSiona1 disagreement among team members--disagree-
ment that 1eads to further probing questions by interviewers and to expanded

c]arification of spec1fic points The site visits revealed only “ne: case

of flagrantly erroneous information collected during the interview --- and

this case.was in a situation in which, contrary to prior arrangements,made

- with the district, a team was not assembled to be interviewed. Rather, the

interview was conducted only with'the Superintendent (a man who had come to

that district only a,feu”months before and who had more’]imited i,ni-‘ormati'_on~

t

— o 9q
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on the history and status of that district). Because our data on this
district was found to be inva]id it was excluded from further data
- analysis in this report. \ , ) )
.The CCSEE interview data were a]so compared {n some cases, to data |
‘collected by the OCV (On Campus Visitation) teams. The 0cv 1s an intensive
:diagnostic assessment deve]oped by Project SEE at the California Department
of Education. The OCV, modeled 1oose1y after school accreditation pror
cedures, is somewhat of a "saturation" approach to diagnosis in which ..~
_severa1 tra1ned obServers visit district headquarters and individua] school
sites .to interview scHool personne] and students and to observe'school
_processes OCV teams often spend two to three days per distr1ct and, at
the conc1usion of their investigation, prepare schoo]-specific reports for 4
‘the ﬁistrict administrations “These reports are organized ‘around the |
h."Commendat1on/Reuommendation" format fﬁmilnar to those who have seen-school’
accreditation reports As such, they provide a 1ot of descriptive deta11
that is u5efu1 to school personne] ‘but no measugg direct1y comparab]e to |
that obtained from the CCSEE procedure However the OCV data\ (available i
for the eight CCSEE districts that requested ocv! s “as a diagnostﬁc serv1ce)

T L. . ;
L)

provided an nnteresting check on the accuracy of the "information co]]ected
by the guicker, cheaper, Iess thorough CCSEE 1nterv1ew px;Zedure ) i
For the most part, the CCSEE data and the OCV dataawere in genera1
accord However, -there were some discrepanries For exa p1e, in one
€9 district, the QpSEE pre/treatment interview had ind1ca ced that all PE
program! were co-ed;-an OCV, conducted\not toe 1ong after he pre- treatment :__
iinterv1ew, agreed that PE programs were co-ed. However the CCSEE post-

treatment 1nterv1ew had raised suspicions among the 1nterv1ewers that the

v.' g - i
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- district was not beingientirely honest about the Operation;of\its'PE progra
The verification site visit to the district conducted in Mhy ofﬁ1980 in-\\\
dicated that, indeed PE c]asses\wgre a mixture of co-ed‘and sex-segregated
‘his exampie points up the difficu]ties of comparing data co]]ected at
different points in time. The>preotreatment interview and the OCV were

both conducted ear]y on in the project; the post test and the verification

ey
site visit were both done near the end, of the project, hence either (1)

" the district “regressed" during the two years of the studzi,or (2) thel#
' early measures had, for somg reason, made the district appear to be more |
in comp]iance than, in fact, it was, The fact that” the discrepancies dis;
" appeared when one considered the timing of the.date co]iection 1éd us ‘to
’ ' be1ieve that there actua]]y had been a dec1ine in the district s 1eve1 of
comp]iance in PEY Indeed our sca]ing/scoring procedure (which QAs entirely

independent of the QCV. and of the verification site Visit) ha xregistered

" Ta decline in this district s PE score between the pre- treatment and the:
. post-treatmentgcycnes of data_co]lection,_given our qualitative evidence.

. we believed that this score decline was not spurious.

v | - )
2 Probiems w1th the InterView Guide - - | - i

In genéral_ the Ocvgdata and the data from the verification site visits

“tended to confirm the\accuracy of information collected by the CCSEE inters

. v;_views However the comparisons did suggest that some caution shouid be )

‘-taken in interpreting these data\ The CCSEE interView eiicited information

AN
.strictiy on the 1eve1 of district effort to. compiy w1th Title. IX hi]e

: this is suggestive of actua1 compiiance statds, it is ciearly not identicai

N
to it Change may demand more extraordinary\efforts in some districts th;n

A




. . ' | '
/" '

s ’ ) oot v - i . ) - . (‘

, f in others For example, small rural districts:that fpirafe on morejperson— , ; .
a11st1c (less forma]/bureaucrat1c) bases ‘may.be able to make’ vast program- ~<
-matic changes ‘while appearing to exert 11tt1e formafgeffort By contrast, '
1arde urban districts ma reg1ster h1gh on a measure of "1evef of effort"
but may show ré*aﬁ;ve1y fewer concrete resu1ts For th% most part, “1eve1
of effgrt" -does correspond to "comp11ance status" --- however relders -"‘-,v
should keep in mind that the two are ana1yt1ca11y d1st)nct (Our subseqdent

analyses of t data w111 explore the extent to which a measure°of formal

-
“

A second problem w1th the -interview guide Ynd procedure, also un-

- effort biases results in favor of large formal organ1zat1ons)

y covered by the verification sitevisits, cou1d be termed the "t1me frame 45§;~

problem The word1ngfof the 1nterv1ew gu1de quest1ons d1d notCal ays-

specify the time frame about which quest1ons were be1ng asked Ih1s Je,

some 1nterpret1ve confus1on Dn general, the pre-treatment i terv1e~ o

e11c1ted 1nformat1on on x pr1o r steps taken by the. d1str1ct to comply
with Title IX or'to’ evaluate its own s tus It is unc1ear, howg.veri whé%her

«the . responses to the same quest1on during the post treatment cyle covered . B

A

all prior. steps taken by the d1str1cts or mere1y those taken dur1ng the
two years of part1c1pat1on in the proJect Our rev1ew of the dataasuggests

vfthat th?\::ge frames of responses were 1ncons1stent Hence, some gain
i

scores the d1fference between the pre- treatment and the post-treatment

‘" scores) could be decept1ve ~ For- e;ample, a few d1str1cts had taken many
. steps to comply w1th Title IX prior. too 1977 and scored re1at1ve1y high on

'““""the pre-treatment rating. However the d1str1cts d1d not repeat the1r steps h

dur1ng the “two year tenure of th1s study, because they answered the post-

- ‘
‘treatment 1nterv1ew quest1ons in- terms of the 1977-1980;per1od only, the1r v

-

\ .

N _ - , N g
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post;treatment ratings were~tower'than their pre-treatment ratings.(despite g
the fact that the institutional status -quo was: pre- equ1ty) In the two o
cases in wh1ch our validation 1nqu1r1es revea]ed th\s cerror to be ser1ous/{/
the unreliable scores for those d1str1cts were exc1uded from further )

~ana1ys1s.' waever, the t1me-frame amb1gu1ty m1ght have ta1nted the re=

3 .

1iabi11ty of other scores 1n lesser ways. R v \¢,=';“ _
Even where the districts responded to post—treatment quest1ons on the
' bas1s of,a11 their pr1or activity, the 1nterpretat1on of- gain scores can - : )
be tricky. .For examp]e, one distr1ct had converted to a pro-equ1ty } ';{

' curricu]um even- before the passage of T1t1e-lxt A1though it was se1ected,,/

\\ into the exper1menta1 group, it made re1at1ve1y 11tt1e use offthefproJect s 7a

services5 Furthermore, it did not- 1aunch any dramat1c new se f—eva]uatﬁons '

or: structura] .changes. At the time 2$Ithe posf test, 1t reSponded to <

o ’

‘ quest1ons on the basis of all its prior ac\3v1ty -—- and hence, it scored C

RSy

a1most exact]y the same score that it had on the pre-test At one eve1,

th1s 1s extreme]y accurate There were no maJor changes in the d1strict\
U

| during the two years of partic1pation 1n the study Atjanochr 1eve1,

12

however, the zero gain score is decept1ve,s1nce a care]ess reader couﬂd S

“infer from it that the d1str1ct was a’ 1aggard-that 1ike1y was out of com-

¢

p1iance on the contrary, the ver1fication site v1s1t nevea1ed the d1str1ct
.to be someth1ng of a mode1 of T1t1e IX comp11ancet Its status, howev;r,
der1ved from its ear11er ac‘Tv1t1es and from the actiye support for. equity
U that it enjoyed from its commun1ty and staff. ,: o L
o These caut}onary remarks are not intended to undercut conf1dence iy |
- 'the data that resent here. Indeed, we believe that@the 1nterv1ew
procedure.e1ici ed're1ative1y accurate and usefu1 information on-the districts

| . . »

. ,
-
S L

o




in, the study It 1s 1mportaht however, to keep in m1nd tﬂat the sda11ng

<
'procedure attached to thee1nterv1ew gu1des was des1gned to measure d1str1ct

m o \ w"’.
chang:h?ﬁs d1st1nct from comp11ance per. se) Réaders are. encouraged to o

ma1nta1n th1s d1st1n5t1on wh11e read1ng the results. BN -
. o ‘ J -
B. Scaling. Procedures : S AT e R
-], Likert Sca11ng Procedures 2L SRR S o .'_/

[ 4

% As noted in the Methods‘:fct1on, this study emp]oyed a "dua] sca11ng
procedure. Content-specific Tive-step- sca]es had been wr1tten to corre-
| spond to. each 1nterv1ew items these scale steps were des1gned to conform
to 1oglca1, sequential steps that d1str1cts m1ght take to: comp1y w1th T1t1e
-IX. As such these cuntent-spec1f1c sca1es were expected to form Guttman
sca]e patterns.» However s1nce we had no a priori conf1dence ‘in thwngff1cacy
'; of these Guttman-11ke scahes, a second s1mp1er, L1kertitype sca11ng Pro-
cedure was .also ‘used. In th1s'procedure, an 1ndependent rater (ie. who had.
‘not been involved 1n-the actual. 1nterv1ews) 11stened to the tape record1ngs
. “of the interviews and made po1nt -based ratnngs on 1eveT of district efforts ‘
' @Jto comp? y W1th T1t1e IX. These Likert Tike ‘ratings formed the bas1s for '
. the 'scale scores used as the dependent var1ab1e\;nl1h1s study As noted
.above, qua11tat1ve compar1sons have ind1cated that these rat1ngs were *
'largely accurate (except for the part1tu1ar prob]ems d1scussed above that

1ed to the exc]us1on .of one contro] and two exper1menta1 d1str1cts)

<
- One mod1f1cat1on is suggested future attempts at the use of- the
CCSEE 1nterV1ew - Sca11ng Procedure L1kert and the Guttman scales

shou]d be set apart more distinctly. In th1s versﬁon of the 1nterv1ew gu1de,

on1y the content-spec1f1c Guttman-11ke sca1es were pr1nted the rater

T . .
] K - . .
s . : ) - o . . »
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. \
“ . . .
- respons1b1e for mak1ng the L1kert-type rat1ngs mere]y made A star- (*) mark
- to: 1nd1c4te whether, in her Judgement the d1str1ct had made an effort

(rang1ng from “A" no effort to “E" aff1rmat1ve act1on n ev1dence) * Though

B

”there was rio ev1dence that the CCSEE r ter suffered from the system used

here, future raters wou]d probab]y f1nd it eas1er to ke p the content-based

).)’
Guttman sca]es distinct frdm the: point-based L1kert sca]es if the two sca]es

I

were phys1ca11y separate on each page.»

C. Guttman Sca11ng Procedures Lo : ) )

0

'éEach quest1en as}ed on the QCSEE Interview Gu1de was follpwed by a
’ 5-step scale thought to ref1ect the. 1og1ca1, sequentia] steps that a d1<-

: J
‘trict would take to address the area covered by that question These

| sequent1a1 steps foT]owed th? same genera] format "to W1t* -

. . . o , o
A Y ﬁ A" Distr1ct haggiot yet‘begun to study or.addresz this ,
S  issue. .+ ' ; ’ |
o ~ugv " pistrict has begun to study th1s prob]em‘by>1ﬁvest1a -
g fgating Wr1tten materia]s, regu]at1ons, requ1rements, etc..
- - ne" - District Ras co]]ected data on enro]]ment/part1c1pat1on/
' s . .employment" d1Spar1t1és and has. 1dent1f1ed areas that need
L ' remedtation. . NS ‘
: #/,/;f éDP | District has further invest1gated the causes of the- -dis--
- o “-\\ parities and/or.has taken positive programmat1c steps to
' remove barr1ers. Coe e . e
SR ¢ ngw.  AFfirmative Action 1n Ev1dence (ie. a pro-equity status-
i - ° quo is in effect) L S

The sgecific word1ng .of the sca]e fdm each 1nterv1ew 1tem, of course,\
.varied according to the content of the quest1on 1tse1f Intervievers were
1nstructed to circle each app11cab1e scale statement at the t1me of the

interview: Hence, steps‘"B" through "EM formed the 1og1ca1 continuum that g™

-~ P Y

. - I

S

)
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. we hoped to discover;. as such, steps "B'\ through “E" were souected to

A}

sca1ogram ana]ys1s to determ1ne'whether they 1ndeed had the properties of .
, s
Guttman sca]es g T, o SO - -
The sca]ogram ana]ys1s emp]oyed here is. that conta1ned 1n the SPSS

. program, based on the GoodenOugh techn1que ] As such, 1t assumes that,

for a Guttman scale to. ex1st, d1str1cz? that/had an "E" rat1ng ‘should also.,

~ have had rat1ngs of "p", f'C", ‘and "B", In matr1x form, reSponses shou]d

- - . . ©0
e . % \

. .
. "\

 follow the following pattern‘- ' : A

| '. . ‘# of ) . . - ) : S 1'
- itEns - .
" circled Y .- B ¢c D, E P .
- . . ‘ ‘Q‘ Rl )
1 X 0 .0 0 ¥
e + .
¢ 2 X X 0- 0 ~ ' ’ ~
R 3 B X X .0 - _
» 4 ' x. x x N ' x ‘..

” The Goodenough technmque counts the number of respo es that faY] on"
) the expected S1d2 of the matrix d1agona1 and the‘number 3>\responses tha
don't @ie. the number s "errors"), and computes coefficients that 1nd1J§t;\
."“the extent to wh1ch a Guttman scale pattern has been obta1ned <
'. The resu]ts of our sca]ogram ana]ysis of the post-test data appear
in %ab]e 4a1. - For each 1nterv1ew quesfion, four d1fferent types of ana]ysrs’:~ .
were conducted.\ In the f1rst all four scale 1tems were analyzed (gé
through "E") W1th the pred1cted loolcaland sequential order specified

a prlor1 (1abe1ed "0rdered“ in <the tab]e) /e R
e . ! R . . . 4 ‘ « '

]Stat1st1ca1 Patkage for. the Social Sc1ence p. 528; also see, W. H
Goodenoudh , A Technique' for Scale Ana]ys1s, Educat1ona1 and Psycholog1ca1
Measurement, pp -179-190, 1944, -

R oW . 10L
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The second ana1yt1c 1terat1on om1tted response "E" (Aff1rmat1ve Act1on

“in Ev1d~nce), and tested on1y the Guttman sca1e propert1es of the "B" » "C",

. and "D" rat1ng sequence (a11 of wh1ch were based on district se1f-eva1uat1on

criteria nore than "E“'s more amb1guous cr1ter1on cf program operat1on)

Again, the Guttman/order was Spec1f1ed for the three item sca1ogram ana1ys1s
" The- third row.of coeff1c1ents under each interview quest1on agann pre- f

sents ana]yses of ‘the Guttman scaie propert1es of the four—1tem ("s8"

through "E") scales; however here the items were not ordered@h p_yg_l, but

rather aceord1ng to the pattern of "d1ff1cu1ty“ observed emp1r1ca11y in the =

. scale résponse patterns (1abe1ed "Free" in the table).

‘The fourth row of coeff1c1ents under each 1nterv1ew quest1on shows how

—

the Guttman sca1e effort fared when on]y three items were cons1dered (again,

by om1tt1ng step “E") and’ when the order of the 1tems was freed\from a Qrior1

A .
constra1nts

Q

The coeff1c1ents themielves are the standard fare of Guttman sca1e —

: ana1y51s The coefficient of rAproduc1b111t1 prov1des an 1ndex of the

extent to wh1th a reSpondent s scale score is a pred1ccor of one's re5ponse

pattern Mathemat1ca11y,1t is-a prcport1on: 1 minus the result of d1v1d{hg
—_

‘the tota1 number of errors by the total number of responses, or

G, = (S.eii) ‘
_ In genera1 given the str1ngent reau1rements of sca1ogram and1y51s, o,
on]y coeff1c1ents of reproduc1o111ty h1gher than .9 are taken to 1nd1cate
a va1id scale. However, waen[the marg1na1s of the mattrices are skewed, thg
coeff1c1ent of reproduc1b111ty&may become squr1ous1y 1aroe Hence, the
second measure, the minimum marg1na1 reproduc1b111_x_shows what minimum

S

¥

%

L

83 .-
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e
. qoeff1c1ent of reproduc1b111ty wou]d be obta1ned iﬁven,the proportipn of .. ”

b respondents "pass1ng" and E£a111ng" each of the i

© minimum marginal reproduc1b111ty is ca]cu]ated by snnmnng.the max1mum

ems. In other wprds,\thezvﬂ

marg1na1s for each item and dividing th1s sum by the' tota] number of

responses, 05

- L M.;-g..'
o . i]
t. .'U 5 ' .

It. shoqu be obv1ous'that the d1fference between the coeff1c1ent of

- reproduc1b111ty and the' minimum- marg1na1 reproduc1b111ty 1nd1cates the extent

A ]
+

" to: which- the coeff1d%ent of reproduc1b111ty is due *to the marg1na1 d1;tr1-

but1on df responses rather than the inherent cumu]at1ve 1nterre1at1on of -
. . —
the'1tems.- This d]fference in proport1ons is presented in’ column’ 3 of

S 3 , )
Table 4 - 1 as the "% Imgrovement". It js merely -
o I = .C?‘-'Mf .
The last coefficient presented is an overall index of the extent to
. X - L . o
_ which the items conform to.ghe Guttman scale criteria. 'This measure s -
obtained by dividing the per ent {nproxegent by the di fferenfe between 1
. . ' ) . H
~"and the minimum marginal reproducibility, or' . '
. l . o , I ’ \
. R , ¢, ' = }-—-—- . : ’
a . o (1-M , S

* . ’ 4

e

A . Thé/coeff1c1ent of sca]ab111ty is the. rat1o of the largest possible °

i

va]ue that the percent 1mprovement ¢an obtafn to the actua] percent improve-

n

ment It var1es from 0 to 1, and should be well above % if the scalg is

. ‘
é@h]y a un1d1mens1ona1 and cumu]at1ve Guttman scale. ¢ o ,\J o
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SUMMARY STATISTICS:

s

Access to Voc-Tech & Indust Courses

4 {tems
3 {tems
4 {tems
3 {tems

Acless to Home Economics Courses

4 ftems

3 {tems. .

4 {tems v
:" {tems

Placement
4 {tems
3 {tems
‘4 {tems
-3 1tems

Cdurses .
4 {tems .
3 {tems
-4 {tems
3 {tems

Education

4 {tems

3 {tens .
4 {tems
3 {tems -

Access to Adult Education

4 {tems
3 {tems
4 items ..
3 {tems

Criteria for Evﬂuating Instruc-

4 items

3 items
4 {tems
.3 items

Clubs
4 {tems ‘
3 items

4 {tems o

3 {tems’ .

Access to Student Act'lvit‘t es &
4 ftams © .

3 {tems
4 {sams %
3 items

to Honors & Scholarships

Ordered:
Orderzj:

Free:
Free:

4 {tems’
3 items
4 items
3 items

104

-85 .

i
Table 4-1

Coeff. of
Reprod. ;

.7857
.3810 s
.8750
.9048

7421
8161
7931
.8161

' N

.7813
.8333
.8125
.8333

7679

-

R .8333

8036 .
8571

8333
8444
8667
.8667

7813
.9167
8750
9167

. .6667.

.6566
gz ¢
.7980°

v oL .7636
. .8542
.8594
.8750.

-

o i7428
7374
.7424
.7576

.6404
7917
.7969
.8750

POST-TEST SCALOGRAM ANALYSIS .

" Min. Marg. “u

\Coeff 01
+* Reprod. Improv. Scalabﬂi
7411 .0446ﬁ .1724.~
.7619 .1190 .5000
7611 .1339 5172
.7619 .1429 .6000*

‘. ! * . .
.7069 L0172 .0588
J241 .~ .0920 3333
.7069 .0862 2941
7241 . .0920 ,.3333 -

J ’
.7109 1 .0703 - .2832
.6979 .1354 .4483
7109 .1016° .3514
.6979 .1354 .4483

©.7989 *.0089 .0370
.750Q- .0833 .3333

..7589\ . .0446 .1852
L7500\ .1071 .4286s
8sa3 ' -.0250 -.1765 4
.8444 0.0000 - 0.0000
.8583 .0083 , .0588

- .8444 ‘0222 .1429
7656 0156 .0667
7917 .1250 ©.6000*
.7656" .1094. L4667
.7917 .1250 .16000*

- .7803 -.1136 ©  <.5172
T8 ‘e 1212.7. -.585%
.7803. -.0076 -.0345
7778 .0202 _.0909 i

L7422 0234 0909,

<7604 .0937 3913+

17822 172 ' 4545 °
.7604 L1146 v47as :

6591 ‘0833 .2044
.6263 111 .2973
L6507 Lo833 1 .2444
\5253 4313 3514
6328 .0078 0213

.6667 ° .1250 . .3750°

.6328 L1641 .4463 (
‘ 16667 .2083 §250*
N . i



Summary Statistics . LT .

‘ Page 2 . o e
\ o
' . .
. .Question Coeff. of = - Min. Marg, Y Coeff, of
i . : 4 Reprod. . Reprad. . Improv. Scalability . =
11. Access .t Counseling Programs . S N S ‘
«~ a:-.0Ordered: 4 ftems . - .7778 . 47963 *-.0185 . -.0909 5
b. Ordared: 3 items +.8272 .8025 .0247 . .1250 .
G Free: 4 {tems - . »8333 .7963 .0370 .1818 - b
d. Free: 3 {tems. Ps L8272 _ 8025 . 0247 .1250 “
12. Access to Career Guidance and ; ' - ‘
- Placement . o o .
. a, Ordered: 4 {tems v~ 7600 .7200 .0400 .1429
. b.. Ordared: . 3 items ° .8133 .7200 .0933 .3333
© €. Free: 4 {tems , .8200 7200 .1000 .3571
~ d. Free: 3 {tems 8133 - 720 0933 3333
13. Equity in Testing Materials . . .
: a, Ordered: 4 {tams .8500 .8667 -.0167 % -.1250
b. Ordered: 3 {tems .8000 8222 -,0222 -.1250
c. Free: 4 {tems .8500 .8667 T -,0167 -.1250 °
d, Free: 3 {tems .8000 .8222 -.0222° -.1250
. . . “ . ~ . EE)
14, Trestmant of Married & Pregnant. & V!
7" Students : .
te a. Ondered: 4 :items .6923 .7308 - -,0385 -,1429
' b. Ordered: 3 {tems J178 -.7308 - -.0128 <0476
¢. Free: 4 {tens .7885 .7308 .0577 .2143
d. Free: 3 {tems . 8462 _ .7308 -, 1154 .4286
1S, Equity in Rules of 8ehavior, RN ‘ ..
Punishment -
a. Ordered: 4 items .5909 .7500 - - -,1591 -.6364
b. Ordered: .3 {tems 6364 7677 -.1313 -.5652
c. “Freé: 4 {tems 8182 1500 .0832 .2727
. d. Free: ~ 3 {tems .8990 7677 1313 .5652
. N * . . N ” » A .
.16. Equity in Student Health & I[nsurance ' ' .
;o _a. Ordered: 4°items S161 - .7661 "-.2500 -1.0690 " " .
.7 b, Ordersd: 3 {tems .5699 - ~ .8065 -,2366 -1.2222
. €. Free: 4 {tems’ ) .8065 .7661 .04803 C.1724
d. Free: + 3 {tems . .8925, - ¢ .8065 .0860 (~4444
visad PE Materials and Osscripts? ' . .
a. Ordered: .4.{tems 7273 6591 .0682 .2000
N b. Orderad: .3 {tems. . WJJ172 .6162 , - .1010 2632
e c. Free: 4 {tems J879 - 6591 - .1288 .3778
o d. Freea: 3 {tems - .7576 6162 . .1414} .3684
18. Madified PE Requirement? : .
- . a. Ordersd: 4 ftems L6212 .6136 .0076 .0196 .
b. Ordered: 3. items' 6768 .5960 . .0808 .2000
. . Free: . 4 {tems 7424 6136 | .1288 23333 -,
d. -Free: 3 {tems .8182 .596 .2222 .§550 .
N - Y . A Y
. 19. Implemented Co-Ed PE? : -
a. Ordertd: 4 {tems \ .8970 7121 -,0152 . ~-,0826
/ b. Qrdered: 3 ftems: .6768 .6970 -.0202 -.0667
i ¢, Free: 4 {tems " .6970 J121 -.0152 -,052%
o d. + Frea: 3 {tems .6970 . .6970" 0.0000 _  0.0000
20, Equity:in.PE Instruction? ' .
- a. Ordered:’ 4 items 7344 - .703% 0312 - .1053
. **b.. Ordersd: 3 items . .7708 6771 . .0938 . .2903
. ! €. Free: 4 {tems - 7344 +.7031 .0312° .1053
d. Free: 3 items. .7708 6771 .0938 . 2503
; , . _ | . , ;
! Yy
s f A .
. . . s
. ', . e \\ L
/ ’ ? 1 Od\ By ¢ e




" Summary S“tatistics

Paqe 3
\ .
! Question .oy Coeft. of
X Reprod.
21. Equity in PE Facilities & Resources? :
. 3. Ordered: 4 items .5455
- b. Ordered: 3 1tems .4949
’ e Free: 4 {tems 7376
. d. Free: 3 {tems .7980 .
i
22. Expanded PE Activity. Options?
. a. " Ordered: 4 {tems " 6667
b. Ordered: 3 {tems g " 6162
o , G« Free: 4 {tems-, .5364
‘. d. .Froo. 3 items .6364 -
23. ‘Equity in Treatment off PE Staff?
‘ © 2. Ordered: 4 {tems . .629Q
%, . b. Ordersd: 3 {tems ‘- 7204
R « -g., Free: 4 {tems . . .6613
' d. Frce" 3 {tems S .7419
. s 3
24, Staff Hovement in PE tmp!ementation? .
3. Ordered: - 4 {tems 7069
b. Ordered: 3 items ©oW7011 .
. g+ . Frea: 4 {tems . 7069
« Free:. 3 {tems <7011
”
25. Have Written Plan for Athlaetic COmpliance?
a. Ordered: 4 items - 7813+
b. Ordered: 3 {tems 7917
c. Free: - 4 {tems .8231
+d. _Frée: ’3 {tems 2
- 26. Involved Athletic itaff in\ugplementatipn?
3. Ordered: <4 {tems .828
b. Ordered: 3 {tems. o .8542
¢c. Free:’ 4 {tems . .8281
R d. Free:, 3 {tems : .8542
- . Equity in Athlatic Equipncnt/Supplies/Matnria!s\
! a. (Qrdersd: 4 {tems 6774
b. : Ordered: 3 {tems .6989
c. Frea: 4 {tems : .6174
de Fran- "3 {tens ; 6989
28} Equity in Athlatic Publicity & School Support
. 3. Ordered: {tems .7500
“b. Ordared: 3 {tems 8333
ce o e Eras: .4 {tems .7813
iwjz)_ '1':1.' Fremi 3 1tems .8333
29. " Equity in Athletic Awards. Scholarships.
& Recagnition . ‘ o
3. Ordered: 4 ituns .6034
b. Ordered: 3 {tems .6782
c. Fres: 4 {tems J414°
d. Frae: 3 {tems -.9080*
0. Edui:y {n Athletic audgets
N 2. Ordered: 4 ftems 7407
, b~ Ordered: 3 {tems 7284
¢. Free: 4 {tems 7407
, d. Free: ‘3 {tems Jags
al. Equity'in Athletic Recruitment
3. Ordered: 4 items 5800,
. B.. Qrdered: 3 items .6533
’ ¢. Fr«: - ;':tuns : .;ggg
4. Free: t , ',
/ N fz:()t)
\, .
Q

87 | .

Min. Hakg.
Reprod.,

.6894
.6894

6768

.6970
.6768
.6970
.5768

6452
.6559 .
6452

- 6559

7155

7011

7155

7011
LY

.8047
8333 .
8047
.8333

.7656"
.7500

17656

.7500 _

’

o
L% _Coeff. of .
Improv. Scalabi}ity
-.1439 | .8638
-.1818 «.5625
.n68% .2195
1212 .3750
~.0303 <1000 .
-.0606 -.1875
‘.0605 ’-2000 o
-.0804 «.1250
.06 -.0455
.0645 .1a75
.0161 0455 -
<.0086. . =.0303 ..

0.0000 0.0000 -

R -.0035 .!0303
0.0000° 0.0000
..023¢  -.1200 -
«.0817 g:zsoo,

.0234 1200
,0208 .1250
,0625 .2557
.1042 AL67 -
.0625 2667
.1042 4167,
o )i
.0565 .1489
.1075 ,2632°
,0565 .1489
.1075 2632
,0391 .1351
1082 .3846
.0703 .2432
.1042 .3846
..0862 -.2178
-.0230 -.0769
,0517 1667
,2069 ,6923*
0185 0667
,0494 .1538
,0185 L0667 °
.0494 .1538
-.1400 «.5000
‘11067 u.dd“
.0400 . ¥429.
.ozs7
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Question

Coeff. of Min. Marg.

) Reprod. . Reprod, .
. L] N\
32. Equity in Trntmnt of Athletic Staff g
: * a. Ordered: 4 {tems 7000 .6917
b. Ordered: 3 {tems .6667 448
¢c. Free: ‘4 {tems - N .8000 8917
' 4. Free: - 3 items 7778 6444
’ . ' )
33, Equity. in Written Employment Policy ' :
. a. QOrdered: 4 {items - 6667 . .6288
: b. “Ordered: 3 {tems o 6970 - .8162
\ . . v Qe Fm: : 4 ims . -7273 ' .6288
. do Free: 3 itans . .7576 .6162
kTR Equuy *ln Gonoral Rocruitment Procedures o
a. Ordered: 4 1tems ‘6364 - .6667
b. Ordered. 3 {tems 6162 .6566
c. Free: * 4 {tems " 651§ . 6667
.4, Fres? 3 {tems .6566 - ..8566
35 \ Equity 1n Employment tntervim SRR
. a. Ordered:. 4 items 7813 .6875
b. Ordered: 3 {tems 8750 . _ .6875
c. Free: 4 {tems 7969 - .6875
d. Free: 3 items 8750 7 .687S
v -36 Rtviend Gender Distribution of, ‘
, Employess & Established AA Plan? - . -
a. Ordered: 4 {tems 7344 .6797 -
. . b. Ordered: J ftems’ 7917 .6563
#% = - . €. Free: 4 {tems 7344 .6797
- d. Free: 3 itans v .7917 . .6563
3 Equ*lty in Hulth. Insuranco. Fringes?
. a. Ordered: 4 {tens .6719 .7188
tb. Ordered: 3 items 7708 J292
¢. Free: 4 items 7188 .7188
d. Frse: 3 1tems 8125 . 7292
3. Equtiy in Staff Dovolopmnt Programs?
a. Orderad: 4 items 7222 J778
b. Ordered: 3 {tams 7284 .7654
N c. Free: \4-items J963 7778
R d. Frse: 3. 1tems 8272 7, 7634
" 39. Equity 1n Pay Scales & Compensation?
. A 4. Ordered: 4 {ftems: .7000 7167
b. Ordereds 3 {tems * 8444 7556
¢c. Free: 4 {tems - 7323 7167
‘ - Frno: -3 1funs- 8444 .7SE§
© 40, Equity in Assignment of sum
' a.  Ordered: 4 {items 7323 o .7333
e * b, .Ordered: 03 1tuns 7778 J111 .
s €. Fraw: 4 {tems 7667 - 7323
d. Free: 3 items .8222 7111
) _ ' -
. , ! . ) v'\\ .
1 \\
{ R
- ¢ \?

v
~

Improv.

0083
.0222
11083

1333,

.0379
.0808
.0985
1414

’

«.0303.

-.0404
-.0152

,0938
.1875
,109¢
.1875

s

.0547

-Q.0000 .

Coetf, of
Scalability

.0270Q
.0625
3514
¢.3750

.1020
- .2108
2653
.3684°

-.0909
< =.1176
- =.0485
0.0000

.3000
.6000*
.3500
6000~ |

1707 -
.3939
o397
*,3939

-.1667
.1538

0.0000
.3077

-.2500 -,
-.1579

.0833

2682 \

-,0888
. .356
,0528
*,3636

,0000
2308 -
1280
.3846



A quick review of Table 4u-‘14wi11 show that none of the content-.
spe¢ific scales formed true Guttman sca]es.‘ Not one of the 40-separate
scales met the scalabi]ity requirements of scaiogram ana]ysis. In genera1, ‘_f_7
-the 3-item iiterations fared better than the 4-item versions. This suggests :
that raters often felt that "affinnative action" was in evidence in districts
that had not “completed thle vagious self-evaluation steps specified in the
sca]es.‘ Our qua]iidtive investigation of scale response patterns indicated
that the “affirmative action" response was, often used as a way of giving
credit to districts that seemed to have positive attitues toward equity
'issues. but that had only comp]efed rudimentary se]f-eva]uations Hence,
the "E" ratings (“affirmative action") often undermined the order imp]icit
‘iin the other scale steps, for example, interviewers often circ]ed only
ngw and “E". However, even the three-item iterations, though more Guttman-
like, still failed to meet the scalability criteria. li

| One reason for the Iow scalabi]ity coefficients- stems fromuthe raters’ ..
tendency to circle few {tems- (even when the tape recordings of the inter-
views suggested that other scale S teps. wou1d have been justified and
applicable) In many cases, the modal response was so dominant that it

, alone would provide the analyst with the best guess of any given district’ s.'

response to a question.7 In other words responses were not distributed even-
1y over the possib]e items. The resulting skewed margina]s yielded very »

. high coefficients of minimum marginal reproducibility which, in turn, de-

' pressed the.coefficients of scalability. . : .

‘ | ‘ This may, indeed, reflect an actual tendency-of districts to make

changes without‘much se]f-evaluation or planning. However, review of our

data suggests'that two re]ated methodoJogical prob]ems may be more cu]pab]e.

4
* . . . e v -
’




i I\
' F1rst, it is poSS1b1e that raters m1sunderstood their instructions and did
‘not c1rc1e a11 app11cab1e 1tems. If a rater circled item "D" and assumed-

'1tems "B" and "C" w1thout actua11y circling them, the patterns of response

“wou1d not appearsto be sequent1a1\and cumuJat1ve---desp1te the fact that

determine the extent to wh1ch this rdter ‘error may have underm1ned the

'ld1str1ct behéyﬁor itself was sequentﬁ71 and cumulative. It is 1mposs1b1e to

Guttman scale eff1cacy A second prob1em may have contr1buted to this rater
_ tendency to c1rc1e too few items U The word1ng of severa1 sca1es 1hp11ed
~ that the steps themse1ves were not independent.h For examp1e,'severa1 of the
np* ftems were worded as follows: ‘"Based uagn’%he'findings in "b"ﬁand e
:abovei the-district has modified its oo}xffes in X.". It‘isfbossib1e<that

N ‘-some raters took such 1tems 11tera11y~--c1r led on1y\"D" assum1ng that "D"

structions to circle a11 app11c-“

1mp11ed “B" and "ee above (desp1te the1r i

ab1e 1tems)

; V'

’.-—~~ft 1s*p0551b1e thaE“”nother 1ncarnat1on tion of this- effort cou1d detect
*fwjrgtua1 cumulative sequent1a1 processes by correct1ng these methodological

f1aws in: part1cu1ar, if all sca1e 1tems were reworded to: be c1ear1y in- B
dependent of each other and if 1nterv1ewer-raters viere. 1abor1ous1y 1ndoc—

“trinated 1nto the routine ‘of mark1ng ALL app11cab1e 1tems one m1ght obta1n

very d1fferent esults from those presented 1n Table 4.- 1. As#it stands,
however, the efffort to deve1op Guttman sca1es can only be termed abortive.

B Readers who wou1d Tike to puzzle further ‘over these myster1 s are

referred to Qgend1x B wﬁere1n can be fourd thé raw frequenc1es of ca1e

- responses ‘for the pre-treatment and post—treatment ‘cycles, as well gs tha~-
' rather anoma1ous matrices of corre1ations among the sca]e 1tems._f_ﬂ-a_~

t . e

I
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s CHAPTER \

fResults: The Effect of.Experimental Treetment on Districts

s
o

Having’ randomly se1ected a sample of school d1str1cts, we began by

compar1ng the pre treatment comp11ance‘status of the experimenta] and -

@

control groups A§\a1readyfnoted in Chapter 3, Sect1on A (Methods Samt
Se]ection),‘our samp;?ﬁg*éiecedures gave us a samp]ethat was roughly

>
' comparab]e ‘in most respects, But prior to "treatments“ (1.e., pr1or to
-the administration §¥ training and techn1ca1 ass1stance to the experiment

-MMﬁ¥-~vgroup), ‘Were-- there an;Q::;;T?§cant d1??erences—4n the: Title—{x—compljance
e e ————

- . status of the two groups? One answer to th1s quest1on 1s prov1ded by
.~ _ Table 5-1 which shows the mean pre-treatment scores on our Title IX,
5

“Implementation Assessment Instriment for bath control and experimeﬁ

groups. e : ,A . ; ,\

e somimecn o e

e st e e e

‘1 -
14

91 -




. Table 51 5

* Pre-Treatment Compliancé Scores

~ .
Tit1é IX Dimension ﬁg&ro] Experimental ~ Combined Groups
3 (N=12) Tne21) (N=33)
— . ¥ s.D. - X S X  S.D.
e i “ i | | S
Access to Courses 29.4 28.8 28.5° 22.4 '28.8° 24.4
Non—Academ1c Activites 30.9° 23.7  32.0 20.8  31.6 -2L.5
u;f Phys1ca] Educatlonlg, ;41 Q 28.8 " 40.3 - 21.5 | 4026 24.0
!AgPlgiTcs S 314 289 / 4 18.9  "29.8 217
eploynent 368 2.1 '33.0 22.3  35.0 22.6
Minimal Complance” 6.3 24 531 2.3 50.6° 22.2

N - ,‘ N .:‘ B
T?K?} score . 22106 123.8 2133 108.4-  216.3 1do.a

Table 5-1 indicates that there were no\sﬁi;;;nt1al score dlfference%g

‘% ’-t/\
Between the exper1mena1 and con rol groups at outset. Indeed in the

. areas of ”access to courses . "phys1ca1 educat1on“,Mﬂathlet1cs";~"emp10yf """

" ment”, and "total score", the contro] group had y s1ightly higher pre-

!
treatment score than d1d the exper1menLa1 proup Interpretat1on of these

mean scores, however can ‘be qu1te r1s$y--- especially g1ven the large )

Standard deviations. This wide disperﬁlon of scores around the means

/,—~ suggest that we ought to exam1ne,the distrlbution of scores. goreﬂclose1y.ﬁ

~*—~—~These dlstr1butions, for each dimenslon 1 of Title, IX are presented 1n -

" Figures 5-1, 5-2 5-3, , 5- 4 5-5, 5-6, and 5-7 ?

.8
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, .
In near]y every case, the shape of thescore d1str1but1ons for

o~

exper1menta1 -and contro] groups 1s quite s1m11ar. (The one except1on
is in the "ath]etics" d1mens1on where the control group has the initial
advantage) Note, however, that these d1str1but1ons do not at all resemble
the friendly be]]-shaped curve, hallmark of the norma] d1str1but1on. It is
possib]e, of course, that ‘with a considerab1y 1arger samp]e, the ‘shape of
these d1str1butions actua11;~w0u1d approach norma]cy. However, ounwsma11er.b
sample more closely resembles a bimodal d1str1but1on. Hence, the means

reported in Tab]e 5-1, eas11" nf]uenced by extreme scores, wz]] not g1ve

us the most reliable measures of central tendency for these distributions.

Furthermore, since we cannot just1fy the assumption of norma]cy for tAese
v-;:distribut;gh; the fam111ar T-test for d1fferences\between groups is
1nappropr1ate. Instead we sha]] uSe the non-parametr1c Mann-wh1tney

U-Test, a statist1ca1 procedure that compares the rankings of scores from

" the two groups. In the Mann-wh1tney U-test, the actua] scores are
discarded in favor of the score rank1ngs, thus prov1d1n9~a test that is
not ffected by skewness or any other d1str1but1ona1 pecu11ar1ty (1 €. a '
.I:distribut1on-free test). As such 1t is not distorted by extreme scores,~
andrjt has demonstrated high asymptot1c relative eff1c1ency (re]ative, that.
, is, to the T-test for d1fference of means). even when samples are_sma]]

- and popu]ations are not normal. 1 Briefly, the test arrays a1fTsCores in

) ) LU

1. See'e. g., Thomas J. Nonnacott and Ronald J. Nonnacott Introductory
- Statistics for Business and Economics, New York: John w11ey and
S'ns, 1972, .

~
a

Cw0 126




N\

rank order, converts scores to those ranks, then prov1des a sum of ranks

for both groups (the stat1st1c U). An approx1mat1on of the standard

normal var1ab1e, Z, is then computed as expecfed

1 z-:,u-<~1-~2)<~+i)"/z~ o
| Ny

Probability va]ues that flow from this procedure give us the best (most -

eff1c1ent) est1mate of whether the d1fferences between groups are statisti-

for differences between the P ﬁ;treatment control and exper1menta1




.
" &

"N

" ‘Table 5-2

‘ ~ -Mann-Whitney U-Test for Differences Between
. . Experimental and Control Groups, Pre-Treatment

{ . A 8

e . . 'Mean Rank - S o :
Title IX Dimension - Control Experimental” vz 2-Tailed
S L(N=12) (N=21) - pValue

9

" Acdess to Courses . 16.96 17.02° 125.5  -0.019 985 ¢
| tpz-A¢AdemicCourses "16.8 17.077 124.5 -0.056 : 955
Physfcal Education  17.12- 16.93 124.5 * -0.056 955
'.Athletics .- . 2012 ¢ 15.21 E 8.5 -1.404 o ;.iéo"
: Emplo}ment - us 16.67 - 119.0 -0.262 793 -
 Minima Comp11ance 15.83 7.6 1120  -.5% - 599
Total Score . 1700  17.00 126.0  0.000 1.000

(A]] Dimens1on)

¢

_ Tab]e 5-2 shows that no sign1f1cant d1fferences 1n T1t1e IX comp11ance

ﬁexisted between the exper1menta1 and control groups at the outset of the fa

™
study The mean ranks for the twe. groups are pract1ca11y 1dent1ca1 in near]y

all d1mens ons.. Indeed the ome area in wh1ch there,is any d1scern1b1e

\

(though on- s1gn1f1cant) difference is 1n the"ath]et1cs'dimension--- and

~ here th contro] group had a h1gher sc6re' The resu]ts 1n Tab]e 5 2 buttress
Aour content1on thai{modifieo random samp11ng procedure got us a sampIe of

~d1str1cts re]ative]y free fran pern1c1ous selection effects.,

LI ‘
: Having established that the’ exper1menta1 and control groups started out

_at about the same 1eve] of T1t1e IX comp11ance, we now ask whether after

13 months of "treatment" (1 & tra1n1ng and techn1ca1 ass1stance serv1ces)

f

- the exper1menta1 groUp became not1ceab:y different from the contqol group

* Again, we beg1n by exam1n1ng ‘the meaps and standard dev1at1ons of post- -

o treatment scores for the two groUps..‘,ztl v

slfBE3 uctﬁﬁ ff.';r*ﬂ'[/x :

ngjoé



Yoo o . 6
v . Tables-3 |

. Post-Treatment Compliance Scores |

Title IX Dimension . : Control L | Experimentai
- (N=12) , : (N=21)
| L X ' so = . SO
\- Access to Courses 20.7  18.9 . 51.5 ‘.‘f°*5‘
- Non-Academic Activitfes 8.9 165 - 51.0 - 20.8
 Physical Edication’ - 39.1 235 58.2  18.9, ,
‘Ath]etics . 84 168 46.9  23.6°
',Empioyment ' 7.5 2.7 | §7.3 - 26.1
7 Minimal compiianch\ c 867 174 - 6240 20.2
e Total Score ’ s : A i
(ATY. Dimensions) ) 221.3  80.6 . - 274 76.3

II‘

Here we begin to see appreciably higher compliance scores in the experimental
~ group. - Once again, however, the standard deviations are quite 1arge Hence,
i?_it again is prud;\f“to examine the actual distributions of scores for aach’
| dimension. These are presented in Figures 5-3, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11 5-12 5-13 and

o -

.5-14. ‘ ° “. o | : \ ~. » R
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' L ‘
Aga1n, the reassur1ng bell- shaped‘curve 1s nowhere 1n sight.. The

. graphs show us many pretty and exotic shapes--- suggestlng d1str1but1ons
that are b1moda1 trimodal, Teptokurtic, p1atykurt1c, and downr1ght erratic---
but none that just1fy the assumpt1ons of - norma11cy Hence, we agafn tupn-to-u

: I

the non-parametric U-Test to compare the comp11ance status of the two groups
_-under study. - ', - ; K -
' Table 5-4 d1$p1ays the resu1ts of the Mann-wh1tney u- Test for the post-
treatment d1fferences in T1t1e IX: comp11ance between the experimental and

control groups.

T
B e
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. . By Tab]e 5-4

- Mann-wh1tney U-Test for D1fferences Between
. Experimental and Control Groups, Post-Treatment

. Mean Rank ' | 'éi o
- . . . R 2-Tailed -
Title IX Dimension _ Control’ Experimenta] u ¢ Z P-Value
- | (N=12) (N=21) R L
‘Access to Courses - /'9.50 2129 . 3.0, -3.369 - .001%
 Non-Academic Activites 12.83 - . 19.38 76.0.  l1.872 . .06l
Physical Education . 1179 -~ 19.98  63.5 - 2.380 . .019%'
Athletics " 14.50 18.43 ~ . 96.0 -1.123 . 261/
. ) !’ : - /
“Employment Cory 70.0  -2.006  .036*
;Minima]'Comp]iancei_ 1221 1974 68.5 2160 . . .031%

Total Score f} o -
(A11 Dimensions) - 9.83 a1 40.0

AR N S : o

:
H

to such an extent that stat1stica11y sign1ficant d1fferences now ex1st be-'
tween the experimenta] and contr01 groups in the areas’ of "access to courses ;
) "physica] education", "emn]oyment" "min1ma1 comp]iance"; and overa11 "tota]
_ score" on T1t1e IX comp]iance The rank1ng d1fference between groups in

the area of “non-academ1c act1v1t1es" near]y attains the cr1ter1on 1eve1 h' .
=1( 05) of statist1ca1 signif1cance, but falls s]1ght1y short A]as, the : |

_ test shows no s1gn1f1cant difference»between experimenta] and contro]
~

'groups in comp]iance w1Ih T1t1e IX's requirements 1n'hth1et1cs
This v1ew, however, is somewhat static s1nce 1t on]y co&pares the

"groups at a g1ven point in. time. I we exam1ne the ga1n scores (i.e,. the :3f;?yi

R

5d1fference between the pre-treatment and post treatment scores for each
' .{., BRI ;‘.;' v 4/«¥3  ‘\ ‘
1A4t) _/ S




.’ - | . | ,
district), we get a sharper picture of the 1eve1 of change that took p]ace/
during the study In a sense, this is a more conservative (but more .
fair) way of viewing the data since it adJusts each district’ s post -tre tmeni

‘/score in 1ight of whatever initia] (pre-treatment) advantage or, disadvantage

: !/ﬁit had. (Recai] that the experimenta1 group started out with a sma]i, non=-
significant advantage in the areas of "access to courses , "hon- academic .
activites“, and “minima] comp]iance",xwhile the contr01 group had . a non-
significant early advantage in the areas of "physica] education"; "ath]etics

~and "emp]oyment" ) . 4 ' ' \'

| Mean gain scores and their whopping standard deviations are arrayed

in.Table 5-5.




Table 5-5

Summary Gain Scores

Title IX Dimension . : COntrdl ' . Experime tal

ey (Nw21)

. . . X D . " %. . sD
Access to Cburses, ' -8.7 27.3’ | | 3.0 Z.1v

| Non-Academic Activities 8.1 . 27.9 | 19.0  30.4

Physical Educat:K C e 2030 17.9 . 26.8

Athletics g Lo @a. a5 %4

‘Empioxment, R 07 213 23.3 ~ 27.8

Minimal Compliance 0.4 123 9.3 . 16.2

.T?X? g?ﬁ;:siohsi ; ‘i -0.4 105.2. . “\}14f1 , ?9'9

, . | . | o - | d\\\ .

- A1though this tab]e suggests that the contro] group might act:aﬁIy have

| s1ipped s]ight]y in 1ts abso]ute scores in the "access to courses and

‘“physicaI educat1on" dimensions, we cannot make too. much of ‘this because ,
-'the means are thohough]y swamped by the standard dev1ations Again,

| ,fo]low the more parsimonious path of exam1n1ng the gain score distribut\ons_

vthense1ves 1n Figures 5-15 5-16, a-l7 5-18, 1- 19 8- 20, and 5-21

| /?Ah}:3;; g h, 'lfif?;'_
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Again, It 1s no surprise that these f1gures reveal decidedly non-
normal d1str1but10ns. The shapes of the distributions for ﬁhe "two groups
sometimes diverge (as they do in the “phys1ca1 educat1on" dimens1on) and
somet1mes they are virtually identical (as, for exampIe. 1h the "minimal |
compl1a2¢e“ d1mens1on). To fathom the significance of the differences,

however, we again turn to the Mann-Whitney U-Test, presented in Table 5-6.

4

. . 16<¢
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v Table 546
Ny,
Mann-wh1tney U Taest for Differences in Gain Scores
\ Batween Experimental and Ccmtrol Groups
| Mean Rank
Title IX Dimension Control Experimental ] Z 2-Ta
. s (N=12) (N=21) . : P-Va
Access to Courses  10.75 20.57 §1.0  -2.807 .C
Non-Academic Courses  14.50 18.43 9%6.0°  -1.123 .
Physical Education '  11.79 19.98 63.5  -2.339  .C
Athletics o12.79” 19.40 75.5  -1.890 .
Enployment 11.92 19.90 5.0 -2.283 .
Minimal Compliance 13.79 .18.83 87.5  =-1.451 .1
Total Score v g ' : b o
(A1 Dimensions) 10.83 o 20.52 52.0 -2.769 ¢
f / . :

t ‘When we compare the gains made over the course of the study by the two

groups, we get a somewhat different picture from that pa1nted by Table 5-4.

Again, we find sharp evidence of experimental group progress 1n the areas of
Q

"access to courses", "physical education”, "empPoyment", and "total (overall)

x'compliance ' However,thé neariy signifi nt difference between groups 1in

the "non-academic actixities" that we note in discussing Table 5-4 now .
appears to be nothing more than an art1fact of the experimental group S
1n1t1a1 advantage in this arca; indeed, jTable 5-6 suggests that there
was no appreciable progress in this area among the experimental group
districts. . T N

Conversely, Table 5-4 gave us the d1sapp01nt1ng news that, at the .
time of the post- treatment cycle of data collect1on, there was no 51gn1-~ B

* ‘ .
f1cant d1fference between the score ranklngs of the control and exper1menng
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tal groups in the area of "ath]etfcs". Table 5;6, on the other'hand;,sug-
'gests that perhaps the experimental group districts did not”do so badly on
) this dimension after all. 'A]though the gain score difference between the two}
‘groups falls just short of the cr1ter1on for stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance, it
shows that the experimenta] group distr1cts did in fact make progress in "
this area==-- but they had to overcame their initia] (pre-treatment) score

disadvantage._,;‘
By exam1n1ng the d1frerences in gain scores, we get the best sing]e

answer to our in1t1a1 question' Did the "treatments" (i.e., training and

techn1ca1 ass1stance) make any difference in the Title IX comp11ance status

..~.

of the d1str1cts in the study? The answer, as measured by our instrument
_and contro]]ed by our samp]ing procedure, is: Yes, thé treatment Ted to
significant ga1ns in compliance in the areas of "access to courses "phy-

sica] educat1on", and "emp]oyment", as well as in the overa11 sum of all =«

2

o d1mens1ons (i.e., the "tota1 score"). However, there were no s1gn1ficant ex-

perimenta] group changes in the areas of "non-academ1c act1v1t1es" and

~

"minimal comp]iance", whi]e the measured changes in compliance in "ath]etics"

fe]l-just.short of our. criter1on of statistical significance. 4
Why was no- change apparent in these latter three areas? The answers

‘may be dlfferent for the different &imensions.

1

In the area of "minimal comp]iance", the absence of more dramatic
change nay simp]y be because of the 1im1ted number of things that |
distr1cts can do to be "minfma]]y" compliant, As of the’pre-treatment ,,..
cycle of data ccllect1on most districts had already adopted formal policies,;
- of comp11ance, comp]eted rudimentary self-evaluations, filed the1r//
'requ1red assurances, estab11shed “and d1ssem1nated gr.evance procedures,,

,,

pub11cized their Title IX° comp11ance and extended/the1r affirmative act1on
/

p]ans to cover women. Measured "growthﬂfstemmed from the formal adoption

\)H'.?~‘ . L. o 161' L-; | :.‘.>




13

‘ gai ns in emp] oyment practices

of comp]aint policy statements by a few school boards. The experimenta] group
started out a bit ahead of the control group in th1s d1mens1on, -they w1dened
their Tead dur1ng the t1me of their study This dimension, however, covers

the most pro-forma part of the- T1t1e IX regulations. As such, it covers the

steps we would most expect contro] group districts to be able to manage

without outside help. Hence when we compare the dis tance trave]ed by the

two groups (1 e., the net change of the two groups), we f1nd no s1gn1f1cant

3

difference.
Why, however, was there no‘greater difference between the gain
scores of the experimenta] and contrdl groups in the areas of - "access to

non-academic act1v1t1es“ and.“ath]etics“7 One partia] answer might be found

_way back in Table 3-3, our tab]eof nmrgina] frequenc1es presented in the

methods chapter That tab]e presents figures show1ng how many experimenta]

districts emphas i zed different content areas 1in the1r use of proJect N

‘consul tants. Here we learn that fully 81% of the districts did not use

any consultants in the area of 'access to non-academic activities' while

71% used no consultant resaurces ‘in the area of 'athletics'. Those districts

that did usefconsultant'reSOurces.in these ‘areas used only a modest amount

(one-half to one fu]] day each) ‘Henez,; 1% would appear that the areas

of growth corresponded to the ar=zs of programmatic emphasis. This

explanation, however, is flawed &y & Flaring anomaly: the'bmp]oymenﬂ‘d1«

mension received exactly the si@ peope reioazl emphasis as the“non-academic

-activities" dimension, yet the erverimantzl growp registered significant

-

Perhaps we m1ght retr1eve some. clug o the dynamxcs of the score gains

by see1ng on exactly which ’ﬁstrument items the exper1menta1 and control

group gain scores di ffergs most dramatically. These data appear in Tab1e 5 7

-
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45.

., Table 5-7

Mann-Whitney U-Test for Gain Scores 0Dffferences Between Exparimental

‘and

Cantrol Groups for Individual Items on the CCSEE Assessment [nstrument

Dissemin_ata policy and grigvaﬁce procedure? 15.50

s

168

Mean Rank
antral exper.
(N=12) (N=21)
Access ‘ta voc. - tech. - indus. courses 15.08 18.10
Accass to home ecanomics courses . 12.28 19.1
_ Accass to adv. placement courses 13.08 19.24 -
Access to business courses - 12.04 19.83
Access: to spacial education 11.71 20.02
Accass to adult education 14.77 18.31
Criterfa for evaluating instruc. material  14.9% 18.19
" Accass to extracurricular clubs ‘ 17.25 16.86
Access to student activities and program 18.75 16.00
Access to horiors and scholarships - 17.08  16.95
 Access to counseling programs - 15.78 17.71
Accass to caraer guidance/job placement 15.21 - 18.02"
Equity in testing materials - 17.83 16.52
Treatment of married and pregnant students = 15.75 17.71
Equity in rules, standards, punishments 12.29 °19.69
Equity in insurance and health benefics 16.83 17.10
P.E. course descriptions and materials 12.12 - 19.79
P.E. requirements : : : 13.92 18.76
Implementad co-ed P.E. program? © 18,12 18.07
Equity in P.E. instruction ' - 13.54 '18.98
Equity in P.E. facilities: _ 16.04 17.55
Equity in P.E. activity options . 17.06 17.000
Equity in P.E. staff treatment: 12.96 19.31
Staff involvement in Title IX {mplementation 12.75 19.43°
Have plan for compliance in athletics? 14.25 18.57
Level of staff involvement in implementation 10.79 20.55
Equipmant, supplies, practice schedyles - 13.71 18.88
Publicity and school support - 14.37. 18.50
“Equity in athletic awards, scholarships 15.75 17.71
_Equity in athletic budgets ' : 14.50 -18.43
Equity in athletic recrujtment 18.79  15.98.
Equity in treatmant of athletic staff . il.96 19.88
Equity in written empioyment policies . 14.67 18.33
- Equity in racruitment procadures : 12.25 19.71
Equity in employment interview 13.33 19.10
- Equity in gander distribution of employees 14.79. 18.26
Equity in staff insurance, health and fringes 17,75 .16.57
* Equity 1n staff development program . 15.58 . 17.81
Equity in pay scales and compansation 13.58 18.95
_Equity in assignmant of staff , . 10.92 20,48
.Have board palicy? . 13.21  19.17
Have affirmativejaction plan for women? 14.37 18.50
Complete scIf-er!uation? 14.67 18.33
Grievance pruocedure?. 15.96 17.80
17.86

)

U

80.5

113.5

108.0

z

-0.865

-2.140

"=1.760
T =2.243
-2.411°
- «1.072
. 70.950

-0.113

- =0.789

-0.0%7

" =0.567

-0.810
-0.380
-0.572

- -2.7120

-0 . 075
-2.246

-1.396-
. =0.852

-1.560
-0.433
-0.000
-1.826

.4.ﬂ3.

-1.253

-2.803

-1.480

-1.182
. =0.362.

-1.126
-0.817
-2.283

< -1.054.

-2.145
-1.673
-1.003
-0.342
-0.641

-1.540.

-1.907

-1.237

-1.090
-0.506
-0. 704

2-tailed .
p-value

0.387

. 0.032*
0.078
0.025*
0.016*
0.284.
0.342 .

0.910
0.430
0.970
0.57C
0.418

- 0.704
0.567 :
0.034*
0.940

0.025*
0.163
0.394
0.119 -
-0.655
1.000 .
'0.068
0.056 .

0.210
0.005* .
0.139 .
0.237 -
0.574

. 0.260 - -

0.414 . -
0.022* .

0.292 -
0.032%
0.094 -
0.316 -
0.732
0.522
0.124
10.006*

9.057

o5

0.613
0.481
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Table 5-7 shows that exper1menta1 group d1str1cts made S1gn1f1cant

gains {n three "access to courses" areas: home econom1cs, business, and '

special education. They a]so made gains in. access to advanced p]acement/
fine arts courses- that nearly met our cr1terion for statistical s1gn1f1—'
cance. These'ga1ns 511 took place in theuarea ofuuery specific elective
| :course areas. Recalengthat theiccng Title IX Imp]ementatfon Assessment'
Instrument meaSures the 1eve1 of d1str1ct effort to comp]yew1th T1t1e IX,
- one must wonder whether the spec1f1c1ty of the comp11ance cr1ter1a 1n
this d1mens}on makes 1t easier for d1str1cts to meet their 1ega1 re~

/

qu1rement5/

-
% —

The’ area of "non—academic act1v1t1es", .on the other hand, is

a d1mens1on f111ed with 1ntangib1es (e.g.,. Are counse]ing programs fa1r?)
Itjs a d1mens1on that logically requ1res districts to co11ect data that
}thé; normally do. not collect (e g., What is the gender d1str1bution of

club part1c1pants7 ‘What are the gender patterns of counselor work]oads?)
It is a d1mens19n that 1nc1udes areas in which d1str1cts fee11ng a lack of
-techn1ca1 competence defer to outs1de (espec1a11y state and academ1c)
authorities (e.g., Are there 1nherent b1ases in standar1zed tests used in
th1s d1str1ct’) Finally, the'hon-academ1c activities“d1mens1on touches on
areas where d1str1cts may feel most wary of treading on'local customs,
'mores and trad1t1ons--- particu]arly areas that have to do w1th school
‘sp1r1t r1tua1s In short, this may be an area of T1t1e IX that
ﬂiwdistr1ctsregard as .more difficult and more r1sky to change Th1s
perception may "account for the1r relative lack of enthus1asm for consu]-
tant serv1ces 1n th1s area--- and for the1r relative lack of growth . 1
Table 5-7 shows that the one'hon academ1c act1vit1es"area where- exper1menta1

group d1str1cts ga1ned s1gn1f1cant1y more than d1d contro1group d1str1cts

16'“ o o

’



was in the area of rules ot.behavior/standards of enforcement/meeting of
punishments Th1s area, at least, is one in which districts have fairly
unequ1voca1 authority, in which no spec1a1 expertise is requ1red, in which
~ standards for comp]iance are more tangib]e, and for which no new or
exotic data need be co]]ected.- Growth in this one area however was not
enough to lead to'a'significant change in.the entire dimension.

Table 5-7 reflects a simi]ar pattern of change in both the"physica]
education'and'athletics'dimensions In"physica] education' experimental
group districts made their most substantia] gains. in the very tangible. -
area of "course descriptions and materials". Un]ike the dimen51ons that
. we have already discussed, howeVer, the other substantia] experimental
.~§roupioains in physical education and-ath]etics were in ;ntangibles---
namely, in areas. that had to do with staff treatment and involvement in. 1;*;

change processes. Oddly, we do not find significant differences between | |
the exper1menta1 and control group gains 1in soch tangible, hard-core- Po]iry
areas as budgets, ~faci1ities,-schedu11ng and.requirements. | P
" Theparadox is obvious: in the dimensions of'"aCcess to courSes".and |

‘“access to non-academic activities", the “tangibles" were the~areas of greatest‘

experimenta] group change, in the dimensions of "physica] educatio ¢ and
“athletics", the. “intangibles" ru]ed the day. “Though we may specu]a free]y on
the meaning of this paradox, its emp1r1ca1 exp]anation eludes the powe of

our data.



~ CHAPTER VI

"Causal Specu]ations Do Exogenous Factors Expfain the

D1fferences Between Exper1menta1 and Control Groups’

- A. L1m1tat1ons Qua11f1cat1ons, Exhortat1ons

As noted in the Introduct1on. the broad features of our research design,
'»part1cu1ar1y the random selection of schoo] d1str1cts 1nto exper1menta1 and

control groups as well as the pretest-posttest comparison group procedure,\\

- serve to insure that measured "treatment effects" actua]]y resu]ted from

‘program treatments rather than from se]ect1on b1ases." Desp1te these prelij\\
caut1ons, one cannot avo1d the queasy SUSp1C10n that the treatment effects.

| ;documented 1n the preced1ng chapter might somehow be spur1ous--- mere man1fes
t1ons of some h1dden compos1t1ona1 d1fference between the exper1menta1 and -
contr01 groups N1th hopes of ca1m1ng or exacerbat1ng these doubts, we shall
in th1s chapter examine a ser1es of causa] systems, our purpose 1n th1s 1s

. threéfo]d. F1rst we' sha11 see whether, 1ndeed, there are compos1t1ona1 d1f-
ferences between the exper1menta1 and contro] groups. Second -we sha11 see

-whether these differences effectfve]y account for ‘the observed treatment effe

(i.e., whether the treatment effects rema1n robust when the h1dden or
exogenous factors are. “contro]]ed“) Th1rd we sha]] exp]ore the ev1dence
- regard1ng other (non treatment) factors that 1nf1uence a d1str1ct s . '
'progress toward T1t1e IX comp11ance The small s1ze of our samp]e 11m1ts

© . our ab111ty to tease answers to these more soph1st1cated causal quest1on3s}

TS
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Indeed, no pure stat15t1ca1 case can be made for any of the causal systems _
="_that we sha11 examine Any attempt to examine- the simultaneous effect
“of three var1ab1es on only 33 cases resu]ts in very small frequenc1es in
table cells. Hence we sha]]-make no grandiose claims that our sample
Justifies statistica] inference to the universe of school systems 1n
Ca]ifornia much less the nation
Our data, however, do.appear to be faHr]y good, and our sampie
unbdased; ance~we bothered to co]iect data.on a veritab]e litany of
.control variables,'it would be a shame to fai] to expiore their re]ation-
ships. Thougn: our. samp]e size is small, our "c]eaner" than average re-
v «séérch design invests our data with a special respectab111ty wh11e »
'these design features certa1n1y w1]] not remove the objections that
| ~ statistical purists might raise to the serious consideration of small
table ce]]s we reJect the cripp]1ng alternative of wr1ng1ng our hands in
,despa1r and abandon1ng the more, subtle causaf‘questions Readers ought |
always to bear 1n mind that the small sample size makes these data qu1te :
vu]nerab]e to samp]1ng error; hence we cannot genera]ize from our samp]e
-nto a larger un1verse * However the bits of data may form 1nterest1ng com-}

) pos1te.p1ctures that whisper”ea] causa] re]atjons to‘the attent1ve?ear.

L

B. Data Ana]vsis Procedures D-Svstems' Analvsis

r _‘ Most of the: contro] variables in our tab]e are categor1ca] vari-
ables. The few var1ab]es that logically have ordinal. or 1nterva] ]eve]

; properties a]so have un1var1ate d1str1but1ons that fa]] natura]]y into
categorica] group1ngs Nowhere is this. more ev1dent ‘that w1th the dependent
_variab]e itself. Figurse 5= 2] a graph dep1ct1on of the distribution of over-
a]] ga1n scores on the CCSEE T2 tle IX Imp]ementat1on Instrument g1ves us a

- ' n \




c1ear picture of a trimoda1 distribution While th¥s picture does not _‘l

justify any assumptions of 1inear1ty or normaiity about that distribution,

it certainiy justifies the formation of three gain-score groups for data

analysis. Hence, it will come as no surprise that in these anaiyses, dis- ‘

o

tricts with overalJ'gain scores of less than\zero were coded as “Deci:/e's",

. /o
those with OVE2Z11 gain scores between zéro and\ 100 w-~e coded as "N Change",
whiie those wj Th/9

gain scores above 100'were coded,as "Gafpers". This pro-

’_cedure yieided the foiiowing marginai frequencies

1

Tabie 6-1
u'vMarginai‘Frequencieg'for Total Gain Scores

H . . « .
J Co : o . i
W o

Categories - P, Contr01 DR P ‘Experimental - . p. Tota

- (N-12)<1 : (N=21) . N=33E
Deciiners ' .095 o . 242
‘No Change 7 .38 /364
Gainers. 526 e

To examine the- re1ationship between the many control variabies defined in

the Methods chapter (see Tab1e 3’3 for margina] frequencies of these //’“*—*\\\

. variables) and’ the tendencies of districts to fall into one of the above
l D-systems anaiysis ‘ o . ‘i

|

groups we empio%;d a variant o
b

D-systems analysis, developed primar11y by the work of Leo Good---i

“man and James Davis, is taiior made for anfiysts (1ike opinion poiisters

l‘\

.and un]ike economists) who usua11y work with categorica1 variab1es and.
i'whose stock in trade tends to be the cgntengency table. without goino/

into eiaborate detai1 about the stat1st1ca1 theory underiying D- systems,

1[15



a few basic ténents,can be sketched. D-systems-analysis is based on the feli-
citous. proposition that when drawing sfmp]e random samples of a reasonable -

. |/ ’
size, the samp11ng d1str1but1on of the proport1on E_1s norma] and has a

_ standard dev1ation of

G—\JU_L_l

Hence, according to this theorem,‘one can ca]cu]ate confidence intervals.

e

_for samp]e proportions. Since the variance of 2 difference between two

broportions is eqha] to the sqﬁ of the-variances of the two proportions,

7
/

one can also calculate.a confidence interVal for a difference in propor-
tion$ between two groups. A]gebraica]]y, for two cond1t1ona1 P S, P and
Pj, Dij = Pi‘-_Pj (in a un1verse), wh11e d pi - P (1n a_sanpje).

\ h

By exten"s:i o—rr, ‘then

(pi) (l‘p%) + (pi).(l‘pj)

(jji??§'~f::::: T\\\\ | n, | _ ."j-

4 wh1ch 1s mere]y an a1gebra1c way of say1ng that one’ can make statistical in-/

ferences w1th proportions. 1 Furthermore, d1fferences in proport1ons allow

one to construct "D- Systems". 11near f]ow graphs (ana]ogous to path d1agrams)

S/ . N
/ //‘ . | .- .
y leor fu]]er exp]anat1on of D-systems, see .
}/ \ James, A Dav1s, "Statist1ca1 Inference w1th ProportJons Mimeo.

- National gpinion Research Center, 1975.

"Cont1ngency Tab]e Ana]ys1< Proportions and Flow

“ Graphé.' Mimeo. Harvard University, 1978. :
| ' ’ "Ana]yz1ng Cont1ngency Tab]es with L1near F]ow Graphs
D-Systems" in DaV1s Heise, ed., Sociological Methodo]ogx, 1076 San Fran-

c1sco Jossey Bass, PP. 111 145

. Leo Goodman ‘with Jay Mag1dson, ed. Ana]z;jnggoualitative Categorical”.
Data. / Cambr1dge Mass Abt ‘Books 1978. o . ' |
. o ey
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that model causal re]ations among the variabies under consideration | Inv
the absence of interactions, the d coeff1c1ents that adorn such causai

models are mu]tip]icative, as such they permit the analyst to discuss the

| re]ative weight of direct and indirect effects.

Carefu] readers will" now be wondering why hav1ng disavowed intentions |
of making true statistica] inferences from our small samp1e we adopt an ‘
}na]ysis strategy based on.principlés of statistica] inference. Our answer
is somewhat unconventiona] As a1ready noted our sma]] sample size pro-
hibits any confident generalization to a wider universe However, the above
procedure for ca]cu]ating confidence interva]s for d1fferences in pro- |

portions, if stretched somewhat can perhaps amp]ify whatever re1ationships

- are whispered by our data.  In other words, s1nce the - confidence inter- .

vals are sensitive both to the extremeness of the proportion d1fferences

.. and the marginal frequencies (i.e. s marginal sampke sizes), mod1f1ed

d-systems ‘analysis offers hope for- separating the wbeat from the chaff in our

' data - Qur sma]] sample size, taken at face va]ue, would’ 1ead to confi-

dence. interva]s that would swamp even the most extreme differences in propor-

tions. However if we make the very opt1m1stic assumption that the sampie '

~.is not biased and that the addition of more cases would yield, more or less;-

the same results, the observed differences in proportions become more

‘interesting

In the flow graphs that fo]]ow, we have empioyed the fol]owing pro-

.cedure.

¢

- 1. Actual proportions and N s are reported in the three-way con-
tingency tab]es.,, .

2? Flow graphs have been constructed using.a fictitious ampiification
of the data: All tab]e ce11s were muitiplied by a factor of ten.

'; 3. 'Using this~ artifice some differences in proportions became sa-l'
' lient enough to protrude beyond their confidence intervals; only
d's that met this arbitrary. cr1terion were: drawn 1nto the flow -

o graphs / _ .




“Flow graphs follow the standard conventions for inear flow -
graph systems: positive relatignships are represented by
. solid'1lines, while negative (orﬂg:verse) relatio sh1ps are
- depicted by broken lines. Marginal proportions are g1ven :
, in parentheses below all variab1es

5. _Chi-Square tests for the significance of table interactions
were computed, based upon the.same artificia1 ehiargement
of table cell frequencies; significant interac ions ﬁre noted
by an asterisk* next to the d coeff1c1ents of the af ected paths..

6. Variances were computed on the assumptions of a simple random
sampie using a sigma -value of 1.96. / {/m

t should be noted that the actual di fferences in prOpfr7 ons (the d

@ fficients found in the paths) are not affected by th? arbitrary inf1ation
of the table cells; on1y the confidence 1nterva15 are/affected (i.e., made
sma11er) he confidence interva1s themse1ves are nat’ ‘even reported here,
‘since such reporting would lend these flow graphs a pur1§hs ai{ of accuracy.
Rather, our procedure serves merely as a sortinq deiice. It retrieveS‘us

- from ‘the gioom of sma11 sampie para]ys1s It givesxus an ‘explicit empirical

procedure for identifying which effects are more sa11ent than others. There

‘;'are, no doubt distortions in this procedure~-~ particularly since\the empty :
- cells that remain empty when mu1tip1ied by 10 wouiL probabiy have at 1east X
a few cases in them in an actual samp1e of 330 stool districts. - Hope-
fu11y the qua1ity of our sma11 samp1e minimizes tLe pernicious effects
of these distortions. o L /
Statistica1 purists prone to apoplexy are dvised to sk1p this . / /
chapter .é%yers are encouraged to continue with caution, a1ways examiningﬁ
the tables on which the fiow graphs are based. [With a c1ear picture of
the- ana1ysis conventions that. have been folldéwed here, readers can in-
te11igent1y draw the]r own conc1usions' about 7hat secrets these data
-are whispering. o

i
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C. Zero-Order Treatment Effects | | ‘
) Our examination of the gain 'score difference between the experi-
| mental and control groups in the preceding chapter re11ed on the non=
pardmetric Mann-Whitney U-test.’ Before we shift to reasoned spe-
culation on'more coimplex three-variable re1at1onsh1ps, let's see what the
. zero-order treatment effects 1ook 1ike. This wilf also warm us up on [

reading and 1pterpret1ng 1inear flow graphs. First, we consider'the pro- i

portions 1in ﬁhe contingency table. -
| |
| : . Table 6-C-]

 Zero-Order Experimental Treatment Effects

Treatment ° - ___score N A4
, - “DecTine "No. Change Gain \

Contral | . .50 . - .33 .16 » o2

Experimenta1 095 .381 524 2

33 = NN
From this\tab]e we obtain the fo]]owing flow graph.” Notice that all cate-
gor1es of\yariab]es in f]ow graphs must be compared to some base cate-l
gory of that.variab]e, the base, chosen arbitrari]y, is usua]]y the midd]e
category of that variab]e_




Figure 6<C-1

3

Zero-Order Experimental Treatment Effects

.

Variable: L Treatment Score
Base: = -Control ‘ No Change

Dec]ine‘
s ade 7 (-242)

£ Experimental =

(.636) N
Gain

(.393)

This flow graph tells us that, compared to the control groups, the experimental
group districts were about 40% less common ip the decliner group Just
as they were about 36% more common in the gainer group From the marginal
terms, we also can deduce what we a]ready know from other data already
Epresented-é- that the contro] group . represented 36.4% of the 'total sample
and that 36.5% of the tota] samp]e of districts made no substantial progress
toward Title IX comp]iance during the period of the experiment ‘
While this 1s all very straightforward and 51mp1e, readers shou]d
notd that these zero-order differences will not remain- the same when other
variables are added to the equation -(1.e., to that\b1cture) If, for examp'lel
by placing a control varrable prior to the treatment variab1e we reduced |
the posit1ve coeff1c1ent to zero we Know that the reason the exper1menta1
’ group appeared to gain was that 1t was compgsed of districts that had more
of whatever qua]ity was measured by that control var1ab1e (e.g., cosmo- A,~a..,
po]itanism) On the other hand if the 1ntroduct1on of a contro] var1ab1e )
' drastica]]y increased -the size of the pos1t1ve coeff1C1ent the system

’-"“would suggest that the exper1menta1 group wou]d have made even greater

progress had 1t not been so rdened w1th d1str1cts that possessed whatever

175
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other quality was being measured. In other words, the linear flow graphs
permit us to discern (or in this case, at least make educated guesses about) ~
whiqh factors reinforced the experimental treatment and which factors sup-

pressed it. o T

-3




0. Contrals for Organizstional and Ecoloaical Variables

1. District Qrganizatignal Tyoe

Tyoe Trtmt, | Score N
Becline =~ Nao Chanae Gain -
H.S. Dist.  -Cntrl, J% © .20 .000 8
Exper, .333 . 333 +333 3
Unffied Cntrl, 500 »500 .000 4
/’ Exper, 077 .462 .462 13
Elemantary Cnerl, = .250 «250 .500 4 ¢
- Exper. © o WU00 .200 -200 5
33 « NN
Varfable Org. Tyoe Treatment __ Score
Hase H.S. Ofstc, ~control ) Yo Change
Unified . 2 Decline
(.515) o (.2%2)

7

Elementary <=— —
(0273) . ' : » ‘/" (-393)

Interorazatian

(a) -Unified Districts wers pregartionately mors common {n the experi-
mental group than wers High Schoal Ofstricts. Any zerg-order
tandency for Unified Districts to gafn (or not to declinaj -
probably stems from this compositiondl fmoalance, That is to
say, Unifled Oistricts do not appear| to be any more or lus

_lkely to gain.or to deciine than High School Districts.

(b) Elementary Oistricts, on the other hand, werg Just as conan
" to the exgerimental group “ts were High Schoal districts, bul
they showed a greater tandendy to'gafn (and a -tencency not 0 -
_ dacline) net of all cther faclars. : - -

(c) When controlling for organizationa] tyge, the treament e'facss
-repained robust. That {s, even when one cansiders the tyces of
districts that were in the sxgerimental and control grouzs, g
experimental group fared better {n {is progress toward Title -

IX compliance, : » ]l . : :

N ; . -

) : j
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.

2. Poverty Level in District (% AFOC)

A

- .

(a) True to the intentions of our s‘ampl'ing decign, the experi-

mental and ;ontro]

v;r{aﬁla.

groups were balanced with respect ta this

(b) Heﬂthiu; districts tended to be decliners, and were less apt
* to be giiners. ‘ :

(c)

» AFC Irtmt, Score N
° Decline o Change Gain
High Catrl, 667 .333 .000 1
\ Exper. 313 .000 .667 ]
Hed{um . Cntrl, .286 429 .286 7
b Exper. 444 a1 444 9
Low .o/ Cntrl, .000 1.000 .000 2
I  Exper; .333 167 .500 5 .
lf 33s NN
o
yariable: % aFOC_ Treatment _Score
BE:::; i Tum “Gontrol No Cnange
" High > Decline
(.273) A T A28 .
: - R r By
- B !
Experimental< .
(.636) . MR
* o
LOW S50 o wme o mn| e amer wee cee e omn Gain
(.242) : > - (.394)
Interpretation . ' ' a

The freatment effects are robust; fn faci, they are slightly
stronger when his contral is introduced.

. —

~@

N
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3. Percsnt Minority Enrollment

. . . =
% Minority Tremt. ] : L Score ‘N
: Ueciine Ho Change Gain '
High Catrl, .667 .333 . .000 3
Exper. .000 . .444 .556 9
Medium Catrl, . 500 4 500 . .000 2
Exper, : 000 v 800 .200 5
Low . Catrl, ,429 .286 .286 - 7
Exper. 288 . .000 ' Ju - 7 .
33 = NN
Varizhie: ___ % Minority Treatment Score
Base: MedTum Contral . No Change
Low +. 231 % >Decline
(.424)\_. : : . - _ (.242)
P
P

%0% - Experimantall

(.636)
High +353 % ‘j > ¥6ain
(. 364) : . . (.393)
Interoretation

(a) True to the intentions of the sample design, the percentage
N of minority students in districts was not ralated to selection
into the experimentai or control group.

- (b) Ofstricts with middling percentagas of minority students were
mostly “No Change" districts.

(¢) Table 1nterac’1ons show that the affects of having minority .
students ara.not consistant. That is, both "Kigh ingrity” and
- “Low Minoritj districts behaved diffarently, 4ecending on
v whether they were in the experimental or control grouos. The
"High" and "Low" districts tended toward exirames: experiren-
/////Eals qained and controls losz.

' ////(d) Treatment effects ars rsbus. and appegr to be virtually unaf'efbaé
/////// by this varfable. ,

P

]40: ) S K} -
[ ‘




4. District Enrollment Size (Averace Dajly Attandancs)

ADA Tremt, ‘ Score N
’ EEHM Mo Change = Gain
snall © . Catel. . .35 375 250 8
) Exper. .091 " .273 536 1
Med{um Cntrl. .6687 .333 000 3
- _ Exper. ~143 429 .429 7
Large Cntrl. 1.000 .000 000 - 1
. Exper. .000 667 .333 3
' : ' . 33 « NN
! " yarfable: ADA ‘Treatment ___ Score
Base: - ] Mad{um Control K No Change
“Large ' ‘ o Decing
(13 A B
,;35/ . ’
”~ .
, ‘-
: ) Cd
. . ' Exparimentald
: _ (.636) \
. . . . ‘\.-1%,
small - + 238 >'G'ain :
(.576) . . . (.393)
Iniygg. retatian )
A ' (a) Large and smail dticricts were Just as likely as medium-

enroliment districts to be fn the experimencai groug.
(b) Small districts were somewhat more.inclined to be gainers,

(¢) ﬂhcn'd{strict enroliment size {s cunsidered, the trestrment
effects ramain robust. - ‘ . . '

- . ~ - 181
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5. Oistrict Size (Mumbar of Sthaals)

. r . e
_ #of Schools  Trtmt. : : Score . N
Decline No _Change Gain i
Small  * Catrl. 448 1 229
) | Exper. .100 200 .700 10
* Madium - Cntrl. 1.000 .000 .00 2
- Exper. ~ . 000 . 871 .429 7
Large . © Cntrl, .000 1.000 - .000 1
: Exper. . .20 . .500 -250 a
’ 33 = NN
. o . N _ ‘

" vVariable: _ # of Schools Treatment’ - . Scare ‘;7
Base: Medium Cantrol ~  No Change ~,
Small_ . _ * - Qacline
(.576 ‘

(.282)

-5 Gain
4.{.293)

tnturgr‘taéion - . - o : .

- (a) Small districts (i.e., districts that contain relatively few
schools) were samewhat under-representad in the experimental
group (comparad to medfum-sized distiricts). o

- W (b) Smaller districts gained more, but this was not a result of

: their overly abundant reprasentation in the exzerimental groua.
Indeed, their under-representation in the experimental group
acted to "suppress” their tandency to gain.

(¢) When this control {s introduced, the exgerimental group appears
"t be just as likely as the cantrol group td decline. [n
other words, the experimental groug's tendency nat to .decline
.stems from the fact that it {s one tnird compcsed of medium-
sized districts, nane of wnich declined. ' ’

- v




>

§' Oiiﬁrict Size (Mumber of Emoloyees)

» N
* - #_of Employees Trtmt. . ’ Score - R |
— ' Decline NaoCringe "Gain
Small Catrl. 375 375 ' T .50 - 8
- Exper.’ Q91 . 273 836 1
Medium . Cntrl. 667 .333 - +000 A
: Exper. 143 .429 429 -7
Large Catrl. 1.000 .000 ~ <000 1
;xplr. .000 . 667 .333 3
I - : 33 = NN
Variable: . # of Emplayees  Treatment Scare )
Base: dectum Contral . Mo Change.
' Small

Large -

(.121) .

Integgretatian“

(a) This flow graph echcas tha story prasesiyt by i tha other,.
indicators of district size (i.e., ADA ‘ad numkar of xc‘mals)
It suggests that. nct af other fac.ars. stell d*s..r'lcts tendad
to qain. A .

(b)_ Thcra was no relaticnship bctwun district siza and senectian )
- into thn experimental group. . .

- (¢} The trnuunt effacts remain rcbust when this contrul is -
introduced.

by . .
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7. Metropolitanism (
i

o Metro. Trtmt. ___ Scare ' [
' Uecline o Change .Gain '
Metro  catrl. 800 .200 .00 S T
Exper. <000 . 500 «500 T 12
Non-Metrn Catrl. : .286 429 .286 7
Exper. ‘ .222 222 556 - 8
: 33 = NN
Yariable: Metrooolitanism  Treatment - Scors
Base: , Metropalitan Control * No Change
' , : ~50%% '
Non-Metro Experimentals— — = —>0ecline -
.{.485) G : - (.2842)
Gain .
(.393)

Intaroretation °

(a) ﬁntropnlitanism was ﬁnt ralatad to salection into the experi-
: mental group. ’ . )

(b} Oistricts in nonemetropolitan areas were somewhat more {nclined
‘to gzin than'were districts in retropolitan areas. This is
consistent with the findings thas smaller districis tendzd to’
ragister gains. S '

() Significant interactions alert us to inspect tHe table more
closaly.. Here we see that the non-matropolitans wiho gained
were primarily 'in the experimental group. This suggests that
non-matropolitan districts, when exposed to treatzent, szand ©o
gainza lot. When not exposed %o treatment, non-retrapolftan
districts do not display dny inhersnt tendency to gain. ~

(d) Treatment effects are robust, fndasd, amplified by sais contral
variable. :




8. Geograghic Area of Sta%e | . . ‘ Poen

Tremt. i Score

Area
ciine Na _Change Gain
Sact. catrl, 333 .33 .33 6
' . Exper. .286 . .286 429 7
Bay Area catrl. - ~.800 . | .200 .000 | 5
- Exper. ;| .000 ©,600 .400- 5
So. Cal. . Catrl. : "J000 1.000 : 000 1
Exper. .000 .333 .667 9
' 33 «'NN
\
Variable: Ragicn Treatrant - Score
Base: . Bay Area ' Controi ’ No Change’
%ag;a e "?;;Oecline
+394) ,.qﬂi_/" Ve (.262)
/ d-§ / )
P ”~
7 -~
_ ’/;7Expgr1mgnta '

(.636)

'Sa Cal?

, cain -
(.303) S - —7 (.393)
Interoretation

(a) Compared to 8ay Area districts, a grealer papuIaticQ‘E&»Scuthern
Califarnia districts wera in the experimental groug. “Hence,
toth directly and indirectly, Southern California disfricts were

~ lass 1ikely to be decliners (indeed, there were nd decliners in
Scut@nrn Caldfornia). o - .

{b) Sacramento and far northern districts, however, ware more fnciined
. to-be gafners. This could be relatad to the greater presence in
that ragfon of small, rural districts---the same high-imoact
group that has been identif{ed in cur examination of other cantrol -
varfables. .. , . i
(c) This table is riddled with interactions. Geograpnic are2
does not have a consistent effect on bath experimensal and
contrel districts in any of the three regtons. % is no surarise,
Ve thcnib§ha: the treatment effects still emerge as strong and




- ‘ . . : | o
E. Controls for Fiscal, Legal.and/or Special Factors that Could
> , =

Influence a District's Ability or wiliﬁto‘Compiy with Title IX
‘ . // | . : o
/
There are a number of circumstances, not exactly demographic in’
nature that could inf1uence d1str1ct progress toward Title IX comp11ance. ’
Some districts may have experienced more severe fiscal prob]ems as a

resu]t of dec]ining enro]]ments and/or PropoS1tion 13 than others. Dis=-

o tricts may marshai their interna] resourfes in different ways--- ways

that somehow affect our dependent variable, Some districts may feel the -

___influence of community‘pressure for or against sex equity. Some districts

{

might have encountered disruptions from 1abor strife during the period of
this experiment. The‘various fiscal, legal and'speciai factors that.

. were defined in the Methods Chapter are now examined, again using our

- modified D-systems analysis. /formai Flow graphs are not dravn for vari-

ables that had no discernible direct or indirect effects; -

1. Does the distr1ct have a Titie IX officer?

At the post-treatment cycle of data co]]ection, all d1stricts (both
experimental and contro]) had Tit]e IX officers hence the post-treatment
vari able cannot expiain any differences in gain scores

A]though the pre- treatment cycie showed that a few d1str1cts had not yet
| appointed Tit]e IX officers (or had let their prev1ous appointments 1apse)t

, . _ . . A - /
thig variable still had no effect on the experimental outcome.

2. Qther specific duties/Jobs of the Title IX off1cer’

" Again, this. variab]e fai]ed to show any effect on the ‘tendency of"
diStr1cﬁE;$° decline or gain in their Title IX compiiance.

L}
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e [X Officer Horkload.'Post-freatment (# of other jobs/

(a) These ﬂndings are parcicular/ly weak becauss then are so few

cases in the "mre man one" /catagory.

(b) These data suggest that dis

/
ricts whots Title IX Officers had

3. Tit
positions
4 of othef )
- pasitions Treatment Decline +No _Change Gain N
1 other catrl. 500 300 200 10
Exper. .08 .353 .588 17
More than one Cntrl. .500 .500 .+000. 2
_ Exper. .250 .500 .250 K]
' : 33 = NN
Variable: # of other jobs Treatment ‘ Score
/ ase: - aone other Contro| No (hange
More m'an. one Decline
(.182) \ 4 = (e
|
\ * =
Interpretation

‘ meltiple positions were sHth!y less ‘apt to be gainers than
ware distr'lcts with Title 5x Officers that only had one other
Job,

This find‘lng 4s furthar ‘weakenad by the apparant fatlure of th'ls
variable to account for any score differences during tha pre- !
treatmont cycle of data collection.

- (e)

The trestment effects remain robust in the presence of this

- (d)
: control variable. '

Frs .
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W NNz

(4. Title IX Officer Tine Comitment (Hours/Oay) = - * / .
- |
Time/0ay Treatment Decline No_Chan ; Gain
: : Y kRS 11
Ahoc Cntri, ©.000 429 | . ¢
: Expger. .500 .500
1-4 Cntrl, . .143 .429
o Expur. 1.000 S .000
4 Cntrl, .143 : .286
i Exper. x
. 3
. Y w : \
i i /
Hours/Day ' Treatment f’ Score

Adhoc Control | | / No Change
¢ I :

~
Experimenta
(.636)

4+ hohr.'; il
(.242)

- - gnter_precat'lon

(a) This flow graph gives us soms rather baffling resuits. Oistricts -
whose Title IX officers spent fixed amounts of time working on =~
Title X compliance activities were someshat more Tikely to be
in the experimental group; ‘this may be an artifact of the

. spacial organizational demands placed on experimental group dis-
tricts; it also could be rajated to the experimental group's
tendency to gain and tendency not Lo decline.

(P) Direct efifects, however, "are coun r-intuitive. The flow

I suggests that, net of other factors), districts with Title®

‘ X officers who comudt fixed amounts of time to thair Title X
duties fare worse than districts whose Title IX.officers operate
on an “as needeq” basis.: This ,ult seems credible for the
group whose Title IX officars reported that they spent between

, one and three hours: each day ~ at|their Title IX duties. The

py graph's suggestion that- those who spend mre than four hours in
daily Title.IX activities ars more apt o decline and less aot t0
gain {s belied by the 'data in th table. In this case, the 0 co-
efficients on the paths appear [to be distorted by the lack of .
control group districts in the 4+ catagury. Sinca -thers was only
one such district and since tha district daclined, estimates
for the effect of this variabléfhave been distorted. .

_(c)~Treatment effects ‘again apoear to have survived tais control
varfable. : :

4
\




5. Prior Equity Activit
i 1

Treatment Decline No Change Gatn

N
\.\’ v
Considerable Cntrl.. 1.000 .000 .000 C 1
Exper. 187 7 500 333 12

Minimal Cntrl. 687 333 000 3.

E xper. .000 333 667 3.
None Cntrl. 375 375 .250 8
' _Exper. . W000 .167 .833 ‘s

33 = NN

. Variable: Prior Eguit‘( Activity Treaatment Scors -
- ase: Considershle Contre . . No-Change

........................ ‘ T

Wnimj — — — — — = — —— = =—2)0Deline

{.182) : | — T 4t.282)
~ *

/’

> Experimental -~

2 (0636) >\’{ . 9
2905 Y S
- .

_ Interpretation »
" {a) Here we find a fully-drawn model. ’

(b). aupiti the random sampling procadure, districts that had alreédy‘

had considerable exposure to pro-equity training and technical as-

sistance programs were more strongly represented -in the experimen-
tal group than were districtS with minimal or no prior equity

gontact. ... - ‘ .

(¢) Thi;.”huwd\hr. was na advantage to the axpeﬁmninl group since,
apparently, those with minimal or nd prior equity activity are /’«'
more inclined to be gainers, and less likely to be decliners. ,/

(d) The significant table interactions in tha * pathes suggest that
: this vartable operatsad differently for.the experimental and
controX groups.’ [n particular, districts that had little or no
prior equity activity wnc 2150 were in the experimental group
gained; those in the control group-did not. Henca, the data
suggest that prior equity activity per sa does not affect the
outcome, but that districts that have had little or no prior
contact with pro-equity training and technical assistance pro-
grams are the very districts who stand to gain the most from
© that contact. : . .

{e) The treatment effects are robust. [n fact, we would expect o
find even stronger treatment effects had the experimental B
group had more districts with little or no prior equity. ex-
perience (i.e., the controlled paths are greater than the
zarg-order paths).: ‘
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6. Comp]aint $¢atus of District

The number of experimental and control districts that received OCR .

comp]aint& during the period of this study was very small

Hence. this
variable had no discernible effect on the experimental outcome. Pre-
treatment complaint status also made no apparent difference

, 7. Pre-Tfeatment Grievénce Status : "

Our analysis shows that the‘grievance status of districts prior to

nvo]vement in the study (in either experimenta] or contro] groups) had no
effact on the experimenta] outcome. = |
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8., Ye n {qvances Fil urin th Tarm of ud?

r Grigvance Treatment  Oegling 9 thange - Gain i)
No . Cntrl, 586 222 222 9
. Expar, . 108 .368 ' 528 19
Yes cntrl. B k) . 667 .000 3
Erper. .000 .500 . .50 -2
S o Bem
Varfable: Gelavan " Treatment Sco.ra
base: No Gricvance Tontrol . - No Change
qu(eg svance - i
: ~~ ' Experimentai”
) \, \(‘s
\ ;& :
Intergretation
(a) Experimental group districts were no more likely to have had a
grievance f{lad than were control group dlstricts.
(b) Thos« distrfcts that had a qﬁevanca filed ware Tess apt to
decline than wars those that didn’'t, but they:also were Tess apt to -
. gain. [n ather words, districts that had a grievance fﬂed, for
tho most part, remined stationary (no dunge) .
(c) Trutmnt affects are virtually unchanged when this cn....crol
. 13 added.
_‘\\ ' |
\ J
. : ‘\\ . é
f . \ .
' N |

.



9. “Impact Revenue Reductions Under Proposition 13

L : . :

. , Y

" Impact Treatment  Decline  No Changed - Gain i}
Little Impact Cntral. 500 .167 333 6
R -Expar. 200 .200 .600 10
Mod'}t Impact Cntrl. 2750 .250 .000 4,
: - Exper. .000 .600 400 .5
Severe Impact Cntrl.- .000 1.00* . .000 2
; ‘ " Exper. +.000 .600 4000 S
v 32 = NN
wwr »
‘yariable: Impact of Reduction Treatment Score
Base: - Modest . _ Control ~ Mo Change
Little — +.288 ’ 3> Yain .
(.s00) - (.393)
i -/
' ]
- 3 - o ~
 Severs —— b z ’1‘4‘? e "__.. ._esnecﬂne
« (. 219) . - : ( 242)
-
. Interoretation T )
(a) * The experimental group was representative of the spectrqm .
o of d'lstr'lcts with raspect to this variible.

(b) .Those exper‘lencing severe impact tnnded., nevertt'leless. not to .
decline ('Indeed. none of them did).

’

.~ (c) .On the other hand, those districts that sufféred Httle or no {11 -
o3 effects fram Praposition 13's revenue reductions tended to gain more
o - than district‘ that suffared modest revenue reduction effects.
* (d) “Again, :hl traatment affects remain r-obust : v
‘ .
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-~ 10. Current Equity Districtf (Experfmantal Group Only)

§uuig\015tr1ct Oecline. s N Change Gain y_
Yes - C 000 375 625 8
No ) .153 . _ .388 . J481 13
_ _ -'° o ' 21 = AN
. o e d
Varfable: - Equity? . Score . i .
Base: * No. . No Change v - .
. | A _ _
B - ' [
T S — il S —30ecline oot
(.381) T 7(.282) .
' . -
. P .
Y7 zain .
A , o *(.393) .
Interpretatians'- J . o \/ , A
. . s K : . .
(a) ¢ This variable only concarns experimental group districts, since
. na cortrol group districts were permitted to participata’in o
Project Equity. The subsat of experimental group districts =
that was in Project Equfty tended ta dacline Tess' than the mon- -
-Project Equity districts. However this difference is minutéd
(sincagonly two experiimantal group distri daclined anywaz). -
(b) Experimental group districts that were in Prﬁject Equi t-j were .not
. more common than non-PjnJect Equity districts in the gaider group.
. . L .t ’ . .
. 3 R .
<% § hd s
v .
. ‘:' a ~ ,
-~ Y, -
P EY 1\\ B
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T ‘ ' . * t- \ >
K""\-— '11v " Had Labor Conflict? .
B i . . ' ) I 3 ’ .
Labor ' . : BN
- Conflict Treatment - Decline ‘Ha_Change . Gain . - N
. fes © caerl, 333 . 667 . .000 3
_ ~+ Exper.. 222 . .556 222 9.
. No . Cntrl, .556 S 2222 S 222 -9
s A Exper. S .00 2% . . 750 0 12
' . ’ ) ) . . ‘ B3 NN
. Variable: . Labor Cmect - " Trestment Scora
Base | Yes . Contrai .. No Change-
N’O J . . K ' g : : DQC'HHQ
(.636) \ 2N . ﬁ,ﬂ. }( 242) j{

’V‘
.t e
. [ . L -
SN
Intemretation i’ F . ‘ . N
(a-) Labor conﬂict as not relatad to b&inq in t.h‘a experimental
, or control grou . , ‘ v .

(b) Those withodt Tabor conflict tended to ga*ln mors ‘than those with . -
- labor conflict. Note, however, the presence of statistical inter- ™
: - actions in the table (denoted by astarisks* on the relevant d
- coefficients). The "no conflict* group that gafned was mostly .
, « fa the experimantal group, while-a majority of the “no conflict"
v ' contrals actially daclined. Herdte, the effect of Tabor” peace )
K . was not the same ¥or both groups. . :

,"~ ' (c) Treatment effects_ aqain emerg_e as the most saHent ’factors. ' o

¥ P

g | o g 188

~3

( :



(W2

M 4

ki . '

\ _ : 12/ Any Major Change in Df'sﬁtrict Administration , -
. . Changes? ' Troatment Decline . *  Na_Change © Gain
T Yes Entrl. 286" .629. - .28 0
. . Exper. 077 . - .538 1
. N catrl. 800, . A . 000
. _ Exper. - - 125 . . 375, ' ..500 .
4.’ . . ’ . . . - o, L H ) -'.’ "‘33'"“
~ .. Yariable; Administrition Change Treatment .. Score
. . . . . ) . N : o “ [l V",
- ’ o . . ~ \ . 3 .
¥ =~ ’/
No ' oL .
(439N - | =
e N :
N .
R . \ P Y
Ce TS
. ’. LS
“Intsroreeation . . -, o

(a) Art, face valun.,thﬁl ana.r ‘flow graph sd?{ggsts a result opposite. | .
from that expectsd. .It indicates that {{tricts that experiénc
no administrative upheaval were more 1{kely to decline, and less.‘

'Iﬂielybto gain. ;. o / L
(b) This interpretation, however, is.2a ain bedeviled by statistical

-~ ‘ interactions that alert‘us to the 1{kelfhood that the -effects
. . are different for the two treatment groups. . The “administrativaly
' . stable® districts that declined were mostly controhdistricts, -
—9&, _ ‘'while only one “stable” experimental district ddclined. Hence,
\ -, again, we see that-ons can easily Se deceived by taking at faca
valie flow graph coefficients that*embody statistical interactions.

¢ %ec) It is clear, howaver, th_a}}'ﬁfe treatment effects again surviv'e‘
the introduction of "the control variable. : ’
- Y :' 5 - ) ! ' ) . ' ' .
. " . * .
, “ DR <7 .
L4 ; [ ) )
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‘ .13, Any Major Changes in Staff Patgiﬁ's or A.ssfanments‘? g ' e
. {z AR . b . R ‘ / . R
Change? ~  Treatment pDecline :-. " - Ng Change - Gain N .
" Yes . - Cntrl, . 1.000 .000 ,000. | 2T
oo Exper. ° ,000 3 - 667 - .333 3
-yo . . Cntrl, .400 . .400 T - 200 19 .
: Exptr. , 111 ] »333 . 556, - 18
..‘ ) ._.‘ , R Ve ) 33 = AN
" Variable: Staff Change? : Treatment N Score
daye: = Yes® K CQntroI D - , No Change -
N e s ¢ ) 5.
- D 11 .'
. ecline
r” v .‘9\ &
PO 7 . o
) v

A .5\
TSy, T 0

.
- . . . . -
i ) - N . .. e * .
s ’ : . , . N
i o - . -
. . L o [ * -
- - . . . . -

. N . - - L . ) . N . . . ..
t_ngmt_ay_og - . L .. o “
(a) There was no di fferenca between the/eprrimental and control o b
o : groups in the incidence of staff upheavals. . \
- (b) Distﬁcts that had nc major changs in staff pattems were slightly
: ’ mare 1nc11ned to gain.) ~ . N :
(¢} The: treatment effects remain robust with theaintwduction of- this
control variable. o
)I R 1‘
! . ro
- e 9 .
\ ;
\Q
h e . ) o
: - @
- * (i w ]
4
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e’ 1 T L - R ’ T,
14, Power Position.of Curitact Person ' o e ' -
o ‘ - A ™
y N ) o . . X . : 7
‘position _ . . Treatmedt Decline - - No (hange = -Gain -~ H -
. . Supt. or Asst. Supt.. Catrl. 484 . .33 - 27 8 g
3 L : " Exper. ..000 - . .20 . ,800 I
‘e ' * Cabinet Level  °  ‘Catel, - . .000 - 000 . 000 v
: L - Exper. .167 » 667 . o167 6
- Sub-Cabinet Level Cntrl. ;. .667 . .333 000° 3
a ;. .- L . w200 400 “ o400 59
- : ‘- . - K N e . 33

- v

. . \___J‘ . H 1 . hd Scdl"ﬁ
* .o : - : No Change
Qr Declinn’ ‘.

C s e e . ., d P N . \
< (.242) — Y a3iga(93)
Uy ) . Ky . . a

o ¢ ) . . o : :

Inte;g‘ retation

(a) .Experimanval group districts tended to have contact persons who
- were at the middla (cabinet) level, while contrdl group districts
tendad to 3pwgint contact persans who aither were at the to .

U ' echelon (14¢.,\superintendents or assistant super'lnt_enden_tsy or, al- '
. . . tarnatively, were at the lowest level (~ay sub-cabinat level).

{b) Tuis pattern explains part of the tendsncy of experimental groip
districes not to deciine, thaugh it doesn't explain_ruch of
the!r greater.tendency. to gain. ' g
As expictad, districts. that appoint top-echeion contact parsons
tand tq gain--~ but only yhen that appointmant {s/combined with

~training and udlnical‘uéstan_eu .akin ta ¢hat provided in the
exgerimental group (note e'interadciqns.aga'_lng

>
7,
o

. N . . . . .
r : (d) Oistricts thi% appoint contact persons-at the sub-cabinet Tevzi
P « appear to be more apt to decliine, though there are too few cases
g to hav(mch confidence in ghis Yinding. - '

(e) Oespite the cantrols, the treatpent effacts remain visibla.

=2=. - °
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F. Controls for Organizational Ciimate Factors

T g T T =

0 . ({ o . . TA
_As noted 1n the chapafr descr1b4ng-our methods and meaSures, we

a]so sought 1nformat1on about some of the more 1ntangib1e, etherea]
. factors that m1ght 1nf1uence a district' s ability or W111 to comply
with Title IX. Although we dg not have endless conf1dence 1n the
eff1cacy of ail of these measure5° the1r relat1ons to the treatment
’ and dependent var1ab1es are nevertheless 1nterest1ng _ They are -
presented 1n this section, using the same D systems format. Aoain,'

‘ where no. direct or 1nd1rect effects are found (1 T whero there wou1d

be no arrows -drawn extept the zero-order arrows from the treatpent
/-

4y

PRSI il

ank, to the dependent var1ab1e) the D-systems data are not reoorted

) R I Staff attitudesrtoward federal programs o ',:t'

L]

Th1s var1ab1e fai]ed to register any’ discernible effect either ¢
prentreatment or.post- treatment Most d15tr1cts responded that the1r .
staffs supported federa1 programs in schoo]s, but tha pattern of ! reeponse

was not related to any other variable 1n the;hodel ' . e

. : Lad . 4

2.  Community attitudes toward federa];pr_grams.and toward sex eq_;gl,

.Again, community att1tudes toward federal programs in schools had

~

o discer"1b}e effeCttjé°” did C°mmUﬂ1ty att1tudes toward sex equ1;y have
an. effect on score outcome, .~ ' '

- & -



'.V . o o )’.v, -.t
* 1, taff attitude toward sex 1ty - Lo -
At the post-trestment cycle of’ data coﬂection, neanly all distr'h:ts

E responded that their staﬂ's supported the thrust of sex equity programs.

" hence, th1s variable prpved to be,a poor pred*lctor of district gsin JScore,
\ o

Houever. the pre-treatmant rnarginals were a pit more evenly du{ded.

_ Though- the data are still quite weak. they are presented in the follew{gg\
-table and flow graph. k

" Attttude Trimt. ,. - - score N N
- . Decline - No tnange Gain |

¢

“Support: Catrl. . 445 - ,333 222

) p
' o Exper. - 071 .500 T .429 14
- . Neutral * Catrl. © o .500 .5Q0 . 000 2
. . Exper. . .000 .000 .000 - 3
Opposed Cntrl. 1,000 .000 ' .000 S
. . Exper, 333 o . 333 - .33 3
- é — ' 32
Variable: Attitude - Treatment -+, Score
dase: R Neutral , tpnpr;&] No Change
'.Suppprt ] . k. . L ‘ " ©. = 0acline
(.719) \ - : ) SR _/"7 (.202)
) 1 ¥

-

(.125) . “ L0 (a393)
: 1 e ™ E
Interoretation P LN -
-~ . o
o " (a) This flow grsph presents a peculiar picture. It suggests that ‘
self-reported "neutrals* are more- 11kely than either “supporters”
* . or "opposed” to be'gainers. ‘Inspection of the table reveals
-’ that the small number of cases justif, skepticism; true, all of
R ) the exper*lmental/neutrsls gained. hpw ver, there only were three
. . of them! \ .
' . ' \ . :
\ . (b) Given the small margfnals M’thn d;mutral” and "opposed" cste- -~ ‘gg
gories, the safast conclusion to Graw from this table ang flow?® s
- \ -graph is that the experimentdl treacment again appears t have ,
. ) survived the intrpduction of a tomtrpl vartiable. : ‘

teo o . ' o
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N - " . . - .
’b B

- . ‘w L]
4. District's Native Propensity Toward [nnovation . .
) : : B . . -
* Innovative? . Trtmt. - ‘Scors ., . N :
Uecline No Charge Gain (
Yes Catrl, 1.000 Qe - .00 L, \L
’ : S Exper. : .128 . .500 .375 16,
No . Catrl. . _ .455 .364 .182 11 .
Exper. -000 .000 + 1.0 s~
. : . 33 = AN :
Variable: Innovative? Traitment Score |
Basa: - Tes T \ Control .= No Cnange S -

. . =

) . . . \ . S *-

. ' L ek — T, S 2 .
. (3 .—‘ - . 2, / )
) _—bzq . . . ' B / T ’ \ " ‘
“Ho = e A0S - ‘Experimental 7. ' .
(.485 - {.636) P
= i h

7
Interpratation - | ' R

(a) The experimental groups, despita sampl ing precautions, tanded ‘e
, to have mare fnnovative districts (defined here as districts \
A that had sought federal {nnovative projects at some time fn ' .

" the recent past). s e T

-

(b). Howdver, contrary to expectation, this imbalanca actually
suppressed the t&nr‘genca of treatment .affacts, since the non- %
s ‘ innovative districts tended ts deciine lass and to gain more
. (net of other factors) than did the innovative dfstricts, "
(c) Interaction effects appear tg be particularly pernicious in .
this model. The one fnnavative control district was.a decliner; .
. . " al11 f{ve rion-innovative experimental districts wers dainers.
: - The table {s riddled with empty cells. Hence, it is quite
o >erly.».that- the flow graph‘s “findings" are misleading---at
\7- least with respect to the control variabla. :

(d) Theatment effacts, however, do 'ap.p'ear‘ta be robust. an

#k
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. 4 . . . ! - o ‘
= §5. Ofstrict's Native Inclination to Support Title IX “(measured
. by lenqth of time taken (o adoot farmal comLHance;. .

0§ oo ot e i S = T S = e

Rate of Adaptfon Trtnmt. ' . Score N
. - . : ‘ Tecline  Na Change = Gain -
. "Laggards" entrl. 667 333 000 -6
vt o . ' " Exper. . ..000 333 .67 6
" "Lecals” catrl., - .333 333 0 333 6
. - Expar. . «222. G331, 444 9
"avant-Garde®  Cntrl. . .000 . .000 .000 0
‘ Exper. - .Qo0 .500 " .400 3 ,
B ‘ Lo ' 32 = NN
. U 3
Var;iable: ' Adoption Rate Treatment . Sccr{e :
Baser - "Legals” .. GControl  ,  No'Change. .
. | ’/’/ . V ‘ .
."Laggards” Oecl fne
(.3?2) e /

"Avant-Garde" = "L

oo C1s6) /

’ Inter_gretaticn/

(a) “Avant-Garde® districts were more strongly reprasented {n the
- 4xperimantal districts than were the "Legals". Although the
- ‘ -/'Ath—Gu-de" was less apt to decl{ne, it was also less apt thsn

- / " the "Legals” to gain. :
- (b) The presenca of several empty table cells and of statistical

interactions makes interpretation of these data auite treacherous,
Hence, our safast fntarpravation of this flow graph {s that
shows . the continued robustoess of the tredtmant effects.

e
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N 6. Median Age of Teiclﬂnq Staff

4 .
Age( Tremt.- - . Score _° ' SN

\ . . Decline No s&ange » Gain

. Younger . Catrl, .667 .333 .090 R
, g -~ Exper. .73 .091 ° .636 N
. Oldar Cntrl. T .50 500 - 250 8
» "+ Exper. .50 . .00 - .00 - 10
» ’ . . . : R N
. L . . - =M,
A ) : ’
. " Varfable: ‘Median Age " Treatment .+ Seore
Base: - Younger ] Cantrol No Change -
SR P R
) \?::b : ! J’b“%/ : .
‘ : ~N L '
¢ -~
- ' E}Expor‘lunul/ .
o~ (.638) W e
o ' -/ Gain '
, (.393)
Interoretation | v N
' (a) The median age of th‘ teaching staffs of‘tho districts in the
. - axperimental group was somewhat younger than that of the contral
. U graups. \ S N G e
. . (b) This compositional difference was not related to differences in *
3 . the twa group's scd‘hs-in"ﬂtle IX compliance. ‘
e . (é) The treatment eﬁ\'ec;I‘.s remain robust.
s, : . ! .' -
, Yoo o e
r i
. / 1 ] ‘ ~
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7. Average Tenure of Teaching Staff

This variab]e proved to hdve no discernib]e effect on either the

treatment or the dependent variable.

8. District efficiency and organization

This variab1e,\as measured, d1d not have any discernible effect on

e1ther the treatment or the dependent variab]e

N i N L
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9. . District Rad Tape (Bureaucratic Ossification)

P A
Score &

"Red Tape? o ~ N
. Uecline No (hange Gain
v - oo .
Cumbersome .750 .250 - -.0Q0 4
. ’ .000 .800 ‘2200 S
Average - co .0Q0 .00Q .000 0
. .250 .500- .250 4
‘Flexibla: 286 429 .286 7
’ 091 .091 c.818. . 1L
’ ' 31 = NN
\» ~. g
I e . b .
Variable: Red Tape Treatment Scare ,
s base: - ‘Average . . cantrel Gain -
o e 7
90 : .
» \. . * b
: \ \&@ '.“é/ ‘ L "‘( ]
! \ “ &&perimnta1/_- T
A -7 (.63 3
B - D e e g e
- '73‘ R% ’ '
FlexibleZ__= N +. 379 % Gain
(.381) < (.393) :
{ntaroretation

(a) Since thers wefe absolutaly no control group districts :i';'ted‘ L
as "Average", our 0 Systems analysis shows the experimental group
" with less tendsncy to be either cumbersome or flexible; this may

be a spurious finding.
I ()
. ‘declined.

Cumbersome districts tended to decline. However, table inter-
"actions shaw that only the cumosrsoms cantrol group districts

' ’
.
. . s,

S‘lmﬂaﬂy. flaxible districts were rare inciined to 'ga}—ﬁ_. bus
~ this seemed to wark mostly for the flexible experimental cistricis.

Treatment effects remain robust once again. ° : \ :

.
.
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10. Formal{sm/Persanalism Continuum - -
- ' - _ 3 & ) R .

. Formalism Trtmt. Scare ’
. . Oeciine , flo Change - Gain

=

Formal Catri. . .500 - 500 ,000

) .2
B . Exper. - 500 . .500 .000 2
8lend Catrl. 400 . .200 .400 ]
] © - Expar. 125 375 .500 8
: Persanal Cntrl. .5Q0 - .500 ° - .000 4
: _ i Exper.- 000 222 178 ‘2
‘ - 30 = NN
Ay
. Variable: Formal/Personal Treatment Score
- Base: ~ Bland tontroi - No Change
M—vﬂ& » . ' . . - 7". .
o , N L
) | ; N \ e < S Ca /-’b\\&/ .

N\

. Persanal
{.433)

' Interpretation

(a) The formalism/parsonalism continuum was not relatad to selection
{nto the experimental or control groups. '

. -

(b) Formal districts registered:fewer gains than did more personal-
{stic ones. This could te an artifact of the district sizs
relationship that we have already noted---since sraller districts

e i g% "41 S0~ DR thE MA@ pErSOn AT 5TIC Ones.

o {c) The traatment effects again emerge as salfent, even after the
' introduction of controls. - ' »

A

3 .
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11. Oistrict Democracy/Autocracy Continuum

. . <
- . . &
L -
Qemocracy - -T'r'tmt:.l " score . N.
B Decline No_Changa Gain -
Democratic Cntrl. 250 500 . .250 4
: per. 125 125 .750 8
Autocratic Cntril. 667 333 .000 8 .
» Exper. .083 .500 417 12
) ) £ ©30 = NN,
- Variable: Cemocracy/Autocracy Treatment Scofe ~
‘Base: Oamocratic Control Ro Change |
ro '
. ?uggcr)'atic‘, ' - T aoecizztzxg :
¥ .600 . S ” /
. \ " - . /%‘ . a
. \ e .Exper'hsn?ntal - .
» — . 2?3 %

——
ot —f’f’.(.ssa)

v

Inte_r;gretation ' ‘ .

(a) The democracy/autocracy continuum {s not reiated to sslecticn il

{nto the éxperimental or control groups.

(b) 1cts tanded to gain somewhat less than dem-
(¢} ’ )
. n -
. } . e .
~
> T
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«~ 12, Staff Morale

Fa
Morale + Irtmt. Score : N
: Tecline No Chance Gain
High © eatrl. 7. .800 " i400 .200° 5
Al . Expel‘. 0167 .000 .833 ‘ 6
) Average Cntrl. 667 .333 © 7 .000 . 3
- oy . Exper. 125 .500 375 8
R Low .. Catrl. . 500 .500 -  .000 2
N | . ¢ Exper. © oo 500 - .500 5
. R - oy S ) o 30 = NN
. o !
° {‘;h e -"-:.T 1
A
© . Variable: " Morale ™ Treatment ¢ Score _ <
» Base: . Average Lontraol Gain .
A_/nl - * |
o, ¥ . o .
3 High ® . Oecline
(.367) . T AT H8) .
P .
~ ’ .
Expcﬁmntai"’/f :
(.636) ) '
: | O
L] N ) <. ’ l
‘Low
(.267)
: . Interpretation L . . / R . R
. (a) Staff morale is npt relatad .to salection inta the expsri-
: mantal ar control group. . o
! : {b) Hfgh morale districis 'gainéd more than average rmorale districts.
S e pam— T .1 11, .of-4 nuraction-ums,_bowgyer..-shcws.:.‘la.t-om Y.t
2 . . high-morale experimental group districts exhidbitad this, tenden-
: ¢y to gafn. o SR . _
ﬁ”x (c) Treatment effects remain robust. y .
o ° : : ' 3
4 \ > .
- R S ~ R e e ——— S " 3 ‘ et et e sy _._.__'
. q 207
. ’ L3 ) *
. » 2 > 13
‘. -~ ) L]
" ¢ , ’
~> . »
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A- . !; ! ~ . - ’ .
/ . Z A . B y
13 Staff Eagerness to wOrk with “the ézSEE Project \ J
Th1s vamable had no discerm b‘le effect on e1ther the treatment ' T
'6r the dependent vari a'}]f. L : o, .
v e Vs : o ¢ . _
. ) O . : , : ¢ i o
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[ ] - '. - I‘ L0 N "
- - ¢
) | ) |
,. . . ‘ . . Ld - . - . . Lt L
. ) . [ X R ? . . -, ‘ \
. 14, staff Satisfaction with Educational Proaram . : \
o " satisfaction Trtmt. ¢ Score v .« N *
: fecline No_Change Gain - ,
o ’ Satisfied Cntrl, . L .500 ©.300 2 10
- : Expar. ‘ - 105 o .368 .526 19
.  Oissatisfied catrl. .500 « .500 -~ .000 2
‘ . ; Exper. .000 500 .500 2
" L - ) 33 = NN
N [ . ) .
) :
© 7 Varfable: - *7_ Satisfactiom " Treatment : Scors
-~ pase:l satistied . Gentral . ~ Mo Change e .
) _ o ' | . . . .
‘ . . : - ‘101..‘ : ) o :
. Jie 7 Dlssatitfied —— = oS e —— ——3lacline . , -
o v Jgd21) - \ . L 270 (28) :
= RTINS : S ‘. N ' "-“\9/ . e
. N . // R
¥ . . R ‘\ . Ex;()l;}:;ntaj o ]
) ¢ h . N .. y
. - ‘\ Qﬂ. 'h- -
. . S
. : . :
Intersretation T N o T _- e e
© : () Dissatisfied ‘staffs ware Just as common to the exparimental R
v . . . group as.to the control group. . = - | N PR
(b)° Oistricts that reported their.staffs to be less satisfied with
" \the educational program (a small propartion of the districts)
_tanded-to-declina-1ess-and-to-gain-lass-than. the disthicts .
with more-satisfied staffs. By inferancs, then, this dis- . .
» sat{j;ﬂoq group was mast apt to #3211 into the "ﬂq-change" catagory.
. . » (e} Treatgent effects, once again, remain robust when contrals :
: are 1ntrqduccd. : ‘ ° :
o s
- — T T
x’ ] ‘ ;_____L———;——’*'d"—‘_
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G. Controis'for‘Treatment’Factors (Experimenta1 Group Only)

The Togic of these contro] variabies differs somewhat from those
employed up to this point Here, we do‘not seek to know whéther some com~ .
positiona] difference between the experimentaI and contro] groups accounts
for the measured difference in- gain scores Rather, we look at the different

types,of treatment'given to experimenta] districts to aScertain whether

»
LY

= any particu1ar approaches or strategies seem to have made a noticeab]e

| difference (one way or the otﬁbr) Our already" pa]e statistica] powé[,ls/
vitiated: further here by the 1oss of cases (i.e., the control districts),
hence, treatment effects are ewen harder to detect. For that reason, only a
few treatment factor contro]s met the criterion for inc1u5ion in our cata1og"
of 1inear ficw graphs Before presenting them 1et's note briefiy the -

t

treatment variabies for which no effects cou]d be discerned

t .

In the set of variab1es that ta11ied the . tota] number of discrete

. activities performed for districts no effects were detected forx(l) number
- of awareness activities, (2) number of diagnosis (OCV) actiVities,
(3) number of technica] aSSistance actiVities, (4 number of qensu]tation

: activities, (5) number of team bui]ding actiVities, (6) number of materials

~

se]ection activities, (7). numberwofmlegatwpressure activities~~ ~The oniy

one of these variab1es that seemed to have a fairly unequivo§a1 poSitive
effect on gain scores’ was the number of resource 1inkage/nebworking

D
actiVities. ‘A somewhat more ambiguous -effect was fbund for the tota1 numberu

“*’of actiVities (of a11 types) ‘that were performed “for. d1Str1CtS.A‘ThESE Tf:

- effects are. detailed rn the. fo]]oWing two - 1inear flow graphs ﬁ w ot
. B : o , .o 4

i
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. - . | - ) ° s’
1 Qf oL Nurber of Resource’lLinkdge/Netwgrking Activities
’ - v L = .

. o

Aétivities Decline No Change . . Gain

Nohe - ©,285 o 288 .428
©Few . .00 .545 ° . 455
+—-"" Emphasis 000 000 ¥ 1.000

2 lu:\l =
\

. \4 DR ) . ( -
° . i o 4\‘_ . .
: variable: Activities, p - Score L & o
» . © TPase: - Tew. ) No Change ° . .
' e * W ¢ K 2 . . . ’ . " : ,
- . ‘- . s ‘1 . B
*.286 e >~ Lo
None — ‘ el — ——3Oeciine .
(.333) S e (.095) . L
\ Emm‘is' f.545‘ e A,_?»m S é\ L
- U143 L R 524) . v T
v o ! . . . : i . s -7

- Interpratation . . " ) 4
* R [{a) Although the marginals are quite small, this flow graph gives \3
: . us & modestly convincing result. The only twer experimental
districts that-ewclined-had no activities in the resource. ’ e
inkagé/networking area: (n.the other hand, the three districts.
that emphayized this approach all gained. Though the small
- sample size has. made other specific tmamcntts%fects inaudible, i
S\ thesa'data -prov‘ldn-at-t-least—_som-eviden:a...of. afficacy of this . .. .. ..

strategy: y , T
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"2, Agareqats Number of Séxvice Activities o '
L ‘ ‘ "
) ; , ] '
Activitiaes v ( Decifne - No Change Gain N
None © . 00 . .500 500 ° 4
Few _ 125 . .500 375 - 8
Mln¥ -111 -222 — -BW . 2_ -°
! . ' ‘21 s NN '
- ) °
i Varfable: Agqregdte Activities s score
‘gase: ew v . _ ‘ No Change
, Hane ' " Fecline Ll
N . (.190)\ ;ﬂ,@? 5, - (.099) . ' vt
o Many — +.292 . » Gain S '
- (.49) o , : (.524) :

.

. Ingerpretation * - ' o o
(a) The effect noted here is very weak; indaed, it barely mests -
. jour criteridn for inclusion in the ,ﬂgw';;{;
{b) As it stands, however, this result suggests Mhat districts that
recaived the most activities gained the most. With our data, . :
: 1t is impossible to tell whethar this relation I indeed linear, Y
! ) but a small positive relation between number of activities :

“and gain scores does appear to exist (much as we would expect).

3
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NAs notad in the ﬂethgds chaptar, we also wondered whei:her f.hel
mode of servica delivery affectad @in ;cores in any way. o a‘;cer/tain
thjs. we tallied the number of consultant days de\‘/oted efther to train-
ing workshops or to tachfiical us’fst;mc& for all e'xpcr.im!ntai districts. : :

Thers 'was ng apparent relationship betieen the amount of consultant time N
’ 3 . ' i

» - spent in tedmh_':a'l“ assistance and d\c‘scor;e.outc_omes_‘ Th}f small effect - '
" detectad for tha training workshops is described in the fol Towihg h}v’:ear v o

: . ' - SRR
flow graph. . . : Lo

b ! o

P ..‘
e . N L
" ) : 3
- .

S Iraining Workshops (Meas
AR -

Y [
. e Gommi tted)
o
* Iraining Workshooy N
Nome e .m0 - .33 6
One . .083 .250 667 12
Morg than one = . - .00}' o 667 .333 .3
: B T ; : 21 = NN
e .
. B : . - / ) 4
- Varfable: .  ‘Training : Scoré - L i
Base: : One R . o No Change . .
o A .
. o [} .
None . Decline. .
(.288)~ o . (.098) .. - ,
: ~ 33 - ‘
~ ]
~ /
~ <~ :
More Than One - 3Gain . . : o
(.143) (.524) _ o ‘
(a) .Oistricts that had no training workshops ‘gained Tess than those . - . "

that had a little bit of expasurs to this approach (i.e., one
day's worth of training workshop)'.’_. o B

(b) Whataver the advantages of this apgroach, its bene?its do not appear. = ‘e
to be lidear. That {s, more training workshops do not necessarily. - :
lead to more gain. Notica in the table that the districts .that’ .
" had more than one workshop did not gain more thar those that had . =
- only one; the number of cases, however, is too small to allew -
’ this effect to be drawn-1nto our linedr flow gragh. oo

|




. Rcadeﬁ will .recalll :th‘at a}I exbarimenta] dis‘trictx:were given thé 0N o Y
chojce of three options for assessing their nesds and developing w
_ their service pragram. ‘Tﬁey .cnul?d let CC‘.:'.EE.des_ign their progrifm fof ,
} them, thay could unﬂatarany"design their awn treat.ment program, or D
. ' they could negotiate with CCSEE to est.ablish a mutually-saﬁsﬁctory ) e
' treatment pmgram. The effcca of this choicen to the extent that ' ¢
thqy can be detarmined with our small sample, are sketched in the ',

. following flow graph. .

4. Aporoach Selected ' . ' -

*a _ -
V<t . .
o _ Aoproach - Decline No Change Gain S D
& Distelct-Designed .00 B R
- " Project-Designad . .000 . % .400 . .. .500 4
T . Negotiataed - . .143 . .357 .500 . 4.
A ‘ a o - vc e NN
©t = : o ' ) ' ' 8] ' 1
Yariable: ‘- Aogroach Score e ’ .
) ase: - Olstrict Oesigned .o " No Change ’ ) ‘ ,
[ . N (. L ,:\ : . B P
* " Project Designed ' Oec]ine
. - (.238) (.095) .
: . ,1/
Negotiated . . ' Gain . R
.667) ‘ . : ( 524) ’ L ‘
it . " ’ =,
[ntaroretation . 5 o . )
(a) " We see some statistical relat1onsh1p hafe, but 1t-1s quite
weak. (Since these analyses concarn only experimental
group districts, we are working with even fewer -cases” than in
. _other linear flow gr{:phs). . v .
. " (b). Among the experimental dis‘tricts,that followed the "O1str1ct- < .
! . Designed” and “Project Oesigned” approaches, thers were no in- _ .
PN stances of declining. The only two experimental districts )
: T that declined had selactad the "Megotiatiog" approach. Since \%

nearly all districts opted for negotiation, this findinq : ST LT N
does not {nspire much conﬂdance. . -




Finally, we now turn our attentfon to the question of whether the
growth areas for expe}1meﬁta1 dfstricts<corresponded to the spec¢ific con-
tent ;reas of Title IX in wﬁich their training and technical assistance
were concentrated. The data. bearing on this questien'are qresented in Phe
following tahles and fiow'graphs. Again, the'omiesions are as important
as the data 1nc1uded.. In this case, the omissions ?0!1 u; tegt no
correspondence was. found butween §erv1ces and gain scores 1n the d1men-

) sions-of “Access to Non-Academic Act1v1t1es" and “Emp]oyment", Further)p

//’ﬂ—jnore.\our aﬁe]yses‘detécted no‘re1a;10nsh1p bet@een a seFvice focu; on

“"General Awereness Act{vities® and gain score 1in any specific dimension

of Title IX. ‘
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Interpretation

(a)

()

‘t

R
. )

There appears to be a fairly good carrespondence between amount
of effort and success in compiying wiﬂr.h Title [X's minimal

requirenents. - .

The cell frequmcus are small, henuhur confidence in this

finding {s not endless; but thy direction of the ro‘lat1on:h1p -

in the table {is congistant.

v

. \ "
| s ' t
) t;
r'.
s. * m fance to qain ;
minimal compliance?. '
: ‘ -  Seor _ ~ N
§ of Consultant Oays 5 Gain g ain (7 -
None - o e09 .091 T
Modest (.5 = 1 day) . .62% : ' 378 8
Emphasis (2 1 day) _ .000 " 1.00 2.
' . - 21 « NN
Variable: Amount of Service " score’
Base: Rodest ' . To Galn -~
None - .
L (s — : _
' . Gain
(.286)
Emphasis
(.095)



6. 0id sarvice emohasis on access $o_coyrges lead to score gaing '
in scce coyraeg? l ’ oo '
L] ' ' : . )
. Sgore - N
f_Congultan 3 Fo tain (XT5], . Galn (7 15]
None * S0 800 T 10 "o
Madest N - .100 900 SL 10
Enphasis \ 1.000 . 000 -
| . 21 = M
N -
o ' ) s \ -~
Variabla: Amount of Service Score
dase: R . None : No Gain
Madest - >Gain
AT e }._..a....(..“s)“ U
., N /
.
‘ - ‘ .
Emphasis = .
-(.048) : - .
. : L
: Intsrpretation ’ _ .. . .
((a) Since thare was only one district in the "Emphasis” group, no
. conélusions are drawn. Indeed, it declined--- making the D-path
- negative when compared to the * Servica* ?roup. Howaver the ,
_ tiny table marginal inspired no’canfidence in this result. ‘
. (b) Districts that received some (modest) service in the ares of , s
. accsss_to_courses gctually gained in their scores on this :
dimension. » i ey
3
~
8- -
. _Q1v - "
. &
3 3 2 e »
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7. Did service emohasis on ghxsicdl edur.:'aﬁon lead to score gains

in physical education? ‘
o ' o ' Score N
# of Consultant Days No-Gain (< 15) . Gain (2139)
‘None N A .250 2 .
Modest : ©.250 .750 8 -
Emphasis .000 .- 1.000 A1 ¢
C : o 21 = NN
. Variable: / Amount of Service - ' ' .'Scor'e -
dase: None o -, B No Gun‘ . R
y e 3 .
N Irtitlr_pretation. -t .
' (a) Aga1‘n. the tabla frequencies are small, but the rasults are pere.-.. [+
tectly consistent--- even suggesting the possibility of a Tinear v _ B
relationship between amount of service and gain score. b o
(5) With some confidéncé.-wo can say tr_i_af thoge that used more PE-related . ¢
- gervices gained more in the PE. dimension. . : -

i ; 1




8. 01d Service "mhaiis on athletics lead to score gqains in

Athletics? . :

' - ' Score N
# of Consultant Days - © No Gain (£15) Gain (» 19}
None . 533 : 467 15 -
Modos . . 187 .833 6
.. Emphasis .000 .00g 0,
‘. o - ., 2N
variable: Amount of Service Score
Basa: - None No Gain
‘ ‘ /
Modest =+ 387 sGain
(.285) - - 4 - 7{.571) .
e »
Interpratation .
(a) DOistricts that received scme sarvicas related to athl_c’tics
tended to gain mare In athletic compliance than did districts
“that received no such services.
&
4 7 Y
\
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CHAPTER VII™

Conc]usions
Having endured. a we]ter of statistics stared b]eari]y at end]ess

flow graphs and figures, and pondered the meaning of a host of ambiguous
and unambigous coefficients,.we return’ at last to. the fundamental researc{

questions that we po;ed at the outset--- questions that\formu1ated the -
measurement issues, the eva]uation issues, dnd the causal issues to- wh1ch
our efforts have been d1rected Throughout the report we have taken
pains to present whatever remotely 1nterest1ng data we obtained during

the study; we. have offered some interpretation as we go, but we have also
tried to present enough information to permjt readérs to-draw their own
conc1usionsth-1h this final chapter, we shall ignore the'more"ambiguous‘, :
and equivocal findings and only discuss whattwe-take to be the .salient results.
As such this chapter represents the fina] sorting of our data. 'Others
'may differ in their interpretations of our resu]ts or 1n their assessment
‘of which resu]ts were important; this'chapter, however, presents the

interpretive conclusions that we have drawn.

\
<y

A. Can 1nst1tutiona1 change reggrding T1t1e Ix be measured bxﬁa

/ - . valid and re]iab]e quantified 1nstrument/sca11ng procedure’
;ur overa11 answer to th1s question is "Yes". The CCSEE T1t1e'IX '
Imp]ementation Assessment Instrument obta1ned very good data from most
‘dstr1cts 1n the study There were two keys to the qua11ty of the data

-obtained from our procedure. 'First, the interview guide's indicators and




o
‘ K\specific probing Questions e1icited detaiied responses ev;:\tb ‘questions
of sweeping scope. Second, the group interv1ew procedure, as intended \‘
seemed to prevent any one viewpoint within districts from dominating
g '.the interviews. Given these two factors the information obtained from
the interviews accorded we11 with our other sources of qua1itative_data---‘
_ the observational data obtained from the "Verification Site Visits,"‘the “
:reports made by the consultants who worked with the districts, and detai1ed
data obtained frombxﬁe ocv diagnostic service. . '
. Furthérmore, the operationa1 definition of Tit1e IX compiiance embodied
in the CCSEE. Instrument seemed to work well; that is, ourJinvestigation
suggested that the "1ntensity of district effort to comply with Tit1e Ix"
was a good predictor of the actua1 practices that cou1d be observed at
the school 1eve1 This’ finding encourages optimism since it suggests
that the gu1f between “paper comp1iance" and "actual comp]iance" is not as,
wide as we might have feared. -Indeed, the Verification Site. Visits suggest-
- ed that when districts had takgn the comp1iance steps specified in the
Title. IX regu1ations their edu‘a iona1 and ath1etic programs actua11y
| were more compliant with Tit1e IX--- a finding that argues we11 for continued
" research facus .on institutiona1 bias per se. . .
Having obtained reasonab1y accurate and detai1ed information on the
. steps districts had taken to compiy with Tit1e IX, we were ab1e to obtain
reliable Likert -type ratings of district compiiance These ratings when
converted to comp1iance scores fu1fi11ed oureneed to find a common metric
by which different districts might be compared To our. knowiedge, this has

4never before been accomp1ished Cor even attempted) in any. other study of

_sex discrimination in education we hope. that our work inspires 5uﬂther
s - L.




N
deveiopment of scoring and measurement techinques in this field.
™~ Qur attempt to discover Guttman scale properties in the sequent1a1
steps taken toward Title IX comp11ance failed. Ratings of the content- d
_specific sequent1a1 sca1es written for the CCSEE Instrument did not reveal
many cumuiative properties, and a consistent exp1anat1qn for this st111 .
. eludes us. Three genera1 exp1anations are p1ausibie
(1) School change processes might themselves be disorder1y and
/,non-sequentiai '
(2) The wording of the scales might have erred by being too detai1ed
(i:e., with more so@1e steps thah are needed tp capture district’
transitions) . Alternatively, thevscor'es might-have-mis-specified .-
: the actua1 comp1iance steps taken by districts, or they might
have mis- specified the sequent1a1 order in which those changes
takeapiace Any of these sca1e miswspecifications cou1d have
-led to the erratic scale-item corre1ations reported in Appendix
IT and to the poor sca1abi1ity coefficients lamented in hapter 4. 0\

. Despite precautions taken in training, interviewers might have

-been confused about the mechanics of the scalese In particu1ar,

some interviewer/raters might have failed to rea1ize the importance 1

of checking a11 app]icab]e sca1e items--- not just the "most

- applicable" or the "highest applicable" items. This prob1em -
could have been exacerbated by the cumulative presumptions 1mp11c1t ,
. in the wording of some scale steps (e g.s "Based on the steps
. taken,in 'b’ and 'c' above, district has ; . ..") Any of these
prOb]ems might have Led interViewer/raters to mark fewer sca1e '
..items than were, in fact, re1evant--- thereby undermining sca1-

. abiiity.
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' Since we cannot resolve these issues, we. Ieave them to: further T ‘ ‘
‘ research Research of this type couId begin- W1th a reana1ysis of our
‘data. In particuIar, researchers cou1d content: ana]yze our raw data “

(tapes and/or written reports) to determ1ne categorical steps that districts L

take in response to each th1e IX: requirement.. 0n the basis of this

ana1ys1s, a1ternat1ve sca1e formu1ations could; be devised--- some 1onger

~.:’

and more deta11ed others shorter, some presented in one sequence, others

» in different sequences The aIternative formsrcouId then be used. on samp]es
Lz
of schoo1 districts each fo11owed by the type!of fo1low-up qua11tative

‘ bbservation emp1oyed in th1s study Analysis of the results obta1ned from
. -\ ~
this procedure would. he1p us to choose. among the three a1ternat1ve epranations

outlined above, Just as it would nudge the effort to obtain va1id and reIi-
1
able compliance scoring procedures c1oser to the Va1ha]1a of "true score

~ reproducibility. !

B. Nhat 1s the Impac't of Federa1 lﬂrLrams to Reduce Sex’ Bias in Schoo1s’

One cannot, of cohrse, genera112e from the CCSEE training and - . (\\
\ jtechnica] assistance serNices to all Federa1 training and techinca1 assistance
programs--- at 1east not w1thout wincing If however, the services provided
to CCSEE s experimenta1rg7gup districts are rougth equiva1ent to those
.provided elsewhere (which we suspect is the case), this study provides )
fairly conclusive ev1dence that such l'treatments" produce many of 1ntended
»:resuIts. Indeed the treatment effects outtined 1n hapter 5 are- striking lf
and unequivocaI They Zre given speciaI c:%Fibility by our random samp1ing W
, “procedure--- a procedure that e1im1nated pfrnicious selection b1ases. 1 o

: Furthermore, the treatment effects remained robust in the face of an on-

s]aught of control variabIes in" Chapter 6. .
¢ | ) 225 . . v




‘ Sizab]e experimenta] group gains were ‘noted in a]] areas of Title IX
compliance—except "minimal compliance" and "non-academic activites". The
absence of noteworthy gains-in the former area probab]y stems from the fact
that most districts had met- near]y all of their minimal comp]iance PEQUTPE-‘
ments before becoming 1nvoTved in the project. The Tack of improvement _ ) ‘,
in experimenta] group comp1iance in “non academic activities“ probab]y |

"testifies to the difficu ty of effecting (and measuring) change in this :

Jmost amorphous area offschool practice.

.
Qur ana]ysis a]so provided some insight into the re]ationship between

the services provided to and the gains sustained by districts. Exc\bt - .

.in the areas of "non-academic activities" and "empryment" districts _ S

v. [RNEE
L :

gained in the speCific dimensions of’TttTe IX that then CCSEE services o RN

T had addressed

A comparison of the efficacy of different service strategies was not
particuiariy i]]uminating since no partgcu]ar strategy (e g., diagnosis/OCV - Y
. Tegal, pressure, consciousness raising, etc ) was associated with sdore gains. S
;3.This suggests that all approaches are equa]]y advantageous.- The notab]ﬁ ‘“;- c
;fexception however, was the "resource Tinkage/networking" strategy--- an " "
approach that cTearTy emerged from the pack .and demonstrated great%r effectiveness,

0ur data do not permit discernment of the functiona] relation between |
. services and gains. That is to say, our data are too thin tn allow. us to‘
detect Tinearity, "thresho]d effects" or the Tike. However,'most‘of-theAT
tabTes in hapter on-the: re]ationship between services and gain scores: are

rd

_kfree from statistica] interactions (i e.s the direction of the effects is
4‘{consistent/. This at. 1east whispers the possibility of some Tinear effects
!0n the other hand, we Tearned in hapter 6. that those districts that had had

o considerab]e experience with equity projects prior to Joining the experimentaT 5

(S
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group, for the most part, fe]] into the "no change" group dur1ng their ~ , ‘

tenure in th1S study ~This resu]t suggests that, after 1n1tia1 exposure -

to pro-equity training and technicai assistance districts. reach a threshold

W

beyond which additional services’are greeted by diminishing returns.

k}

v o . . -

- Ce Nhat Other Factors Affect Acceptance of T1t1e Ix?

Our review of exogenous factors affecting district acceptance of Title
IX was the aspect of the study most severe]y compr;;1sed by our. sma]] samp]e
_ size.- The basic research question is inherently inferential yet, w1th a
' sampie of(::>districts, statistical inference is impossib1e “Qur unconventiona]
attempt to probe the data for clues to re]ationships must be' approached '
- with caution. Sti]] amidst-a p]ethora of conditions hapter 6 ieads us to
posit a few qua]ified conc]usions.

~ (1) First and foremost, it appears that ‘the treatment effects specified {

in Chapter 5 survived virtua]]y all controis. The differences be-

tween the experimenta] and control groups were not due to any hidden
i exogenous factors or to compositiona] d1fferences between the groups.

'ﬂ(2) . D=Systems anaiysis confirmed our hope that our samp]e was unbiased

- ' in most substantively important respects

‘ Our resu]ts permit us to draw a composite sketch of the "high impact"
districts (The«districts that tended to gain the most. ) Demographica]]v,

they were:’

/ —-- elementary schoo] districts: o S )
/7 === smaller districts (in terms of number of schools, number

: - of employees, and average-daily attendance)
--- non-metropolitan districts :
--~ districts that had not had any prior contact with pro equity
: training and technicai assistance programs -

P




Nhen we consider the 1nterna1 Titie IX comp11ance structures of the

"high impact" districts, we see that they were. . , .

--- districts that had designated the Superintendent or the

. Assistant Superintendent to be the liaison to CCSEE .

--~ districts in which the Title IX Officer had flexibl€ .
(ad hocz time commitments to her or his Title. IX duties

.° N |

The "high 1mpact" districts were also:

-—- districts. that had endured re1at1ve1y Tittle fiscal
' traumafés a result of Proposition 13's r ue reductions
-=-- districts that were marked by flexibilit -rgtyer than by
. " cumbersome bureaucracy and red tape
-—- districts in which the teaching staff exhi ited good overaii
_morale

{

I A simiiar composite sketch of the d1stricts that dechned (1 e., had
Tower post-treatment_compiiance scores than they had at'pre- treatment)
would reveal that udecliner" districts were' "

=== districts that serve more affluent neighborhoods
--- districts that designated a person at the sub-cabinet 1eve1
to serve as 1iaison to CCSEE
* === districts that are burdened by cumbersome "red tape"

: Fina11y. our D-systems anaiysis shows that the orouo of districts
that neither improved nor worsened (i e., the "no change" group that remained

| virtuaiiy stationary during the two years of the study) were characterized by
— considerable sex equity activity prior to CCSEE i )
--- having had grievances filed during participation in this study

whiie these findings do not deserve our endiess confidence, they are
-strong enough and consistent enough to warrant our serious congﬁﬁeration
and discussion. No study can prov1de resuits formidabie enough to’ iustify.
biand acceptance or termination of further questioning Hopefully, this
study wiij.have the opposite effect--- the opening of new avenues of

j'inquirjf\oth by $ex equ1ty researchers and practitioners w1th d11igence i

- and a 1itt1e Tuck, our: efforts w111 in the long run, be so enhanced that
-on each future occasion, when a consu1tant wa1ks 1nto an 1nservice training _
meeting, a board room, er a p]aying f1e1d “the groundwork will have been 1a1d




for a successfu1 endeavor. Arméd w1th better know]edge about our own
, efforts and about our audiences we may hasten the arr1va1 of that n W

morning in America when “equity" for all people is not a hoh1ow promjse DR
but a reality. ' . : '_" . N '
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. 11. ACTIVITIES PROMOTING ACCESS TO COURSES AND ACADEMfC PROGRAMS

1. What has the district done to ensure that it does not discriminate
in stud%nt access to vocational-technical and industrial arts
. courses ' ' ‘ : ‘

<

Probing Questions/cbmments:

a. Havg course titles and descriptions beentreViewed? Were
¢ . any titles and descriptions altered? Have-guidelines been
% established for future use? o

R

b. Has course content been reviewed for bias? \

{

c. _Hang%ﬁro11ment data been analyzed for patterns in -
enroTiment? Have enrollment patterns been studied to
~ identify reasons? '

- ’

' 'd. If this an elementary school district, are there career
exploration activities which help children become aware of a

broad range of career options? Have these been reviewed for bias?

: 1
RATING:

.'A.  District has not undertaken a serious study of bias in vocational
- and industrial arts courses. T : o x
B. District'is'révfewihg or has reviewed course titles and course -
description materials, and is eliminating biased language and
‘requirements. e : : L

e District_has\col1éctédlanﬂ analyzed course enrgllment data and has
 jdentified all courses_ that have more than 80% enrallments o7
‘students of one-sex. . S AR
0. District has‘?urthér'invest?gated_courseé with more than 80%
~__“students. of ane sex (including investigation of curriculum contant,

classroom environment, ana.teachér*behavfurjrzndfhas—taken‘pcsﬁﬁﬁWEgjf‘f;

'f3steg$,t0fe]iminata,ggnder;dispa

. rities. in-enrdliments.
CAffirmati on,'1.15;‘a;in:'lev,ideqcezzlsglg

i




. 2.

\

What has the district done to erisure that it ddes not discriminate

in the way 1t provides student access_i:’home;economics courses?

Probing-Questicns/Comments :

a. MHas the district reviewed course titles and descrihtions? v
When? Were any titles and descriptions altered? Have e
-guidelines been established for future use?

- g A .

B -
t4S

b. Has course Zgntent begn reviewed for bias?
v

|

c. .Have‘énf611ment data been anaiyzed'for ﬁ&tterns'ih enféilmeng;:z;\‘
.. Have eqrollment patterns been studied to identify reasons? .

" d. 1In elementary schools, aré classroom activities involving clothing,

food, atc., conducted in a comparable manner for males and females?

Have books, films, and wall displays been reviewed for bias?- ‘
4 o < -.; - . ‘."’\" L . o

- r ..

RATING: © PP L e

A. - District has not undertaken-a serious study of bias injhome: ' -
. economics coursesy - © . R ,
‘. "‘ 4 - PR ) . _-’ .:l . . . R .
B. District is reviewing or has reviewed course titlés and coursa de-
: script1on,:@§teria1s and is e]igﬂnating biased language and requirements.

C; District has collected and analyied course enrgl Iment data and . |
. has identified 11 courses that have more than*80% enrollments

of students on one sex. o "
0.  District has further'investigated causes of gender dispariéieé:in

‘enrollments (e.g.; by providing "boy-orientad" pattarns in sewing
—¢lagses, by eriminating sTared ‘t””‘ypedf"‘f'e‘fﬂi'rﬂ”ﬁ?;‘*‘d1‘§§1'ay‘5ffn“hcme

ERIC - %

courses with more than 80% students of one sex (including investigation

.of curriculum content, classroo environment,-and teacher behavior)

and has taken positive steps tq eliminate gender disparities in

S

econemics, etc.)

_"Afﬂrmat-i‘vfe,‘a"ctio'hff‘i’s 1n'ev1’i%%nche‘._ 9 SU .



3. What has the district done to ensure that 1t does not discriminate
in' the way it provides student access to advanced placement courses
(especially in science and math), and music, art and drama courses?

. . . N /" . . .

Probing Questions/Comments :

a. Has the district reviewed course.titles-and dg%éfiptions?
~ When? Were any titles and descriptions altered? Have
guidelines been established fqr.future use? :

Y |
b.  Has course contént been reviewed for bias? - F\\<  iy

o

‘c. Have enrollment data been?ana]yzed'for'pafterns in.
enrollment? . Have enrollment patterns been studied to
identify reasons?, N ' L

d. In elementary‘schools,‘has.ghere'been a study of bias in ability
grouping? Have guidelines been established to encourage students
of both sexes to do well in math, science, art, etc.? o

i [ -

¢

A
’

RATING: ,\ K
A District has not undertaken a serious study of bias in’courses
_ in' these areas.. | _ ‘ |
' e Lot ' . v o e . ‘
‘8. District is reviewing or has ‘reviewed course titles and course
description materials and is eliminating biased language and -
.requirements.: ' e - o

;-

C. - District has collected and analyzed coursé enrolIment data and

has identified -all courses that have more than 803 enrollments
of students of one sex. _ . - f ‘ -

: f\4{§f‘ District has further investigated courses with more than 50% stucents

of one sex (including investigation of curriculum cdntant,.classroom

nyirgnment, and teacher behavior) and has taken gositive.steps. . =
tc elimiqate gender disparities. in enrclliments. L/ L

‘2123531, : »‘,J‘ﬁ_'i"‘.,' ;’
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4. . - What has the district done to ensure that it does not discriminate
: in the way it provides student access to business courses?

|

Probing Questions/Comments:

- a. Has the Jiétrict,feviewed couréé'titIes'and descriptions?
When? Were any.titles and descriptions altered? Have
- guidelines been established for future use?

b.  Has course content been reviewed for bias?

. ”
- . T
"

1

S ’ “" - . - B . ’ . N
g PR c.;fH¢ve_gﬁ?011mgnt data been analyzed for patterns in enrollment?
Ni. Y+ Have gnrollméntipatterns been studied to identify reasons?

v, SN
gt . » " . '
. BN . 3
. ! L) . .
. - ) . v

. In ry schools, has there been a review of bias |in
. :%.describing\business occupations to students? Are activities
~‘related:to Jjob skills free of bias? AN

,

RATING:
A. Distriét Has not undertaken a serious study of bias in biginess -~
© .courses. ‘ - : o :

B. ' District is reviewing course titles and course déscription matarials
© and is eliminating biased language and requirements.

€. District has callected and analyzed course enrollment data and
- .has identified all courses that have more than 80% enrol Iments-
- of students of onéd’ sex. ' .

D.  District has further 1nvé§tigate& courses*ththoreithan 80%
students of one sex (including investigation of curriculum contant,
:  classroom environment, and teacher behavior) and has taken positive -
- " steps to eliminate gender disparities in enrollments.
. E. Affirﬁafive_actioh'is in éviden;e.‘
F. “Does not apply. - . . - - 23



What has the district done to ensure that it doesvnot discriminate

v

in the way it provides student aggess,ro-special.education-counsesz____

Prob1ﬁg_guestions/Comments:

a. Has the district reviewed course titles and descriptioﬁs?
When? Were any descriptions altered? Have guidelines been
established fc future use? . .

b. Has course content been reviewed for bius?
R

c. Have enrollment data beén ahalyied for pattéfns in enrollment?.
_Have enrollment patterns beenfstudied to identify reasons? ‘

-

- .d. If this an elementary schooT‘dfstrict,‘ﬁas there been a review
of bias in grouping and activities planning for students
requiring special .education? -

RATING: )
A. District has not undertaken a‘seriohs study of.bias 1n’claéses ,
in these areas. .o | .
8. District is réviewing criteéia for assignment to special educatjoh.'-
. classes and is eliminating biased language and requirements. S
C. Disirfct has collected and analyzed class enrollment data and has.
jdentified all special education classes that have more than 80%
enrollments of students of one sex. . o '
D. District has. further fnvestigated specia1,educatidh'cTasses;qifng/,.
" more than 80% students of one sex.(including. investigation ot l
curriculum content, classroom environment, and teacher behavior)
and.has taken positive steps to eliminate gender disparatias in
‘enrglliment. -~ =~ SR ‘ “, S
E. Affirmative action is in evﬁdenqe; JRET _' &
. Does not apply. e85 - - T

ez
“u%ﬂ*\{.w;J:igg, “




6. What has the’distritt.done to*ensure that it does not discriminate
__in the way it provides~student access to adult.education courses?

ProbingﬁQuestions/Comments

a. Has, the district neviewed course t1t1es and descriptions?
" When? Were any titles and descriptions altered? Have
‘guidelines been established “for future usa?

™ 4 . no :
b. Has course content been reviewed for bias?

c. 'Have enrollment data bean ana1/zed»for patterns in
enrollment? Have enrollment patterns been stud1ed to
1dent1fy reasons? ,

RATING: _f_ 4 . S
'Af{ District has nat undertaken a serious study of- b1as in courses 1n
R these areas. . .-

8. District'is reviewing course t1t1es and ‘course descript1on materials
- and {s eliminating biased Ianguage and requirements

C.. District has co]]ected and ana]yzed course enroliment data and has
© identified all courses that have more “than- 80% enrol]ments of students
~of one sex. , : . ,

0. District has further 1nvestigated courses w1th more than 80% students
. of one sex (including 1nvest1gat1on of curriculum content, classrocm’
“environment, ‘and teacher’benavior) and has taken oos1t1ve §taps <o
. eliminate gender d1spar1t1es in enro]lments

E. iAfv1rmat1ve action is 1n ev1dence
" F. _ Does not apply. o 23% o o
SO e T 9 T e
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*7. Does the'district have criteria for selecting and eVaTuating'in;
’ structional materials regarding sex bias?

-

A

Probing destions/Comments:

-~ -

a. Have the criteria been implemented 1n'a11 curriculum areas?

\
B
1

S

b. Are the criteria systematically used? If not, are
informal standards being used? ' S o

c. whOQWas involved in devé10p1n§ the criteria? (Staff,-
*  community, students?) : S
RATING: |
A. i_oistrict has;gggfdeVeTOped criteria for evaldating instructional
$ materials. , : ‘ ‘

. . : : . R

' B.. ~ Criteria are currently being developed. . -

“C. ' Criteria have been proposed and adopted; criteria may have been
: applied to materials in some but not aL1 1nstrqct10na1 areas.

: 0. Criteria have been adopted and the selection and evaluation of
PR existing and new district instructional materials in 211 curriculum
area is underway. : o _ : )
CE.  Affirmative a;tfon‘fﬁ.in evidence. .
F. Does not apply.’ '

T R T  _4€1g§d%:M€ ,;‘.‘$’.i_v;. o




III. ACTIVITIES PROMOTING NON-DISCRIMINATIO& IN NON-ACADEMICM\SCHOOL
. ACTIVITIES, SERVICES, AND PROGRAMS 3TREATMENT OF STUDENTS) . .

”

8. What has the district done to ensure that all students have equitable
Icpportuni;jes to participate in extracurricular clubs (including

service organizations, student government, dramatics/forensics activities,
.choral. groups, pre-grofessional clubs gnd-recreational clubs)? ; g

Probing Questions/Comments: .
a. Have regulations and-admission reqdirgmehtsﬁbeenrneViewéd :
- and changed?, Have written materials been reviewed and altered?

“ b.y Have pattérné‘of'sfudedt participation been identified for
' various activities? T S

a

: :Nhat~st@ps¥havefpeen—ﬁpkenwtowel1m1nate major disparifies? ,—(?? :

d. Is review an ongoing process?
. * ’ ’
»

Afe'boys'and girls at the elementary school level encouréged to
participate cooperatively in special activities? ‘ '

(1]
.

T e

A. ..Diétrfct has not,undeffaken a thorough study of bias in‘ student
access to extracurricular clubs. . : o : .

. B. f'bistriét has reviewed student hamdbooks, regulations and descriptions .
" of extracurriculer clubs_and'has-eliminated biases in language ‘and

-requirements. - o _ .
" -c.  District has collected and analyzed data on gender pétterns‘df.
.- student participation in extracurricular clubs and has identified
_ majqr disparities,. - _‘ ' R e : |
0. District'héé,further,investigaggd,extracurr1Cu1ar clubs with gander
‘disparities in student-participation and has taken positive staeps
to,e]iminate,those_disparities, . - N . .o
E. Affirmative action is in»éiidence.
F. - Does mot apply. ' . .
o : S | 'ij:j;3;3fi o




<

9. Has the district taken steps to ensure that a11 student act1v1t1es '
" programs such as spirit groups, dances, homecom1ng ceremonies etc.,
are free from gender bias? . S

Probing‘Questions/Comments o T v

a. Have student activities been reviewed for b1as7

- .b. What steps have been -taken “to expand student activitxes to
include more students’
5

| -RATING

. CAs District has not undertaken a serious study of gender bias in
student activities programs

B.. District has- reviewed and analyzed the participation in and ‘the content
‘of all student activities (including schedl spirtt graups, ‘schaol’
sacial events, dances, rituals, homecoming ceremonies, mother-daughter/
f?ther;s?n banquets, etc. ) and has 1dent1f1ed areas of non-como11ance'f%
th Title IX.. ‘ « o :

C. *District has taken steps to e11m1nate gender bias 1n student activities
R mvmwm ‘ . , : .- i

D." District has taken steps to 1ncrease student 1nvo1vement in- a11
student activity programs S

-

‘E;; Affirmative action 1s 1n evidence ' f’d:e,"f
. F. Does nct app1y o 23,},_




b

. 10. Has ‘the district taken steps to ensure that a11 honors and scho]arships
‘are free of gender bias?

-

Probing Questions/Comments

; a. Have written materia]s regarding honors and scho]arships been
- reviewed and a]tered’

b. 'Have honors and scholarship awards been analyzed for information
: on how awards are distributed and the types that are given?

\

2 . ‘ , ) " E I -
| C. What steps have been taken to ensure equaiized distribution
. and type’ :
, ‘

J

d. Did students participate in the review’

f ! -
. / . . I
Ry .

gRATING

- A, District has not undertaken a serious study of gender bias in
s °'Vstudent activities programs. .

B. District has reviewed all written iiterature, descriptive maceriai
and regulations pertianing-to honors and sctholarships), and has
~ removed all biased requirememtns and 1anguage ' _ .

c.’ ‘District has -collected ‘and anaiyzed data on the distribution of'
honors and s¢ho1arships, and has identified any gender disparities;

0. “'District has: further investigated procedures used to award

honors and schalarships and has taken positive steps to eliminat= :
gender disparities in’ the distribution of awards. ;

E. Affirmative action is in evidence.
F. Does"not'appiy}‘

§
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- 11. Has the district taken steps to ensufe that its counseling programé
are free from gender biases? ' : 4

Prob1ng‘Questfdﬁs/Comment51;¥—~7www“"-‘

a. What efforts has the district made'%o train,éounsé]ors :
- in ;1t1e IX regulations? | How many counselors have participated
so far? ' : . , R

<
-

. b. HaVe counseling materials been reviewed for bias? ‘When?
- What *has been done to the materials--removed, altered, etc.?

-

¢. Has the nature of'student counseling been analyzed (wha/what)?

/ |

-~ . .. = d. Have student records been examined for biased counselor
’ _remarks and récommendations? ' :
,/ . N . o , N
RATING: | . "

A. . District has not undertaken awsericﬁé study:gf gender biases in its
: counseling and guidance program an‘practice W

B. ‘<Disérict'hasﬁréviewed‘a11'written couhse]ing materials, counseling
‘procedures and testing materials to identify gender biases and has
removed or altered biased materials, procedures or tests.

'C.. District has collected and analyzed-data on biases in counseling.
practices (e.g., by reviewing comments in student cum records for -
‘saxist statements, by analyzing counselor records on frequency, nature
and disposition of their counseling contacts with students, etc.):
and has identified problem areas jn.thejcounselingpprogrmn;ﬁ* '

D. District has taken positive steps to eliminate gender biasas in
" counseling programs and practices (e.q.; has conductad insarvice -
training for schoo]‘personne1.based*on_identifitation of problem areas
* in "C" above). o o x / ~ L

E. Affirmative action {s in evidence. <

m oeesmotapely. . - 080 PR
B R L 235
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12. Has the district taken steps to ensure that'{its career guidance centers
" and job placement services are free of génder bias? :

‘Probing Questions/Comments: °

. a. Have career materials (print and non-print) been reviewed for
. bias? When? Have materials been replaced or altered? Have
elementary schoq] classroom materials been reviewed or.raplaced?
. -

b. -Nhat efforts "have been made to encourage exploration of non- .
traditional career options?

AY

A
R
AR

-p; Have the methods of providing career education been amalyzed 4%
© for bias (courses used in, staff role models, community
career role models)? , - R L

* . . . _ ‘ . ' . 4‘
d. Have'p611cies_regarding student'work’programs been reviewed :
for bias? : . - B -

RATING:, o S .

A, District has not undertaken a serious study of génder bias in its
| career guidance centers. : .

n

B. District has reviewed all matérfals regarding .career guidance,
. qareer education and student work programs. = C
.C. District haﬁ studied the-policies—and—procedures—used-in—its-career——
. guidance and student work programs and has identified: arsas of gender -
bias. N . ~ ' A o - C

0. District has eliminated more subtle areas of gender bias (such as
" role modelling of guest speakers.and the maintenance of maia and fe~
male employment lists) in its career guidance and student work pro-
grams and has eliminated other gender biases frem this sphere .of
school activity.. : . ‘ - o -

m

. Affirmative action is in evidence...

n

Does not apply.
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.

13. Has the district taken steps éo ensure thatvtesting mater1a1s-are .
~ free of gender bias? .- o - '

I5rob1 ng Questions/Comments:

- a. Have all testing materials (academic and vocational) and normse .

“and scoring procedures been examined for bias? When? .

’

b. Who has reviewed the materials? Is there an ‘ongoing review?

c. Have noﬁ-biased aptitude,ahd interest 1ﬁvenforiesvbeen
{dentified as alternatives? e .
A | ! v | | ) /
) ' . ’ . : ;e ) ) ) . .
d. Have strategies been developed for removing bias from the
testing materials and procedures? ' o

" : . g ' .‘} : o T c
. . | S , 4 o
. RATING: '

A.. District has not Undertaken a égrious study of geh&é% bias in the
testing materials it uses. . L .

8. District has conducted alpreliminary review of all testing materials -
and has jdentified testing materials which reflect gender bias.

.. District has_reviewed current literature regarding gender bias in
- testing materials, has reviewed non-biased testing materials, and

S has developed strategies for providing testing which does not reflect.

; gender bias. ' o . ‘ )

- D.  District has eliminated blatant gender biased materials and has begun
— to implement strategies identified in "C" (e.g., purchased new
. meterials, provided inservice training to all counselors, requested - .
national testing services to alter reportin methods). S

T g 'Aféirmafive action is in evidénce;'> :

" F.  Does ngf abp1y.?t
. o ¥ - L ’




/ 14, Has the district taken steps to ensure that its policies and practices
pertaining to married and pregnant students are equitable and free '
of gender bias?. _ o , :

a4

-Probing ‘Questions/Comments : o

" a. Are pregnant students allowed.to attend the regular school

T | program?

A

- v © L A
b. Are married/pregnaqt Qtudents excluded from any school activities?
B \\ ) ’
A A ,
\

\.
i . - v \\,
i . [ W . Vo
. : A C. ’ -»‘:.\ § ‘ :
. c. Are there differences jin rules regarding married male-and.
- female students? What are they? Have these been\analyzed for

. Ny

RATING:

A. District hasvnot'ﬁndertaken é'review of pplicies_and'pracfi-es in
- these areas. : : T

r

‘8. District has reviewed student marital and pregnancy policies).and. :
 has identified any gender-biased ‘problem areas .(e.g., policies that re-
quire a married.or‘pregnant student to choose between a special program -
or -leaving schoal, policies that treat pregnancy differently|than.
other temporary disabilities, etec.) . = - .. . .
C. . District-has developed plans for eliminating inequities identified
in the policy review. , ' . L e S

'D.. District has taken steps to eliminate gender biases. in studént marital .ar
: pregnancy policies and practices, and has modified-policies to efiect
. compliance-with Title IX (e.g. has made equitable -all rules ;n_~ She
- student marital status,‘has-guaranteed:access}of pregnant students to
school services, activites-and programs, has medical-certification re-
quirements for pregnant:students;comqatible.with;requirEmenté ot b
'students‘with,otherttemporary.disabi1it1es,5has;made childcare and pre-n
‘care instruction available to students of both”sexes,,etc.). - oo

& affirmative action is'in évidence.

~

P R
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" 15. Has the district taken $teps.to ensure that rules of behavior, standards
of enforcement and levels of punishment are equitable and free from
- gender biases? ‘ : ] o

Probing Questions/Comments:

a. Are, there. diffefent;codgs,:pu1es, and pdnishments for men
and women&(e.g. supension, dress codes, rules of behavior)?

‘ e "~

-b;‘fHave these ﬁglicies been studied for bias?

~ .

"c.. What has been done to eliminate these dffferences?‘

> .

.

| RATING:

_A. District has not undertaken serious’ study of gender biases in its
student discipline policies and practices. ' S
8. District-is in the process of reviening written policies and procedurss
- pertaining to gtudent regulations and discipline and has eliminatad
~all .obvious gé%der biases from these materials (e.g., different grade-
. based eligibility requirements for partjcipation.1n<extracurr1cu1ar
. activities, etc.) A B ; B .

. Ki €. District has ‘completed. review of Writtenxdisc1p11ne‘policies and is in
‘ “*  the process of collecting and analyzing data on gender, patterns in.~
jschool<dikcipline practices, and is identifying any problem areas -

(e.g., by reviewing incidence, nature and disposition-of disciplinary

A L S S

oDl District has completed review of student discipline and has. taken -

' positive programmatic steps ‘to eliminate® gender biases from student :
disc1p11ne‘po]ities,fstandards, and practices.. - = : o

S refer{a]s).

. - Affirmative ACtioh-iélin evidence. T
| . Does not apply. -~ .. 045 | { |
e R U
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16, Are insurance and health benefits for students free from gender bias?

Probing Questions/Comments:

~a. Has the district réviewed the provisioné of student health
- , insurance benefits for bias?.” .
| ’ ' R “ ‘ \ | . “

-

RATING: [

e . \ . '
A. Distriét has not reviewed or analyZed its student insurance and
‘health, benefit policies and procedures for gender bias:

8. Distr{ét has reviewed and analyzed its student insufance and
health benefit policies and procedures and has identified any .
gender biases (e.g., total health care benefits for males/exemption of

’gyngcqlogicaT or matemnal health benefits for females, etc.) : SRR

District hassgroposed to insurance companias means -of eliminating
any biases identifikd in its student insurance and health benefit .
po]i;igs, or has proposed alternatives to the.exjsting policies..

()
L]

0. District has eliminated gehder biases from its student insurance
- and health benefit policies and practices (or has certified that
'biasesidq'not_exist). :

E. Affirmative action_fé in evidence.‘ ' o o e

- F,':Déeanot apply.
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IV, ACTIVIT;§§ PROMOTING ACCESS TO PHYSICAL EDUCATION COURSES AND ACTIVITI

17. Has the district reviewed a11ﬂdoursemdescriptjpn;mgnd W
pertaining to the P.E. program to ensure that these are
génder bias and compatible with Title IX?

Prabing gﬁestions(Comments: | -

2., Have biased titlas and language been altered or removed from
‘ course and program descriptions regarding the P.E. program?
In elementary schools, has there been a review of bias in the
way P.E. activities are presented to students?

1tten materials
free from

<

: . \ :
b. Have course prerequisites and criteria for course admission
and subsequent in-class grouping been analyzed for bias?
(When planned?) ° ' '

¢, Have modifications to prerequisitas or criteria been proposed?
Adopted? Which have been implemented?

"d. How have the modifications been communicated by the P.E.
' staff to course advisement staff and students?

A. District-has nat yet reviewed the course‘descriptioné.ahd written
" 1{terature pertaining to the P.Eﬂ.ptqgram,for gender bias problems.

8. District has reviewed course descriptions and descriptive 1iterature
and has removed all obvious barriers to student pursuit of.non- .
.. .. traditional P.E. activities (including biased use' of language, sex- ¢
. - typed course titles, ete.) - . "

‘ C.. Distri hqs‘further-analyzed its course descriptions and descriptive
’ literatire, has identified any prerequisites, performance standards,
guidelines, and criterfa for skills measurement that have an adverse
effect on student pursuit of non-traditional P.E. activities. o
. .D.‘».District"has¢mod1f1ed'a11 P.E. .prerequisites or critaria that have
- an adverse effect on student pursuit of non-traditional P.E.
activities. . . . . y R

E. AffirmatiYe action is in evidence.
 F. Ooes,mot apply. =
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18. Has the:district taken steps to ensure that its P.E. requirements
- not discriminate in the way they provide student access to physic
education courses? . - :

Prabing Qdestions/Comments:'

.a. Have P.E. offerings been reviewed to reflect needs and int
- of male and female students?

, N {:
/) At

\

b. Have P.E. course objecEﬁyes and proficiency requirements t
reviewed for differences for males and females? :

c. Have modifications to P.E. objectives and.prqffciency:reqt
been proposed? Adopted? Which have been implemented? .

1

d. How have the modifications'beén communicated to the staf
advisors and students? : :

RATING:

A.  District has not yet investigated its P.E. curriculum to determin
obstacles to compliance with Title IX. ' e ~

B. District has reviewed the P.E. curriculim and has 1dentified prob
areas. - . . . '

C. Suggested modifications either have’been‘drafted'and are currentl
pending, or are in process of being drafted. ‘ :

D. District has modified P.E. requirements to ensure that P.E. objec
and requirements are the same for males and females and has diss&
ted them thoroughly to students and staff. R

. -

_E. Affirmative action is in evidence.

F. Does not apply.




© 19. Has the district implemented a co-ed P.E. program for &1l activities .
(except actual participation in contact sports) at all grade levels?,. ‘

PrbbinguQuestions/Comments:

a. What percent and what'grade levels of the P.E. classes have
been converted ta co-ed? Which have not? When will all be
co-ed? -

-

+F

-

b. Have skills criteria and performance standafds beén reviewed
for bias? Who has participated in this review?

© ¢c. What methods.are used to achieve groupings within co-ed
' classes (e.g., skills levels or sex)? :

. 4 ) A .
d.  How was the implemeftation commu:icated to the staff? How
© was {t'monitored? ‘ '

RATING: o o .
A.. District has not yet 1mp1emented_a'co-ed pfogrén."

8. District ﬁas implemented a co-ed ﬁ?ogram.for some (at least.50%)
of its P.E. activities (excluding actual .playing in contact sports).

C. District has implemented a co-ed P{E. progra§§for 100% of its P.E. |
activities (excluding actual playing in contact sports) at all
grade levels. :

0. Dfstrict'has implementaed a2 co-ed ?.E. program at all grade.leVeli; o
furthermore, district frequently conducts on-site observations o+ s
es

- .P.E. classes. (or interyiews-with P.E. students) to ensure that activiti
in P.E. classes (except actual playing in contact sports) are
actually conducted on a co-ed basis. o ' ’
. E. Affirmative actidn_is in evidence.
F. Does not apply.
| . \':7/?::: )
;‘ ) M . . . s :v‘f‘
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20. Has the district taken steps 0 ensure that 1nstruct1on in a]] P.E. - =
courses and activities (including contact sports) is provided in a
manner that is free from génder bias and compat1b1e w1th Title IX?

Probing Questions/Comments: S -

. a. Has instruction been reviewed? When?"Who'partidﬁpated in
review? : ) :

I 4
-

b. Was a policy with guidelines deve]oped? "Adopted? When?

c. gcﬁ,is the pdlicy'monitored? CoLs - E .

d. How was the policy communiceted to the staff?

e, What corrective actions were- taken7 Are others planned?

e «

RATING

A. Distrfct has not reviewed.the manner-in which 1nstruct10n is pro-:
"y~ vided in P.E. classes and activities.

v B. District has reviewed 1nstructiona1 procedures in P.E. c]asses and
’ . activities. ‘ | ,

..vc; Distr1ct has estab]ished a P.E. policy that requ1res that 1nstruction
RV in all ‘PE. courses/activities (1nc1ud1ng contact’ sports) be previded
- in the seme way for students of both sexes.

0. District has further assured itsalf that P.E. instruction is provided

- in a manner that is free from gender bias by making frequent on-site
observations of P.E. instruction periods (or by interviewing students;
staff, etc.): district has 1dent1f1ed any problems in th1s area.

E.' Arfirmative action is 1n evidence

0. Does not apply.




21. Has the district taken stgps'to ensure that P.E. faéi]itiesyand o
physical resources are allocated in an equitable manner that is 1
free of gender bias and compatible with Title IX?. ’ ‘I

Probing QUestionS/CommehtS::

a. How are résources and-faci]ities now a1{ocated at the
elementary level? At the junior high level? at the high
school Tevel? ' _ ' ' )

! ) ¢

b. - Have current‘a110cations been reviewed (E.g. class schedules,
equipment)? | . : :

e

c. What ;orrective actions have been taken? Are oth?rs p1anngd?

RATING:

S ' : o
. pistrict has not reviewed the allocation and use of facilities to
identify possible gender biases. . S

>

B. _Districtahas;reviewed all policies, procedures, and written documents
pertaining to the use of P.E. facilities and has identified all
inequities in the allocation of physical resources (e.g., inequities -
‘in the favorability of schedules for facility use, purchase, use

. and repair.of equipment).’ S - o

C. District has further investigated the allocation and use of facilities
\ ‘to determine that in classes, facilities and physical resources
: (e.g., playing fields, tennis courts, swimming pools, weight. and
"qymnastics equipment, gymnasia, locker room equipment, etc.) are
equa]]y'avaiqab]e,tcfema1éand male students; inequities have been .- -
identified. - o o . oo : e

0. .District-has'taken szitiVe.stepS:to remové any 1nequ1t1es,ident1fiéd 5
in the -use and a11ocation_ofvP.E. faci]jties and physical resources:

E. Affirmative action 1sv1hievidence. ' s /
® g, - Does not apply. |
B | - R4s




*22.

Has the district taken steps to ensure that the P.E. program provides
students with a range of.activity options that allows them to pursue -
their 1nterests in an environment free of gender b1as7

Probinq,Quest1ons/Comments.

a. Have course offerings been reviewed for bias?
b. Is there a regular review of P.E. offerings?

¢c. How.have'typicaTTy s1ng1e sex courses been dealt with?

N

d. Has the variety of P. E offerings been 1ncreased7 At what grade
levels? , ,

e. Have students been surveyed for their interests? When?

Have boys and girls in elementary schools been encouraged to.

I-- ‘fo
- play, games cooperatively on the P1ayground and. 1n the. gym? -
RATING : B
District has not undertaken any review of or restructuring of its P.E.

A

nm
[ ]

.“Affirmat1ye action is in evidence.

course/act1v1t1es options in connection with 1ts Title IX compiiance

District has expanded the range of P. E act1v1ty options open to students, }f
but has not based th1s on any survey of student 1nterest R

District has conducted survey of student P.E. act1v1tJ 1nterests and
has rev1sed its range P E activity options in accord witnqth1s

’ _survey N

District periodically re-surveys students and revises its P E act1v1tj R
options accord1ng}y _

Does naot apply.




*23.

_ RATING:

. . ) ) ) 4
"A. District has not reviewed and evaluated its policies and practices
regarding . treatment of P.E. staff, nor has it intarviewed its P.E. sta’f
to ascertain possible gender biases.- : AR ‘
B.‘ Dfstfiétihas'rev1eWed distribution of class and activity assignments,
’ allocation of fiscal and space resources, extra pay, etc., and has
: 1dent1f1edvany inequities in the trgatmen;‘pf P.E. staff.
c. -D1str1ct,ha5'%urthér-%nvest1gated the treatment of-P.E. staff by
interviewing P.E. staff members and soliciting their perceptions of
.any inequities in staff treatment. — U
b.~‘§aséd on . information collected in 8" and "C" above, district.hgs*taken
. positive steps to eliminate inequities in treatment of P.E, staff.
. Affimative action is i evidence.
EG _Do_e;s}_'nqt’ app'ly s 2211 : 251

Has the district taken steps to ensure thaf P.E. staff are treated in
a fair and equitable manner that is free of gender bias and compatible’
with Title IX? . | RS

Prob1ng,Qgest1ons/Comments : _ - -

a. How are P.E. staff assignments determined? . ,

A)

1

b. Is distribution of male and female P.E. staff d1spropoft1onate to
class instructor loads, locker room supervision, etc.?

. : - . X
c. Are P.E. assignments (e.g., department chair) made in the same - -
way they are made in other departments; i.e., appointment by 45

the principal, election by peers, etc.? . _ B £t

d. Has,a'p1an been developed t0‘e1im1nate,1hequ1t1es in space and
‘resource allacations, extra pay or assignments for P.E. staff; ‘

e.. What steps have beeh taken to e11ﬁ1nate the inequities? ‘Have .
suggestions been solicited from only one gender? o




w2,
Title IX?

Has ‘the district 1nv01ved the P.E. staff in the process of 1mp1ement1ng

Prob{;g,Questions/Comments

~ How has the district involved P E staff in 1mp1ement1ng T1t1e IX7

/
/7

/

b.. How have their contributions been used in the 1mp1ementataon
process or in the decisions to implement a new program? '

-

o

¢. To what degree are P.E. staff involved in Title IX inservice
activities? . o

1
1

d. What assessment has been made of P.E. staff attitudes toward:;“'
‘ TitTe IX? .

e. What strateg1es are p]anned to 1nvo]ve P.E. staff in T1t1e IX
implementation?

3

RATING:

A.

»
District has not 1nvo]ved P.E. staf‘ in the process of . 1mp1ement1ng

. Title IX. o .

. District has minima]]y 1pvo]ved . E staff in formu]at1ng p]ans ror
‘Title “IX imp'lenentat‘ton g . | . -

. ~Distr1ct has considered P.E. staff attitudes as 1mportant to success‘u1 ‘

implementation of Title IX; hence it has substantial]y 1nvo]ved the

~staff in p]annfng Title IX 1mp1ementatfon

District has sponsoted act1v1t1es such as 1nserv1ce training to raciTitace
positive atti‘tudes and enthusiestic acceptance of Titte IX among P E. -
staff members

Arfirmat1ve action is. in’ evidence - S ?
Does not apply. : o
- 252

22




v. ACTIVITIES PROMOTING NON DISCRIMINATION N ATHLETICS

25. Does ‘the district have and maintain a wr1tten genera1 plan for evaluati
" and achieving compliance with the Title IX regulations pertaining to .
school athletics? )

Probing,Quest1ons/Comments

2. Does the disxrict p1an to cover a11 Title IX'items regard1ng '
athletics (e.g., numbers of sports, numbers of coaches, pay,
equipment)? . . /

amy,

" b. Who was invalved in developing the plan?

c. How'was the athletic plan disseminated and to whom?

RATING: . .

" A. District 57s no general plan for 1mp1ement1ng T1t1e IX's requirements

. regarding athletics. _ | . ‘

8. District is in the process af writing a genera1 plan for Title Ix
, 1mp1ementat10n. "

. | | v \'\. | |

..C. District has a written general plan for compliance with Title IX's

- regu1at10ns perqg;ning to athletics, and this plan is adequate indts .

deta11, scope, afd faxthfu1ness to 1aw.

0. District has an adequaue written plan,.and 1t has been maintain1ng ehe jﬁ
- plan’, by 1mp1ement1ng orescribed program changes on schedule v

E. 'A‘flrmat1ve act1on 1s 1n evidence

F. 'Does not a 1
. PP y 213
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§

"1 implementing Title IX, and has the district provided additional services .
(e,g., inservice training) to facilitate positive staff acceptance of
Title IX {mplementation in athletics? . ' :

 ¥26.° Has the district involved the athletic coaching staff in the process of = %

-Prdbingfduestions/Commepts?

" a. How have,&he‘athIetic staff been utiIizéd in the pfocess of Title
" IX implementation? . : :

v

b. Has.the district pfovided opportunities for training for female

; , coaches and officials? ‘ ///___;/,,/

c;"What types of district or consu1tan£ personnel are'u§ed for

///////)' . 1inservice training? :
. . N\ L L
o A ( .

J

RATING:" 4
" A. District does not rec$gnfze need for staff development/inservice to
' insure a positive implementation of Title IX in athletics. '

. B. Some of the -coaching staff were involved in Title IX discussions, review,
: and analysis, and in accomplishing or completing the needed subsequent
c@anges; inservice.activities were not deemed necessary. N

C. While involvement of key coaching staff continues.in planning for Title
1X implementation, district is.also providing inservice to entire
athletic staff. f“ S ‘ : '

& , ; . ) e o .

0. .Involvement of all ithletic personnel was paramount in all Title.IX e

- -praviews, analysis and subsequent needed changes in the-policy, programs, =
procédures and philosophy tenet; inservice opportunities were provided to .
-insure a smooth, positive implementation of the spirit and the letter -
of the law as it affects athletics. ‘ o ~ S

E.f»Affirmétive.actiph {s in evidence |

F. Does not apply.' =™ - ' . : o
>j , ‘21_4Q' T




27.

4

Has the district faken steps to ensure that boys'-and 91915‘ athletic g
programs are compagable in.terms of equipment, supplies and practice . Q
and game schedules? _ . , . ‘

Probing Que_Stions/Coments{ : ’ :
'a; How are equipment and supplies allocated for boys' and girls' ‘
‘athletics? Co - '

\

b. What are the criteria for allocating 'eqﬁipment and supplies?

i

c.. Does the district have an equitable system for scheduling like
sports practice and game schedules? '

d. How are length of seasons and number of teams in each sport - 7
;) comparable? ‘ .

‘e. Do teams in 1ike sports have equal access to facilities?

a

" RATING:-

A. District has not reviewed athletic programs for comparability of equipménﬁ}f
~ supplies and scheduling. ' ' | S i
B. District has reviewed distFibutions of athletic equipment, supplies and” o
- §chedules and has 1dent1f1ed inequities. ¢ , ‘ . B
c. District has mede minor adjustments in the allocation of facilities and
. equipment, and in the scheduling of practices and games. Inequities stil
0. District has developed an intermediate pian for eqfalization of existing
- pesources and/or a long-term plan for further equalization of resourcas
- (when capital outlay permits). e - L
€. Affirmative action is in evidence. :
. F. -

Does not apply. . .25 = o 54 o



28. Has the district taken ;téps to ensure ihat boys! ahd'giq1s'lath1ét1c
. . programs are comparable in terms of publicity and genera schaol
support (e.g., from faculty, from spirit grqups, etc.)?

Probing Questions/Comments:

a. Has the district reviewed the deployment of bands, cheééleading,

‘pep rallies, etc. at male and female athletic events?

l

. | | .
‘b, Does the schaal and lacal newspaper provide coﬁparabTe caverage -

of girls® and boys' sports? , , II *

o . @5. } .
\, : S v . -
o pATING: ‘ B
; . : . ' ' B t
A. . District has not yet undertaken a comparative review of publicity and i
- support accorded bath bays' and girls' 3§h1et1c pqograms, :
" N

~ .B. -District 4s reviewing publicity and schoolvsupporé for athletics -

g (including 1oga1-and'§snpo1 newspapers, booster cﬂub,annopncements, pep
club posters -and banners, etc.) and has ‘identified problem areas (e.g.> B

- gender< disparities in amount and status of athletic-publicity, disparities
in‘amount'and‘statUSfof'spirit'groupisuppOrt, scpedu]tng,of=schpo]'s i

- major rallies, assemblies and festivities to ;upportvma1e,varsitymfoq;b§11 o
events, organizing major faculty social events to correspond to .traditional
homecoming or "big game" events, etc.) . R AR : .o

- has identified inequities, and has developed p1hns‘fof corrections of =~
problem areas. . o o 5 i

':5;c;! Distrﬂgt has comgleted review of publicity and schoal support'forfathletfcéj%

’

' p. District has taken positive, prqgrammatfc'step% to'e]iminate;genderﬁbiasésff

" {n publicity and schadl sugport for athletics
“C" above. . L

as identified in "8" and .

m
L]

ffiﬁmgtive';ction'isfin evidenca.
Sc e fesimer el 216




&Y.

rnas tne qistrict taken.steps -To ensure that athietic programs arrora .

equitable opportunities
girl and boy athletics?

Probing Questions/Co'"ents

a. Arf athletic c'lub memberships open to both girls and boys? ‘

\v;’ ;
]

'

b. Are the criteria for admission to ath1etic clubs equitab]e’

awards, scholarships and recognition for
. 1 ' 4

Yy

P

Are athletic scholarships and awards available in ‘propartion
to the number: of fema]es participating in those spoFts?

',i

P

Id

%

c. Does the district active]y recruit females to app1y fbr athletic *

' schoiarships?

Al

\. . .. 13 . v -.

d. Are there consistent and equitable award policies within the

district?

e. -Are community service club,awards given without reg.arditto"'gender‘

. [
o +

o
.

c.

F.. Does not appiy

!

to ensure complianCe with Title IX. v

.'<

-

. District has not yet reviewed athletics award procedures and practices "\

District has reviewed all regulations, procedures and written descriptive
material pertaining to the award of athletic.honors and scholarships, -
and has identified all discriminatory requirements and all gender-biased

1anguage . 3

District has further analyzed student opportunities available For athletic
‘awards, recognition and scholarships (including the number and scope of =
‘athletic banquets, the distribution of -athletic jackets and letters,. etc. )
and has identified more. subt]e inequities in: the awarding of ath]etic

honors 5-

Based on “B" and "C" above, district hds taken staps to ensure that
~..awards are comoarable in all sports, and the same in 1like sports, and that.

opportunities for recognition are equitable For boys

Affirmative action s in evidence..v

‘i L o 23;56;
a7

and girls'

athletics
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, 4 . 1 .
. “ ¥ : i
] N . .
'
.

30. Has the district taken staps to ensure that athletic budgets are com= "
perable with respect to the needs and 1nterests of students?

jfggobing guestions(Comment5°

a. -What percentage of the overall athletic budget 1s expended an
boy's sports as compared to girls' sports?

[ L [
A‘f ' .
)
' .
.'
e

b. Have criterfa been established based on needs and interests of
. ~ students for allocation of athletic budgets? Who was invalved
, in establishing the criteria?

c. What sports in the district do not make a profit? Process
used to determine level of support? How does the distr ct -
support non-profit sportsf ,

-

/

d - Are there comparabIe allacations for transportatfon housfng,
meals, etc., for. the regu]ar season and playoffs? . ' =

1

RATING o B | L o A

A. No data has been collected for comparison of male-and fema]e athletic

budgets . . o
B. Data has been coI]ected and anaIyzed to determine if. ath]etic budgets .,};
afe comparable with respect to needs of all students. : - it

" C. District fs in the profess of deveIop1ng equftab]e proghdures for bud- o
get allocation and implementation. .
D. Full comp]fance regarding budget aIIocations was achieved no later than
© July-21, 1978. . S

E Afffrmetive actfon is 1n evfdence

R -

F.- Does ‘not app1y
{

ey . N
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31, Has the district taken steps to ansure that efforts and procadures for
» , "pacruitment from the student body of athletes for participation in 3
athletic' programs are of comparable scope and intensity? ' ‘ .

. Probing Questions/Comments:

. a. Has the district reviewed the sports'reCruitment processes to.
o eliminate gender bias? ‘

»

'y
¢

_ b, Have new recruitment procedures bggn developed for any sport?

Al

¢c. Has the codnse11ng staff recéived training on -non-biased
advisement of recruitment procedures? "

’ i

A\l . .

. . . . ‘
. :
-~ - ' N L
\

RATING:

- A, No review of recruitment practices has taken place.

."B; A review of recruitment efforts has been made, inequities discovered,
and analyzed and plans made for the overcoming of the identified,
shaortcomings. :

€. District is in process of implementing plans for equitable athletic - .
recruitment of bqth female and male students. a : -

0. District has eliminated gender biases fram pracedures fof'recruitment.b
of student athletes. . C

E.. - Affirmative action is in evidence.
Does not apply. -
. <

l;34!:  ) S | | : ‘ ‘219" T




- 32. Has the district taken steps to ensure that the athletic staff are
treated in a fair and equitable manner that is free of gender bias and
compatible with Title IX? oy " ~

—— T,

Prqbing,Questions/Coﬁménfs:

.
a. How are athletic staff assignments determined?

~'P. Has a plan been developed to eliminate inequities in spacé and
resource allocations, extra pay or assignments for athletic staff?
‘ - P ) , ’

c. What steps have been taken to eliminate thésefinequiﬁi

es?

RATING: -
L : ' < L S
A. District has not reviewed and evaluated fts policies and practices . _

~ _regarding ireatment of athletic staff to ascertain possible gender.biase§: 

B. District has reviewed disﬁribution of coach?ng assignments, a110cat10ﬁ
- of fiscal and space resources, coaching pay rates, etc., @ has identified
inequities in the treatment of athletic staff. - ; I

_C.Z_ District has further investigated the treatment ofuathletic staff »
by interviewing athletic staff members and soliciting their parceptions.
of any inequities in staff treatment. g

D. Based on imformation collected in "B" and "C" above, dis;rigﬁﬁhas-teken'_f_
. positive steps to eliminatz inequities in the treatment of athlafic staff.

¢} -~ . ~
. & aefirmative actfon is in evidence, . -
F. ODoes not apply. = s »_///)gﬁf_ v
. -/’/.
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VI.

33,

- ACTIVITIES PROMOTING NON-DISCRIMINATION IN DISTRICT EMPLOYMENT

AND _PERSONNEL POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Has the district'ré@iewed_its written emp16yment po1icie§; job
descriptions, etc.,. to ensure that these are free from gender bias -
and compatible with Tit]e IX? , : o :

Probing Questions/Caiments :

a. Have written employment materials been examined for bias?

b. Have emp]oyhent policies been reviewed?  Have problem areas
been identified? '

v

. ¢. Do job assignments”prec1ude app11cat§on by one sex? . ‘I

RATING:

A.

.0

B.

i T
e

- District as met inaygurated a thorough review of its written employment
policies. , : : ; S

Diétficg was Wegun 2 ftworough review of written employment policies} jobl
eligibiitdy raouivements, job description, etc., and is presently

identifviny 2rszs of mun-compliance. :

District hey completed a tﬁorcughvreview of its written employment :
policies, job aligitllity requirements, etc., and has tgcommended policy
changes for the duard. : : _ '

Thrergh Board and Administrative action, written district employment_
poifcies, job eligibility requirements, job descriptions, etc., nave
been-modi fied and are currently being implementad to achieve compliance -
with Title IX. ' A : . AR

Affikmative”action is in evidence.
Ooes not apply. . = - 260
B 221




34. Has the district reviewed its-job recruitment procedures to ensure‘that
they are free of gender bias and compatible with Title IX? .

- Probing Questions/Comments..

a. Have new recruitment poiicies been developed to recru1t appiicants
in under-represented areas (e. g., women in administration,, o
men in primary grades)?

b. Have job recruitment processes been reviewed for bias?

¢c. Do Jdb announceménts inciude\a statement of non-discrimination?

-

9

» ] . , RS
d. Are any jobs advertised on the basis of sex? Why?

Y

. RATING: . )
A. District has not reviewed/its Job recruitment procedures.

8. District has reviewed some recruitment and- job advertisement practices '
~ for gender bias, but has not yet changed existing practices.

C. 'District has made extensive changes in job recruitment and advertising' 3
.practices

D. District has analyzed and identified under-represented areas for Y fvl :
recruitment program. T . [ .

E. Affirmative actign'is in evidence.
F. Does not apply. ' ’

Q - | I . Zé%(;j.i - B : h,:;fﬁ




35.

. B.

Has the district reviewed‘its employment interview procedures to.

~ensure that they are free of gender bias and compatib]e with Title IX?

' Probing Questions/Conments* »

a.. Has the pre—emp]oyment ‘process been analyzed to 1dent1fy prob]em
points in the precess? 4

b, Have’pdlicies been deve]oped which ensure a diverse applicant pao

c. Has the distribution of app]icants for recent onen1ngs been
analyzed by sex7

'd. Have 1nterv1ewers rece1ved tra1n1ng on the Title Ix regu]ations
' regarding emp]oyment7 : .

‘ e._ Is the Title IX coordinator a member of the screenfng'dommittee?‘

.

RATING | M N . .' . . ' . . " N | ‘:}‘:;‘ T
A. District has not reviewed its employment 1nterview procedures .
District has reviewed the pre-emp]oyment 1nterv1ew procedures and has
1mp1emented changes. . '
- Ce District provides tra1n1ng to job 1nterv1ewers regarding ‘the .conduct -
© of a "Tegal” -interview. , ,
D.f..DistrTCt has further analyzed 1ts hiring patterps, has analvzed male '
and female ratios of applicants at each st of the pre-emp]oyment
. process, has identified those sieps that adversely affect the diversity
of the applicant poal, and has taken posi - steps to eliminate discru
1nation in these pre—emp]oyment app]icati nAsteps. _
E.. Affirmative action is in evidence. |
F. Does not apply.




3%.

\

Has the district reviewed the gender distr1but1on of p1oyees;.(e.g.;
in teaching, coaching, administrative-assignments, et ), identified
inequities, and formulated affirmative action goa1s, strategies and.
timetables based on th1s rev1ew7
Probing Qgestions/Comments
a. Does the Affirmative Action p1an contain goa]s and t1metab1es for
“Job categories where 1nequ1t1es exist? .
b. What strategies have been ut111zed to achieve adequate
gender distribution?
cz.'wnich goals have been reached?
, RATING ’ | |

A. D1str1ct has not reV1ewed the - gander d1stribution of emp1oyees
District has collected and analyzed data on the’ gender dfstr1but1on of
employees, and has 1dent1f1ed those job categories in which gender
d1spar1t1es exist. . :

c. Based upon information noted in "B" above, district’ has es§$b11sned an.
Affirmative Action policy that sets goals and-timetable fo equel1zation :
of. gender distr1butions in jobs where gender disparities exist. '

0. The Board and the Administration have adoptad ' '
Affirmative Action policy estab1ished through ngH and "C" above.

- E. . Affirmative action is in evidence
" F.  Does not apply..
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37. Has the district7pev1ewed a11,staff insurance, health and-other - ol
fringe benefits to ensure that these are free of gender bias and o
compatible -with Title IX? T S o .

a.<fDthéa1th—and,11fg insurance benefits differ forfmén ahd women

* (e.g., maternity benefits, sterilization procedures)? -

_ Probing. Questi onstomments s

b. Has the district requested changes in the existing policies if = 8
there are different benefits? : : ’ -

-
s . .- T ’ B

o

c. Are there some separafé e1igib131ty,criter1a for males -and
females for any benefit program? ' .

,

4. Are there different retirement ages by sex for retirement and .
pension programs? _ = -

RATING:

v

Al District has not reviewed stafffinsurance,.health and other ?rinée -
‘benefits for gender bias prablems. v : o :

8. District has reviewed all staff insurance, health, and other fringe
' benefits and has identi fied all gender irfequities (e.g., different - 0
1ife insurance benefits :for males and female§, total health insurance .
coverage for males/exemption of gynecological or pregnancy coverage for
females, etc.).. o : , S TR

C;. Distriét has;deve]dped interim and/or long t&rm plans for eHminating~
’ 1nequ1t1esv1d¢ntﬁf1ed in "B" -above. _ o L

0. District has taken steps to eliminate inequities identified in "8" aboygf

E. 'Affirm;tive action is in evidence.
F< Does not apply. '




38. . Has the district reviewed atl stgff_deVeTOpment programs (particularly
those that are directed toward development of administrators and coaches)
to ensure that these are free of gender bias and compatible with Title IX?

. Probing Questions/Comments :

a. Are fhere pfograms for retraining of existing staff for new
positions (e.g., administration, special education)?

- - | N‘
: . , ) ‘
b. -Are there district procedures which potentially limit participation
1nlstaff development programs? o '

¢. How are §tafffdevelopment programs_advértiéed?

d. What new procedures ﬁave been déVe]opedltb increése'participation?

o C e

RATING: - | - - SR

| * L

A.. District has not reviewed its staff deve]gpﬁent pragrams for gender bias.

..B. District analyzed the gender distribution of participants in staff
. development” programs and has identitied any gender inequities.

-C. Dfstrdct,has fufthér aha]yzed its staff deQerpméht‘programs and

has {dentified -those advertising, recruitment, and operational

. procedures that limit participation by s;aff.ofjeither sex.

0. pisf}két has taken pasitive steps to eliminate ggpder'ihgqﬁities-f.
' identified in "8" and:"C" above (or‘has certified, upon review, that no .
inequities exist). ' = - o

E. Affirmative action is in evidence. .
F. Does not apply. = o,




39.

 RATING:

e

Has the'dis;rict reviewed its pay scales and‘compensationrrates for
classified employees to ensure that these are free of gender bias and
compatible with T1t1_e IX? For certificated employees? o ‘

Pfobing Questions/Comments:

a. Do classified job categoriés'differ when services by men and women
are compared. Do certificated job categories differ? R

k]

" b. Have‘pay inequities in classified Jjob categories been identified?
Have pay inequitites 1in certificated job categories been .
1dent1f1ed{ . L o

¢. Have plans been developed for eliminating péy and compensation
inequities? e o : -

a f
: |

[+

d. Are there separate pay scales for male and female co:a_ches? o ‘

. S , : o
A. District has not reviewed its pay scales and compensation ratas in
. connection with Title IX. ‘ L , g
B. District hasabégun,to~review pay scales and cdmpensation‘rates _
and has identified inequities based on gEnqerfstereotyping of job .
classifications (e.g., Secretaries earn considerably les§s than '
custodians/groundskeepers). . - o
C. District has developed & plan for elimination of 1nedu1tﬁes identified,
~ in "8" above. R : ' T o
'D. District has 1mp1eﬁente&-a new compensation system that is free of gende
bias. ‘ ' - ? : S
E.  Affirmative action is in 4vidence. . .

.~ Does not apply. - . _— : ;
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40. Has the district reviewed its use and treatment of staff to ensure that
these are free of gender bias and compatible with Title IX?

Probing Questions/Comments: . I

a. How are 5taff’se1ected'for extra duty assignments?
b. Are extra duty éssignments rotatgd.of'khared_by all staff?

¢. Are extra duty assignments generally attached to certain staff :
postitions? L R R

d. Is there a conSistgnt process of'makinglégg%aﬁﬁEﬁts across - ' ;
: departments (e.g., selection of department chair)? o S

. | | -

e. :How are activity assignments (e.g., club sponsorship) determined? ', E

" f. How are staff selected to attend tonferences"and»training
S programs? ' I - :
a . s N ] b K . in )

g. Have practices which tend to favor one sex for assignments and
- staff development opportunities begnﬂident%fied?j ‘ : L

h. Has a plan been identified to remedy theée‘probjem areas?

© RATING:

/A, District has not reviewed its use and treatment of staff in connection

: with Title IX. , - o : .
B. District reviewed its policies regarding use and treatment of staf? .(in- ¢

: cluding staff activity assignments in school, allocation of extra duties/
pay, etc.) and has identified problem areas (e.g., those practices which
discriminate against staff on the basis of sex or which establish sex- "

" stereotyped roles for use of staff). . . o

. District has developed plans to eliminate inequities in the usa of treatme
of staff identified in "B" above. i o : Y
District has taken steps to remedy problem areas jdentified in "B" abave.
Affirmative action is in evidence. : o '
‘Doas not apply. ' ' 7 I

" 26%
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APPENDIX B -

PRE- AND POST- TREATMENT
RAW FREQUENCIES OF RESPONSE
" AND POST-TREATMENT SCALE-ITEM CORRELATIONS

.
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1. What has the district dbna to ensure that {t does not discriminate
in student access to vocatfonal-technical and industrial arts courses?
ST

RESPONSES o ) ' Frequencies
' : - Pre-Test Post-Test

. ' v . . Control E&ger. Control Exper.

A. District has not undertaken a 10 8 1
serfous study of bias in ’
vocational and {ndustrial
arts courses. A

8. District is reviewing or has
reviewed course tities and
course description materials,
and {s eliminating biased ~
language and requircments.

. ¢. District has collectad and
‘ i analyzed course enrolliment
© - data and has identified all
courses that have more than .
80% enrollments of students
o one sex. -

D. District has further investigated
courses with more than 80%
! . students ¢f one sex (including -
investigation of curriculum
contant, classroom environment,
and teacjer behavior) and has
taken poSitive steps to eliminate
gender .dispari ti'evi\n enraliments.

E. ‘Afﬂrmative aczion 1s in evidence.

~nN
-—
[R)

F.  Does not apply.

" Scale Item Carrelatians (Yuie's Q)

" E D - : 48 A
> E. 10000 - 0.0345. - -0.3617 1.0000 -0.6471
0. 0.5 l1.ooda 0.9535 ~ -0.4545 -1.0000 . -
t. -0.3617 BRI i.%oao' -0.6190 -l.0000
8. 1.0000 . -0.4545 190 o 1.0000 -0.7390 /
A 06T 0000 -0 -0.731 t.eoo0 |

|

I

e




o
{

Y 2. What has the district done to ensure that {t does not discriminate
An the way {t provides student access to haome economics courses?

RESPONSES 4 Frequencies
’ Pre-Test Post-Test
Control _ Exper. - Control Exper.

A. Ofstrict has not undertaken a serfous - 4 - " 7 1
study of blas in home economics courses. :

8. Dfstrict 1s reviewing or has raviewed - [ 6 7 - 10
course titlas and course description )
materials and {s eliminating biased :
language and requiremants. ~ ;

C. District has collected and analyzed 4 3 ) 5
course enrolliment data and has
{dentified all courses that have
more than 80% enroliments of students
on one. sex.

0. Ofstrict has further investigated causes. 3 5 1 5
of gender disparities in courses with
more than 80% students of one sex ,

i (including investigation of curriculum

; - content, classroom enviropment, and

teacher behavior) and has taken positive

steps to eliminate gender disparities

in enrollments (e.g., by praviding -

- “hoy-orfentad” patterns in sewing

Snbadem i
etc.) o :
€. Affirmative action is 1n eyidence. 5 4 0. 5
F. ODoes .not apply. . . 2 2 1
- oo Scale 1tem Correlations (Yule's Q) -
€ o .o g A
CE 1.0000 .0.0323  -0.1765  0.258¢  -0.525¢
. 0. 0023 . 1.000 - 02857 Q.40 -1.0000
et 00768 0.2887 1.0000  -0.4815 - ~1.0000
B. 0.2584° -0.5410 ~ -0.4815 1.0000 -0.3043

A. | -0.5254 .1.0000 - -1.0000  -0.3083-  1.0000

i




v
L}

3. What has the district done to ensure that it does not discriminate in
the way 1t provides student access to advanced placemant courses
_(aspecially in science and math), and music, art and drama courses?

<

RESPONSES . Frequencies
. - Pra-Test o Pogt-Test
: K ) Control Exper. Control Exper,
A. District has not undartaken a serious 4 n 8 3
‘stydy of bias in courses in these
ares.
B.? District is reviewing or has Eevicwcd 2 8 § 9

‘course titles and course description ‘
naterials and 1s eliminating biased :
language and requirements. ,

¢. Oistrict has collected and analyzed 4 2 0 4
course enrollment data and has '
. 1dentified all courses that have
mors than 80% enrollments of
students of one sex.

0. Ofstrict has further invastigated 4 3. 0 7

. . courses with more than 80% ,
Y o students of one sex (including

{nvestigation of curriculum - -
contant, classroam environment, -
and teacher behavior) and has

taken positive staps to eliminate
gender disparities in enrollments.

E. Affirmative action is in avidence. § 4 1T 3
F. Oces not apply. - 2 3 o 1

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)

E - o ¢ 8 A
E. T.0000 076 -0.2063  0.6156  -0.6667
0. . 076 1,000  0.6923\  -0.5217  -1.0000 .
c. -o'.;séa 0.6923  1.0000  -d.%000  -1.0000
8. 0.6186  -0.5217  -0.4000 1.0000  -0.6250
A, .0.6667 ~  -1.0000 - -1.0000  -0.6250 1.0000
.
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4. What has the district done to ensure that it does not discriminate in

the way it provides student access to business courses?. ‘ '\
“{:‘,"""'\. . {;." *
RESPONSES ' Frequencies
Pre-Test .+ Post-Tast v
Control Exper, Control Exper,
. - A, District has not undertaken a sarious 5 8 ) 2
study of bias in business courses,
B. DOistrict is reviewing course titles 2 8 6 9
and course dascription materials and '
i{s eliminating biased language and
mu'mn‘t‘o o ® . )
C. Ofstrict has collected and analyzed 2 s 0 4

course enroliment data and has ‘ )
{dentified al) courses that have more
than 80% enrollments of students of

one sex.
0. Ofstrict has further investigated 4 2 .0 §
courses with more than BO% students .
of one sex {including investigation » .

of curriculum content, classroom
environment, and teacher behavior)
and has taken positive steps to ‘
eliminate gender disparities in

. enrollmants. ' . -
E. Affirmative actfon is fnevidence. 3 0 2 3
F. Oces not apply. . , i 6 3

‘S:ca'lo {tem Correlations (Yule's Q)

-

" 1.0 -1.0000  -1.0000  0.2500  -1.0000
0. . -, =1.0000 1.0000 ~ 0.2500  -0.4000 ~  ~1.0000
. © <l.000  0.2500 _  1.0000 0.6667 ©  <1.0000 - - -
8. 0.2500  -0.4000  -0.6667  1.0000  -0.3636 .
A. . <1.0000  -1.0000 - 1.0000  -0.363§ 1.0000 .
v ’ . ‘\l '
_ _ - Q
i 3
[ )
o - :
\— Ly
“ R e
L2




\ 5. What has the district done to ensure that it does '1 Y discriminate
vt . \\Lp the way 1t provides student access. to special education courses?
N .
. . - . |
: RESPONSES | ‘ £requencies -
L Pre-Tost Pestelast
@ SN 4 Control Exper. +Contrn’ Exper.
A. | Dfstrict has not undertaken a sarious 7 14 8
"+ study of-blas in classes in these
areaz.
: 8. Distict i reviewing criteria for 0 3 3 4
‘ . assignment to specisl education T
. classes 27d 1s eliminating biased v,
1anguag' dmt requirements. ) '
€. Ofstrict has eoilected and analyzed 3 2 0 2
clags enroliment data and has .
“{dentified all special educaiion !
Lo , ¢ classes that have more than 80%
. ezrollments of students of one-sex. i
D. District has. farther investigated ‘3 b 6
- special education clagses with more .
than 80% students of ona.sex
. {including investigation of -
g curricu!uu content, classroom
: environment, and teacher behavior]
_and has taken pesitive steps to
' "eliminate geander. d‘lqparaties in .
- enrcliment. ; S .
’ e." Affirmative action s in evidence7"|§ t2 e ¢ 3
i o '
F. Does not apply. I _f .0 i 0 2
. | - R ¢
Scale Itén Correlations (Yule's 0) /
B B " 1.0000 *0.3750 -1.0000 [ -1.0000  =1.0000
g ! 0.3750 10030 0.6425 -0.1364 -1.0000
c. -1.0000 0.642% 1.0000 -1.0006 = |-0.1429
8. ~1.0000 -0.1354 / -1.0000 C7l0600 -1.0000
AL -1.0000 -1.000G / " .0.1429 ~1.0000 1.0000
I3 N .
- N - C b
¢ | ' ) ¢
P .
, : B
T 1
A o
;»/[‘




¢. What has the district done to ensure that {t does not discriminata
in the way it provides student access to adult education courses?

’

RESPONSES Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test.
Control Exper.  Control Exper.
A. District has not undertaken a serious 5 § 2 2

\ study of bias in courses in these areas.

8.. District fs raviewing course titles 1 4 "2 . 6
and course descriptidn materials and
{s eliminating biased language and . _
“requirements. ) o -

. €. Oistrict has collected and analyzed 1. 5 . a 1
course enrollment data and has - :
identified all courses that have
more than 80% enrollments of students
of one sex. o

D. District has further investigated 1 2 0 1
courses with more than 80% students
of one sex (including investigation
of curriculum content, classroom -
environment, 3ad teacher behavior)

* and has taken positive steps to ‘ 4.
-eliminate gender disparities in . ‘
enrollments. S .
E. Affirmative ac;c‘lon 1; in evidenca. . 1 e - 1 2
] F. Oces not apply. , s 9 8 10
- - scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)
E. 1.0000 -1.0000 . -1.0000 ' g.2857 . ~1.0000
0. -1.0000 . .ooEo  -l.o060 . -1.0000 -1.0000
c. - . -1.0000 -fl.oo! 0 © 1.0000 -1.0000 - ~1.0000,
1 _
€. 0.2857 _ =-1.00c0 *  -1.0000 1.0000 -1.0000
A. -1.0000 -1.0000 ~1.0000 -1.0000 -  1.0000
, \ : o '
R
¢ : -
, om
» { ‘i‘ ' )




7. Does the district have criteria for selesting and eva'luat.ing instructional
mater{als regarding sex bias? .

RESPONSES | __Frequéncies
’ . Pre-Test . Post-Test
Control Exper.’  Control Exper.

€

'A. District has not daveloped criteria 9 15 7 6
for evaluating instructional
materials, -
B. Critaria are currently bgi\ng deve'iope&l':i 0 1 0 4
C. Criterfa have been proposed and ° o 4 - *3 "6

_ adopted; criteria may have been applied’
_to materials in some but not all
S . instructional areas.

D. Criterfa have been adopted and the 3 2. W 2 7
. salection’ and evaluatfon of existing.
and new district instructional
materisls in all curriculum arez

is underway.
€. Affirmative action 1s in evidence. 2 § 3 2
F. Doas not apply. ' ' - 0 1. 0 0
Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q) _
oo 0 e B A
E. 1.0000 -0.0526 0.0411 0.8182 -0.3636
. -0.0526 1.0000 0.2127 1.0000  -0.8425
c. 0.0817" -0.2727" 1.0000 -1.0000 .~0.5555
‘8. 0.8182 -1.0000 ~1.0000 1.0000  -1.0000
A .0.3636  -0.8425 . -0.5556 -1.0000 1.0000




What has the district done to ensure that all students have equitable

8.

: apportunities to participate in -axtracurricular clubs (including service
organizations, student gbvernment, dramatics/forensics activities, chaoral
groups, pre-prafessional clubs and recreational clubs)?

RESPONSES . : : Frequencies
o . Pre-test Past-Test
. Control Exper, Control Exper.
A. District has not undertaken a thoraugh & n 7 8
study of bias {n student access to
extracyrricular clubs.
’ 8. Oistrict has reviewed student handbooks, 4 8 7 g
regulations and descriptions of ‘
extracurricular clubs and has eliminated
biases {n language and requirements. ® .
C. District has collected aﬁd analyzad data 0 4 0 2
_ on gender patterns of studant partici-
pation in extracurricular clubs and
nas jdantified major disparities.

‘p. pistridtthas further {nvastigated ' - 2 3 1 6
extracurricular clubs with gender - .
disparities in student participation
and has taken positive steps to
eliminata those disparities.

‘ . y :
€. Affirmative action is in evidence. LA 3. 2 3
| F. Ooes nat apply. ; P 1 -0 1
Scale Izem Correlatiors (vale's @) . . .
E o ’ e B8 A
£ 1.0000 ¢.2171-  0.4000 0.4483 -0.9014
0. 0.317 1.0000 0.5000  -0.3953 -0.8000
K3 0.4000 0.6000 l.ogo | 0133 . 0.0000 |
8. " 0.4683 -0.3953 0.1333  1.0000  -0.2500
A. -0.5014 1-0.8000 0.0000.  -0.280 ~  T.0000 ‘
¢ 22’"“’
(0
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Has the district taken steps to ansure. that all studr=s 7+ ..vitles
programs such as spirit groups, dances, homecoming ¢z - “lej, &iC.,’ -
- are free from geander bias? : E '

.

\ - >

N )
REGBONSES - ’ T Frequencies :
T Pre-Tast Post-Test:
. o Contral Exgg_‘.- Control Exper, °
A. Oistrict has not undertaken a serious 8 13 .7 5
° study of gender bias in student :
activities programs. - .
8. Oistrict Mas reviewed and analyzed 2 4 4 5

the participation 1n and the content

of all student activities (including

school spirit groups, school social

events, dances, rituals, homecoming ‘
ceremonies, mother-daughter/father- - .
son banquets, etc.) and has identified-

" areas of non-compliance with Title IX.

C. Oistrict has taken steps to eliminate 1 -3 5 1N

gendar bias in student activities . :
, programs. o )

0. Ofstrict-has taken steps to increase 1 6 1 5

student 1nvolvement {n all student '
- activity programs. : . .
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 3 3 i 1/
F. Ooes not apply. . 1 e Q0 a

»

U

' . Scals Item Corraistions (Yuln!'s Ql

R § 0 c 8 /A R
£ 1.0000 01209 -0.0400  -0.1707° " L0000 |
* 0. 0.1209 1.000G 0.0909 -0.1089 . -0.2973
e -0.0400 | - 0.0%09 | t.edo .eEl o9
8. -0.1707 -0.1089; - ° 0.888l 1.0000  -p.7838 |
| ( 1.6200 -

A -1.0000 - -0.2973  -0.8519 -0.7838 |

i |

o'




EON.

10. Has the district taken steps to ensure that all honars and scholarships

are free of gender bias?
RESPONSES ' ‘ Freauencies
o Pre-Test . ~ Post.Test
i , _ . . Control Exper. Control Exper. .
A. District has not undertaken 2 serious 10 14 . ! 4 )

study of gender bfas in student
. activities programs. :

8. DOistrict has reviewed all written 2 4 4 6
. l{terature, descriptive material ° : '

and regulations pertaining to honors

and scholarships, and has removed all

dbiagad requirements and language.

C. Ofstrict has co ected and ana!y.zed T 1 1 2
data on the distribution of : - :
v ~ honars and scholarships, and has
identified any gender disparities.
0. Oistrict has further 1nvest1§atbd 3 6 3 10

procedures used-to award.honors
. and scholarships, and has taken
pasitive steps to eliminate gender

. disparities in the distribution of,-n ' )
awards. ’ —_t ’
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 4 5 5 7
F. Does not apply. 0 0 0 0

Scala Item Lorrelations (Yule's Q)
E 0 C 8 A

E. l.000 031 0.3063.  -0.2808 - -0.8148,
0. | 0.1111 1.6200  0.7436 . 043333 -1.0000

c. 0.3043 0.7436 1.0000 1000 - +1.0000
8. .0.280 | - 0.3333 1.0000 1{0000 -1.4000 - -

A. -0.8148|  -1.0000  -1.0000 .-1.0000 1.0000

i v
- hY




11. Has the district taken steps to ensure that -its counseling programs
are free from gender biases?

! , s _
RESPONSES ' o _ Frequencies
' ‘ PreaTest Post-Test
Contral Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not undertaken a serfous -7 13, 7 . 9
- study of gender biases in {ts counse- o :
1ing and guidance program and =~ ,
practicas. ’

B. District has reviawad al‘l’v)ritten ' 1 S S 2
counsel{ng materials, counseling -
procedures and testing matarials.
to 1dentify gender biases. and has
removed or altersd biased materials,
procedures or tasts. ‘

C. Oistrict has collected and analyzed 3 2 0 2

" data on biases in counseling practices -
(e.g., by raviewing comments in
student cum records .for sexist
, statements, by analyzing counselor
records on frequency, nature and
disposition of thair counseling
contacts with students, etc.) and
has identified problem areas in the
counseling program. - ‘
0. Ofstrict has taken positive steps to 3 4 0 3
. eliminate gender biases in gounseling " :
programs and practices (e.g., has
. conductad fnservice training for ot
school personnel based on identi- ) . 2
fication of problem areas in "C" : : 7
above). ’ . : :
€. Affimative action 1s in evidence. .2 5 1. 4
F. 000.5 not apply. - - y . 2 4
Scale Itém Correlatidns (Yule's Q) |
o C -~ 8 | K
€.’ B ,p.imz 0.6000 0.2308 -0.8182
‘\' | oo . . .
0. 1‘.9000 0.5200 -0.440ﬁ -0.8687
IR : .

c. 0.5200 1.0000 - 0.5200 -1.0000

8. -0.4400 0.5200 1.0000 -  -0.8687 . -

A. -0.8667 . -1.0000 -0.8667  1.0000

! ~ L

2 -
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12. Has the district taken staps to ensure that {ts career guidance centers
and job placement services are free of gender hias?

RESPONSES A ~ ___ - Frequencies e ’
" Pra-Test ‘ post-Test
. Control Exper.  Control Exper,
A. . District has not' undartaken 3 L] 13 6 - 5
serious study of gender bias in o o :
{ts career guidance centers.
B. Ofistrict has raviewed all materials 0o - S 4 4
: regarding career guidance, career : -
e education and student work programs. ‘
‘ C. - District has studied the policies | 2 [ 0 5
. and procedures used in {ts career
; _ gufdance and student work programs
roo . and has {dentified areas of gender
btas. - o
0., Ofstrict has eliminated more subtle- 4 0 0 6 .
areas of gender bias (such as rale . ’
model11ng of guest speakers and the
maintenance of male and female
employment 1ists) in {ts career
guidance and student work cirograms
_and has eliminated other gender
biases from this sphere of school -
activity. . . e, .
* g, Affirmative action {s in evidance. 82 3 2
F. Ooes nat apply. . ' 2 r 3 §
'Scale Item Correlatfons (Yule's Q) ‘
3 0 Loe 8 - A
E. 1.0000 0.8286 0.1667 '0.5522 -0.7647
0. © 6.8286 1.0000 . 0.3043  0.368¢ ' -1.0000
[ \ -
' c. 0.1667. ~ 0.3043 1.0000 ~  0.3684. -1.0000
8. 0.55%2 0.3684 0.3684 - - 1.0000 -0.3605
A.: “‘-=0.7647 : -14.0000 -1 .0000»" ~0.8605 1.0000
- e
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13. Has the district taken steps to ensure that testing materials are
free of gender?. : ‘ ‘

. .
. ’ )
e . ) Iy

RESPONSES .~ - - o R Frequencies : k
c ' Pre-Test Post-Test
s ' .Control Exper.  Contral Exger.
A. District has not undertaken a serious 8 16 9 n

study of gender bias in the testing
materials 1t uses. .

B. ODistrict has conducte% preliminary 1 8 ] 1
review of all tasting materials and v
has identified testing materfals which
reflect gender bias. -
C. DOistrict has reviewed current 1iterature 1 2 1 2
regarding gender bias in testing .
.materials, has reviewed non-biased
testing materials, and has developed
.stratagies for providing testing
which does not reflect gender bias.

0. Ofistrict has eliminatad biatant 2 1 0 7
~ gender biased materials and has begun : :
. to implement strategies {dentified in
; “¢* (e.g., purchased new materials,
. provided inservice training to all
" counselors, requested national
testing services to alter reporting

mathods). »

CE. Afftmative actiop is in evidence. 1 i 0 1.

F. - Does not apply. ‘ : : 1 0 1

' Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q) o .

E. “l.000 ' 99.0000 99.0000 . 99.0000 99.0000 o

B.  99.0000 1.0000 0.2727  ° -1.0000 - -1.0000
- €. 99.0000 0.2727 . 1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000

8. 99.0000,  -1.0000  -1.0000 1.0000  -0.2500 '

A. 99.0000 .  -1.0000 10000  -0.2500  1.0900

~




. 13
14. Has the district taken steps to ensure that {ts poldgjes and practices
partaining to married and pregnant students are equitable and free of
gender bias? co - : - (

RESPONSES . ' T Fr'-equenciles -
: Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper.  Control Exper.-

A. District has not undertaken a review 4 7 4 5
of palicies and practices in these . . _ ) -
areas. Lo . ' P

8. District has reviewad student marital
and pregnancy policies and has
“{dentified any gendar-biased prodiem
areas (e.g., policies that require a
married|or pregnant student to choose .
between|a special program or leaving ' ' .
school,[policies that treat pregnancy
.differently than other temporary dis-
abilities, etc.) )

C. District has developed plans for 1 3 Q- 2
eliminating {nequities {dentified in ) .
tha policy review.

D. District has taken steps to eliminate 6§ ] 2 - 8
- gendar biases in student marital and .
pregnancy policies and practices, and
has modified policies .to effect
compliance with Title IX (e.g. has
-made equiable a11 rules on student
marital status, has guaranteed access '
of pregnant studants to school services,
activities and programs, has medical ‘
certification requirements for : v
pregnant students compatible with - :
requirements of students with other
temporary disabilities, has, made
childcars and pra-natal care instruc-
tion available to students of both

sexas, ¢tc. /.‘

E. Affirmativa action is in evidence. 3 5. R 2
f. Does not apply./ . f 2 -2 ’IZ 2
| Scale [tem COf-reTatfg\é_(YuIe's Q , i
| e ' o ¢ 8 A
£ 10000 0.3913 - 0.5000  -0.0714 -0.4694
0. 0.3913 1.0000 0.1667  -0.1429 ~1.0000
.  0.5000 0.1667 1.0000 . 0.4167 . -1.0000
5., - -0.07)e <.429 0.7 1000 -1.0000 p
A, -a.ags . -lGo0  -1.0000  -loo0 1000
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 F. Does ndt'apply,.

|

15. Has the district taken steps [to ensure that rules of behavior,
standards of enforcement andllave!s of, punishment are equitable.and
free from gender biases? .

?
!
'

RESPONSES _ oot Frequencies ‘.
’ i Pre-Test " Post-Test
: ‘ it Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not undertaken serious 6 12 .- 6 3

study of gender biases in 1ts studant
discipliine policies and practices.

written policies and procedures pertain-’ K
ing to student regulationg and -
. discipline and has eliminated all

obvious gender biases f I{m

B. District is in tﬁe procé'ss\ £ reviewing 1 3 2 3

. materials (e.g., differént/ grade-
based eligibility req 2 /for
participation in extracurricylar
activities, etc.) -

" C. District has completed review of, 2. 3 1 2

written discipline poHci'es and is in

the process of collecting and analyzing

data on gender patterns {n school . \
discipline practices, and is identifying
any.prohlem_areas (e.g., by reviewing

{ncidence, nature'and disposition of

disciplinary rg_fg,rrals).' '

/

0. ODistrict has completed review of § - 6% 3 14
student discipline and has taken
positive programmatic steps to
eliminate gender biases frum student ,
discipline policies, standards, and ’ . ¢

- practicas. SR . :

N
E. Affirmative action is jin.evidence.. 3 4 2 2

o
o
o
o

,
1

S !

pd |
Z scald Item Corralations (Yule's Q)

£ oo ¢ 8
€. 10000 40.6279 0.6933 . 0.2500 “reuww
o.  -06279  [l.0000 0.2717' . .0.23:33  -0.7500
. . 0.6923 0.2727 0000 0.2 - -1.0000
. 0.2500 -0.3333 0.52%4  ° 1.0000 -0.2308
A. - -1.0000 .0.750  --1.0000  -0.2308  1.0000

I

204
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16, Aﬁ {nsurance and health' benafitswfor students free from gendar bias?

" RESPONSES

cl

Fl

o m

& o

. to tha existing policies.

Fraquancies

Pra-Tast
o Control Exper.

. District has not reviewed or 5 9

analyzed 1ts student insurance
and health benefit policies and

procedures for gender bias.

.' pistrict has reviewad and analyzed 2 1

{ts student insurance and heaith
benafit polictas and procedures .
and has identified any gender biasss
{e.g., total health care benefits
for males/exemption of gynecolo-

- gical or matarnal health benefits

for females, etc.)

District has proposed to insurance 0 1
companies means of eliminating

any biases identified in its

student insurance and health benefit
policies, or has proposed alternatives

District has aliminated Jender biases 3 7
from its student fnsurance and

health benefit policies and

‘practices (or has certified that

biases do not exist).

Affirmative action is in avidence. 2 0
Ooes not apply. - : 3 6

o
.

scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q) -

e 0 C 8
1.0000 <0.8168 .0.3103 . -0.0588
-0.8168. 1.0000 fl.oooo -0.7273
0.7103 1.0 1.0000 0.6582]
-0.0588 ,  -0.7273 0.6552 1L000d
1.0000 -1.0000 -1.dogo - -1.0000
284
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" Post-Test

Control Exper.
0 1

A
1.0000
-1.0000
-1.0000
21,0000
1.0000



17. Has the district reviewad all coursa dascrintions and written
. matarials pertaining to the P.E. prygr-im to ensure that these
are free from gender bias and compatfbla with Title [X?

el

RESPONSES . i Frequenciaes ' @
e-Test Post.Test
Control Exper. Control Exper,

A, DOfstrict has not yet reviewed 4 6 3 1
the course descriptions and written ' 4
1{terature partaining to the P.E. .
program for gender bias problems.

B, District has reviewed course’ 4 n 8 7
descriptions and descriptive
1iterature and has removed all "
obvious barriers to student
pursuit of nontraditional P.E.
activities (including biased use
of 13nguago. sextyped course titles,
etC. : i

(&)
—t
o

C. DOfstrict has further analyzed 3

. {ts course descriptions and descriptive
1iterature, has identified any
prarsquisites, performance standards,
guidelines, and criteria for skills
neasurement that have an adverse
effect on student pursuit of non-
traditional P.E. activities,

0. District has modified all P.E. 4 5 - 1 12
praraquisites or criteria that :
have an adverse effect on“student
pursuit of non-traditional P.E.

activities. )
€. Affirmative action is in evidence. 2 5. 2 3
F. Oces not apply. . 0 1 1 0
, a ' A * B
| Seale ttem Correlations (Yule's Q)
' |
n 0 - 8 A
3 11,0000 0.2903 0.7600 -0.2903 +1.0000
0. 0.2903 1.0000 £ 0.1200 -0.2847 -1.0000
. c.’ 0.7600 0.1200 1.0000 . 0.2121 -1.0000
8. -0.2903 . -0.2347 0.2121 1.0000 -1.0000
A, -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000
i . ; o \\‘\ ‘\\‘ .




. ’
'

18, Hag the district taken steps to ensure that 1ts P.E. rcqulru’m&ts do

not discriminate {n the way they provide student access to physical
4 . education courses? - .
' <
\
RESPONSES _Fraquencies »
‘ Pre-Test Post.Tagt:
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not yet invastigated § 8, - § 1
{ts P.E. curriculum to determine : ‘
?t;suclu to compliance with Title
8. Ostrict has reviewed the P.E." 2 9 6 5
curriculum and has {dentified '
problem areas.
€. Suggestad madifications efther 4 8 2 6
“have-been_drafted and are currently
pending, or are in process of being
drafted. .
0. Ofstrict has modified P.E. require- 5 7 B 10

ments to ensure that P.E. objectives
and requiremants are the same for
males and femalas and has disseminated
them thoroughly to students and staff.

€. Affirmative action 1s in evidence. rd 4 2 3
F. Does not apply. ' Q 1 0 0
¥
Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)
E 0 ¢ 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.3548 -0.3548' -0.2727 -1.0000
0. 0.3548 1.0000 -0.7073 -0.1765 © -1.0000
c. -o.ara_s " .0.7073 I;Ezoo ; 0.9021 -1.p000
‘ B. - -0.2727 -0.1765 . 0.5021 1.0000 -1.0000
! . .
. A, -1.0000 ' -1.0000 -l.go0 ~ -l.0000  1.0000
..
¢ ™ .
\\-
e )

-




19.

Has the district implemented a co-ed P.E. program for all activities
(except actual participation in contact sports) at all grade levels?

RESPONSES . ' Frequencies
Pre-Tast Post-Tast
Control Exper. Control Exper,
A. District has not yet implemented a 2 2 2 2
co-ed program,
8. U{strict has implemented a co-ed- 7 9 6 6
' program for some (at least 50%)
of its P.E. activities (excluding
actual playing in contact sports).
C. Ofstrict has implemented a co-ed 2 10 5 9
P.E. program for 100% of its P.E,
activities (excluding actual playing
in contact sports) at all grade levels.
D. D0Oistrict has implemented a co-ed P.E. 3 1 0. 4
program at all grade lcvels;
furthermore, district frequently
conducts on-site observations of
P.E. classes (or intarviews with P.E.
students) to ensure that activities
in P.E. classes (except actual
playin? in contact sports) are
actually zonducted on 2 co-ed basis.
€. Affirmative action is in evidence. 4 3 1 4
F. Ooes not apply. 0 1 0 0
Scale Item Corralations (Yule's Q)
E 0 ¢ 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.0233 0.2000 -0.3333 -1.0000
8. 0.0233 1.04L00 -0.4182 -1.0000 -1.0000
C. 0.2000 -0.4182 1.0000 -0.8940 -1.0000
B. -0.3333 -1.0000 -0.8940 1.0000 -1.0000
A.

-1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000

28
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20. Has the district taken steps to ensure that instruction in all P.E.
courses and activities (including contact sports) is provided in a
manner that is free from gender bias and compatible with Title IX?

RESPONSES Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A, District has not reviewed the manner 4 7 6 4

in which instruction {s provided in
P.E. classes and activities.

8. Oistrict has reviewed instructional 5 6 5 8
procedures in P.E. classes and
activities,

C. Oistrict has established a P.E. policy 2 1 2 9

that requires that instruction
in all P.E, courses/activities
(including contact sports) be
provided in the same way for
students of both sexes.

p. Oistrict has further assured itself 4 2 1 4
that P.E. imstruction is provided in : ' '
a manner that is free from gender bias
by making frequent on-site observations
of P.E. instruction periods {(or by
interviewing Students, staff, etc.):
district has identifiad any problems
in this area.

E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 3 4 -0 3

F. Does not apply. ) 0 0 . 0 . 0

Scale ltem Correlations (Yule's Q)

E ] c 8 A

E. 1.0000 -1.0000 -0.3253 0.6832 -1.0000
0. -1.0000 1.0000 0.4366 .0.5238 -0.1667
c. -0.3253 0.4366 1.0000 . -0.3388 -1.0000
8. 0.6832 -0.5238 -0.3388 1.0000 -1.0000

A. -1.0000 -0.1667 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000

Q




21. Has the district taken steps to ensurs that P.E. facilities and
physical resources are allocated in an equitable manner that is
free of gender bias and compatible with Title [X?

RESPONSES : Freguencies
Pre.Test Post-Test
Contral Exper. Control Exper,
A. District has not reviewed the 5 9 5 0

allocation and use of facilities
to identify possible gender biases.

B. District has reviewed all policies, 2 4 3 ]
procadures, and written documents
partainiag to the use of P.E.
facilities and has {dentified all
inequities 1n the allocation of
physical resources (e.g., inequities
{n the favorability of schedules for
facility use, purchase, use and
‘repair of equipment).

C. Oistrict has further investigated the 2 3 4 10
allocation and use of facilities to
determine that in classes, facilizies
and physical resources (e.g., playing
fields, tennis courts, swimming pools,
weight and gymnastics equipment,
gymnasia, locker room equipment, etec.)
are equally available to female and
male students; inequities have been
identified.

D. Ofstrict has taken positive steps %o 4 12 5 10
remove any inequities identified in .
the use and allocation of P.E. -
facilities and pnysical resources. .

n
E -3
-—
w

€. Affirmative acticon is in evidence.

F. QOoes not apply. 0 1 .0 0

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)

E 0 ¢ 8 A
E. 1.0000 -0.1429 0.0566 -0.2308 -1.0000
0. -0.1429 1.c000 -0.3684 0.5000 -0.4598
c. 0.0566 -0.3684 1.0000 -0.0588 -1.0000
8. -0.2308 0.5000 -0.0588 1.0000 -1.00C0
A, -1.0000 -0.4595 -1.0000 -1.00c0 1.0000

O ‘ \
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22. Has the district taken steps to ensure that the P.E. program provides
students with a range of activity options that allows them to pursue
their interests in an environmant free of gender bias?

RESPONSES Frequencies
. Pre-Tast Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not urdertaken any & 7 3 1

reviaw of or rastructuring of {ts P.E.
course/activizies options in caonnection
with fts Title IX compliance effaorts.

8. Oistrict has expunded the range of 6" 8 4 5
p.E. -activity options open to students,
but has not based this on any survey
-of student interest,

¢. Ofstrict has conducted a survey of 3 5 5 1¢
studant F.E. activity interests and
has revised its ranje of P.E.
activity options in accord with this
survey.

D. District pericdically re-surveys 4 5 3 4
students and revisas its P.E.
activity options accardingly.

E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 2 5 1 4

F. DOoes nat apply. g - 0 ) 0

’
P

Scals T+em Correlazfons (Yule's Q)

£ 0 c 8 A
E. 1.0000 -0.5342 0.4953 0.5362 -1.0000
0. -0.5%42 1.0000 0.0566 -1.0000 -0.0667
c. 0.4953 0.0566 1.0000 -1.0000 -0.4182
8. -0.5242 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000 -1.0000
A. -1.0000 -0.0667 -0.4182 -1.0000 1.0000
284y




23. Has the district taken steps %o ensure that P.E. staff are treated in
a fair and equitable manner that is free of gender bias and compatible
with Title [X?

RESPONSES Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test
_ Control Exper, Control Exger.
A. District has not reviewed and ¢4 $ 4 0

evaluated its policies and practices
regarding treatment of P.E. staff,

nor has it interviewed its P.E. staff
to ascertain possible gender bfases.

B. DOfstrict has reviewed distribution 3 8 1 6
of class and activity assignments,
allocatfon of fiscal and space
resources, extra pay, etc., and
has identified any inequities in the
treatman: of P.E. staff,

C. District has furthev investigated the 4 2 1 3
treatment of P.E. staff by interview-
ing P.E. staff members and soliciting
their perceptions of any inequities
in staff treatment.

D. Based on information collected in 3 5 2 9
"8* and "C" above, district has
taken positive steps to eliminate
ineqyities in treatment of P.E.

staff,
€. Affirmative action {s in evidence. 2 5 3 6
F. Doas not apply. 0 1 . 1 1

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's @)

E 0 ¢ 8 A
E. 1.0000 -0.1852 -0.1429 -0.7910 0.2414
0. -0.18%2 1.0000 -0.1429 -0.3792 -1.0000
¢. -0.1429 . =0.1429 1.0000 0.1200 -1.0000
8. -0.7910 -0.3793 0.1200 1.0000 0.1034
A. 0.2414 -1.0000 -1.0000 0.1034 1.0000

294
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Z3. Has the district involved the P.E. staff in the process of
implementing Title [X?

RESPONSES Frequencies
' Pra-Test Post-Test
Lontrol Excer. Control Exper.
A. District has not invaolved P.E. G 4 2 2
staff in the process of implementing
Title IX.
B. District has minimally {involved 5 . 8 6 "7

P.E. staff in formulating plans
for Title IX implementation.

C. District has considered P.E. staff 4 S 3 4
attitudes as important to succassful
implementation of Title [X; hence
{1t has substantially {nvolved the
staff in planning Title IX
{implementation.

D. District has sponsored activitiaes 4 6 0 6
such as inservica training to
facilitate positive attitudes
and enthusiastic acceptance of
Title IX among P.E. staff

members.
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 3 2 1 4

F. Ooes not apply. 0 2 2 1

Scale Item Correlations (Yulse's Q)

E 0 c 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.2857 0.4356 -0.3514 -1.0000
0. 0.2857 1.0000 -0.3725 -1.0000 -1.0000
c. 0.4385 -0.3725 1.0000 ~1.0000 -1.4000
8. 0.3514 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000 -1.0000
A. -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0900

29%
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25. Does the district have and mafntain a written general plan for
evaluating and achieving complaince with the Title IX regulations
pertaining to school athletics?

RESPONSES Frequencies

Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Zontrol Exper.
A. District has no general plan 6 15 7 8
for implementing Title IX's .
requirements regarding athlatics.
B. DOistrict is in the process of writing O 4 0 4
2 general plan for Title IX
implementation.
C. Oistrict has a2 written general plan 4 s 5 +
for comaliance with Title IX's
requlations pertaining to athletics,
and this plan is adequate in fts
detail, scope, and faithfulness to law.
0. Dfstrict has an adequate written plan, 4 2 1 3

and it has been maintaining the plan

by implementing prescribed program

changes on schedule.
E. Affirmative actfon is in evidence. 4 3 2 4
F. Does not apply. 0 0 0 1

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)
3 D c 8 A

E. 1.0000 0.7255 0.7117 -1.0000 -0.8512
D. . 0.7255 1.0000 0.725% -1.0000 -1.0000
c. 0.71117 0.7253 1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000
B. -1.0000 ~1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000 -1.0000
A. -0.8512 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000



«

26. Has the district 1nvolved the athletic coaching staff in the process
of implementing Title IX, and has the district provided additional
sarvices (e.g., Inservice training) to facilitate positive staff
acceptance of Title IX implementation 1n athletics?

RESPONSES Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test
Contral Exper. Control Exper.
A. District does not recagnize need 5 8 4 2

for staff devejopment/{nservice to
insure a positive {mplementation
of Title 1Y in athletics.

8. Some of the coaching staff were 8 13 7 "
invalved in Title IX discussions,
review, and analysis, and in
accomplishing or completing the
needed subsequent changes; inservice
activities were not deemed necessary.

C. While involvement of key coaching 0 2 0 6
staff continues in planning for :
Title IX implemsntation, district is
alsa providing inservice to entire
athletic staff,

D. [nvalvement of all athletic personnel 3 3 1 2
was paramount in a1l Title IX
reviews, analysis and subsequent
nesded changes in the policy, pragrams,
pracedures and philosaphy tenat; inservice
apportunities were provided to insure
a smooth, positive implementatian of
the spirit and the letter of the law
as {t affects athletics.

E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 3 2 1 2
F. Does not apply. ‘ 0 2 0 1

Scale Item Corralations (Yule's Q)

£ 0 c 8 A
E. 1.0000 -1.0000 0.3548 -0.7778 -1.0000.
0. -1.0000 1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.8000
c. 0.3548 -1.0000 1.0000 -0.5789 -1.0000
8. -0.7778 -1.0000  -0.5789 1.0000 -0.7778
A, -1.0000 -1.0000  -1.0000 -0.7778 1.0000

294 . .
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27. Has the district taken steps to ensure that hoys’ and giris® athletic
programs are comparahle in terms of equipment, suppiies and practice

and game schadules?

293
256

RESPONSES Frequencinz
Pre-Test Post~Test
i Contral Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not reviewed athletic 4 7 2 0
pragrams for comparability of :
equipment, supplies and schedvling.
B. District has reviewed distributions 2 9 5 7
of athletic equipment, supplies and
. schedules and has idantified
inequities.
C. District has made minor adjustments 4 5 5 9
in the allocation of faciiities and
equipment, and in the scheduling of
practices and games. Inequities
still exist.
0. District has developed an intermediate S ] 1 6
plan for equalization of existing
resources and/or a-long-term plan for
further egqualization of resources
(when capital cutlay permits).
E. Affirmative action is in evidenca. 3 5 1 '
F. QOoes not apply. b} 2 1 1
Scale Ttem Correlations (Yule's Q)
E 0 o B A
E. 1.0000 0.2593 -0.6697 -0.11M -1.0000
0. 0.2593 1.0000 «0.5918 -0.2903 -1.0000
c. -0.6697 -0.5918 1.0000 -0.3667 -1,00C0
8. -0.1111 = -0.2903 -0.0667 1.0002 -1.0000
A. -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 - =1.0000 1.0000




28. Has the district taken steps to ensure that boys's and girls' athletic
programs are comparable in terms of publicity and general school support
(e.g., from faculty, from spirit groups, etc.)?

RESPONSES Frequencies

Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not yet undertaken a 6 10 5 1

comparative review of publicity
and support accorded both boys' and
giris' athletic programs.

B. District is reviewing publicity and 3. 9 6 10
school support for athletics (including '
local and school newspapers, booster
club announcements, pep club posters
and banners, etc.) and has identified
problem areas (e.g., gender disparities
in amount and status of athletic
publicity, disparities in amunt
and status of spirit group support,
schedyling.of sckaol‘s major rallies,
assemblies and festivities to support
male varsity football events, organiZing
major faculty social events to corres-
pond to traditiona] homecoming or "big
game" events, etc.)

€. District has completed review of 3 2 .0 4
publicity and school support for
athletics, has identified inequities,
and has developed plans for corrections
of problem areas.

0. District has taken positive, programma- 2 2 2 5
tic steps to eliminate gender biases
in publicity and school support for
athletics (as {dentified {n “8" and

"C" above.
E. Affirmative action is in evidence.” 0 1 1 4
f. Qoes not apply. 2 2 0 1

Scale Item Corrslations (Yule's )

: E G 8 A
E. 1.0000 -0.1688 0.7647 -0.6842 0.3846
0. -0.1688 1.0000 0.1000 -0.5789 -1.2000
c. 0.7647 0.1000 1.0000 - -9.0714 -1.0000
8. -0.6862 -0.5789 -0.0714 1.0000 -1.0000

A. 0.3846 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000

R3o S
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29. Has the district taken steps to ensure that athletic programs afford
equitable opportunities for awards, scholarships and recognition for
girl and boy athletics?

X3

ESPONSES Frequencies
Pre-Tast Post-Test
Control Exper., Control Exper.

A. District has not yet reviewed 6 10 4 2
athletics award proceduras and
practices to ensure compliance
, with Title IX.

|

B. Dfstrict has reviewed all regulations, 1 8 3 4
procedurss, and written descriptive
material pertaining to the award
of athletic honors and scholarships,
‘and has {dentified all discriminatory
requirements and 211 gender-biased
language.

C. District has further analyzed 3 3 0 2
student opportunities available
for athletic awards, recognition
and scholarships (including the
number and scope of athletic
banquets, the distribution of
athletic Jackets and letters, etc.)
and has fdentified more subtle
inequities {n the awarding of
athletic honors.

D. Based on "8"and “C" above, district 5 5 4 1"
has taken steps to ensure that awards
are comparable in all sports, and -the
same in 1ike sports, and that
opportunities for recognition are equit-
able for boys' and girls' athletics.
E. Affirmative action {s in evidence. 1 0 6 3

F. Does not apply. 0 2 0 2

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)
13 0 ¢ B A
1.0000 -G.3469 -0.0286 =0.7349 -0.4118
-0.3469 1.0000 0.3333 0.4194 -1.0000
-0.0286 0.3333 1.0000 0.6889 -1.0000
«0.7349 0.4154 0.68389 1.0000 -1.0000

-0.4118 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000

>mno!n
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30. Has the district taken steps to ensure that athletic budgets are
comparable with respect to the needs and interests of students?

RESPONSES Frequencies

Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. No data has been collected 4 1 2 2

for comparison of male and
female athletic budgets.

8. Data has been collectsd and analyzed 4 6 5 7
to detarmine {f athletic budgets ) ’
are comparable with respect to
needs of all students.

C. District 1s fn the process of 1 3 2 10
developing equitable procedures
for budget allocatfon and implementa-
tion.

D. Full compliance regarding budget 4 4 2 1
allocatfons was achieved no later
than July 21, 1978.

E. Affirmative action is in evidenca. 2 2 2 Q

F. Does not apply. 0 1 e 2

Scale [tem Correlations (Yule's Q)

E D c 8 A
E. 1.0000  ~1.0000 -0.3953 0.1304 -1.0000
0. -1.0000 1.0000 -0.1765 -1.0000 -1.0000
c. -0.3953 -0.1765 1.0000 -0.7647 -1.0000
8. 0.1304 -1.0000 -0.7647 1.0000 -1.0000
A -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000

29¢
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3l.

Has the district taken steps to ensure that efforts and procedures
for recruitment from the student body of athletes for participation
in athletic programs are o comparable scope and intensity?

RESPQNSES Frequencies
- Pre-Test Post-Test
Contro]l Exper. (Control Exper,
A. No review of recruitment practices 7 12 6 4
has taken place.
B. A review of recruitment efforts 1 .2 2 1
has been made, inequities discovered
and analyzed and plans made for
the overcoming of the identified
shortcomings.
C. District is in process of implementing 0 2 2 -]
- plans for equitable athletic recruitment
of both female and male students.
D. District has eliminated gender biases 2 3 2 4
from procedures for recruitment of
stydeng athletes. .
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. Q 1 4 k
' F. Does not apply. 4 5 1. 6
_«~Scale Ttem Corrslations (Yule's Q)
e’ 0 c B, A
E. 1.0000 -0.0769 - «Q.3333 -1.0000 -0.0769
0. '«Q.0769 1.0000 «0.5849 0.6342 -1.0000 -
c. «0.3333 -0.5849 1.0000 0.1429 -1.0000
8. «1.0000 - 0.6842 0.1429 1.0000 -1.0000
A.

-0.0769 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000
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72. Has the district taken steps to ensure that the athletic staff are
treated in a fair and equitable manner that is free of gender bias

and cempatible with Title IX?

RESPONSES Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exoer,
A. District has not reviewed and 6 8 4 3
svaluated its policies and practices
regarding treatment of athletic
staff to ascertain possible gender
biases.
8. District has reviewed distribution 2 10 4 6
of coaching assignments, allocation
of fiscal and space ‘resources,
coaching pay rates, etc., and
has identified {nequities in the
treatment of athletic staff.
¢. District has further investigated 3 1 1 2
the treatment of athletic staff by
interviewing athlstic staff members
and soliciting their perceptions of
any inequities in staff treatment.
p. Based on information callected in 3 -4 2 1
*8* and "C" above, district has taken
pasitive steps to eliminate inequities
in the treatmant of athletic staff.
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. - 3 1 2 1
F. Does not apply. 0. 3 2 1
Scale I[tem Correlations (Yule's Q)
E 0 ¢ 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.2381 1.0000 -0.6716 -1.0000
‘0. 0.2381 °  1.0000 0.0000 -0.3845 - -0.7500
C. 1.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 -1.0000
B. -0.6716 -0.3846 ©0.0000 1.0000 -0.7500
A. -1.0000 -0.7500 -1.0000 -0.7500 1.0000
N :
304 - o
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33. Has the district reviewed fts written employment policies, Jjab
descriptions, etc., to ensure that these are free from gender bias
and compatible with Title IX?

RESPONSES Frequencies
’ Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not inaugurated a 2 7 2 1

thorough review of its written
_employment policies.

B. DOistrict has hegun a thorough 2 10 6 6
review of written employment
policies, job eligibility
requirements, job description,
etc., and is presently identifying
areas of non-compliance,

C. District has completed a thorough 5 6 2 5
reaview of its written employment
policies, job eligibility reguire-
ments, etc., and has recommended
policy changes for the 3oard.

D. Tiirough Roard and Administrative 5 7 6 12
action, written district employment
policies, job eligibility require-
ments, job descriptions, etc., have
bieen modified and are currently
being implemented to achieve
compliance with Title IX.

.E.- Afﬁm_tative action is in evidence. 2 . 3 2 6
.F. Does not apply. 0 0 . 0 0

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)

3 0 c 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.0000 0.5670 .0.3548 -1.0000
0. 0.0000 1.0000 0.4286 -0.6000 -0. 4468
c. 0.5670 0.4286 1.0000 0.546¢ -1.0000
8.  -0.3548 -0.6000 0.5464 1.0000 -1.00C0

- Al -1.0000 -0.4468 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000




34. Has the district reviewed {ts joB recruf tment procedures to ensure
that they are free of gender bias and compatible with Title [X?

RESPONSES . Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper, Control Exper

A. Dfstrict has not raviewed its job 2 7 3 1
recruftment procedures, .

8. ODistrict has reviewed some 6 Lk 7 4
recruitment and Job advertisement
practices for gender bias, but has
not yet changed exfsting practices.

C. District has made extensive changes’ 3 6 1 5
in job recruitment and advertising
practices.

p. Ofstrict has analyzed and {dentified 4 5 5 8

under-represented: areas for a
recruftment program.

E. Affirmative action is in evidence, 2 5 1 8

F. Does not apply. -0 1 0 ]

Scale: [tem Cerefaﬁfons (Yule's 0)

E 0 < 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.2174 0.6522 -1.0000 -1.0000
0. 0.2174 1.0000 0.0566 =0.4545 -0.4182
c. 0.6522 0.0655 1.0000Q -1.0000 -1.0000
8. -1.0000 -0.4545 - ~1.0000 1.0000 0.3793
A. -1.0000 -0.4182 -1.0000 0.3793 1.0000
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35. Has the district reviewed its employment. interview procadures to
ensure that they are free of gender bias and compatible with Title IX?

RESPONSES ' Frequencies
‘ Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper,
A. District has not reviewed its 8 g - 5 2

employment interview procedures.

B. District.has reviewed the pre-employ- 5 6 7 6
ment interview procedures and has
implemented changes.

€. Disfrict provides training to job 0 9 1 6
interviewers regarding the conduct
of a “legal" interview. :

0. District has further analyzed its 2 2 0 4
hiring patterns, has analyzed male .
and female ratios of applicants at
. each step of the pre-employment
praucess, has identified those steps :
that adversely affact the diversity ) -
of the applicant pool, and has taken
positive stcos to eliminate discrimi-
nation in these pre-employment
application steps.

E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 1 4 1 7
F. Does not apply. 0 0 0 0

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)

E o < 8 A
E. 1.0000 0.4615 0.0667 -0.3684 " -1.0000
0. 0.4615 1.0000 0.5385 -0.0769 -1.0000
c. 0.0667 0.5385 . _ 1.0000 0.3714 -1.0000
8.  -0.3684 -0.07%68  0.3718 1.0000 -1.0000

A. . -1.0000 -1.0000 -=1.0000 -1.0000 . 1.0000




36. Has the district reviewed the gender distribution of employees,
(e.9., in teaching, coaching, administrative assignments, etc.),
{dentified inequities, and formulated affirmative action goals,
strategies and timetables based on this review?

RESPONSES : Frequencies
Pre-Tast Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.

A. Oistrict has not reviewed the 3 7 4 3

gendar distribution of employees.
B. DOistrict has collectad and analyzed 5 5 5 6

data on the gender distribution of

employees, and has identified those

Job categories in which gender

disparities exist.
c. Base& upon information notedlin - 1 S 3 5

abova, district has established an

Affirmative Action policy that

sets goals and timetable for

equalization of gender distributions

in jobs where gandar disparities

exist.
0. The-Board and the Administration 5 4 2 5

have adopted Affirmative Action

Policy established through "8* and

"C“ above.
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 3 4 1 4
F. OQoas not apply. 0 1 1. 1

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's
E : 0 c B A

E. 1.0000 0.2857 -0.1053 -0.2500 -1.0000
0. '0.2857 1.0000 0.4845 -0.0680 -1.0000
c. ‘t-0.1053 0.4845 1.0000 -0.0680 . -1.0000°
8. -0.2500 -0.0680 -0.0680 - 1.0000 -1.0000
A. -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.00C0




37. Has the district reviewed all staff {insurance, health and other fringe
benefits to ensure that thase are free of gender bias and compatihle
with Title I[X?

RESPONSES . Frequencies

Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper,
A. District has not raviewed staff 5 7 2 1

{nsurance, health and other fringe
benefits for gender bias problems.

8. Ofstrict has reviewed all staff . 5 9 7 9
insurance, health, and other fringe :
benefits and has ident{fied all gender
inequities (e.g., different life
{nsurance benefits for males and
femlaes, total health {nsurance
coverage for males/exemption of
hynecological or pregnancy coverage
for females, etc.).

C. Oistrict has developed interim and/or 0 2 0 0
long term plans for eliminating
inequities identified fn "8" above.

D. Oistrict has taken steps to 4 6 1 8
eliminate inequities identifiad
in "8" above.

E. Affirmative action {is in evidence. - 1 s . 3 4

F. Does not apply. 0 LI 0 1

Scale [tem Corralations (Yule's Q)

3 D c B . A

E. 1.0000 -0.7647 99.0000 -0.4737 -1.0000

0. -0.7647 1.0000 99.0000 -0.7534 -1.0000

C.-  99.0000 ~  99.0000 1.0000 99.0000 99.0000

8. -0.4737 -0.7594 99.0000 1.0000 -1.0000
A

-1.0000 -1.0000 99.0000 -1.0000, 1.0000
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18. Has the district reviewed all staff development programs (particularly
those that are directed toward development of administrators and
coaches) to ensure that these are free of gender bias and compatible
with Title IX? . :

/ RESPANSES _ Frequencies

Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not reviewed its 8 1 7 ]

staff development programs for
gender bias.

8. District analyzed the gender 1 2 2 ]
distribution of participants in
staff development programs and has
{dentified any gender {nequities.

€. District has further analyzed its 2 5 0 1
staff development programs and
has identified those advertising,.
recruitment, and operational
proceduras that limit participation
by staff of either sex.

D. District has taken positive steps 2 2 2 8
to eliminate gender inequities
identified in "B8" and "C" above
(or has certified, upon review,
that no inequities exist).
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 1 4 2 3

£. Ooes not apply. 0 2 2 2

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)

£ D - ¢ B A
E. 1.0000 -0.4694 1.0000 -0.3023 -0.4694
0. -0.46%4 1.0000 -1.0000 -0.3714 ~1.0000
c. 1.0000 ~1.0000 1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000
8. -0.3023 -0.3714 -1.0000 1.0000 -0.7260
A. -0.4694 +1.0000 -1.0000 -0.7260 1.0000
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39. Has the district reviewed its pay scales and compensatfon rates for
classified employees to ensure that these are free of gender bias
and compatible with Title IX? For certificated employees?

RESPONSES  -_ Frequencies
Pre-Test Post-Test
Control Exper, Control Euper.
A. District has not reviewed its 6 12 4 1

pay scales and compensation rates
in connection with Title IX.

B. District has begun to review pa 1 6 s 7

scales and compensation rates .
and has {dentified inequities

. based on gender-sterotyping of
job classifications (e.g.,
secrataries earn considerably
lass than custaodfans/groundse
kaepers). :

C. District has developed a plan for 1 2 2 4
elimination of {nequities identified
in "8 above.

0. Ofistrict has implemented a new s 4 0 5
compensation system that is free ;
of gendar bias.

E. Affirmative action fs in evidence. 2 2 2 6

F.. Does not a}:p‘ly. 0 1 0 2

Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)

E 0 c 8 A
E. 1.0000 04000 . -0.1765 -0.6667 -1.0000
0. 0.0C00 1.0000 0.0000 «0.4545 -1.0000. :
c. «0.1763 0.0000 1.0000 0.3333 -1.0000
8. -0.6667 -0.4545 0.3333° 1.0000 1.0000

A. -1.000¢ -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000




40. Has the district reviewed 1ts yse and treatment of staff to ensure
that these are free of gender bias and compatible with Title [X?
RESPONSES ' Frequencies
Pre-Tast PosteTast
Control Exper. Control Exper.
A. District has not reviewed its use 4 1 4 4
‘ and treatment of staff in connection ‘
with Title IX.
B. District reviewed its policies 2 9 7 4
regarding use and treatment of
staff (Including staff activity
assignments in school, allocation
of extra duties/pay, etc.) and has
identified problem areas (e.q., those
practicas which discriminate against
staff on the basis of sex or which
establish sex-stereotyped roles
. for use of staff).
C. District has developed.plans to 2 1 0 4
aliminate {nequities in the use
of treatment of staff {dentified
in "8" above.
D. District has taken steps to remedy 4 1 2 5
problem areas {dentified in “B“
above.
E. Affirmative action is in evidence. 2 3 0 4
'F. ‘Does not apply. 0 2 1 2
Scale Item Correlations (Yule's Q)
E 0 c 8 A
E. 1.0000 -1.0000 0.0000 <0.1785 -Q.3462
0. -1.0000 1.0090 0.262 . 0.1304 -1.0000
C. '0.0000 0.2632 1.0000 0.0000 © «1.0000
8. «0.1765 0.1304 0.0000 1.9000 -1.0000
A.

-0.3462 -1.0000 -1.0000 -1.0000 1.0000
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