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ABSTRACT

The first volume of a two-volume report on the study
of sex equity in classroom interaction presents findings of previous
studies of classroom 1interaction, methods used in the study,
observations of ‘classroom interactions, possible causes of sex
segregation, sex differences in classroom leadership, and
intervention implementation effects. The final chapter presents a
summary ‘of results. The two-year study (1980-82) involved 38 fourth-
and fifth-grade classrooms in two districts in California and
Connecticut. A total of 356 boys and 359 girls served as target
students during the first year and 132 boys and 139 girls served as
target students during the second year. Over 8,500 student hours of
observation were augmented by in-depth interviews with teachers who
participated in the study. In addition, an APPLE observation system
was used as the study's major tool for observing and preserving
classroom processes for analysis. Data from the study do not support
the notion that classroom teachers play a major role in creating and
maintaining inequit.es. Despite findings that boys are more
disruptive (and thus receive more teacher attention), data suggest
that teachers respond to the nature of the student behavior rather
than to student gender. Findings concerning peer interaction showed
that despite an overwhelmingly strong same-sex preference on the part
of both girls and voys, students actually engaged in cross-sex
interaction quite frequently and with no observable consistent
differences from same-sex interaction. (LH)
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. Chapter One

Sex Equity in Classroom Interaction

l.A. What are Sex Inequities?

s

School classrooms are mini-societies (Jackson, 1968; Goodlad, :384)
that, while self-contained, replicate the larger society (Bourdieu &
Passeron, 1977). The reproduction of social structures in school is
particulariy evident in the correspondence between gcnder segregation,
and male pre—-eminance in the labor force (Kahne & Kohen, 1975; Baron &
_Bielby, 1983) and these same patterns in the public schools (Lockheed,
1984 Pottker & Fishel, 1977). In coeducational classgooms, boys and
girls segregate themselves into two separate socilal structures (Hallinan .
& Tuma, 1978) and when boys and girls interact with one another, the
boys'are or are perceived to. be more influential over the_ outcomes of
the interaction than the girls (Lockheéd, 1984). Such patterns
gignificantly restrict the opportunities for students to learn from one
another in ordinary classroom 1nteraccion. . .

The reasons for sex segregation and greater male influence are not
well understood. Several expldnations have been ‘given for these
observed phenomena. To explain sex: segregatiofi it has been suggested
that: (1) Teachers encourage or reinforce sex segregation by their own
interaction with students and by their organization of the classroom,
(2) Children sex segregate themselves because of gender stereotypes,
(3) Children encourage or reinforce sex segregation by negatively
reinforcing cross-sex interactions, To explain male pre—eminance it has
been suggested that: (1) Boys are more influential begause of generally )
held beliefs about their greater task competence and that these bellefs
are engendered by teacher behavior, (2) Boys are perceived to be more
influential because of an unconscious association between malgs and
leadership, an association which may also be contributed to by teacher
behavior, (3) Boys are more influential because they perceive themselves
to be better leaders or better problem solvers. Moreover, the teacher
may be an important source of both stereotypes and beliefs about the
greater competence of males, and the teacher's communication of hi
her own beliefs thropgh interaction with students may ¢ome.to 1nf12‘p
both student expectations and performance. In this chapter, we review
the evidence regarding 3ex segregation and greater male influence in
classrooms, and touch on the explanations for these patterns.

AN

l.A.1. Sex segregation

In the decade since the implementation of Title IX ot the
lementary and Secondary Education Act, administrators and teachers have
expended considerable energy in an effort to eliminate overt sexism in
" the policies, programs, practices and materials -of the public¢ schools.
While great strides have been made in opening programs to both girls
and boys, in promoting gender-fair textbooks and other educational
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materials, and in raising the consciousness of teachers and administra-
tors regarding subtle inequities, a more fundamental form of sexismw-one
that threatens to undermine these positive gains--has remained untouched

' and unchanged: the universal tendency of children to segregate them~

selves on the basis of sex for virtually’/all social and academic
activities. ' '

..
-

Self-selected sex segregation is well docuuented as a widespread
phenomenon among elementary and junior high school-aged children. It
has been demonstrated in studies of student friendship choices and work
partner preferences that utilize sociometric techniques in surveys of
student attitudes, and by direct observation of student seating, play
and interagtive behaviors. The results of these studies show that
students identify same—=sex classmates as friends, choose to work with
same-sex but not with cross-sex classmates, sit or work in same-sex but
not cross—sex grouﬁs, and engage in many more same-sex than crogs—sex

verbal interchanges.

l.A.lsa. Observed work group or seating cowiposition. Five recent
studies of \studentsin classrooms from preschool through junior high
school have examined the likelihood of students to work or sit together
in cross-sex groups. None of the studies reported much cross~sex
contact.. Marquis and Cooper (1982) observed students in two preschool
clLasses who were seleeting a partner for a self-disciplined work
session; they reported that, over six separate observation occasions,
there was virtual sex segregation in all of these choicesj even though
there was considerable variability across the sessions for within—sex
partner choices. In a study of four first-grade reading groups, N
wilkinson and Subkoviak (1982) report that the students showed a strong
preference for sitting next to students of their own sex. In eleven
classrooms of various elementary school grades, Campbell (1980) found
that 78% of the students, when voluntarily forming groups, joined
same-sex groups. Finally, Schofield and Sagar (1977) fo.nd that the
seating patterns at 32 tables in a cafeteria were highly sex segregated;
using “adjacencies” as their measure of cross-—sex contact, they found .
that cross-sex adjacencies were rarely found among 7th- and 8th-grade
students at lunch.

leAulebe Observed interactions. Studies of observed interactions
between students in classrooms confirm the findings of the studies of
seating preferences; very little cross-sex interaction occurs in
elementary,classrooms or preschools. Berk and(lewis (1977) observed
students in four different preschools and recorded social coatacts and
interchanges. ‘They report that not only did the proportion of same-sex
and cross-sex interchanges favor same-sex interchanges- four to one, but,
that girls engaged in more same-sex interchanges than did boys. In
another nursery school setting, Fagot (1977) reported that boys who
showed cross-gender preferences were given more peer criticism and fewer
positive reactions than boys who maintained same-sex preferences, but
that this pattern was not the same for girls who showed cross-gender
preferences. Serbin and her colleagues (Serbin, Tolnick & Sternglanz,
1977) found that in two nursery school classrooms they observed as part

1-2
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of an experiment, cross—sex cooperative play was rarely observed during
the baseline period of their -observation. This finding was also
reported in a study of 30 students, 8 to 10 years old, who were enrolled
in a university laboratory schoql (Ddmico, 1975). Damico's observations
recorded no incidence of spontaneous cross—~sex . cademic helping
behavior; rather, two separate sex—segregated social systems were
identified. In a somewhat latet study, Grant (1982) found fewer actual
cross—sex interactions than would have been expected in six first-grade
classrooms under observation. Moreover, although cross-sex helping was
‘rare, when helping occurred it was more frequently girls helping boys
than boys helping girls. In a slightly older age group, Singleton and
Asher (1979) noted that 78% of the peer interaction they observed in
third grade classrooms was same-sex interaction. In 11 six-person,
cross—-race, cross—sex groups from several elementary classrooms,
Campbell (1980) found that 63% of all interactions were same-sex
interactions, and that a higher proportion of cross—sex interactions
could be charactérized as negative. '

l.A,l.c. Self-reported preferences. In one study of approximately
1,000 fourth— and fifth-grade students, Lockheed and her colleagues
(Lockheed, Finkelstein & Harris, 1979) found that students over-
whelmingly preferred to work with same-sex classmates. Over two-thirds
of the students indicated that, if given a choice, they would prefer to
work with three other students of their own sex than to work with three
students, one or more of whom was not of their own sex. Same-sex
preferences were stronger for the boys and for the fourth graders.

l.A.l.d. Sociometric ratings. .The most comprehensive studies of sex
segregation have been conducted using sociometric roster rating
ingstryments. In these studies, students are requested to rate each
other student in their classroom in terms of ¢riterion, such as being a
best friend, - a friend, or not a friend. The results of these studies
show consistent patterns of friendship cliques by sex and more positive
same-sex than cross—sex ratings. - In a study of third-grade students,
Singleton and Asher (1977) found that same-sex play partner and same-sex
work partner ratings were more positive than cross—sex ratings. Similar
results were found by Hallinan (1977) in her study .of 51 classes, grades
‘five to.eight; a total separation by sex existed in .the cliques in every
class. In a second study of 18 classrooms in grades four through six,
Hallinan and Tuma (1978) found that 77% of the students' best friends
were of their own sex. Hansell (1982) more recently reported the same
result in eleven classrooms of junior high school students; same-sex
soclometric ratings were much more positive than cross—sex ratings.

l1.A.2., Male influence

Although adult men and women appear to work cooperatively together,
there is considerable research evidence that they do not interact
equally. Following a review of research on mixed—sex discussior groups,
Lockheed and Hall (1976) drew three generalizations about behavior in
these groups: ‘

1-3
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1. Men are more verbally active than women; that 1s the average
man initiates more verbal acts than the average woman.

2. .Men are more influential than women; a women is more Kikely to
yielQLto a man's opinion than vice versa.

3. Men initiate a higher proportion of their acts than women in
task-oriented categories of behavior, whereas, women initiate a
" higher proportion of their acts in soclal-emotional categories.

These generalizafions are consistent with the findings of a recent
meta-analysis of research on the dynamics of mixed-sex task groups which
concluded that, in general, males assumed the leadership positions in
these groups (Lockheed, in press); this was particularly true when the
task was stereotypically male. Studies of sex differences in influence
in non-task settings, however, do not support these conclusions (Eagly &
Carli, 1981). The exercise of influence in task settings includes
obtaining help, evaluating the performance of others, determining group
consensus, and being perceiyed'as the leader of the group.

l.A.2.a. Obtaining help. In Raviv's (1982) study of 18 mixed=-sex
groups of 7th grade students efigaged in a Lego construction task, she
found that bdys received more verbal and nonverbal cooperation from
girls than girls received from boys. Similarily, Webb (1982) found that
in groups<of high school students working together on a anit dealing
with exponents and scientific notation, girls were wore likely to
respond to boys' requests for help than were boys likely to respond to
girls request for help. '

1.A<2.b. Evaluating the performance of others. Evaluating the
performance of others 1s -a powerful way of exerting influence (Webster &
Driscoll, 1978). The evidence regarding sex differences in giving
performance e€valuations is mixed, however. Some researchers have found
that boys give more negative evaluations to girls than girls give to
boys. This was reported, for example, by Wilkinson and Subkoviak
(1982), who studied sociolinguistic phenomena in mixed-sex reading
groups and found boys criticized girls much more than girls criticized
boys. Best (1983) confirmed this finding in her longitudinal study of
one classroom from first grade through high school; in the early years,
boys criticized girls more than girls criticized boys, but the pattern
changed over time. Lockheed studied cross—sex interaction in small
groups working on a gender-neutral board game. In groups composed of
strangers, she found no sex differences in either the receiving or
giving of positive or negative evaluations (Lockheed, Harris & Nemceff,
1983). In groups composed of students from ongoing classrooms, however,
she found that boys initiated more positive evaluations than girls did
(Lockheed, in progress), but no sex differences in the initiation of
negative evaluations were observed.

l.A.2.c. Observed influence. Obtaining help and evaluating the
performance of others are merely two ways in which influence 1is
exercised. The measurement of influence directly provides a clearer
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indicator for evaluating sex differences in influence. Lockheed's study
of mixed-sex groups from ongoing classrooms (Lockheed, Finkelstein &
Harris, 1979) found that boys exercised significantly more influence
than the girls cver the group decision. They were more influential
verbally and exercised influence nonverbally through physically
controlling the game board. Similarly, Wilkinson, Chiang & Lindlow (in
press) found that boys in six second- and third-grade mathematics groups
were more likely to have their answer prevail than were the girls in
these groups. In groups composed of strangers, boys and girls were
equally influential (Lockheed, Harris & Nemceff, 1983). Similarly,
Riordan's experiment with 5th-grade students- found no sex differences .
in influyence in two-person, mixed—sex bogus "teams" (Riordan, 1983).
Teams were shown a pattern and were asked to make, a judgment- about the
pattern; information about the "partner's" decision was controlled by
the experimenter such that each subject was- led to believe ‘that his or
her decision differed from the partners in a majority of cases.

Inf luence was operationalized as the aumber of times the subject elected
to stay with his or her decision .imstead of changing to the decision of
the partner. No sex differences were observed for

28 fifth—gyade subjects in the non-treatment condition.

1.A.2.d4. pPerceived leadership. Perceived leadership is not a behavior;
it can be influenced by behaviors or by cultural factors that are not
connected with behavior. Sex differences in perceived leadership
abound, insofar as .“leadership"” is perceived of as a male characteristic
(Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson & Rosenkrantz, 1972). Rarely do
studies examine both perceived leadership and actual influence simul-
taneously. In the Lockheed studies cited previously, however, data or
both actual and perceived leadership were obtained. In the groups from
ongoing classrooms, boys were three times asg .likely to be perceived as
the group's leader as were girls. In groups of strangers, boys were
twice as likely to be perceived as the group leader.

l.B. How Do Teachers Contribute to Sex Differences?

The teacher in the classroom holds multiple roles, among which are
those of high status evaluator, reinforcer, and manager. These three
roles, have particular s€lience vis—a-vis sex segregation and male
preeminance. '

leBels High status evaluator

One important source of children's self concepts has been shown to
be the teacher (Webster & Entwistle, 1974). By providing task-specific
feedback to children about the quality of their work, teachers can
change children's self-expectations abcut thelr general competence; this
is most effective in public settings, wiere peers also hear these
evaluations. Positive evaluations give rise to positive self concept
and negative evalu=tions to negative self concept. Children holding
relatively more positive task-related self concepts are more likely to
participate 1n and be influential over the task than are children with
less positive task related self-concepts.

1=5



If the teacher regularly and publicly provides positive task
criented feedback more frequently to boys than to girls, it is possible
that the boys will develop more positive task-related self concepts and
girls less positive ones and that boys will ultimately be more
influential than girls at mixed-sex tasks. Evidence regarding whethef
teachers do, in fact, provide more positive evaluations for boys engaged
in task behavior is fairly limited; many studies have looked simply at
overall praise or criticism received (see Brdphy, 1981 and 1984, for
reviews). The findings of several early studies are quite inconclusive,
with some reporting more criticism directed at boys (Etaugh & Harlow,
1975; Meyer & Lindstrom, 1969; Meyer & Thompson, 1956; Spaulding, 1963),
some reporting mcre praise directed at boys (Delefes & Jackson, 1972;
Etaugh & Harlow, 1975; Spaulding, 1963) and others reporting no
difference in praise (Meyer & Lindstrom, 1969; Meyer & Thompson, 1936)
or in criticism (Delefes & Jackson, 1972). These studies are generally
unable to inform hypotheses regard the effects of positive performance
evaluation on self concept formation, however, for the simple reason
that they did not identify the performance, if any, that was evaluated.

Several more recent studies & 'r-dr to substantiate the claim that
bo' s receive more positive evaluat. for task performamce than do
girls. In general, however, the sa: - : sizes of these studies have been
smali. For example, Brophy and Gocd (1970) report that *“he 24 boys in
thei: four-classroom sample received more praise for correct answers
than the 24 girls in the sample received. Delefes and Jackson (1972)
report that praise received by girls occurred randomly while boys were
praiced for participation in academic activities. Dweck and her
colleagues reported that girls in two classrooms received more negative
feedback for the intellectual quality of their work than did boys
(Dweck, Davidson, Nelson & Enna, 1978). In studies conducted with
larger samples, for example, Eccles and Blumenthal (personal communi-
cation), sex differences in received performance evaluations are not
evident. More importantly, they apparently do not emerge in public (as
opposed to private) classroom settings (Brophy, Evertson, Anderson, Baum
& Crawford, 1981), and hence are less likely to affect the development
of performance expectations for self versus others, which are critical
to leadership emergence in task settings.

Sex differentes in task-specific performance expectations may also
be developed by teachers by their behavior with students. For example,
data analyzed by Leinhardt, Seewald and Engel (1979) suggest that girls
develop positive performance expectations in reading and boys develop
positive performance in mathematics because teachers make relatively
more academic contacts with girls in reading and boys in math.

l.Be2. Reinforcement

Teachers may also serve to promote sex segregation and male
dominance by their reinforcement behavior. For example, Serbin, Tonick
and Sternglanz (1977) demonstrated that teachers cculd increase the
amount of cooperative cross—-sex interaction in their classroom by
praising such behavior. Similarly, male dominance may be reinforced by
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teachers positively evaluating boys for calling out and volunteering.
We are unaware of any research other than our own that bears on this
issue.

1.B.3, Maggging the classroom

Classroom management has important effects on sex segregation and
oa male leadership. If the teacher provides opportunities for greater
cross-sex interaction through the use of small, mixed~sex groups, then
greater cross-sex interaction is likely to occur. Evidence for this is
provided in several studies. DeVries and Edwards (1973, 1974) found
that students assigned to work together in cross—-sex teams with team
rewards exhibited more cross—sex helping behaviors than students working
for individual rewards. Raviv (1982) found that students from class-
rooms that utilized a method of group problem solving for academic tasks
(Sharan & Hertz-Lazarowitz, 1979) were more likely to exhibit more
cross=-sex cooperation at a joint task than students from regular "whole
class" instruction classes. Learning centers provide such opportunities .
for group interaction; Cohen and Anthony (1982) observed students
working at learning centers and found no sex-related differences in
either talking or working together. If teachers manage their classroom
to include small=-group cross-sex learning environments, sex segregation
may be reduced.

Stud-nt leadership in the elementary classroom includes formal
leadership roles such as class president or team captain, student
helping roles such as ball monitor or flag captain, “star" roles such as
announcer at an assembly or lead in a student play, instructional roles
such as peer tutor or project leader, as well as a variety of roles
enabling the student to demonstrate competence. These roles are
frequently assigned by the teacher. There is evidence that students who
enagage in relatively more student leadership roles have higher self
esteem and greater sense of efficacy (Lockheed, Finkelstein & Harris,
1979) and that peer tutors have higher achievement (Allen, 1976). If
teachers assign leadership positions equally to boys and girls, then
boys are not as likely to be more preeminant in the classroom than
girls.

l.C. Summary

In this chapter we have demonstrated that sex segregation and male
preeminance are problems characteristic of many classrooms, and have .
explored how teacher instructional practices may promote Sex segregation
and male preeminance.

-7

14



Chapter Two

Tt.e Context of the Study

2.A. Overall Design

- The planned design for this study was a two-year replication in
which half the participating teachers would be randomly selected for
treatment during the first year while the other half would remain as
controls. During the second year, the control group would also receive
the trearment. Both economic and school-related factors affected our
ability to carry out_the planned design in its entirety. In the
remainder of this chapter we will describe the design as it was A
implemented.

2.A.l. Sites

Two school districts participated in this study: Montevista (not
the real name) in the San Francisco Bay area in California, and Northern
(not the real name) in Connecticut. Although a continent apart,
Montevista and Northern shared many characteristics. Both were
ethnically diverse, contained large working class populations and were
experiencing declining enrollments. In 1979, the medium income of
Montevista was $24,950 and the medium income of Northern was $26,757.
Northern was an older district than Montevista, and was larger; in 1980,
11,805 students in grades K-12 were enrolled in 15 elementary and 7
secondary schools in Northern and 7,800 students in grades x-12 were
enrolled in 10 elementary and 4 secondary schools in Montevista.
Teachers in both districts were highly experienced.

2.,A.2. Sample

For the 1980-81 academic year, 29 fourth- and fifth-grade volunteer
teachers were recruited, 15 from three schools in Worthern and 14 from
six schools in Montevista. Of these, five teacnccs in Northern and
eight teachers in Montevista were available to participate in tue
treatment and were designated "Experimencal" teachers. Between 1980-81
and 1981-82, eleven teachers left the study, primarily due to grade
reassignments, i1llness or leaving the district; only three eligible
teachers declined to participate further. In 1981-82 eight teachers in
Northern and ten teachers in Montevista remained in the sample. A
summary of the sample appcars in Table 2.1.

The 29 origiaal volunteers were experienced teachers; on the
average, they hac been teaching 18.6 years, and 87% had been teaching
the grade level they were now teaching for four or more years. The
majority of teachers in Montevista taught single-grade, self-contained
classrooms. In Northern, however, both reading and mathematics
instruction were provided to students who were homogeneously grouped
according to their achievement in the subject matter. That is, students
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Table 2.1

——— ~

Number of Participating Teachers,
by Year, Grade Level, Site and Conditiom\

1980-81 1981-82

Site and Condition 4 4-5 5 4 4-5 5
Monéevista

Control 3 1l 2 3 0 1l
Experimental 5 1 2 4 l l
Northern .

Control 3 0 7 2 0 2
Experimental 3 0 2 3 0 1
Total 14 2 13 12 1l 5

s

in a given homeroom were separated from their classmates and grouped
with students from other homerooms within the school for reJding
instruction according to their reading achievement, and regrouped
according to their mathematics achievement for their mathematics
instruction. Moreover, several of the teachers in Northern “team
taught” science and social studies so/that, although the home room
remained intact, one teacher taught science to two classes while his or
her team teacher taught the same two classes social studies. In
Northern, therefore, it was not reasonable to treat one teacher in a
school and leave a second matched teacher as a control, as the treatment
effect would be felt only slightly by the students in the treated
teachers' homeroom and would be diluted by extensive exposure to
untreated teachers. Finally, in Northern, the elementary schools
contained grades K-5 while in Montevista the elementary 8chools
contained grades K-7; we were forced to select teachers of grades four
and five, therefore, instead of grades four and six, which our intial
design had called for.

2.A.3., Student sample

The students included in this study were the homeroom students of
the participating teachers. In some cases, these students remained with
the teacher all day, in other cases the students' instruction was
provided by a team of teachers. Every effort was made to include all
members of a team in the study. Only students who were enrolled at both
the beginning and the end of the academic year were included in the
study. The characteristics of the student participants are summarized
in Table 2.2. These descriptions were provided by the homeroom teacher.

The sample included more fourth-grade than fifth-grade students,
slightly more boys than girls, substantial ethnic diversity, and a high
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Table 2.2
» .
Summary of Student Characteristics by Site
-
Montevista Northern
- 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82
Characteristics ' 4 4 A 4
Grade : ' - ) N
4th 66.2 76.9 44,2 56.6 (E
S5th 33.8 23.1 55.8 4%.4 ~—
Sex
Boys 52.9 50,0 49,6 . 47.4
Girls - 47.1 50.0 50,4 52.6
Racial or Ethnic group -
* American Indian or . '
Alaskan Native 0.9 0.4 U.0 0.0
Black or Afro-American .
or Negro 11.8 8.3 24.5 25.0
Mexican—-American or
.Chicano 16.6 15.7 0.3 0.0
Oriental or Asian-American . .
r Pacific Islander 14.8 16.5 1.2 0.7
Puerto Rican l.2 0.4 1.5 2.6
White or Caucasian 53.8 52.9 71.3 69.1 .
Other 0.6 5.4 l.2 2.7
Handicapped
Educationally
- Emotionally 0.0 2.9 0.0 4,6
Physically 0.3 0.4 1.5 2.0
Language
Monolingual English 80.7 80.6 91.9 88.8
Bilingual English 18.1 17.8 6.3 11.2 .
Lunch Subsidy v
Partial 16.6 5.8 22,1 7
Total 10.9 12.0 7.8 1.1
Non-. . ()2.8 6208 6606 7 .
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proportion of students receiving partial or total lunch subsidy. Higher
proportions of students in Montevista were Mexican—-American or Asian
than in Northern, while more Northern students were hlack; over 10% of
the students were bilingual. The student participants reflected the
working class communities in which the districts were located. ‘

2.B. Data. Sources and Measures -

The unit of analysis for this study was the classroom; individual
: data were gathered, but we generally aggregated these data at the
classroom (homeroom) level. Measures of dependent variables were
collected at the beginning and the end of each study year, and obser-
vations were made between pretest and posttest. Thus, there was an
express temporal ordering of the data, and this ordering has been
preserved in the analyses wherever applicable. Several types of
measures have been included; these are described fully in subséquent
! chapters and in Volume II of this report. In this chapter, we will
summarize them, as follows:
Q
1. Demographic 1nformatio:};évailable for all students in both
study years, wergi grade, sex, ethnicity, language ability,
' economic status as indicated by participation in lunch subsidy
\ program, physical handicap, educational handicap.

2, Student perceptions of the relative academic competence of bo, s
and girls in their classrooms (STUCOMP), gender stereotypes
(STEREQ), attitudes toward cross—sex interaction (ATTCSI)
attitudes towards boys and girls as leaders (ATTLEAD).

3. Student evaluation of their own leadership abilities (SLFLEAD)
and their own ability as a problem solver (PROBSOL).

4, Studentc self report of leadership experiences (LEADEXP) and
cross-sex interaction experiences (COOPEXP).

5. Sociometric structure of each classroom as computed from
classroom rosters completed by both students (1980-81 and
1981-82) and teachers (1980-81 only).

6. Leadership structure of small groups as indicated by a
measure of individual influence over the group decision.

7. General classroom environment, including the subject matter
being taught and what the teacher was doing (TEACHER ACTIVITY).

8. The environment of the target student, including the specific
content of the target student's instructional or classroom
program (PUPIL ACTIVITY), who was in charge of the instruction,
to what extent was the target pupil working in the same subject
macter as the rest of the class, to what extent were the
assignments individualized within the subject matter, and what
was the working relationship of the target pupil to others in

the class.
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9. Observed student behavior (EVENT),'which was an anecdotal
record of an observable behavior of the target pupil, including
both activity and inactivity.

10. Quality of pupil beh r with respect to the academic/
nonacademic expectatfions of the typical classroom. (A "plus”
was assigned to behawors that were associated with appro-
priate, productive cldssroom behavior; a "minus™" was assigned
to inappropriate behav ; and a "zero"” rating indicated that
the quality of the behavior was neutral or indeterminate with
respect to the requirements of the classroom at the moment of
the event.)

ll. Antecedent peer behavior (APB) or antecedent teacher behavior
(ATB) which was behavior that precipitated the target student's
behavior.

12. Teacher (TR) and other student response (OPR) to the target
pupil behavior.

2.Cs Interviews

Given that gender related behaviors and perceptions are pervasive
and deeply ingrained in the culture, the effects of the interventions
planned for the study were expected to fall short of creating equal
gender status in the classroom. A major goal of the research, however,
was to gain a clearer understanding of the processes and practices that
create, reinforce, and maintain inequity in classroom interactions; the
intervention was thus viewed as an occasion to make some of these
processes overt, visible, and accessible to analysis.

The study's major tool for obtaining and preserving classroom
processes for analysis was the APPLE observation system. The classroom
observations were augmented by in-depth interviews with the teachers who
participated in the intervention.

Three interviews were conducted over the course of the study.
The first occurred during the opening session of the CARE workshops in
Year 1, the second at the end of the first school year, and the third at
the end of the second year. The procedure was semi-structured, the
interviewers guided by a sequenced set of open-ended questions that were
drawn up in advance. The interviewers, however, who were the ETS staff
responsible for managing the intervention, were guided more by the
intent rather than the specific wording of the questions during the hour
long sessions. The interviews were tape recorded, with the interviewers
subsequently preparing written protocols of their conversations.

The initial interview had a dual purpose. It was a means to gain
information about the background and the particular classroom environ-—
ment of each teacher; this information was immediately incorporated into
the workshops. The opportunities and constraints characterizing the
teachers' working situation in part determined the intervention
activities suggested to, and planned with the teachers during the work-
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shop. The teachers' description of their own classrooms also provided a
context for the more detailed, yet necessarily more fragmented APPLE
observations, serving, at the same time, as a pre-intervention assess-—
ment of the quality and variety of classroom interactions. The
contextual information was elicited during the first part of the
interview.

The second part of the interview centered on gender related,
concerns. The teachers were asked to describe any differences they'
noted in the behaviors, attitudes, interests and capacities of boys and
girls. Their views of the origins and modifiability of such differences
were also sought, along with their perception of the nature of inter-
actions between boys and girls in their class, and the origins and
modifiability of these. The last part of the interview inquired into
the teachers' responses and strategies to the gender differences they
reported; the effects of gender considerations on their teaching plans,
goals and practic«s. In summary, the interview was designed to elicit
the teachers' awareness of gender related issues, the kinds and degree
of differences they noted, the manner in which they construed them, and
finally, how they thought about their own behavior in relation to these
concerns.

The second and third interviews coanducted focused on what had
stayed with the teachers from the iq;ervention and how they had changed
their classrooms. The interviews were designed to identify specific
changes in leadership and grouping sfrategies and to explore student
responses to these differences.
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Chapter Three

Classroom Interactions

Cay

3.A. Observing in Classrooms -

Classroom observation procedures can be grouped into three major
categories: (1) those that focus on the teacher, (2) those that focus on
the teacher-student dyad, and (3) those that focus on the student. The
observation method ustd in the present study was of the latter type.
Eight times during Year 1l and six times during Year 2, different
randomly selected target students (three boys and three girls per
classroom) were observed for the academic portions of an entire school
day. Over the ‘two years of the study, more than 8500 student hours of
observation were conducted. A total of 356 boys and 359 girls served as
target students during the first year, and 132 boys and 139 girls served
as target students during the second year. The sample was heterogeneous
as t?’ethnig background, family income and student 