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ABSTRACT
In September 2011, ―The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling‖ was published in
Science by a team of eight psychologists, debunking the evidence in support of single-sex
schooling and concluding that there are no documented advantages to single-sex schooling that
can be attributed to the single-sex structure of the school itself. Their conclusion catalyzed an
overwhelming response from national media and the general public. The aims of this study were
to categorize these responses in order to examine the ―real world‖ of gender stereotypes, and to
attempt to simulate the response to this controversial situation in a random sample. College
students read either the aforementioned Science article or a response/summary article published
in The New York Times and responded to a variety of survey questions that gauged their opinions
of single-sex schooling and their beliefs regarding gender stereotypes, gender essentialism, and
feminism. In the general public, the incorporation of personal experience and the endorsement
of other gender stereotypes were the most common reasoning strategies, as compared to the use
of scientific content or evidence and the mention of school as preparation for the real world
among survey participants. No significant differences in opinions of single-sex schooling based
upon individual characteristics were found. These results provide useful insight into the
reasoning strategies employed by adults when presented with a controversial issue and
demonstrate the need for future research to identify relationships between opinion of single-sex
education, gender, and individual beliefs as a means for assisting policymakers with future
decisions regarding the structure of public education.

i

Table of Contents
Introduction……………………………………………………………………………………….1
Single-sex versus co-educational schooling: Pros and cons……………………………...2
Sex differences in learning………………………………………………………..3
Academic achievement differentials……………………………………………..6
Gender stereotypes in educational settings………………………………………8
The final verdict………………………………………………………………...10
Reasoning, responses and persuasion…………………………………………………...11
Development of moral reasoning……………………………………………….11
Opinion formation: Pre-existing beliefs and cognitive response……………….14
Flow of information in response to a controversial topic………………………………15
Factors that influence information flow………………………………………..15
Effects of computers on the spread of and reactions to the news………………18
The present study………………………………………………………………………19
Methods: Media Study………………………………………………………………………….23
Participants……………………………………………………………………………...23
Procedure……………………………………………………………………………….23
Measures………………………………………………………………………………...24
Methods: Survey Study…………………………………………………………………………25
Participants………………………………………………………………………………25
Procedure………………………………………………………………………………..25
Measures………………………………………………………………………………...26
Reasoning strategy coding system……………………………………………....26
Opinion ratings………………………………………………………………….26
Individual difference measures………………………………………………….27
Results: Media Study……………………………………………………………………………33
Results: Survey Study…………………………………………………………………………...36
Reasoning strategies…………………………………………………………………….36
Individual beliefs and opinions of single-sex schooling………………………………...37

ii

Individual difference measures distributions…………………………………..37
Correlations……………………………………………………………….……37
Differences in opinion ratings………………………………………………….38
Gender differences in individual beliefs and opinions…………………………………38
Opinion change…………………………………………………………………………39
Discussion………………………………………………………………………………………40
Limitations……………………………………………………………………………...42
Future directions………………………………………………………………………..43
References……………………………………………………………………………………...45
Table 1: Media Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies…...………...……...……………….....48
Table 2: Media Study Reasoning Strategy Proportions………...…...……...………………......57
Table 3: Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies………...….......………………….......58
Table 4: Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Proportions……………...……...………………....62
Table 5: Individual Difference Measures Distributions……………...……...……………….....63
Table 6: Correlation Matrix of Individual Beliefs and Opinion Ratings……......…………..….64
Table 7: Average Opinion Ratings by Individual Beliefs and Session..……...……………..…65
Appendix A: Reasoning strategy coding system……………………………………………….66
Appendix B: Individual difference measures scale questions.………………………………....67
Smiler and Gelman (2008)……………………………………………………………...67
Causes of Group Differences Questionnaire (CGDQ, Martin & Parker, 1995)………..67
Liberal Feminist Attitudes and Ideology Scale (LFAIS, Morgan, 1996)………………68
Attitudes toward Feminism and the Women‘s Movement (FWM, Fassinger, 1994)…..68
Appendix C: Media Study article archive………………………………………………………69
Appendix D: Media Study comment archive…………………………………………………...72
Appendix E: Survey Study letters to the editor archive………………………………………116

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
First and foremost, I would like to thank my thesis adviser, Dr. Lynn Liben, for giving
me the courage and the chance to conduct my own study, and for being a source of guidance and
expertise throughout each step of the thesis process. Next, I would like to thank Craig Morrow
and Kathleen Ghio for their assistance in selecting three of the five individual difference
measures used in the Survey Study. I would also like to thank Kathleen for submitting my study
for IRB approval, as my survey would not have been possible without it. Next, I would like to
thank Cori Bower for providing feedback for the pilot version of my survey and for her statistical
finesse in my times of cluelessness. I would also like to thank Lacey Hilliard for opening my
eyes to the challenges of experimental design and for her positivity. Dr. David Rosenbaum also
deserves my thanks for taking me on as an honors advisee and for agreeing to be my second
reader, as well as Dr. Melvin Mark for signing on Dr. Liben‘s behalf. Lastly, I would like to
thank my family, including Daniel, for their never-ending belief in my ability to successfully
produce this document.

iv

Introduction
In their article ―The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling‖, Halpern, Eliot, Bigler,
Fabes, Hanish, Hyde, Liben, and Martin (2011) caught the nation‘s attention by asserting that the
research in support of single-sex public schools has been routinely misinterpreted, and that the
endorsement of such a school structure is a mistake from a policy perspective. In light of recent
reinterpretation of Title IX that permits single-sex classrooms within public schools if the singlesex structure of the class fulfills an educational objective, the authors found it necessary to cast
light on accurate interpretations of the research that may have allowed this faulty decision to
come to fruition. They adopted a policymaker viewpoint, stating that large-scale policy
decisions need to be grounded in objective interpretations of evidence. In the case of single-sex
schooling, policymakers would be correct in implementing this gender-segregated school
structure if it was found to produce better educational outcomes than the co-educational public
school structure, but this is not the case. While high-quality single-sex public schools do exist,
their success is due to factors independent of the single-sex structure. Halpern and colleagues
also cited two major disadvantages to the single-sex school structure: the increase of gender
stereotypes among students and the prevention of inter-gender interactions that prepare children
for adult society, thereby completing their attack on single-sex public schools (Halpern et. al,
2011).
The provocative conclusions reported by Halpern and colleagues sparked international
news coverage and an outpouring of opinion from the American public. Highly-regarded print
media such as The New York Times, Education Week, and The Washington Post reported the
findings, as did major broadcasters such as NBC and National Public Radio (NPR). The general
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public expressed their opinions via online comments to newspaper websites or blog entries,
letters to the editor of major newspapers, and their Facebook and Twitter profiles.
In order to make sense of the general public‘s response, this thesis reviews literature on
the following topics: (1) the pros and cons of single-sex versus co-educational schooling; (2) the
development of moral reasoning at the college level and the interplay between cognitive
reasoning strategies, pre-existing beliefs, and opinion formation; and (3) the flow of information
in response to a controversial current event, especially in regards to online communication and
individual characteristics that influence the success of media attempts to increase awareness of
an issue.
Single-sex versus co-educational schooling: Pros and cons
In 2005, the United States Department of Education (DOE) published a 148-page metaanalytic review of single-sex and co-educational schooling research in order to determine the
effectiveness of single-sex public schools in the domains of academic achievement and socialemotional development, and to identify classroom procedures or dynamics that may promote
gender inequity and/or may impact student performance. Support was limited for co-educational
schooling, and some studies found a single-sex advantage relating to test scores. Overall,
though, the reviewers most commonly found no difference between single-sex and co-ed
schools, stating that ―for many outcomes, there is no evidence of either benefit or harm‖ (Mael,
Alonso, Gibson, Rogers, & Smith, p. 12). Unfortunately, the majority of the existing research
focuses on all-girl high schools, thereby preventing generalization of results to all-boy settings
and single-sex elementary schools. As a result, the DOE suggested that more research be done at
all levels of public education, specifically studies that randomize students and evaluate particular
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variables rather than attempting to judge the quality of the single-sex versus co-ed structure as a
whole (Mael et. al., 2005).
However, the slight support for single-sex schooling was taken as a victory for Dr.
Leonard Sax, the executive director of the National Association for Single-Sex Public Education
(NASSPE). While Dr. Sax criticized the Department of Education‘s review as being too
simplistic as their charts summarized results as favoring single-sex schools, co-ed schools, or
neither school type, he still presented several related findings as solid support for single-sex
education in a 2006 paper. To advocate for single-sex schools, Sax discussed biological
differences between boys and girls that warrant segregated instruction. He also provided
anecdotal evidence of success stories in which children‘s test scores rose dramatically when
transferring to a single-sex school, and recounted stories relating to the elimination (instead of
promotion) of gender stereotypes when children are separated by sex for school (Sax, 2006). To
attempt to paint a clearer picture, relevant research on sex differences in learning, sex differences
in academic achievement, and gender stereotypes in educational settings is reviewed.
Sex differences in learning. Neuroscience research has identified that the human stress
response is regulated more by the sympathetic division of the autonomic nervous system in
males, and more by the parasympathetic division in females, resulting in the use of two different
stress hormones and thereby producing two different stress responses. For girls, acetylcholine in
the stress response can produce unpleasant feelings of nausea or ‗freezing‘, while norepinephrine
(adrenaline) in boys‘ stress response leaves them feeling exhilarated by stress. This differential
in nervous system activity can be, according to Sax, used as evidence to support sex differences
in learning, thus endorsing the need for single-sex schools in order to best respond to these
discrepancies. Through anecdotes, Sax suggested that boys and girls need to be separated for
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school due to the fact that boys may respond better to harsher, louder teachers, as the stress
placed upon them by loud teachers would be motivating instead of frightening because
norepinephrine would be at work. Sax has even seen boys whose co-educational schools labeled
them as having Attention Deficit and Hyperactivity Disorder and whose diagnosis disappeared
when they transferred to single-sex schools where teachers spoke louder to them (Sax, 2006).
Halpern and colleagues (2011) dismissed these neuroscientific findings as unable to be
generalized to children and called Sax‘s anecdotes ―pseudoscience‖ (Halpern et. al., 2011, p.
1707).
Continuing this biological line of thinking, advocates for single-sex schooling say that
co-ed school does not effectively take into account the maturational differences between boys
and girls, arguing that boys need more structure and discipline at younger ages because of their
slower brain maturation that affects their attention span and regulation abilities (Mael, 1998).
More specifically, boys‘ myelin sheaths develop later than do girls‘, thereby accounting for girls‘
general abilities to attend for longer periods of time and to employ more cognitive self-regulation
strategies at school entry (Geist & King, 2008; Peklaj & Pecjak, 2002). Furthermore, boys‘
motor and language skills develop later, giving girls a slight verbal advantage. Girls‘ verbal
processing ability enables better retrieval of semantic information from long-term memory (Geist
& King, 2008). For example, in a study of the performance of children ages 5 to 16 on the
California Verbal Learning Test-Children‘s Version, girls employed more effective long-term
memory strategies relating to semantic clustering whereas boys made more memory errors
(Kramer, Delis, Kaplan, O‘Donnell, & Prifitera, 1997), thus acting as evidence for the
connection between girls‘ verbal ability and its assistance in memory. Girls also tend to be better
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than boys at tests of object memory, as girls outperformed boys on object and location memory
of 20 objects on a piece of paper in one study (Choi & Silverman, 2003).
Boys, however, tend to be better at tasks involving mental rotation and spatial
visualization (Geist & King, 2008; Sax, 2006). In Choi and Silverman‘s (2003) study, boys ages
9-12 performed better than girls on a spatial water-level task. In other domains of spatial skills
such as route-learning strategies, sex differences emerge in that girls are more likely to use
landmarks to learn routes while boys more often use cardinal and relative directions (Choi &
Silverman, 2003), but one type of strategy cannot be said to have an advantage over another;
these techniques are simply different. Furthermore, other spatial abilities may not differ by sex.
In the same study that found a male advantage for water-level task performance, no sex
difference was found for spatial relation (Choi & Silverman, 2003). Another study failed to find
a sex difference in performance on a route-learning task (Kersker, Epley & Wilson, 2003), but
perhaps girls‘ long-term memory strategies help them in route-learning while boys‘ spatial
advantage aids them, thereby cancelling out any discrepancies that arise. Finally, to cloud
opinions even further, in the California Verbal Learning Test study, boys scored higher than girls
on the vocabulary portion of the test (Kramer et. al., 1997), which provides evidence that
diverges from the ‗girls have better verbal ability‘ stereotype.
From these documented cognitive differences in verbal ability, spatial ability, memory,
and attention span, general trends in how boys and girls learn have been identified. At school,
boys tend to favor quantitative reasoning, individual work, the use of speech to report rather than
to discuss, and problems with one concrete answer. Girls, on the other hand, generally prefer
qualitative reasoning, collaborative work, the use of speech to explain how and why, and finding
multiple ways to solve the same problem (Geist & King, 2008).
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Overall, while findings of studies that examine sex differences related to learning are not
unanimous, substantial support exists for this between-sex variation. The question becomes,
then, do these differences produce differential academic achievement that would justify sexsegregation for school?
Academic achievement differentials. Evidence for differences in academic achievement is
much more divided than findings for cognitive sex differences, with many results suggesting that
single-sex schools produce more successful students, but others pointing to methodological flaws
and lack of differences.
Much of the research involving academic achievement between the two school types
compares co-educational public schools to Catholic high schools, so any support for single-sex
schools must be interpreted with caution as this comparison is clearly unequal. In a random
sample of single-sex Catholic high school students, both sexes achieved and aspired higher than
co-ed high school students. This effect was especially pronounced for female students and for
students of minority descent (Mael, 1998). A study of ninth-graders in Australia matched by
socioeconomic status also found that both sexes‘ academic performance was better in single-sex
schools (Mael, 1998). A piece of compelling evidence comes from a public, co-educational
elementary school in Florida in which students were randomly assigned to a co-ed or a single-sex
classroom within the school: When given the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test, students
of both sexes scored higher in the single-sex classroom than their co-ed classroom counterparts.
In the single-sex classroom, boys scored better than girls on the writing portion of the test,
thereby supporting that girls‘ verbal advantage may be wiped away when students are separated
by sex (Sax, 2006).
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Several research efforts work to debunk these seeming single-sex advantages. For
example, Halpern and colleagues concluded that students at single-sex schools tend to be more
advanced, but that test score advantages disappear when controlling for pre-existing differences
between students at single-sex and co-ed schools: At a public single-sex middle school, girls who
were admitted had higher test scores the year before admission than girls who were not admitted,
but admitted girls‘ achievement once in the school was no better than achievement of girls at a
co-ed public middle school (Halpern et. al., 2011). Mael (1998) promoted this assertion 13 years
earlier, highlighting the point that single-sex schools are often more selective and draw students
from higher socioeconomic statuses because of tuition costs.
In some studies, school type is not considered when attempting to identify academic
achievement differentials. Geist and King‘s (2008) review of sex differences in mathematics
achievement found no sex difference in ability or achievement, suggesting that students do not
need to be separated by sex, at least for math. While girls‘ math achievement recently dropped
at a national level, this drop is very minimal. The authors suggested that any achievement
differentials can be overcome by training co-ed teachers to accommodate for and be responsive
to sex differences in learning; there is no need to separate by sex if teachers understand the
differences between their students. They recommended using principles of differentiated
instruction to cater to all learning styles and to boys‘ and girls‘ cognitive differences, including
mixing hands-on, group activities for traditional boys and individual seatwork for traditional
girls (Geist & King, 2008).
It is important to remember that the Department of Education‘s meta-analytic findings
were very mixed; the researchers only found a single-sex advantage for social studies test scores,
and no school type advantage for post-secondary test scores or educational/career aspirations
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(Mael et. al., 2005). It is clear that some discrepancies in academic achievement between singlesex and co-ed school students have been discovered, but any achievement differences may be
due to pre-existing differences between the student bodies and may be reconciled by responsive
teaching in a co-educational setting.
Gender stereotypes in educational settings. Research regarding promotion or
minimization of gender stereotypes in single-sex and co-ed schools is also very mixed. Some
studies assert that separating students by sex makes gender more salient in their everyday lives,
but others suggest that sex segregation better allows students to fill non-traditional gender roles
at school. Teachers‘ subtly different treatment of the two sexes based upon stereotypes has also
been found to be dangerous to academic achievement.
The issue of gender salience and its implications has been extensively studied.
Segregating by sex has been found to lead children to attend to the differences between the
sexes: In a study in which preschool teachers made gender salient for two weeks, students
showed increased gender stereotypes and less preference for opposite-sex peers in comparison to
preschool students whose teachers did not make gender salient (Hilliard & Liben, 2010). Sex
segregation at school may also lead to exaggeration of gender-stereotypical behaviors: It is welldocumented in child development research that elementary school children prefer same-sex
peers, so it can be inferred that restricting children to exclusively same-sex interactions in singlesex schools may lead boys who interact more with boys to become more aggressive, and girls
who interact more with girls to become even ‗girlier‘ (Halpern et. al., 2011).
In contrast, however, Sax (2006) recounted the story of single-sex school bands in
Alberta, Canada in which some boys in the all-boy band had to play flute and some girls in the
all-girl band had to take up stereotypically-male instruments. According to Sax‘s personal
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observation, the students who learned to play instruments that were non-traditional for their sex
thrived more than those who chose gender-stereotypical instruments. From this, Sax asserted
that co-ed schools enable students to fill the stereotypical positions for their sex, thereby
reinforcing gender stereotypes (Sax, 2006). However, the anecdotal nature of this evidence calls
for interpretation and generalization with caution. Furthermore, a systematic review conducted
by Mael (1998) came to mixed conclusions about the implications of single-sex schools on the
development of stereotypic characteristics in girls: Mael reported that girls who attended SS
schools tend to have less stereotypical sex role attitudes, higher self-concepts, and greater
perceived intellectual competence in adulthood, but that they also tend to develop more
stereotypical aspirations and seek out more stereotypical occupations upon graduation from high
school and college (Mael, 1998).
Another major issue when considering gender stereotypes in schools is the academic
implications of endorsing stereotypes. Teachers may have different expectations for boys and
girls, and therefore may subtly treat them differently. For example, in math, teachers may
believe that girls achieve with hard work and boys achieve based upon talent and may convey
such beliefs in interactions with students. Children can internalize these beliefs and girls‘
performance can suffer because teachers subtly prefer boys because they are ‗talented‘ (Geist &
King, 2008). In further support of this preference for boys, other research has found that in co-ed
schools, boys tend to dominate physical space and teacher attention (Mael, 1998). Also, in a
study in which students were given a math test and led to expect that boys would perform better,
boys did just that. However, when given the same test and led to believe that both sexes would
score equally, they did (Kennison, 2003). Taken together, this evidence could suggest that
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negative gender stereotypes can hinder academic performance and that children may actually
benefit from being separated when learning because such stereotypes would be eliminated.
The evidence relating to gender stereotype endorsement and prevention is clearly mixed,
but it is important to remember that the various studies mentioned here differ in child age, school
type, and school demographic.
The final verdict. Research aiming to identify whether single-sex or co-educational
schools are better is too vast to consider in full in this thesis. While developmental sex
differences have conjured a good deal of support, the findings related to academic achievement
and gender stereotype endorsement seem cloudier: Some studies outline the advantages of
single-sex schools by presenting the benefits reaped by the students, while other studies report no
differences between the two school types, concluding that the characteristics of successful
students at single-sex schools are shared by students in co-educational schools as well (Halpern
et. al., 2011). Research methodology has also become a prominent concern when attempting to
reach a verdict for this debate, as much of the work that supports single-sex schooling has been
flawed or unrepresentative in some way.
However, it is important to remember that the controversy at hand may, in fact, have no
answer at all: In ―The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling‖, Halpern and colleagues purely
attempted to state that the single-sex structure of a school does not account for the successes it
and its students may have and therefore should not be endorsed by policymakers; all of their
arguments against single-sex schooling were structure-related, and at no point did they attempt to
conclude that co-educational schools are better on all domains. Ironically, the authors‘ most
prominent critic asserted this same structure-related point five years before the publication of the
2011 Science article: Sax (2006) declared that merely separating boys and girls at school does
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not accomplish anything, asserting that the single-sex structure is only effective when trained
teachers take into account the biological, education-related differences between boys and girls.
As the Department of Education suggested, a substantial amount of high quality research must be
done if this debate is to ever end.
Reasoning, responses and persuasion
Now that the components of the controversy have been examined more in depth, it is next
relevant to consider the ways in which information is interpreted from a cognitive perspective.
Moral development research outlines the progression toward the ability to consider information
thoroughly and fairly before reaching an opinion. Research on opinion formation investigates
the cognitive strategies and related influences involved in taking a stance on an issue upon moral
maturity. As a whole, this literature provides insight into the underlying cognition of the general
public in relation to the single-sex versus co-educational schooling debate. Due to the fact that
the majority of respondents from the general public were adult professionals who completed
college, it is important to understand the development of adult reasoning and cognitive opinion
formation strategies beginning in the college years.
Development of moral reasoning. William Perry, Jr. (1999) created a nine-position
developmental model to investigate the development of ethics and intellect in the college years.
His scheme can be thought of as a stage theory, but less definitive in regards to time; young
adults progress through the positions at individualized rates as their viewpoint of the world
changes. According to this model, college students move through positions of dualism,
relativism, and evolution of commitment to ideas. Duality is the most basic of the morality
positions and encompasses the idea that the assertions made by an authority figure or by their
own in-group are right and that views of people not in authority or in an out-group are wrong.
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Most students‘ development has already advanced past duality by the time they enter college. In
Perry‘s sample, students‘ developmental level varied on the continuum between relativism and
commitment to value systems. Relativism involves the transition from viewing authority as
always being right to incorporating authority‘s way of thinking into personal issues when
applicable. Students in these positions are increasingly and more habitually able to consider
more than one solution to a problem; situations of an absolute right-or-wrong nature become
rare. Upon achievement of relativistic thinking, students are able to progress into positions in
which they can begin to establish personal value systems to which they can commit.
Development of commitment behaviors often corresponds with development of personal
identity; as a student‘s sense of self becomes more clear, s/he is more able to select causes and
beliefs that define his/her identity. The processes of identity development and belief
commitment then contribute to the student‘s imminent moral maturity; as the student figures out
who s/he is, s/he becomes more adept in considering all alternatives to a situation, evaluating
them against his/her own beliefs, and forming an opinion (Perry, 1999).
From the work of Perry and others, a recent goal in college teaching became to teach
morality in order to facilitate the processes of committing to beliefs and making fair, thoughtful
decisions (Mayhew & King, 2008). Researchers and college educators have come to view the
development of moral reasoning as an important achievement because it enables the ability to
better consider all related pieces of evidence when making judgments and forming opinions. To
evaluate the effects of incorporating morality into college teaching, Mayhew and King followed
five undergraduate courses over the course of one semester. Two were of explicitly moral
content (i.e. had the word ―morality‖ in the title), two were of implicit moral content (about
group dynamics and interactions), and one was a neutral introductory sociology course. Students
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in all five courses showed an increase in moral development, with the greatest increase for
students in courses in which morality was explicitly discussed (Mayhew & King, 2008),
suggesting that specific curricula may improve moral development more than others, but that
other characteristics may also account for developmental increases, as all students became more
moral regardless of course taken.
On a more nuanced level, Mayhew, Seifert, and Pascarella (2012) found that curricular
content was only related to moral development in the first year of college for students who
entered college in a moral transition phase in which susceptibility to the influence of a college
environment is heightened. These students demonstrated greater increases in morality as
compared to students who entered college in a moral consolidation phase, a phase which is closer
to moral maturity and therefore requires fewer developmental gains (Mayhew et. al., 2012). This
stage differential could be one of the outside factors that help to explain why all students in the
Mayhew and King study experienced an increase in morality: the majority of the students may
have been in moral transition and therefore more susceptible to college curricula‘s influence in
general.
While the debate over single-sex versus co-educational schooling is not necessarily a
moral issue, a person must consider all evidence fairly in order to make a moral decision; those
in Perry‘s later positions who are committing to beliefs (i.e. people who have potentially
emerged from moral transition with more advanced moral reasoning skills) may be better able to
evaluate the evidence presented in the media; conversely, young undergraduates in moral
transition may be particularly susceptible to the article‘s content, resulting in more biased or
clouded views.
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Opinion formation: Pre-existing beliefs and cognitive response. Fugelsang and
Thompson (2000) investigated how people combined empirical information with pre-existing
beliefs when evaluating cause-and-effect relationships from the perspective of a concept-based
theory of cognitive reasoning. Concept-based theories discuss prior knowledge as knowledge
acquired from evaluating previous causal relationships and suggest that this prior knowledge
guides the interpretation of information that varies across sources. When participants evaluated
causal relationships and plausibility of causal agents in scenarios related to insecticides and
human allergies, the researchers found that causal judgments depended on the degree of variety
in the information presented and that individuals used their previous knowledge to select events
that could be deemed plausible causes (Fugelsang & Thompson, 2000). These findings indicate
that people call upon their previous knowledge and beliefs about events in order to evaluate links
between causes and effects, and that empirical evidence weighs into decisions relating to opinion
formation, especially when available information differs by source. In the case of single-sex
schooling, scientific findings are often divergent and people often have personal experience with
the issue, suggesting that the general public is likely to call upon scientific information and
personal experience in order to evaluate the debate.
Once an opinion of a causal event has been formed, cognitive factors may influence an
individual‘s retention of this event and the stability or transience of this opinion. Love and
Greenwald (1978) studied the impact of cognitive reasoning and memory on opinion formation
and opinion-change regarding a controversial topic. Participants completed a political opinion
pretest, and then read a persuasive article about a political issue. Cognitive responses to the
article were measured by asking participants for what they thought were the main points and
what their most prominent thought/opinion was while reading. Participants were then given
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another opinion survey to see if their opinion had changed and a memory recall test of their main
points and thoughts. Cognitive responses significantly correlated with opinion ratings, and recall
of cognitive responses better predicted opinion-change than recall of article content,
demonstrating that people‘s opinions on a persuasive issue are more likely to change when they
can remember the cognitive responses they had to receiving the persuasive information (Love &
Greenwald 1978). From this evidence, it can be inferred that while the general public may call
upon co-varying scientific information and pre-existing knowledge in order to form opinions, the
mere content of a media article may not be effective or sufficient in changing reader opinions on
the issue.
Overall, the development of morality and the cognitive processes related to opinion
formation and change seem to be driving forces in the general public‘s response to single-sex
schooling.
The flow of information in response to a controversial topic
As the debate over single-sex and co-educational schooling exploded on a national (and
perhaps worldwide) level almost exclusively online, it is appropriate to investigate how this may
have occurred and the types of people this event may have reached and attracted. Classic
communication research explains potential influences on the media‘s ability to successfully
spread information, and more recent studies in this domain have identified the ways in which
media and the public response have been affected by the invention of the internet.
Factors that influence information flow. Increasing the flow of information does not
always actually spread the information to a larger population (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947).
Several factors of the audience can restrict the population reached by the media report of a
particular current event, including the audience‘s education level, interest in the event, degree of
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knowledge, and dependence on the information. To begin, Tichenor, Donohue, and Olien (1970)
asserted that a knowledge gap is formed between individuals of differing education levels when a
new story breaks in the media: better-educated people tend to have more knowledge of media
events. Motivation to learn about the news and interest in the current event also seem to play a
role in who becomes aware of the media content: if the audience is not interested in the event,
then they may be less motivated to learn about it. For example, in a 1946 survey of a population
in which everyone had an equal opportunity to learn about the atomic bomb, those who had
actually heard of the event comprised a subset of the population who indicated an intrinsic
interest in the subject matter (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947). Education level, interest level, and
amount of knowledge are interdependent and seem to exist in a cyclic, transactional relationship:
With a higher level of education, more knowledge on a topic tends to be gained, presumably
increasing level of interest related to the topic, which likely increases subsequent knowledge and
interest (Tichenor et. al., 1970; Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947).
Along these same lines, Tichenor and colleagues employed a ‗Newtonian‘ line of
thinking in which uninformed groups remain uninformed until one media event finally breaks
through their barriers while informed groups tend to ‗stay in motion‘ (i.e. continue gaining media
knowledge) (Tichenor et. al., 1970). This Newtonian analogy is supported by Hyman and
Sheatsley‘s finding 23 years earlier that lack of knowledge of one current event predicted lack of
knowledge of other events in the media (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947), suggesting that being
uninformed is perhaps more global in nature rather than always linked to interest level.
Two other interest level-related influences on media success are audience dependency
and selective exposure. According to Ball-Rokeach and DeFleur‘s (1976) dependency model of
mass media effects, the degree to which an audience is dependent on media information
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influences whether the media is sought out at all and effects that may result from becoming
informed. If an event is not central or relevant to the lives of the audience members (the
audience has low dependence), then the audience will be less likely to obtain the information.
Conversely, if a particular piece of media information holds particular relevance, therefore
signaling high dependence, then the audience will be more likely to seek out the information and
experience various affective, behavioral, and cognitive effects. Affective effects include the
triggering of emotional responses to the information, behavioral effects include activation in the
forms of altruism or violence, and cognitive effects include forming attitudes, clarifying values,
and engaging in selective exposure (Ball-Rokeach & DeFleur, 1976). It is selective exposure
that holds the most significance to interest level and media success in spreading information.
Selective exposure is the tendency for people to expose themselves to information that is
consistent with their pre-existing attitudes and to ignore media that conflicts with these views
(Tichenor et. al., 1970; Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947). For example, in another one of their 1946
national surveys, Hyman and Sheatsley found that those who had heard of the plan for United
States assistance in Palestine were more likely to be in favor of it, whereas those who had never
heard of the plan were more likely to disagree with it when informed by the survey (Hyman &
Sheatsley, 1947). This effect does not hold completely true in the case of single-sex schooling,
though, as several of the commenters expressed avid disagreement with the debate although they
were already aware of its existence, indicating that people with divergent viewpoints from the
one taken in the media still sometimes seek out the information.
Findings relating to the population characteristics that play a role in information flow are
not quite unanimous, but general trends can still be described. Overall, those who are less
commonly reached by media attempts to spread information about current events are often less
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educated about, less interested in, and less dependent upon the information. In recognizing this
profile, it can be inferred that the population who became aware of and responded to the issue of
single-sex schooling may have been of higher education, interest, and dependency levels.
Effects of computers on the spread of and reactions to the news. The invention of the
computer, and, more specifically, the internet drastically changed the way current events can be
reported and spread. One prominent change exists in the quickened timing in distribution of
media information (Keisler, Siegel & McGuire, 1984). In recent years, social networks have
become useful for rapid dissemination of current events. Sites such as Facebook, Twitter, and
Digg have become so widely-used and accepted that they are often the first sites to break
important news. A study of Twitter and Digg activity by Lerman and Ghosh (2010) tracked the
spread of current events on social networks. On Digg, users can submit links to news stories and
vote on stories submitted by other users. Twitter users can ‗tweet‘ messages that often contain
links to current event articles and can ‗retweet‘ others‘ messages in order to spread awareness of
a cause or event. Lerman and Ghosh found that the attention given to a particular current event
on social networking sites generally matches the attention given by the media. For instance,
when a story became front page news in print and broadcast journalism, it received a great deal
of initial attention on Twitter and Digg. This social network attention then tapered off in a
manner that corresponded with decreasing media coverage of the event. Also, only a few stories
gain extreme popularity on Digg and Twitter, which once again mirrors the actions of the media:
only a few stories are covered in each news broadcast or daily newspaper (Lerman & Ghosh,
2010).
Related to the use of social networking sites, the ability to communicate via the internet
has created a new repertoire of social behaviors that can apply to people‘s reactions to online
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media. Keisler and colleagues (1984) described these novel aspects of social behaviors. Social
etiquette changes on the internet due to the absence of nonverbal cues when communicating
solely via text, the depersonalization of messages that could lead to misconstrual of emotions on
the part of the receiver, and the decrease in importance of social standards due to seeming
anonymity and lack of rules for disclosing personal information. To evaluate the habits of
computer communicators in relation to these changing social guidelines, the researchers
randomly assigned participants into face-to-face or computer groups in which a consensus on an
issue had to be reached. Keisler and colleagues found that while the computer groups
experienced less of a social hierarchy effect on their communication than did the face-to-face
group, they were more uninhibited in their remarks to their group members, using more
swearing, insults, and hostile comments (Keisler et. al., 1984).
Research of internet behavior is particularly applicable to the single-sex versus coeducational schooling debate, as all of the comments used in this thesis were retrieved from
internet sites. Communication research has assisted in the identification of the profile of an
individual who may have responded to the debate, and internet research relating to social
interaction can cast light on how the responses of those commenters may be affected by the
ability to communicate on a computer.
The present study
This thesis aimed to serve multiple purposes, all of which surround the recent publication
of and response to ―The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling‖. First, the present study aimed
to evaluate the ―real world‖ of gender stereotypes that have been expressed in response to the
publication of the article in Science by compiling a corpus of the general public‘s written
reactions. Second, this study categorized and evaluated the public‘s reasoning for endorsing
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gender stereotypes and for supporting or refuting the position presented in the article. Third, this
thesis compared the reasoning evidenced in the comments posted by individuals who chose to
post comments on a public site in comparison to a sample of undergraduates who were asked to
read the Science article or a related article and comment upon it. Finally, this thesis sought to
identify relationships between participants‘ opinions of single-sex schooling and individual
characteristics such as level of gender stereotype endorsement, gender essentialist beliefs, and
feminist ideals. Taken as a whole, these purposes unite to provide a thorough understanding of
adult reasoning skills about a controversial child development issue.
Thus, the components of this thesis sought to answer the following questions: What does
the public have to say about gender stereotypes? What does the public have to say about the
issue of single-sex education in response to the Science article? To what are people attributing
their position on the issue of single-sex education (gender stereotypes, claims that boys and girls
learn/develop too differently to be educated together, personal experience in a single-sex school,
feminism, etc.)? Does a sample of college students asked to comment on the article utilize the
same or different reasoning strategies as a sample of individuals who chose to comment on the
article? Are particular individual characteristics (gender stereotype endorsement, subscription to
gender essentialist and feminist views, and gender) related to position taken regarding single-sex
schooling? Hypotheses were thus formed for the following: (1) general public reasoning
strategies, (2) survey participant reasoning strategies, (3) relationships between individual beliefs
and opinion of single-sex schooling, (4) gender differences in individual beliefs and opinion, and
(5) survey participant opinion change.
In terms of the general public‘s response (hereby deemed the ―Media Study‖), due to the
literature that emphasizes the importance of pre-existing beliefs and reliance on empirical cues
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when evaluating causal relationships (Fugelsang & Thompson, 2000), the use of scientific
evidence and the incorporation of personal experience with single-sex schooling were expected
to be the two most common reasoning strategies endorsed by adults responding to online articles
and blog entries.
For the survey administered to a sample of college undergraduates (hereby deemed the
―Survey Study‖), the same two reasoning strategies as were utilized by the general public were
anticipated to be applied when undergraduates constructed a syndicated letter to the editor
conveying their opinion of single-sex schooling, as Perry‘s scheme of positions would place
these undergraduates at similar developmental positions as the adults in the general public: in the
stages of developing commitment to ideas and beliefs (Perry, 1999). However, it is possible that
some students in the Survey Study sample may still be passing through relativistic positions if
they are in their first year of undergraduate study.
Regarding relationships between gender stereotype endorsement, gender essentialist
beliefs, feminist ideals, and opinion of single-sex schooling, it was predicted that individuals
who were more gender-stereotyped and more gender-essentialist would be more likely to express
more favorable attitudes toward single-sex schooling, as individuals who subscribe to more
traditional gender attitudes are also more likely to view gender differences as unchanging (i.e.
endorse gender essentialist beliefs) (Martin & Parker, 1995) and may therefore support
separation of the sexes because of these supposed differences. It was also expected that
individuals who subscribed to more feminist ideals would be more likely to be opposed to singlesex schooling because of the feminist push for equality for both sexes (Fassinger, 1994);
separating boys and girls for schooling solely based upon sex could easily be viewed as
inequality for women.
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Gender differences in gender stereotype endorsement and agreement with feminist beliefs
were expected due to the findings that men tend to stereotype more than women (Liben & Bigler,
2002) and that women are more likely than men to identify with feminist beliefs (Morgan, 1996).
No gender differences were anticipated for gender essentialism. Survey data was also examined
in order to identify possible gender differences in opinion of single-sex schooling.
In terms of opinion-change throughout the Survey Study, no significant change in
opinions were predicted as a result of reading a persuasive article, as the recall of cognitive
responses to a persuasive communication is more predictive of an opinion-change than the recall
of the persuasive content itself (Love & Greenwald, 1978). It was deemed possible, however,
that individuals who recalled their cognitive responses to single-sex schooling throughout the
Survey Study may have experienced more opinion-change than individuals who only recalled the
article content, but there was no way to systematically evaluate this variable within the scope of
this thesis.
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Methods: Media Study
Participants
An original corpus of 24 articles summarizing and/or responding to the findings
presented in ―The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling‖ was created between the dates of
September 29, 2011 and November 3, 2011 along with all comments posted to each article‘s
website. One article was removed from its website by the editor on October 19, 2011 due to an
influx of comments from upset readers. This removal was conducted before the comments could
be included in the archive; thus, this article was removed from the corpus as its comments could
not be accurately recorded. The final corpus of 23 articles can be found in Appendix C.
Procedure
Articles to include were provided by the thesis adviser via email. Upon receipt of an
article‘s link, the following information about the article was archived: (1) the URL of the
article, (2) the title of the article, (3) the source of the article (i.e. the journal or magazine or
newspaper or blog title), (4) the author of the article, (5) the date of the article‘s online
publication, and (6) the date of retrieval.
A separate document kept the contents of each article‘s comments. Comments were
copied from the article‘s website and pasted into the archive. The final archive of 333 comments
organized by article can be found in Appendix D.
Each article and its corresponding comments were placed into one of three categories:
print media, electronic media, and editorials. Print media articles were originally found in a
printed newspaper or magazine but were reproduced on that publication‘s website. Electronic
media articles came directly from online blogs or online newspapers that do not provide print
media copies to the public. Editorials originally appeared in print but were reproduced online.
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Editorials were given their own category because their content is more like a comment than an
original article. In Appendix C, the articles are broken into these three categories: Articles 1-8
were considered print media, articles 9-21 were considered electronic media, and articles 22 and
23 were editorials.
Measures
After reading all articles and their associated comments, a coding system of reasoning
strategies was developed. Each comment was coded according to this system, and each
comment received as many codes as were applicable. The full coding system complete with
example blurbs can be found in Appendix A.
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Methods: Survey Study
Participants
A random sample of 107 college undergraduates from a large, selective, public university
on the East Coast was obtained via the campus‘s undergraduate psychology subject pool system.
Participants received credit to be counted toward an introductory psychology course requirement
in return for their participation. Of participants who provided demographic information (n=100),
the sample was 80% Caucasian and 51% female. Participant age ranged from 18 years to 36
years, but the majority of the sample was ages 18-20 years (85%). The most common participant
major was psychology (23%), with science-related majors and undecided students tied for
second-most-common (10% each).
Procedure
Participants completed a 25-30 minute survey in which they began by providing a presurvey rating of their opinion of single-sex schooling. Upon completion of this rating,
participants were split into two conditions based on birthday month: those born from January 1
to June 30 read ―The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling‖, and those born from July 1 to
December 31 read a New York Times response article published just days later. Participants were
then instructed to list what they perceived to be the four main points of their respective article.
The content of their main points acted as a comprehension checkpoint to gauge the viability of
the responses that followed in the remainder of the survey. If the content of their main points
could be found in the text of the article, then their data was considered viable. None of the
participants were eliminated from the sample due to failure of this checkpoint. Following this
comprehension test, participants provided another rating of their opinion of single-sex schooling
and composed a brief letter-to-the-editor or blog comment stating their position on the issue and

25

their reasons for adopting this stance. Participants then completed five individual difference
measures: one for gender stereotype endorsement, two for gender essentialism, and two for
feminism. Participants ended the survey by providing their demographic information and one
last rating of their opinion of single-sex schooling.
Measures
Reasoning strategy coding system. The same coding system as was used for the
comments from the Media Study was used to code participant reasoning strategies in their letter
to the editor from the survey. As in the Media Study, each letter to the editor was coded
according to this system and received as many codes as were applicable. The full coding system
can be found in Appendix A. The content of each letter to the editor, separated by article
condition, can be found in Appendix E.
Opinion ratings. Participants rated their opinion of single-sex schooling three times
during the survey: once before reading their respective article (deemed the pre-reading rating),
once after reading their respective article (deemed the post-reading rating), and once at the end of
the survey (deemed the post-survey rating). The pre-reading rating was completed on a fivepoint Likert scale in which a rating of ―1‖ represented the thought that single-sex schooling was
―a really bad idea‖ and in which a rating of ―5‖ signified that the participant thought that singlesex schooling was ―a really good idea‖. The post-reading rating asked participants to rate their
opinion based upon reading the article and was given on a five-point Likert scale where ―1‖
meant that the participant was ―strongly against‖ single-sex schooling having read the article and
where ―5‖ meant that the participant was ―strongly in support of‖ it. The post-survey rating was
included in order to gauge the degree to which participants changed their mind about single-sex
schooling in response to the survey content. Participants provided their post-survey rating on a
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five-point Likert scale in which ―1‖ meant that the participant ―became a lot more negative about
it‖, a ―3‖ meant that the participant‘s ―opinion did not change at all‖, and a rating of ―5‖ meant
that the participant ―became a lot more positive about it‖.
Individual difference measures. Five individual difference measures were used in the
survey in order to tap into participants‘ endorsement of gender stereotypes, gender essentialism,
and feminism. The occupations subscale of the Occupations, Activities, and Traits: Attitude
Measures (OAT-AM, Liben & Bigler, 2002) was used to evaluate participants‘ gender stereotype
endorsement for a list of 25 occupations. Each occupation was rated on a five-point scale in
which ―1‖ represented that ―only men‖ could do the job, ―3‖ meant that ―both men and women‖
could do the job, and ―5‖ meant that ―only women‖ could do the job. A flexibility score was
developed for each participant according to the guidelines present in Liben and Bigler (2002): a
response of ―3‖ (that ―both men and women‖ could do the job) indicated low gender stereotype
endorsement and therefore high flexibility in regards to these stereotypes, and all responses other
than ―3‖ indicated higher gender stereotype endorsement and subsequently low flexibility in
veering from these stereotypes. All ―3‖s were recoded as ―1‖s, and all other responses were
recoded as ―0‖s, thereby forming a score range of 0-25 in which higher scores represented higher
flexibility in gender stereotype endorsement. To differentiate between high stereotype
endorsement (low flexibility and lower OAT scores) and low stereotype endorsement (high
flexibility and higher OAT scores), the median score for the OAT-AM for Survey Study
participants was obtained (median=17). All participants who scored below the median (0-16)
were placed into a ―high stereotypes‖ category, and all participants who scored at the median and
above (17-25) were placed into a ―low stereotypes‖ category.
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Essentialism is the belief that characteristics are determined at birth, biologically based,
and unchanging throughout life. Gender essentialism, then, is the belief in the stability and
biological basis of differences between men and women (Smiler & Gelman, 2008; Liben &
Bigler, 2002). Gender essentialism could be a concept of interest when considering sex
differences as a basis for single-sex schooling, so it was deemed an appropriate inclusion to the
survey. An adaptation of a scale used by Smiler and Gelman (2008) was constructed as a
measure of gender essentialism. In their study, the authors formed a list of 25 scale items
compiled from previous essentialism studies. Nine came from Haslam (2000) and fourteen were
created by the authors but based upon Gelman (2003). These items utilized eighteen gendered
and four non-gendered adjectives and nouns that, when filled into the context of each scale item,
described essentialist qualities. For example, for the scale item ―When you look back at the
childhood of someone who is X, you usually see elements of being X in their childhood‖, the
―X‖ could be filled in by any one of the twenty-two target words (Smiler & Gelman, 2008).
Deciding how to best adapt Smiler and Gelman‘s scale for this thesis was difficult. When
Dr. Smiler initially provided the scale via email, all 25 scale items were filled by the word
―masculine‖ instead of all 22 target words, thereby sparking thought that it may be more
effective (and simpler) to gauge participants‘ gender essentialist beliefs by using the most
general of gendered qualities: masculine and feminine. This way, participants would not have to
infer the gendered (or non-gendered) nature of each adjective or noun and their responses would
not bear the potential to be clouded by gender stereotypes; as a result, gender essentialism could
be tackled in an explicit, overt manner, and a divide could be maintained in the Survey Study
between gender stereotypes and gender essentialism in order to prevent the use of methodology
that would extend beyond the scope of this thesis. After extensive discussion, the 25 scale items
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were adapted to only include the target words ―masculine‖ and ―feminine‖ rather than all other
gendered and non-gendered words from Smiler and Gelman‘s study. ―Masculine‖ and
―feminine‖ were inserted into the 25 scale items at random by the researcher, and question order
was randomized for each participant. Participants rated the extent to which they agreed or
disagreed with each statement on a six-point Likert scale in which ―1‖ meant ―strongly disagree‖
and ―6‖ signified ―strongly agree‖. To score this piece of the essentialism portion of the Survey
Study, a sum was obtained for all 25 items for each participant. The range of possible scores was
25-150, with higher scores representing higher endorsement of gender essentialist beliefs. The
complete scale including reverse coded items used in the Survey Study can be found in
Appendix B.
Three questions used by Martin and Parker (1995) were also used to evaluate gender
essentialism in the Survey Study. The authors of this study incorporated a variety of scales to
evaluate racial and gender essentialism. For the purpose of this thesis, the three gender
essentialism questions from their Causes of Group Differences Questionnaire (CGDQ) were
added to the survey. These statements asked participants to indicate the extent to which sex
differences could be attributed to biology, socialization, and opportunities (Martin & Parker,
1995). Participants in the Survey Study rated the likelihood of each of these three statements on
a five-point Likert scale ranging from ―not very likely‖ to ―very likely‖. To score these
questions, the items whose contents contradict essentialism (sex differences due to socialization,
sex differences due to opportunities) were reverse coded and the sum of the three responses was
calculated for each participant. The range of possible scores was 3-15, with higher scores
indicating higher subscription to gender essentialism. The three scale questions from the CGDQ
can be found in Appendix B.
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A composite score for essentialism was developed by summating each participant‘s
scores for the Smiler and Gelman scale and the CGDQ, thereby creating a new score range of 28165. To distinguish between participants who were high in essentialist beliefs and low in
essentialist beliefs, the median score for the composite essentialism score was found for each
participant (median=87). All participants who scored at or above the median (87-165) were
placed into a ―high essentialism‖ category and participants who scored below the median (28-86)
were placed into a ―low essentialism‖ category.
To evaluate feminist beliefs, two scales were employed: the short version of the Liberal
Feminist Attitude and Ideology Scale (LFAIS, Morgan, 1996) and the Feminism and the
Women‘s Movement scale (FWM, Fassinger, 1994). To develop the LFAIS, Morgan sought to
create a scale that would evaluate feminist beliefs relating to the following domains: gender
roles, political agendas and goals of feminism, and feminist underpinnings and ideological
stances, including discrimination and subordination (Morgan, 1996). After several pilot studies,
Morgan ended with a 70-item scale that included these domains, and also proposed a short
version of eleven items, which is the scale that was used in the Survey Study. The majority of
these items were drawn from the feminist goals and feminist ideology domains, and relatedness
between these eleven items was high (α =.81). Participants rated the extent to which they agreed
or disagreed with each item on a six-point Likert scale ranging from ―strongly disagree‖ to
―strongly agree‖. The sum of the eleven item scores was obtained for each participant in order to
obtain a scale score. The range of possible scores was 11-66; higher scores indicated higher
agreement with feminist beliefs. The short LFAIS scale, complete with reverse scored items, can
be found in Appendix B.
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The Feminism and the Women‘s Movement scale (FWM, Fassinger, 1994) was
developed as a brief measure of attitudes toward the feminist movement in the United States.
Fassinger constructed a ten-item scale to be evaluated on a five-point Likert scale in which ―1‖
represented ―strongly disagree‖ and ―5‖ represented ―strongly agree‖. The exact scale and rating
procedure was adopted for the Survey Study. A scale score was obtained for each participant by
reverse coding the items that oppose feminism and by summating the scores for each of the ten
items. The score range was 10-50, with higher scores denoting higher agreement with feminist
ideals. The complete scale including reverse scored items can be found in Appendix B.
In order to assign each participant a single score for feminism, a composite score was
created by adding participant scores of the LFAIS and the FWM together. The range of possible
scores became 21-116. The median score for the composite feminism score was found in order
to differentiate between those who were high in non-feminist beliefs (i.e. low in feminist beliefs)
and those who were low in non-feminist beliefs (i.e. those who identify as feminists)
(median=78). Participants who scored below the median (21-77) were categorized as ―high nonfeminist‖ and participants who scored at or above the median (78-116) were categorized as ―low
non-feminist.
From the flexibility score for the OAT-AM, and the composite scores for gender
essentialism and feminism, three global participant profiles were developed in order to better
address the hypotheses regarding individual beliefs: extreme high/more traditional, extreme
low/less traditional, and mixed. Twenty-nine participants skipped one or more questions in one
or more of the individual difference measures, thereby leaving at least one of their composite
scores unable to be calculated. For this reason, these 29 participants were not placed into a
global profile category. Of the 78 remaining participants, the majority were mixed (n=38),
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followed by the extreme low/less traditional category (n=21) and the extreme high/more
traditional category (n=19).
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Results: Media Study
Comments from the general public were varied yet similar in content. Several comments
incorporated several reasoning strategies, thereby providing interesting reading material for the
researcher. The following are a few such comments:
School is more than just academics - it is social interaction and learning how to
effectively function in a mixed environment. While it may show results on paper for
improved measured marks, what it does not show is the learning experiences for gender
interaction. Make no mistake, this is not really about education - it's about indoctrination
in a parochial school mentality. Cut down on sex before marriage, but at the expense of
emotional growth of teenagers. High school is about the ups and downs, the ability to
interact socially, to learn not just how to operate effectively in an adult world from an
educational standpoint, but from a human one as well. If you remove the elements of
interaction, you stunt the emotional and social growth of young adults, and ultimately,
create larger issues.
Having read 3 of Dr. Sax's books, it sure looks not a lot of journalistic etiquette was put
into this article. It sure looks like selective quoting and use of ellipses to make him look
in the worst possible light. I have not read the study, but my guess, like many educational
studies is that it states the obvious: If you only change the gender of the students without
appropriate changes in instructional techniques (use of competitions with boys, codes of
etiquette, community for girls, etc) or appropriate professional development for faculty,
that there is no educational benefit. But with a well-developed plan and program, there
are significant benefits to single-gender educational situations.
Consider alarming statistics: (According to the National Center for Educational
Statistics)
* Boys are 30 percent more likely than girls to flunk or drop out of school;
* When it comes to grades and homework, girls outperform boys in elementary,
secondary, high school, college, and even graduate school;
* Boys are four to five times more likely than girls to be diagnosed with Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD);
* Women outnumber men in higher education with 56 percent of bachelor's degrees and
55 percent of graduate degrees going to women.(source: Boys in School, pbs.org)
It is time to recalibrate our education to support boys.
I am a scientist and I believe in data over anecdote, yet I experienced the beneficial
effects of single-sex education myself. After co-ed public high school and a freshman
year at a co-ed university, I transferred to a women's college and the difference was
astonishing. Women spoke. Assertively. Being intellectual and smart was cool. Speaking
up was cool. When I went to law school, and later to grad school, I could always pick out
the women who attended women's colleges. We all could. Sadly, my college chose to go
co-ed years ago. It left a hole in my heart. Had I a daughter, I would encourage her to find
single-sex schools.
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I am shocked that Science would publish a report on a controversial social subject written
by an obviously biased group. It is not surprising that an organization founded to promote
coed education would publish a report that found single sex education was bad. Did the
writers of this study do a literature review of past studies on single sex education?
Apparently not. I am also a product of high school and college single sex education.I
remember when studies in the 1970s and 1980s were published that showed that single
sex education for girls was extremely beneficial to those girls. This benefit was very clear
in my law school class where an overwhelming number of the women had graduated
from women's colleges. Would Science publish an article by the KKK or their supporters
showing segregated schools were scientifically beneficial? No, because the bias of the
writers would be both obvious and pernicious. It seems that the decline in academic
standards is not limited to schools but has spread to formerly trustworthy publications
that used to apply elementary vetting standards before publishing unsupported articles. I
will no longer rely on articles published in Science as reference material.
Table 1 separates the 23 articles into the three designated categories: print media,
electronic media, and editorials. Frequency counts and proportions were obtained for each of the
reasoning strategy codes for each of these categories. Grand totals and overall proportions were
also found. For the 211 print media comments, 306 comment codes were recorded. Of the 306
codes, unrelated comments (coded as ‗other‘) were actually the most common (22.9%), but when
ignoring these ‗other‘ comments, personal experience was found to be the most common
reasoning strategy (16.7%) followed by dismissal of science or the researchers‘ credibility
(12.4%). For the 114 electronic media comments, 202 comment codes were recorded. Of these
202 codes, personal experience was the most common reasoning strategy (22.3%) followed by
endorsement of gender stereotypes not explicitly mentioned in the article content (15.3%).
Editorials only drew in 8 comments and 13 comment codes. Of these 13 codes, personal
experience and endorsement of other gender stereotypes tied for the most common reasoning
strategy (23.1% each). ‗Other‘ comments also comprised 23.1% of these 13 codes, but these
were ignored for the purpose of the study.
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Overall, the Media Study included 333 comments and 521 comment codes. Ignoring
unrelated comments which comprised 17.3% of the codes, the two most commonly-employed
reasoning strategies for the entire Media Study were personal experience (19%) and endorsement
of other gender stereotypes (13.4%). Table 2 in graphically depicts these overall proportions.
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Results: Survey Study
Reasoning strategies
Participant letters to the editor were constructed in forms similar to the general public‘s
comments in the Media Study: several reasoning strategies were often integrated into a single
response. The following are a few of the most compelling letters to the editor:
I am also advocate of coeducation. I really liked your explanation of how single sex
school help to shape gender streotyping. Having to study in a coeducational environment
for my entire life never thought of myself going to all-boys school, but one thing I know
is that through coeducation, I really learned not to judge girls. On the other hand, when I
was serving in the army, where boys dominate, I've noticed lot of gender streotyping
most of which were not pleasing. Although i really agree with your opinion that
coeducation is helpful, I didn't quite see why the people on the other side are quite wrong
in their research. Perhaps specific studies that goes against advocate of single sex
schooling could have been used to add to your credibility.
Dear Editor, I have just read the article regarding the issue of single-sex schooling
system. There is a point, however, that I wish to address regarding the article. In the first
section, the argument states that "students emerging from SS schools are often
academically more advanced". While this may be applicable, there is no evidence that
supports this statement and is subjective in nature and fails to take into account the
variability of schooling and evaluation, rather than just the issue of taking the highest
scores and claiming the benefits of sex segregation schooling. If a school does not
necessarily take the ―cream of the crop,‖ students, then the argument would fail to apply.
There is one example given, but I do not believe that it is applicable to the entire
population. Therefore, this point is relatively weak and other factors should be evaluated
before making such a statement. Overall, I found the article to be informational and am
interested in learning more about this issue. Sincerely, Writer
The article bring up many interesting points and growing up I've always wondered what
school would be like if girls weren't around. It is true that girls are distracting for boys as
boys are destracting for girls. That being said, I think at this current date we dont have
enough information about how the human brain works to justify that being a reason to
segregate schools. The other justification for segregation of schools was that boy and
girls are different learners. I think this is wildly inaccurate. PEOPLE are different from
other PEOPLE. Our sex may have influence on how we think but not enough to justify
segregation. Overall, I know we simply dont understand this phenomenon enough to
justify having all segregated schools yet. We need it to become more of an exact science
before we proceed.
As can be seen in Table 3, letters to the editor were split into article condition. In the
Science condition, 40 participants wrote a letter. These 40 letters drew in 59 codes. Use of
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scientific content or evidence was the most common reasoning strategy (45.8% of codes),
followed by mention of school as preparation for the real world (15.3%). In the New York Times
condition, 57 participants wrote a letter, resulting in 95 codes. The most common reasoning
strategies in this condition were use of scientific content or evidence (31.6% of codes) and
mention of school as preparation for the real world (14.7%). Not surprisingly, when combining
the two conditions to obtain grand totals, the exact same reasoning strategies were found to be
most common: use of scientific content or evidence (37%) and mention of school as preparation
for the real world (14.9%). It is important to note that neither of these two strategies was found
to be most frequently employed in the Media Study. Table 4 provides a graphical representation
of the grand total proportions.
Individual beliefs and opinions of single-sex schooling
Individual difference measure distributions. Scores on the OAT-AM for 94 participants
ranged from 4-25 (M=17.11, SD=7.22), with lower scores representing lower gender stereotype
flexibility and therefore higher endorsement of gender stereotypes. Composite scores for gender
essentialism for 88 participants ranged from 57-107 (M=86.28, SD=10.63), and higher scores
indicated higher agreement with gender essentialist beliefs. Composite scores for non-feminism
for 91 participants ranged from 61-105 (M=79.62, SD=10.43), with lower scores representing
lower endorsement of feminist beliefs (categorized as being high in non-feminism in further
analyses). Histograms of these distributions can be found in Table 5.
Correlations. The three individual difference measures were found to be significantly
correlated with one another. Flexibility in gender stereotype endorsement was negatively
correlated with essentialism (r=-.288) and positively correlated with non-feminism (r=.225),
meaning that those who were less flexible (i.e. endorsed more stereotypes) agreed more with
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gender essentialist beliefs and were less likely to endorse feminist beliefs; thus, people who
endorsed fewer gender stereotypes agreed less with gender essentialism and were more likely to
endorse feminist beliefs. These relationships suggest that the high extreme/more traditional and
low extreme/less traditional global profiles were constructed correctly.
Pre-article reading opinion and post-article reading opinion were significantly positively
correlated (r=.722), signifying that participants who viewed single-sex schooling negatively
before reading their article were more likely to still view single-sex schooling negatively after
reading their article, and vice versa. Table 6 contains a correlation matrix that summarizes these
relationships.
Differences in opinion ratings. To test whether participants differed in their attitudes
about single-sex schooling based upon individual characteristics, and whether there were
significant changes in these attitudes after reading the article (perhaps in interaction with
participant group), the pre-reading and post-reading opinion ratings served as the dependent
measure in a series of repeated measure analyses of variance (ANOVAs). These analyses
differed with respect to the basis of grouping participants, and included: high versus low
stereotypes; high versus low essentialism; high versus low non-feminism; and high
extreme/more traditional versus low extreme/less traditional. No significant differences in prereading and post-reading opinions were found for any of these individual characteristics. Mean
opinion ratings and standard deviations can be found in Table 7.
Gender differences in individual beliefs and opinions
A repeated measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) found no gender differences in prearticle reading opinions and post-article reading opinions. Means and standard deviations for
male and female pre- and post-opinion ratings are also located in Table 7.
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Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) explored potential gender differences in
the same four characteristics as in the repeated measure ANOVAs: gender stereotype flexibility,
gender essentialism agreement, endorsement of non-feminist beliefs, and global profiles.
Significant gender differences were found for endorsement of non-feminist beliefs, F(4,73) =
13.235, p=.000. Males were significantly more likely to score in the ‗high‘ non-feminism range
(M=75.13, SD=8.405) than were females (M=84.95, SD=10.692), meaning that men were less
likely to endorse feminist beliefs than were females (lower scores denote lower endorsement of
feminist beliefs). No significant gender differences were found for gender stereotype flexibility,
gender essentialism agreement, or global profiles.
Opinion change
Univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) attempted to identify any differences in
perception of opinion change based on stereotypes, essentialism, feminism, global profiles, and
gender. As expected, based upon the facts that there were no differences in pre-reading opinion
and post-reading opinion in these characteristics and that pre-reading opinion and post-reading
opinion were strongly positively correlated, no significant differences in opinion change were
found based on any of these characteristics.
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Discussion
This thesis identified the reasoning strategies employed by the general public and by
survey participants when electronically reporting opinions of and reactions to the debate over
single-sex and co-educational public schooling, and also attempted to profile individual
characteristics that were related to particular opinions of the issue. The only hypothesis that was
fully supported by the results was that of opinion change: no significant opinion change
throughout the Survey Study was expected, and none was found. All other hypotheses were at
least partially incorrect.
In the Media Study of the general public, incorporation of personal experience and
endorsement of gender stereotypes not explicitly mentioned by article content were found to be
the most commonly used reasoning strategies when posting comments. This hypothesis is
partially correct in that personal experience was expected to be employed, but use of scientific
content/evidence was predicted to be the other most common strategy instead of other gender
stereotype endorsement. The lack of complete support for the Media Study hypothesis prevented
the Survey Study reasoning strategy hypothesis from being correct. The two most common
reasoning strategies in the Survey Study were expected to match the two most common strategies
from the Media Study, and that did not happen: use of scientific content/evidence and mention of
school as preparation for the real world were found to occur most frequently.
It is interesting to note, however, that one of the two predicted strategies appeared in each
study: personal experience in the Media Study and use of scientific content/evidence in the
Survey Study. From this observation, it can be inferred that the cognitive principles suggested to
be at work in opinion formation were in fact operating in the general public and in survey
participants, but at differing levels for the two populations. Why might this be true? It is

40

possible that survey participants were primed to think about scientific content due to other survey
questions that preceded the letter to the editor. One question that may have influenced
participant thinking in particular asked for a rating of the quality of the scientific evidence in the
Science article. Upon answering this question, participants could have thought that the letter to
the editor was supposed to focus on the scientific evidence that they rated, even though the
directions for the letter to the editor merely asked for reasons to support participant opinions.
Neither hypothesis relating to differences in opinions of single-sex schooling was
supported by the results of data analysis. Survey participants who endorsed more gender
stereotypes (were less flexible), agreed more with gender essentialism, and subscribed to fewer
feminist ideals (were characterized as being high in non-feminism) were expected to be more in
favor of single-sex schooling than were participants who subscribed to opposite, less traditional
views, but no significant differences in opinion based upon these characteristics were found.
Most participants felt negatively about single-sex schooling regardless of individual
characteristics. For gender, males were expected to be more in favor of single-sex schooling due
to their documented tendency to endorse more stereotypes and females were expected to be less
in favor of the single-sex structure due to the fact that feminism is more common in females and
views gender segregation as gender inequality, but no gender differences in opinion could be
identified, either. A lack of strong statistical power due to the small sample size in the Survey
Study could explain the lack of significant findings in these areas. For example, females were
significantly more likely to be characterized as low in non-feminism (and therefore high in
feminism) than were men; perhaps a larger sample could have translated this gender difference in
characteristic to a gender difference in opinion based upon this characteristic.
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As was previously stated, the hypothesis relating to opinion change was correct. A lack
of opinion change due to article and survey content alone is consistent with the literature that
emphasizes the importance of cognitive response to information as more important in opinion
change than the information itself. Participants were asked to provide four main points of their
article as part of the survey, and these main points could have acted as cognitive responses to be
recalled had opinion change been of interest that extended beyond one of exploratory nature.
Limitations
Were this study to be conducted over again, several factors should be changed in order to
facilitate more desirable results. In terms of the Media Study, the method for gathering articles
for the corpus perhaps should have been more systematic and thorough. The researcher simply
used what was provided by the thesis adviser and did not conduct much outside investigation to
find additional articles. Constraints related to the number of articles gathered in each category
may have been helpful in obtaining different reasoning strategy results; perhaps both of the
hypothesized reasoning strategies would have appeared most frequently had an equal number of
articles been included in each of the three categories.
The main limitations of the Survey Study relate to the sample. First, while the sample
was relatively gender-balanced even when accounting for participants who did not complete all
survey questions, the sample was not quite balanced between article condition: 40 participants
completed letters to the editor in the Science condition while 57 participants wrote letters in the
New York Times condition. A difference of 17 may not have made much difference had the
sample been much larger, but perhaps this difference in sample size in each article condition
altered the reasoning strategy proportion results; like in the Media Study, had the sample been
balanced between conditions, perhaps the hypothesized outcomes would have occurred.
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Another issue with the sample lies in its demographic makeup in comparison to the
general public in the Media Study. While the Survey Study sample was indeed a random
sample, it is unclear how accurate it is to compare a heavily-Caucasian sample ranging in age
from 18-20 with a few outliers to the general public whose demographic information was not
able to be obtained but anticipated to be older than 20 years of age on average. It may have been
more systematic to only include general public comments from which demographic information
could be obtained and then recruit a random sample matching those demographic characteristics
for the Survey Study. Furthermore, the assumed age difference between the Media Study sample
and the Survey Study sample may have also accounted for the differences in reasoning strategy
use: the general public may have called upon more personal experience due to older age, and
survey participants may have called upon more scientific content and evidence due to their
current status as a college student and consumer of empirical information. Age-balancing the
samples could have made these results clearer.
The most prominent issue with the Survey Study sample, however, is its size. The small
size may have prevented significance from being achieved for many of the analyses. The Survey
Study should be re-conducted with a sample of several hundred individuals to explore whether
significant differences emerge. Significant differences in opinion based on individual
characteristics or gender would have allowed profiles to be developed of populations who would
generally be for or against single-sex schooling.
Future directions
This thesis can act as a preliminary study from which several future projects can blossom.
First, as described in the hypotheses recap and limitations sections, a more systematic Media
Study-Survey Study reasoning strategy comparison study could be conducted in which the
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scientific quality rating question would be removed from the survey and all comments and letters
to the editor would be balanced between category or condition. Furthermore, it could also
potentially improve the study if the total number of Media Study comments and comment codes
match the total number of Survey Study letters to the editor and comment codes.
Second, a further investigation of opinion change could be performed by using the main
points asked for in the Survey Study as cognitive responses in a memory recall test similar to that
in Love and Greenwald (1978). Perhaps if survey participants were asked to recall their main
points at the end of the survey and then provide a post-survey opinion rating, a significant
change in opinion would be observed.
Finally, several nuanced studies could be carried out in order to successfully profile the
archetypal ‗for single-sex schooling‘ individual and the prototypical ‗against single-sex
schooling‘ individual. It could be helpful to investigate each individual characteristic (gender
stereotype endorsement, gender essentialism agreement, feminist belief subscription, and gender)
in separate studies in attempts to piece the profiles together characteristic by characteristic. If
profiles are successfully identified, policymakers and educational researchers will be able to use
them to understand to whom to cater particular arguments when making future decisions
regarding the structure of American public schools.
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the real world

Other

18

32

16

12

14

1

9

13

19
(9.4%)

31
(15.3)

24

45
(22.3)

18
(8.9)

19
(9.4)

18
(8.9)

1
(.50)

10
(5.0)

17

(11.9)

Total
1
2
3
23
4
5
6
7
8
Total
Editorial
Totals

0

0
1

0

0

0

0
0
(0.0%)

3
3
(23.1)

2
2

3
3

(15.4)

Grand
Totals

38

70

51

21
Total
(cont)
Electronic
Media Totals

Total
Comments

Other gender
stereotypes
22

Comment**

11

Article*

Scientific
content/
evidence

Media Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies

114

(8.4)

Editorials
22

0
1

0

0

0
8

1
1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

(23.1)

1
1
(7.7)

0
0
(0.0)

1
1
(7.7)

0
0
(0.0)

0
0
(0.0)

1
1
3
3
(23.1)

99

57

40

39

2

35

90

(6.7)

(17.3)

(7.3%)
(13.4) (9.8)
(19.0) (10.9)
(7.7)
(7.5)
(0.38)
*Article numbers match the numbers provided in the article list in Appendix C.
**Comment numbers match the numbers provided in the comment archive in Appendix D.
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Table 2

Frequency

Media Study Reasoning Strategy Proportions
20.00%
18.00%
16.00%
14.00%
12.00%
10.00%
8.00%
6.00%
4.00%
2.00%
0.00%

Reasoning Strategy
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Science

Scientific
content/
evidence
Other gender
stereotypes

1
1
1

2
1

3
1

4
1

5
1

6
1

8
1

9
1

10
1

11
1

13

15
1

16
1

17
1

19
1

20
1

21

22
1
1

23
1
1

24
1

25

26

1

27

1

28

1
1

1

1

18

7

1

14

12
Other

School and
the real world

Mind change

Gender
inequality

Flawed
methodology

Dismissal of
science or
researchers

Personal
experience

Sexual
attraction

Comment*

Article
Condition

Table 3

Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1
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New York Times
Science (cont)

Total
Scientific
content/
evidence
Other gender
stereotypes

29
1
1

31

33

34
1

35
1

36
1

37
1

40
1

40

1
27
(45.8%)
1
7
(11.9)
1

2
1
1

3

6

7

8

12

16

1

13

1

14

1

1

30

32

1

1
(1.7)
7
(11.9)

10

15

1
0
(0.0)

5

9
4
(6.8)

1

38

1
(1.7)

1

39

2
(3.4)
9
(15.3)
1

4

11
Other

School and
the real world

Mind change

Gender
inequality

Flawed
methodology

Dismissal of
science or
researchers

Personal
experience

Sexual
attraction

Comment*

Article
Condition

Table 3

Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies

1

1
1
1

1

1
1

1
(1.7)

1

1
1

1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1

1

1

1
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New York Times (cont)

Scientific
content/
evidence

17
1

18

20
1

21
1

22
1

28
1

29
1

33

34
1

35
1

36
1

37
1

39
1

40
1

43

1

44

1

45

19

23

41

1

42

1

1
1

1

31

1

38

30

32

1

1

1

1

1
1

24
1
1

25
1
1

26
1
1

27
Other

School and
the real world

Mind change

Gender
inequality

Flawed
methodology

Dismissal of
science or
researchers

Personal
experience

Sexual
attraction

Other gender
stereotypes

Comment*

Article
Condition

Table 3

Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies

1

1
1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1
1

1
1

1

1
1
1

1

1

1
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Table 3

46

New York Times (cont)
Total

1
1

Other

School and
the real world

Mind change

Gender
inequality

Flawed
methodology

Dismissal of
science or
researchers

1

47
48

Personal
experience

Sexual
attraction

Other gender
stereotypes

Scientific
content/
evidence

Comment*

Article
Condition

Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Frequencies

1

1

1

1

49

1

50

1

51

1

52

1

1

53

1

54

1

1

55

1

56

1

57

1

57

30
(31.6%)

13
(13.7)

4
(4.2)

13
(13.7)

3
(3.2)

10
(10.5)

2
(2.1)

2
(2.1)

14
(14.7)

Grand
57
20
5
20
3
14
3
4
23
97
Totals
(37.0%) (13.0) (3.2)
(13.0) (1.9)
(9.1)
(1.9)
(2.6)
(14.9)
*Comment numbers match the numbers provided in the letters to the editor archive in Appendix E.

4
(4.2)

5
(3.2)
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Table 4
Survey Study Reasoning Strategy Proportions
40.00%
35.00%

Frequency

30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

Reasoning strategy
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Table 5
Individual Difference Measures Distributions

Frequency

Distribution of OAT-AM Scores
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
Score

Distribution of Essentialism Scores
10
Frequency

8
6
4
2
57
59
61
63
65
67
69
71
73
75
77
79
81
83
85
87
89
91
93
95
97
99
101
103
105
107

0

Score

Frequency

Distribution of Feminism Scores
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
61 63 65 67 69 71 73 75 77 79 81 83 85 87 89 91 93 95 97 99 101 103 105
Score
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Table 6
Correlation Matrix of Individual Beliefs and Opinion Ratings
Gender
stereotypes
1

Essentialism

Non-feminism

-.288**

-.288**

Nonfeminism
Pre-reading
opinion
Post-reading
opinion

Gender
stereotypes
Essentialism

.225*

Pre-reading
opinion
-.044

Post-reading
opinion
-.051

1

-.418**

-.030

.001

.225*

-.418**

1

.047

.070

-.044

-.030

.047

1

.722**

-.051

.001

.070

.722**

1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7
Average Opinion Ratings by Individual Beliefs and Session
Pre-reading opinion

Post-reading opinion

M

SD

M

SD

Low stereotypes

2.14

.94

2.02

.88

High stereotypes

2.13

.87

2.13

.82

Combined

2.14

.90

2.07

.85

Low essentialism

2.18

.96

2.10

.96

High essentialism

2.19

1.00

2.17

.88

Combined

2.18

.98

2.14

.91

Non-

Low non-feminism

2.19

1.00

2.19

.96

Feminism

High non-feminism

2.16

.90

2.07

.83

Combined

2.18

.95

2.13

.90

Global

Low extreme/Less traditional

2.29

.96

2.14

.96

Profiles

High extreme/More traditional

2.21

.92

2.21

.855

Combined

2.15

.94

2.12

.88

Male

2.16

1.01

2.00

.89

Female

2.20

.87

2.20

.87

Combined

2.18

.94

2.10

.88

Stereotypes

Essentialism

Gender
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Appendix A: Reasoning strategy coding system
Table 1
Reasoning Strategies Employed in Media and Survey Studies
Code
Significance
1
Use of scientific content/evidence
(i.e. ―According to the researchers‘ statement that there are no documented
advantages to single-sex schooling that is due to the single-sex structure of the
school, I am against single-sex education‖)
2
Endorsement of gender stereotypes not explicitly mentioned in article content
(i.e. ―Boys are better at math, so why should they have to be bored in math class
because the teacher has to teach more slowly for the girls?‖)
3
Mention of sexual attraction as a reason to separate kids by sex
(i.e. ―Boys get distracted by girls once they hit puberty and begin to notice girl body
parts, so they will do better at school if the distraction (girls) is eliminated‖)
4
Incorporation of personal experience
(i.e. ―I went to an all-girl high school and I know I would have been less successful
if I would have been thrown in with the boys‖)
5
Dismissal of science and/or the researchers
(i.e. ―Research is irrelevant. What do these so-called ‗experts‘ know?‖ or ―These
researchers hold too much bias for their study to be considered credible‖)
6
Mention of flawed research methodology
(i.e. ―The researchers failed to look at studies in which gender salience was
manipulated in high school, so how can they be sure that what they found in
preschoolers can be used as evidence against single-sex schooling?‖)
7
Mention of gender inequality
(i.e. ―We already know that girls have less opportunities than boys, so if we separate
them for school, maybe the girls will have more chances to succeed‖ or ―What about
the ‗boy crisis‘ in which their achievement is slipping and their drop-out rates are
climbing as compared to girls?‖)
8
Mention of mind being changed by article content
(i.e. ―Before I read this article, I thought that single-sex education was great, but
after reading this article, now I am not so sure‖)
9
Mention of school as preparation for the real world
(i.e. ―You need to learn to interact with all kinds of people in the real world, so
separating kids by sex at school is not helping them prepare for this‖)
10
Other
Comment does not fit into any of the above categories.
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Appendix B: Individual difference measures scale questions
Smiler & Gelman (2008)
1. Being masculine is a fixed property of an individual that doesn‘t really change from early
adulthood (e.g. 30s) through old age.
2. Being feminine is a fixed property of an individual that doesn‘t really change from childhood
through adolescence.
3. There are certain features of being feminine that are absolutely necessary; people who do not
have these features cannot be feminine.
4. If someone is masculine, then there are other categories of which they cannot be a member.
5. Someone can be feminine even if they don‘t look like it at first glance. (R)
6. Being masculine means being very similar to other masculine people.
7. Being masculine is a fixed property of an individual that doesn‘t really change from
adolescence through early adulthood.
8. A baby who is adopted at birth will grow up to be as feminine as the adoptive parents. (R)
9. People are born with a disposition to become feminine.
10. Being feminine is clear-cut, definite, and of an ―either/or‖ variety; it is not fuzzy.
11. Someday, scientists will probably be able to predict whether a child will be masculine by
analyzing their DNA.
12. It is possible to be ‗kind-of‘ masculine. (R)
13. A baby who is adopted at birth will grow up to be as masculine as the birth parents.
14. Being feminine is the result of individual choice. (R)
15. A person‘s biology is the primary determinant of whether they are feminine.
16. When comparing across different countries, the percentage of people who are feminine in
each country is about the same.
17. Feminine people have always existed and feminine people now are very similar to feminine
people in the past.
18. Being feminine is more natural than artificial.
19. Having a group of friends who are masculine is the primary determinant of whether an
individual becomes masculine. (R)
20. Underneath the surface, all masculine people are basically the same.
21. When you look back at the childhood of someone who is masculine, you usually see elements
of being masculine in their childhood.
22. Knowing that someone is masculine tells us a lot and allows us to make many judgments
about this person.
23. The general public sees being masculine as highly valued/favored.
24. Being masculine is primarily the result of how you were raised. (R)
25. It is easy for feminine people to become non-feminine.(R)
Causes of Group Differences Questionnaire (CGDQ, Martin & Parker, 1995)
1. When the sexes differ in some way, how likely is it that the difference is due to the way
boys/men and girls/women are socialized (how they are treated by parents and others)? (R)
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2. When the sexes differ in some way, how likely is it that the difference is due to biological
factors (hormones, chromosomes, etc.)?
3. When the sexes differ in some way, how likely is it that the difference is due to the kinds of
opportunities they‘ve had? (R)
Liberal Feminist Attitude and Ideology Scale (LFAIS, Morgan, 1996)
1. Women should be considered as seriously as men as candidates for the Presidency of the
United States.
2. Although women can be good leaders, men make better leaders. (R)
3. A woman should have the same job opportunities as a man.
4. Men should respect women more than they currently do.
5. Many women in the work force are taking jobs away from men who need the jobs more. (R)
6. Doctors need to take women‘s health concerns more seriously.
7. America should pass the Equal Rights Amendment.
8. Women have been treated unfairly on the basis of their gender throughout most of human
history.
9. Women are already given equal opportunities with men in all important sectors of their lives.
(R)
10. Women in the U.S. are treated as second-class citizens.
11. Women can best overcome discrimination by doing the best that they can at their jobs, not by
wasting time with political activity. (R)
Attitudes toward Feminism and the Women’s Movement (FWM, Fassinger, 1994)
1. The leaders of the women‘s movement may be extreme, but they have the right idea.
2. There are better ways for women to fight for equality than through the women‘s movement.
(R)
3. More people would favor the women‘s movement if they knew about it.
4. The women‘s movement has positively influenced the relationships between men and
women.
5. The women‘s movement is too radical and extreme in its views.(R)
6. The women‘s movement has made important gains in equal rights and political power for
women.
7. Feminists are too visionary for a practical world.(R)
8. Feminist principles should be adopted everywhere.
9. Feminists are a menace to this nation and the world.(R)
10. I am overjoyed that women‘s liberation is finally happening in this country.
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Appendix C: Media Study article archive
Print Media
1. Waljaars, L. (2011, September 27). Battle of the stereotypes: Girls against boys. Significance.
Retrieved September 29, 2011, from
http://www.significancemagazine.org/details/webexclusive/1338821/Battle-of-thestereotypes-girls-against-boys.html#.ToPBFx7nCXs.email
2. Wilmath, K., & Sokol, M. (2011, September 27). Tampa parents dispute scathing single-sex
school study. St. Petersburg Times. Retrieved September 29, 2011, from
http://www.tampabay.com/news/education/tampa-parents-dispute-scathing-single-sexschool-study/1193818
3. Collins, N. (2011, September 23). Children at single-sex schools 'more likely to be sexist' The
Telegraph. Retrieved October 3, 2011, from
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/education/educationnews/8781907/Children-at-single-sexschools-more-likely-to-be-sexist.html
4. Single-sex schools make students sexist. (2011, September 23). The Daily Beast. Retrieved
October 3, 2011, from http://www.thedailybeast.com/cheats/2011/09/23/single-sex-schoolsmake-students-sexist.html#comments
5. Chandler, M. A. (2011, September 22). Study: Single-sex education may do more harm than
good. The Washington Post. Retrieved October 3, 2011, from
http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/study-single-sex-education-may-do-moreharm-than-good/2011/09/22/gIQABAQOoK_story.html?hpid=z4
6. Spring, S. (2011, September 29). Study criticizes same-sex classrooms, but Chandler
principal sees benefit. The East Valley Tribune. Retrieved October 4, 2011, from
http://eastvalleytribune.com/local/article_24171c56-eaf8-11e0-b9ad-001cc4c002e0.html
7. Lewin, T. (2011, September 23). Single-sex education is assailed in report. The New York
Times, p. A19. Retrieved October 4, 2011, from
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/23/education/23single.html
8. Sokol, M. (2011, October 9). Hillsborough educators see encouraging signs at single-gender
schools. St. Petersburg Times. Retrieved October 11, 2011, from
http://www.tampabay.com/news/education/prek/hillsborough-educators-see-encouragingsigns-at-single-gender-schools/1195991
Electronic Media
9. Sax, L. M. (2011, September 26). Are single-sex schools actually dangerous? Science
published an article which isn't science: How come? [Web blog post]. Retrieved September

69

29, 2011, from http://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/sax-sex/201109/are-single-sexschools-actually-dangerous
10. Allsopp, R. (n.d.). Changing my mind about single-sex education, or not [Web blog post].
Retrieved September 29, 2011, from
http://www.genderacrossborders.com/2011/03/28/single-sex-educationchanging-my-mind/
11. Messer, A. E. (2011, September 24). Sex segregation in schools detrimental to equality.
Gantdaily.com. Retrieved October 4, 2011, from http://gantdaily.com/2011/09/24/sexsegregation-in-schools-detrimental-to-equality/
12. Nauert, R. (2011, September 23). Single-sex schools fail to improve learning [Web blog
post]. Retrieved October 4, 2011, from http://psychcentral.com/news/2011/09/23/single-sexschools-fail-to-improve-learning/29723.html
13. Dwyer, L. (2011, September 28). Is single-sex education all it's cracked up to be? [Web blog
post]. Retrieved October 11, 2011, from http://www.good.is/post/new-study-comes-underfire-for-suggesting-single-sex-education-doesn-t-boost-student-performance/
14. Single-sex schooling lacks scientific support and may exaggerate sexism and gender
stereotyping, says article in Science. (2011, September 22). WVVA (The Two Virginias) PR
Newswire. Retrieved October 11, 2011, from http://www.wvva.com/story/15526032/singlesex-schooling-lacks-scientific-support-and-may-exaggerate-sexism-and-gender-stereotypingsays-article-in-science
15. Single-sex schools don't improve performance. (2011, September 23). Mangalorean.com.
Retrieved October 11, 2011, from
http://www.mangalorean.com/printarticle.php?arttype=localnews&newsid=265655
16. Sparks, S. D. (2011, September 22). Researchers blast 'pseudoscience' of single-sex
education [Web blog post]. Retrieved October 11, 2011, from
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/inside-schoolresearch/2011/09/researchers_blast_psuedoscienc.html
17. Indivero, V. M., & Messer, A. E. (2011, September 22). Sex segregation in schools
detrimental to equality. Penn State LIVE: The University's Official News Source. Retrieved
October 11, 2011, from http://live.psu.edu/story/55265
18. Single-sex schooling does not improve academic performance and can lead to gender
stereotyping, study finds. (2011, September 23). ScienceDaily Science News. Retrieved
October 11, 2011, from http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2011/09/110922141902.htm
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19. Maschka, K. (2011, October 10). Single-sex schools and gender stereotypes. The Huffington
Post. Retrieved November 3, 2011, from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/kristinmaschka/single-sex-schools_b_998672.html
20. Hartmann, I. (2011, October 19). Does single-sex education breed sexism? Salon.com
Alternet. Retrieved November 3, 2011, from
http://www.salon.com/2011/10/19/sexism_education_alternet/
21. Fabes, R. A. (2011, October 30). What our research shows (from Single-sex schools:
Separate but equal?). The New York Times Opinion Pages: Room for Debate. Retrieved
November 3, 2011, from http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2011/10/17/single-sexschools-separate-but-equal/what-our-research-on-single-sex-education-shows
Editorials
22. Bottomly, H. K. (2011, October 3). Same-sex education [Editorial]. The New York Times, p.
A24. Retrieved October 11, 2011, from http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/03/opinion/samesex-education.html?_r=2&scp=1&sq=clinton%20wellesley&st=cse
23. Ford, B. (2011, September 27). The case for single-sex schools [Editorial]. The Washington
Post. Retrieved October 11, 2011, from http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/the-casefor-single-sex-schools/2011/09/25/gIQAcmAk2K_story.html
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Appendix D: Media Study comment archive
Article 1
1: There is strong evidence for the idea that both
males and females have equal math abilities.
Nevertheless, the author did not address in her article
the fact that females show better language abilities
than males
(http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=ar
e-women-really-better-with-language). Separating
boys and girls for their language classes may not be a
bad experiment after all.
2: If you condition on level of math ability, the
statement is simply not true. With respect to high
end aptitute, there are clear sex differences favoring
boys. The Johns Hopkins studies of J. C. Stanley of
years ago showed the male advantage very clearly.
And there is theory to suggest why. see e.g., J. math
Psych, 1985, 29, 231, although the theory is
regularly ignored. It is not politically correct.
Article 2
1: There will always be someone against everything.
If this works, the students are happy, they are
learning, what is the problem. Someone not
associated with the school will decide it is a bad idea.
Amazing the ACLU has stuck their nose in and
decided it is not what they like. Leave it alone. It is
working.
2: Where does the article mention the ACLU?
3: I'm confused, where in the article did you read
about the ACLU?
4: That's not even a good straw man argument. The
ACLU isn't even mentioned, you reactionary moron.
5: I think same sex schools are a great idea. I went to
an all boys prep and my daughter went to an all girls
college. Costly but just great. I care not what the
ACLU wants or needs. I just would like to see them
wade in and tell the journalists that martyrs are not
terrorists and that they should stop idolizing the
"rebels" in the middle east because they know diddly.

6: Let's see here. It may have something to do with
the idea that same sex schools are more elite and
expensive. The ACLU is full of it if they do not think
it is a good idea. To see one's pants down over one's
bottom and to see teen girls or any girls with more
cleavage than brains is what is sad. Maybe girls
should go out for football and sue and set the ACLU
to say girls should play with boys in their schools
football teams. Makes about as much sanse as their
weighing in on this issue. Do they not know that
schools are a mess? Regardless of the lame effort by
NBC to have Arne Duncan up there saying teachers
salaries should be doubled. Well, his boss was a
community organizer. wonder what his pay was?
Never mind, I don't want to know. Ignorance is bliss
in this administration.
7: sense and whatever. Point is, the idiots are
speaking for the schools once again. Same sex
schools are a great idea.
8: You gotta ask yourself if boys are more disruptive
and isorderly than girls at school. If the answer's YES
serious female students need to be away from the
male tumult.
9: That study is a bunch of mularkey! Same gender
schools are wonderful because they allow kids to
focus on learning and not get caught up with the
distractions caused by the opposing sex.
10: Common sense needs a seat at the table. The
parents love it and have nothing but praise. But theso
called"experts" suggest that it it a detriment to our
children. I'll go with the parents on this one. I have a
14 year old son and know for a fact that the boys and
girls should be separated these days. Kids are so
sexually exploited these days. MTV, Jersey Shore, 16
&pregnant, etc... and all the crap kids are fed has
made them wise beyond their years. They don't know
the pleasure of being a child anymore. It is the
parenta fault for letting this happen.
11: How many of the "experts" would send their kids
to a same sex school if they could? Better education
and no sexual overtones. Now we just have to keep
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the teachers at bay. They seem to be attracted to kids
like flies on dog poop.
12: Another "Science Article"?? Can we say "Global
Warming"? Enough said!
13: You're an idiot. The two things aren't even
connected. Your comment is equivalent to
complaining about a new chinese restaurant by
saying: Another "Restaurant"?? Can we say
"McDonald's"? Enough said! Grow up. Not
everything in science is about climate change.
14: It isn't "opinions" that matter. What made our
country great is the ability to freely choose.
15: How about the freedom not to be photographed?
The Digital Learning requires Floridaâ€™s children
to be photographed. The primary registration
agreement at Florida Virtual schools requires the
agreement for the students (minors) to be
photographed and taped and consent to publication of
same, waive all rights, and release any claims in
order to register for an online class that is now
required by the gidital Learning Bill for high school
graduation via the Digital Learning Bill. It is not
optional. In fact the way it is written there is nothing
that would prevent FLVS from using the camera on
the computer in your child's own room to "take
photographs, video" and dessiminate them for "any
purposes it may deem proper." Kind of makes your
skin crawl don‘t it?
Here is the FLVS required release:
Consent, Waiver and Release
I, the undersigned parent or legal guardian of the
registering student, do hereby consent, authorize and
grant permission to Florida Virtual School, its agents,
16: Here is the FLVS required release:
Consent, Waiver and Release
I, the undersigned parent or legal guardian of the
registering student, do hereby consent, authorize and
grant permission to Florida Virtual School, its agents,
employees, or duly authorized representatives to take
photographs, video or audio tapes of said student, and
do further consent to the publication, circulation and
dissemination of said photographs, video, or audio
tapes or any duplication or facsimile there of for any
purposes it may deem proper.

In granting such permission, I hereby relinquish and
give to Florida Virtual School all right, title, and
interest I may have in the finished pictures, negatives,
reproductions or copies, and further waive any and all
right to approve the use of such photographs, video
or audio tapes and further do waive any right to
compensation for the publication or other use of said
photographs, video or audio tapes and do release
Florida Virtual School, its agents, licensees, r…
17: Please stick to the topic at hand. This has nothing
to do with the article.
18: Where will they learn to work together? in high
school, that's where! We need single gender classes
for middle school!
19: Agreed. And in that case, I have no problem with
it whatsoever. On the other hand, you realize that if it
works in middle school, then parents are
(understandably) going to want the same technique
used in high school. After which point, we WILL
have adults going into college who will have rarely
talked to a member of the opposite sex whose their
age. It won't be a big deal for kids who have
siblings/cousins/family friends of opposite gender,
but many kids don't. I know I didn't have a lot of
contact with guys I didn't know from school as a high
schooler. And that's where things could get...
awkward. I don't think this is necessarily a bad idea,
but I do think that if we carry it on through high
school as well, some of the shy kids will end up even
MORE uncomfortable with the other gender once
they get to college or the work force.
20: Oh for crying out loud. The objection that "How
will they learn to work together? We don't have
separate workplaces in life. We don't have jobs for
girls and jobs for boys" is just ludicrous. We don't
have workplaces where we separate people according
to birth year and where they live, and then group
them into bunches of twenty-- yet we seem to think
THAT's just dandy for children.
21: Except no one, even the littlest kids, thinks that
separating by grade level or city is segregation. It's
pretty obviously the best option. Would it really
make MORE sense to you if we put random 15 year
olds from Tampa in classes with 7 year olds from
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Clearwater? Didn't think so. Separating by age
(closely associated with educational level) and
location (keeps bus times short) are practical
decisions. This isn't the same. This is a conscious
choice to segregate into two groups. The last time we
tried this, the groups were "black" and "white", which
probably explains why the idea makes people
nervous. I'm not convinced it's necessarily a bad idea,
and I think separating for a few years by gender is
probably a GOOD idea for at least some students.
But let's not pretend it's the same as the examples of
practicality that you named.

fundamentally wrong with them seems flawed to me.
On the contrary they work rather well.

22: You just don't get it do you; kids won't be going
to school at all (single sex or otherwise) they will be
at home on Florida's virtual school being watched in
their own homes. Kind of makes your skin crawl,
don't it?

15: I am horrified! They have done research on boys
and girls. This excludes transsexuals, asexuals,
hermaphrodites, ‗Other‘, and children-and-youngpersons-preferring-not-to-disclose. How can they
pretend to offer positive advice on gender roles
whilst secretly deploying flagrantly oppressive
practices is beyond me.
So please join my charitable social media campaign,
it‘s called ―TAHOCAYPPNOTD‖ – which is also a
Meso-American tribal word meaning ―your heart is
my heart‖
We are calling for the government to promote more
equal equalities for minor minority groups, and also
to rename the Human Rights Act as the Hu(Wo)man
Rights Act.

Article 3
1: Good to see University funding is going towards
worthy research. What a waste of an education.
2: Yes, the education of children is in no way worth
understanding and a complete waste of money. Sigh.
3: Fewer distractions = better education.
4: What is this ‗fewer distractions‘ nonsense? Boys
can just take up with each other, surely?
5: Ditto girls with girls!
6: And what is more important? Qualifications or
production of a normal well rounded person?
7: What cheerful news. It seems that single-sex
schools give children the opportunity to discover
themselves; to gain insights into the subtleties of their
own natures.
8: Discover themselves. Quite.

12: …As David ‗calm down dear‘ Cameron has
repeatedly demonstrated. The man seems to have
severe problems relating to women as anything other
than housewives.
13: Haven‘t you heard? PE never stops being
compulsory for public school boys.
14: It does when they turn 40, thank god.

16: your saying that transsexuals, asexuals,
hermaphrodites, 'Other', and children-and-youngpersons-preferring-not-to-disclose are not either boys
or girls?
17: I should clarify: by transsexuals I of course mean
transgender persons.
18: Boys at co-ed schools get too distracted by girls.
Single sex schools allow time for learning and time
afterwards for wooing females.
19: Apparently research has also found that wild
bears dump in the woods.

9: There must be a lot of girls schools then!
10: Well blow me down…

20: A glance at the IBSC website will put this pc
article in perspective:
http://www.theibsc.org/page.cf...

11: What they don‘t say is what is wrong with
stereotypes. The assumption that there is something
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21: A glance at the IBSC website does nothing of the
sort. Am I missing something? (like, the point).
22: A scientific study might have looked for
statistically significant correlations between the
number of male teachers in girls' schools, and qv.
female in boys' schools. It might have analysed the
few schools that are mixed but offer single-sex
classes. It might have looked at the schools that have
mixed sixth forms (I don't know of a girls' school that
admits boys for 6th form, but there are many that do
the opposite). And then it would be a scientific,
objective, useful study. Instead we have another
ideologically, politically agenda driven pile of sh1te.
Education MUST be removed from the purview of
the narcissists who stand for election and returned to
the care of school, parents, universities, and
employers.
23: kinsman: "we have another ideologically,
politically agenda driven pile of sh1te"
You've read the article in Science? You've "reviewed
previous studies carried out in the US, Britain,
Canada, Australia and New Zealand, and found no
concrete evidence to support the idea that boys' and
girls' brains are wired to learn in different ways" for
yourself have you?
And that puts you, asserting what a real scientific
approach should be, in the position to scientifically
dismiss the review as 'a bag of sh**'
I see.
24: Single sex schools should be banned. It‘s just not
normal to be brought up without contact with the
opposite sex. I went to one as there were no non
religious mixed schools in the area and I wouldn‘t
recommend it ito anybody.
25: I went to a single-sex school too – hellish!
26: Whenever you get a story about a girls‘ school in
the telegraph, it‘s fun to read the comments from
pupils and ex-pupils. They are nests of vipers. By
contrast boys‘ schools are usually friendly places,
with relaxed relationships between boys and staff.
Boys tolerate each others‘ eccentricities, interests and
so on in a way that girls don‘t.

27: Having attended both an all girls school and an
all boys school as a child, which is highly unusual, I
can say there is some truth in this. The girls school
was full of little cliques – you were either with the
―in‖ crowd, or you were excluded, and the kids‘
relationships with each other were highly political.
At the boys school, everyone was your mate. Having
said that, the girls school was better managed and
produced far better results.
28: Yes, I remember at my all boys school that
everyone wanted to be a mate to the only girl – the
daughter of a housemaster. Not many of us
succeeded, though.
29: Come on then. Wheres your hard facts to support
this?
30: Not surprised by this research. As a former Head
of a single sex school which went mixed, I was fully
aware that children need to learn about one another as
well as the curriculum. Above all they need to learn
how to interract and understand different
personalities, the other gender etc. Yes , they may be
distracted - but having run a school of 1200 boys , I
noted that most of them were distracted at some stage
or another !
31: Who thought this one up?
Harriet Harman? Yvette Cooper?
32: I went to a single-sex school but I had a mother, a
sister and various aunts, cousins etc. Did I ‗interact‘
with them?
P.S. Is it sexist when a lady takes a man for every
penny he‘s got?
Article 4
1: Girls are becoming the dominant sex in
universities. Sexism is a tw way street referring to
girls as accepting "gender stereotypes" is completely
ambiguous as girls today are taught in all girl schools
that they are invulnerable and invincible. The age of
the Fearless Girl is alive and well in Hollywood as
well so old stereotypes hardly exist anymore. In fact
the stereotypes from sit-com TV shows for teens &
tweens often portray American boys as imbiciles the
girls as intelligent & superior.
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2: I went to an all-girls' school and taught in one for 7
years. I found that rather than leading girls to accept
gender stereotypes, the education actually enabled
them to overcome stereotypes by taking leadership
positions, debating issues openly and being less
concerned about impressing the boys. There was
plenty of time for that in their spare time!! I found it
a rewarding experience both as a student and a
teacher.
Article 5
1: Thank goodness, some research is being done to
counter this trend toward single-sex public schools.
It's outrageous in 2011 that anyone advocates
spending taxpayer money to separate the sexes in
education. If a parent feels like his/her child needs
such an environment because the child is unable to
cope with a mixed classroom for, oh, I don't know,
misogynistic or mental health reasons, then that
parent should pay for private schools that offer that
accommodation. The really disturbing part of this
trend is that today the accommodation is being made
for boys, especially boys of color. That is so
disturbing on so many levels, I can hardly wrap my
mind around it. Our boys and girls should be learning
and working together because the adult society these
children will grow into will be one in which men will
have to interact as equals with women and may, in
some cases, be working for them.
2: I'm curious to know what age group was studied.
Where I grew up the parochial schools were co-ed up
to 8th grade and then single-sexed for the high school
years.
3: "Writing poetry and keeping a journal is
something girls do"... Right, girls such as Proust,
Shakespeare, Dylan Thomas, etc... Please. What next,
gender-segregated "Home Ec" and "Shop"? Girls are
told to stay in the kitchen, and boys are taught to beat
their disobedient wives? What about children from
different cultures/races/ethnicities? Hey, it's
"separate", but it's "equal" , so it should be ok, right?
What if someone comes up with the statistic that dark
haired children do better at school that blonde
children? Should we have single-hair-color classes?
All children are different and are going to need a
different approach based on their individual
personalities. The problem with our school is not

children's race, sex or socio-economic status. It is the
schools' "answer-getting" philosophy, rigid structure,
test obsession. There's plenty of evidence and
research to THAT end.
4: Sinlg sex classroom teaching works, I know first
hand. I taught an all boys six grade class for three
years. The students were focused on learning and not
how good the girls looked. There were zero fights in
the classroom. the students shared, paired, and helped
each other.
5: Having read 3 of Dr. Sax's books, it sure looks not
a lot of journalistic etiquette was put into this article.
It sure looks like selective quoting and use of ellipses
to make him look in the worst possible light. I have
not read the study, but my guess, like many
educational studies is that it states the obvious: If you
only change the gender of the students without
appropriate changes in instructional techniques (use
of competitions with boys, codes of etiquette,
community for girls, etc) or appropriate professional
development for faculty, that there is no educational
benefit. But with a well-developed plan and program,
there are significant benefits to single-gender
educational situations.
Consider alarming statistics: (According to the
National Center for Educational Statistics)
* Boys are 30 percent more likely than girls to flunk
or drop out of school;
* When it comes to grades and homework, girls
outperform boys in elementary, secondary, high
school, college, and even graduate school;
* Boys are four to five times more likely than girls to
be diagnosed with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder (ADHD);
* Women outnumber men in higher education with
56 percent of bachelor's degrees and 55 percent of
graduate degrees going to women.(source: Boys in
School, pbs.org)
It is time to recalibrate our education to support boys.
6: NOW will defense and promote the 50+ women's
college. Only 4 men's college left. hurray...
7: Since women make up over half the workforce,
men and women are going to have to learn to work
together. They should start learning to do that in
Kindergarten.
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8: Ultimately Girls and Boys grow into Men and
Women who will need to interact with one another on
a professional level.
9: So the authors started a council in favor of coed
education and then did their research and found that
single sex education is bad? Seems a little fishy don't
you think.
10: When you look at the backgrounds of these
"researchers", it is obvious they are clueless to begin
with.
11: I'd say you're the clueless one ...
12: Those researchers seem to have too strong a point
of view to give them much credence. Leave the
advocacy to others.
13: I feel strongly that middle school boys and girls
would benefit the most form single sex classes My
teaching experiences in both public and private
schools confirmed the following; 1. Boys are given
preference in classroom discussion, they are called
upon most by teachers regardless of weather they add
or contribute anything of value, 2. Girls perform
better in math and science when the classes are same
sex, they can focus on the subject matter and not the
nuances guaranteed to be displayed by the male
students, 3. More time is spent on study and less on
disruption and discipline when there is same sex
classroom, 4. Socializing is minimal in the same sex
classroom, 5. Girls and boys are more relaxed and
display less anxiety in same sex classroom. Based on
my experience, this study is flawed.
14: The world is really going to hell. I
mean...REALLY GOING TO HELL. When times
were simpler, no one cared about "studies" that
claimed "this is bad...that is bad....it's all bad....." We
just enjoyed life. Part of that was being able to go to
an all boys school...or an all girls school. We never
even imagined there should be "studies" claiming this
was bad. I honestly pity you folks who will live in a
world of "studies" in the future where you will be so
scared to make a move, for fear that it will be a
wrong one. How sad that you have missed out on a

much simpler and infinitely better world where such
BS wasn't even a thought.
15: Relying on your gut is always better than
empirical research. Thanks to Bush's gut, we are
stuck in Iraq and our economy tanked.
16: If the schools are truly "equal" then there is no
logical rationalization for having them "separate."
Schools should prepare students to be successful in
life, not to be successful in school. If it is legal to
segregate cohorts because "they" learn better as
isolated groups, then government powers can
"beneficently" define the cohorts based upon their
whims and biases, say by national origin, religion.
social economic strata, sexual orientation, New York
Yankee or Bosox fan, or even race. This brings to
mind Plessy v. Ferguson. Who knows, maybe the Jim
Crow South will rise again; with the Roberts Court
no legal precedent is sacrosanct. Students should be
educated to function successfully in the diverse
society they will necessarily need to navigate as
adults.
17:I went to an all girls school in Brooklyn. It was an
incredibly wonderful experience for me. We were
treated like adults. We were held to high
expectations. We were sent to this school because of
the academic standards. Our parents wanted the best
for us. I am sad to say that a school that once boasted
1200+ students has 1/2 that population now. The
neighborhood has changed and the cost unfortunately
is out of reach for many.
At my last HS reunion over 80 girls showed up. We
set a record!! Anyway, that is a testament to the close
knit community we created. I am not going to knock
co-ed learning. I went to a co-ed college and felt
lucky to have come from a school that instilled so
much discipline and rigor. College was a breeze
compared to HS. To each his own but don't try to sell
some some crap about "more harm than good" that is
simply ridiculous. Children get out of school what
they put in. And your parents have the hardest job of
all, to instill a love of learning. When you don't have
that there is but so much a teacher can do.
How about we discuss why the no child left behind
does not work? Leave single-sex education alone.
Seriously...

77

18: Its so obvious this is a results driven study. Its a
sham. The group disagrees because of ideology not
rational reasons.
19: The stench of the authors' leftist leanings is
detectable from very long distances.
20: A rat smells his own hole first.
21: I went to an all-boys school and want my kids to
have the same experience. Especially in an era where
curriculum is increasingly focused on the needs of
females at the expense of males (with resulting
decreases in graduation rates at high school and
application and acceptance rates in university and
grad school), it is even more important that boys are
not left behind.
22: Oh please. Boys with lower scores and GPA's are
accepted at higher rates at colleges. Just look at the
Common Data Set for most schools. Girls work
harder, achieve more, and are then screwed in the
college admissions process. Same as it ever was.
23: I went to a Catholic girls' high school and a
Catholic women's college, and I think they did me a
huge disservice. Yes, I didn't have the dilemma (still
a big factor in the late 1950's-early 1960's) that
excelling in school would be seen as competing with
men, and make me unpopular. But I went on to
graduate school at a state university. I had been
outspoken and assertive as an undergraduate; but I'd
never learned to speak up in a roomful of men, many
of whom assumed that my opinions were ipso facto
worthless because I was female, so after a few
disquieting encounters I turned into a mouse in the
classroom. Granted, this was 40 years ago -- but,
based on what I hear from my teacher and student
acquaintances, that problem has by no means
disappeared.
Another difficulty: The assumptions about which
subjects women were "good at" meant that my high
school's and college's science and math classes
weren't nearly as rigorous as those in co-ed or allmale schools. A classmate of mine majored in
chemistry and got straight A's, but when she went for
her M.A. at a state college, she found herself
struggling to keep up. I suspect that a male student

with literary inclinations might have the same
problem in reverse if he attended all-male schools. In
short, I think that single-sex schools prepare you
inadequately for real life, and they perpetuate
stereotypes rather than enabling students to transcend
them.
24: The biggest problem they face in same sex
schools is that they don't learn social skills that are so
important in the world and community.
25: Hmmm. The way things are lately is that if it is
an all-girls school or College that is good, but if it is
all-boy and it has any kind of success then the girls
have to be allowed in.
26: Oh, sure. Let's ignore thousands of years of
human experience.
27: Very interesting. The idea of single-sex
classrooms had always struck me as a good one based
on the common-sense notion that boys and girls
mature at different rates and, generally, have different
learning styles. Moreover, the interaction between
boys and girls in the classroom can be quite
distracting. I remember very clearly that the biggest
thing pulling my attention away from the blackboard
in class was always the pretty girls! On the other
hand, we know that separate is inherently unequal, so
if there are no data that show that both boys and girls
inarguably benefit from the separation, it doesn't
make sense to taunt the specter of gender
discrimination back into society.
28: The authors obviously don't have daughters.
Article 6
1: Yeah, separate-sex classes are such an obvious
failure. That is why Brophy and Xavier do so poorly
at everything... oh wait, nevermind...
Everyone ignore the "so-called boy crisis". The fact
that boys are falling behind at everything is no cause
for concern, none whatsoever....
Onward, uni-sex soldiers!
2: I have been to Andersen Junior High this school
year and was surprised at first to learn of the samegender classroom approach. I've heard of some of the
research suggesting there is differentiated learning
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and thinking between genders. If you were to ask me,
I would say any difference would most likely be
attributed to socio-cultural (societal) influences.
However, my first and only thoughts that day (and
until reading the above article) were about classroom
management and not gender differences in learning
and thinking.
Middle school - particularly 7th and 8th grades - are
pretty tough years for behavior in and out of the
classroom. Societal pressures between genders can
really drive some poor behaviors. I have been to
many schools and to many coed classrooms with of
this same age group. I did not observe many of those
coed behavioral concerns in the same-gender
classrooms at Andersen Middle School.
I was so impressed with what I saw that I commented
about it to several people I know including people in
the educational field. Perhaps, it's just this age group
which can benefit from this temporary separation. As
it is, the students had time to interact with the
opposite sex between classes, lunch, and during other
classes and times written in the article. I think their
approach is successful. And, if there are any benefits
to separating by gender due to differences in learning
and thinking, they would be in addition to what I
observed.
3: I am surprised there aren't more posts on this topic.
I was a teacher for several years, and I have to say
that many educators just don't get it. Saying that boys
and girls learn the same way shows how some people
are out of touch with reality.
I grew up with two sisters, and now have two sons.
There is NO WAY we communicate/learn/live the
same way! If I told my sons, "Go do your homework,
do your chores, and if there is time, you can have
some of the cookie-dough ice cream," they would
only hear the "ice cream" part and be cleaning out the
container. If I told them, "Homework, chores, THEN
ice cream" they would get it. They still might not
want to do their homework, but they knew it needed
to be done. Boys are right (sort of)...girls talk too
much, for them.
It goes both ways. If my son want to ask me for a ride
somewhere, I need details. Where are you going?
With whom? When? Until what time? Etc. He needs
to be more wordy when talking with his mom.
The same is in the classroom. As much as we wan't
an "equal society" we can't just lump them all

together and expect good results across the board.
Besides, since when does it serve students
academically to be staring at the cute boy across the
room, or applying make-up to make sure someone
notices me in class? They can socialize all they want
in the halls, at lunch, after school, etc. This would be
expecially good in jr. and high school, if you ask me.
Article 7
1: The article was based on controversy of having a
single sex-education performed in public schools.
Some believed that it would be a good source for
boys to be seperated from girls because the two
gender's learning techniques are enhanced in differet
enviornments. For instance boys may like a loud
environment, while girls would like a more gentlier
feel. Then there were some who believed if we go
into single-sex education gender sterotypes would
increase again. But overall there is no scientific
evidence to support single sex-education, so therefore
it cant be enforced in public school systems
unwillingly.
This relates to our course topic on segregation. If
single sex-education would come into play now in
this time of day,it would backfire on those pioneers
that worked hard to put the different sexes together. It
could possibly put women back in the mind-frame
that men are superior to them. It could provide lack
of communication skills with the opposite sex, as
well as a rise in homo-sexuality.
This topic illustrates the complex relatiosnhips
between urban schools and society by showing how
people still beleive that there is more power in
seperating us rather than trying to unite us as one.
Just like people believed separating whites from
blacks was more productive, because they beleived
different races werent capable to learn on the same
level. Which i believed has been an ignorant way to
think, and thankfully we been proved skeptic's wrong
on that note.
I choose this topic because i thought it was
interesting that people still believe boys and girls are
not capable to be on the same intellectual level as one
another. Despite our gender of course we think
differntly thats apart of being an individual, but give
us the problem 1+1, boy or girl would still provide
the same answer (2).
2: I'm a scientist, so I really like scientific evidence.
Would have been nice to see some reference to the
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studies that fail to support single-sex education.
While some main effects may not exist, I would love
to know if they took into account interaction effects
and I suspect not. Just as they argue you should not
use averages to craft a curriculum, so too should you
not use averages to determine if a particular
pedagogical approach works or not.
As we all know, what works for one type of child
does not work for another. A more fined grained
analysis - something almost always missing in social
science research- may have suggested that while *on
average* there are no benefits to same sex education,
there may be specific times, places, or types of
children for whom it would be tremendously
valuable. And with that, giving parents choice to find
the education that works for them. As with all such
studies, broad brushes tell us little.
On a personal note, as a parent, I can say our
daughter benefited greatly from a wonderful all-girls
school. But I can point to specific ways it benefitted
her with no downside, yet for other kids I might
argue the opposite. I'm almost certain our daughter
would not have become the engineer she is had she
missed out in this particularly educational
opportunity.
I am honestly not sure she would

classmates. That's continued on into the workplace
(and even into some social scenes) as I've gotten
older. It would have been very hard for me to
recognize and point out the way gender privilege was
influencing the collaborative or interactive dynamics
around me--and in ways that many of the men
involved would not have intended--if I hadn't had the
chance to remove myself from that influence for
those years prior. I didn't go through my formative
period of learning how to think critically and discuss
productively while having to fight against years and
years of sexism just to be heard (to say nothing of
being understood).
It doesn't make it any less infuriating when male
coworkers or associates respond to a salient,
informed point a female colleague makes by staring
blankly at her and then turning to another male
coworker or associate to continue the discussion with
him, but at least I can identify that when it happens
(and keep from internalizing it as an indicator of my
worth when it happens to me).
I'd be curious to know more about this paper's data. It
doesn't sound like it examined whether single-sex
education benefits one sex more than another, and I
would not at all be surprised if doing so changed the
final conclusion quite a bit.

3: I spent three formative years at an all-girls prep
school in suburban Philadelphia, and I'm convinced
that those years helped me become the successful
person I am today. Girls and boys should interact, of
course, and there are plenty of opportunities to do so
outside of academics. Families should have the
choice to send their children to single-sex schools,
and low-income families should have that option, too,
which is why single-sex public schools should be
available. Particularly during middle school, girls can
learn better when they aren't distracted by boys.

6: Having taught all ages from middle schoolers to
graduate students in coed institutions, I have to say
that the all girls high school I currently teach at beats
all of them where it counts: at creating a community
devoted to and centered around learning in which
each member is supported to develop her knowledge,
skills, passions, and character. It seems clear to me
that at least these girls who have chosen this form of
education clearly benefit from a single sex
environment that helps them to develop their voices
and potential for leadership in all fields away from
the typical social pressures and stereotyping of a coed
environment. Indeed, it seems to me that the most
questionable 'result' this article reports is that for
girls, single sex education promotes stereotyping, as I
have found just the opposite to be so profoundly the
case. Sure, many of my students are talented writers,
poets, dancers, but just as many are talented
engineers and computer programmers or pursue
scientific research in college and beyond. In short, I
don't think this committee knows what it's talking
about when it comes to all girls schools.

4: Sex education should probably include both sexes
at least part of the time.
5: Single-sex education might not benefit everyone.
I'm sure it doesn't. Moreover, I'm sure it doesn't
benefit boys the same way it does girls.
I spent four years at an all-girls high school and was
honestly taken aback to see the way my male
classmates in college so frequently and without a
second thought drowned out many of my female
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7: I regard single sex education as bad. One thing that
I hope all people learn in school is to get along with
other people. I don't think that home schooling is
good for children and I don't think that single sex
schooling is good for children either. In a coed school
children deal with each other as individuals. They
learn to regard members of the opposite sex as
people. In order to get along in adult society most
occupations require that their practitioners get along
with both men and women. This is a skill that is not
learned in a single sex environment.
A second reason I deplore single sex schools is that
girls and women are shortchanged as far as math and
science are concerned. My observations of women
who were products of girls schools is that they do not
have the same preparation that women who are
products of coed schools do. One friend of mine, a
product of a girl's high school, had to take remedial
courses so that she could satisfactorily take college
level science course.
8: It really seems irrelevant whether boys and girls
learn differently. Everyone learns differently, yet
teachers work to reach a wide spectrum of students
who are diverse in many ways besides gender. A
classroom in which girls don't have to learn to
understand boys (and vice versa) is a poor model of
the world. At single-sex colleges, students at least
have lots of extra-curricular experiences in the real
world, but to confine elementary or high-school kids
to one gender prevents them from learning to relate to
other people at a time of crucial social development.
The notion that girls are "distracted" by boys (and
vice versa) is ridiculous and offensive to the students
who function in a mixed-gender environment
everyday. To say that boys can't learn when girls are
around or that girls are shortchanged when boys
dominate the discussion is degrading to both genders.
9: I'm no scientist, and I was in co-ed schools from
PK through Grad School, but intuitively same-sex
education seems misguided. We have two boys in
preschool and we would be very uncomfortable
placing them in all-boys schools.
The world is made up of diverse people who all
approach life differently. Part of education is to learn
how to navigate all these various points of view and
personality types. To function in our dynamic

society, one needs to be comfortable communicating
and working with different types of people.
Why not ingrain that in children from the beginning
instead of protecting them from the fact until they are
adults?
10: Let me start by saying that in my career I have
worked to promote gender equity in public schooling.
Now I am the parent of a six year old boy and I can
assure you that his developmental trajectory and that
of many of his male peers is noticeably different from
most girls. He is in a school that teaches to the
"norm" and here in California that means reading and
writing at age five. He's wasn't ready nor were many
of the other children in his class (many of the boys).
Why are the (mostly) boys put into a situation that
does not honor their development? Isn't that the
whole nature of civil rights - that we respect and
foster diversity? I would love to have him in a class
full of other boys, I know he would have more
freedom and less pressure to learn like the girls. The
ACLU is misguided - the system as it stands is quite
discriminatory. It is just that it is discriminatory
against (most) boys and that is why their academic
success is plummeting.
In a nutshell, while mandatory single sex education is
certainly discriminatory, optional single sex
education when done correctly is inclusive and
respects diversity. Many of the historical cases in this
area involved higher ed - VMI and The Citadel for
example - and the problem was that only males had
access to this form of FREE education. It is a
different ball of wax when talking about offering
options at the primary level.
11: Single-sex education is an excellent idea for
many students. Parents should have the choice in this
matter. The title of the paper and their advocacy
group was enough for me not to attach any value to
this pseudo-research. Their all-encompassing
statements and generalizations are ludicrous.
Formulating policies based on the work of these
social "scientists" and "education researchers" have
inflicted significant damage to our society at large,
and education in particular.
12: I am a scientist and I believe in data over
anecdote, yet I experienced the beneficial effects of
single-sex education myself. After co-ed public high
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school and a freshman year at a co-ed university, I
transferred to a women's college and the difference
was astonishing. Women spoke. Assertively. Being
intellectual and smart was cool. Speaking up was
cool. When I went to law school, and later to grad
school, I could always pick out the women who
attended women's colleges. We all could.
Sadly, my college chose to go co-ed years ago. It left
a hole in my heart. Had I a daughter, I would
encourage her to find single-sex schools.
13: What is this need we have to control others on the
basis of our personal political beliefs? It's evident that
there's no compelling scientific evidence for either
position. So why shouldn't parents have a choice? I
suspect that, in the end, kids will learn in either
single-sex or coeducational environments, as they
always have.
14: Some students do best in single gender
environments and others do best in coeducational
environments. In my life I attended each type school
and see advantages and disadvantages of both. I also
learned enough over the years to know that the word
"science" should be eliminated from "social science".
15: Clearly, the authors of this dubious report has
never visited the renouned single sex private schools
in Manhattan. I think there should be options
available in the public sector, too. Maybe more girls
would actually go into science and math. Maybe
more boys would major in psychology, thought there
seems an oversupply of such majors throughout the
nation. How come Wellesley graduates are so
accomplished? Didn't two out of three of the female
secretaries of state come from there? Maybe boys
would learn better if not distracted by girls, Lily from
CHicago. That was an emerging problem by middle
school, as I recall.
16: I went to an all girls school throughout my
childhood and adolescence. Since I only had sisters,
boys were like aliens to me. My all-girls school did
not prepare me for the challenges of real life. As to
those who say that girls get distracted by boys in
middle school (or the other way around), I can tell
them that we found lots of excuses to be distracted
without having boys in the classroom, including
gossiping and being mean to each other. Oh, and

dreaming of all the boys that we could only see
beyong the fence of our school yard. In an all-girls
school, boys are never thought of as friends or
colleagues, but only as the possible objects of
romantic interest.
17: This highlights the dangers of making any
important decisions on the basis of social "science."
The Supreme Court decided Brown v. Board of
Education in substantial part on "scientific" evidence
that separate but equal could not really yield equality.
What would happen if that "evidence" were
reinterpreted? The bottom line is that there is no real
science behind the single-sex education debate.
18: The assertion that gender is not a legally suspect
classification deserves correction.
I'm a law student at NYU. Contrary to what this
article says, gender is actually a constitutional
suspect classification like race. Unlike race, gender is
subject to what's called "intermediate" scrutiny which
allows for the state to discriminate on the basis of
gender if the discrimination is in substantial service
of an "important governmental purpose." Race is
subject to strict scrutiny which requires the
discrimination be narrowly tailored to a "compelling"
governmental purpose.
19: My comment is short and simple. My mother was
a product of a NYC High School in 1950... Prospect
Heights High which was all girl. She told me it was
wonderful experience, because the girls elected other
girls to class office, were able to to enjoy science and
math, and were later able to hold their own and to
call the shots in their lives undeterred by men in the
workplace.
20: Each child is an individual; no two are identical.
Some children may do better in coeducational
schools; some may do better in single sex schools.
Lumping all boys in one group and all girls in
another devalues the individuality of all of them.
21: Single sex education has been very good for girls,
especially. Look at the women leaders in this country
and you will find that they are products of single sex
educational institutions.
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22: So what if there are or are not studies that
validate one side or the other? This is America,
formerly a free country, which used to have
something called freedom of association. Local
school boards should be allowed to do whatever they
want, but that can only happen if there is no
interference from a tyrannical federal government
and busy body know-it-alls from the other side of the
country.
23: I am a product of a small all girl's high school
located in the city of Buffalo. Its graduates include
the editor in chief of the Buffalo News and Shape
Magazine; an Emmy award winning writer (Diane
English); Dr. Anne Radice; Clotilde Dedecker, Ann
Werick Rincon, Kitty Higgins Pilarz, a couple of
judges, many business owners, authors, doctors, to
name a few. So did single sex ed help? Yes... each
one of these women were able to experience
leadership roles and were never shunted aside for the
boys in their classrooms. It wasn't because we were
taught differently than boys; it is because there were
no boys to teach, or discipline, or distract.
24: Although this makes a case against the academic
justification for single-sex education, it doesn't talk
about the social and community advantages schools
like these provide. I know that my all-girls high
school help me to develop my personality and make
friends without being distracted by boys. I gained a
supportive and tight-knit community of friends that I
don't think I could have gotten at a coed school.
25: I went to an all girls school. I dated boys before I
graduate but in hindsight it at least school gave me
time and space to concentrate on work rather than my
hair or how I looked at that moment. I am right now
lining up single sex schools for my kids when they
get to high school. There is a reason, sometimes, I
think that schools that have been doing it for
hundreds of years one way have done so!
26: Single sex education works fine so long as the
graduates don't have to work with members of the
opposite sex. But it they do, single sex education
deprives students of getting to learn with members of
the opposite sex, interact intellectually with them,
and generally work together productively.
I have gone to coeducational schools my entire life

and have gained benefit from it. Perhaps the greatest
benefit was in Law School, where I was in a section
of students that was evenly divided between men and
women. In fact, those of us in that section weren't
aware that there were no women in the other sections.
To make a long story short, the guys in my section
and the women get along better with opposite sex
attorneys than most attorneys who were educated
with males only. We generally work better in mixed
groups than would be expected, and I believe this is
true of any coeducational schooling, be it high
school, college, law school or medical school.
27: If there's a demand for single-sex schools, those
should be an option available to families. No student
should be *ASSIGNED* to a single-sex school
against his/her will, but I'm all in favor of voluntary
selection into one.
I would much prefer my children attend single-sex
high schools to cut down on the distraction factor.
28: The report could be 100% accurate and true, but
Teapublicans will still rail against it.
29: Let's cut through the crap, shall we?
Single sex education is being promoted by the same
sorts of people who believe that only abstinence
should be taught in sex ed classes, that everyone
should be a virgin when they get married, and that,
really, nothing beats home schooling but if they
HAVE to send their kids to a public school, they
should be segregated from the other sex lest they
have impure thoughts.
In other words, the Christian Crazies are not happy
just screwing up their kids, they want to screw up
everyone's kids.
Just say "no".
30: I went to an all-girls high-school, still in
existence, private and non-parochial. It was -- and is - in no way a "kindler, gentler" soft, educational
experience. The girls can study a wide range of
subjects including math, sciences, and engineering;
there is no fluff. What I most appreciated about it,
aside from the great education, and amazing offcampus opportunities for service and internships, was
that we had no fear in the classroom or on the athletic
field -- no one was worrying about impressing their
boyfriend, or not appearing "too smart," or being
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either too jocky or too nerdy. Without the
competition between girls and boys, and between
girls vying for the same boys and boys vying for the
same girls, and between those who can afford the
glitziest clothes and accessories and those who can't,
what happens is that the girls settle down and study,
and push each other academically and artistically.
I would totally reject single-sex education if it was
about coddling girls and not about challenging them
to set aside the distraction of social issues and push
themselves to achieve in the classroom beyond
anything they thought they could achieve. It's not
really an issue of learning "more," but of learning
"better." At the end of that experience, virtually all
the graduates go on to respected 4-yr colleges and
universities, where they excel. And they are not
social misfits for having spent a few years without
boys in the classroom -- instead they are selfconfident and grounded young women who are ready
to be leaders in and out of school.
31: I attended an all boys high school and felt no
deprivation from lack of girls. Not far down the road
was an all-girl high-school we were thought to be
affiliated with. We borrowed back and forth as
needed for theater productions. I am sure both groups
benefited from the lack of distraction described by
friends attending mixed gender schools. it was never
thought to be a case of different intellectual
capacities. We mixed plenty outside of school.
32: To #1, who alleged that single-sex education
could unleash "a rise in homo-sexuality":
Give me a break. Your sexuality is not defined by
whatever or whomever it is that inhabits any given
space with you. If I'm stuck in a room full of potted
plants, I'm not going to become sexually attracted to
potted plants just because they're the only thing
around. Show me a straight person who really,
honestly thinks that s/he would have "turned gay" by
attending a single-sex school--like, really, truly
believes that that could have happened to him or her
personally, not just one who claims to think that it's a
theoretical possibility--and I'll show you a straight
person who isn't really all that straight.
33: This is purely anecdotal, but I spent grades 7-12
in an all boy Catholic school and it was absolutely
the best investment my parents ever made.

The school was quiet, disciplined, rigorous and
nurturing. They didn't and I don't believe boys learn
better in a loud, rambunctious environment. Quite the
opposite, the well enforced atmosphere of quiet,
focused learning environment was just what a bunch
of hyperactive, working class teenagers needed.
I think boys, freed from the hormonal distractions of
attraction during learning can accomplish a great deal
- and learn to let down some of their guards in
surprising ways. Without the pressure to strut and
impress, there's a space to explore and grow in
compassion, empathy and sincerity in ways that are
not automatically classified as feminine, but rather
universally human. At least that's what I got out of it.
Occasionally we would have students from nearby all
girls schools spend a couple of days in our classes
and vice versa. Oddly enough, the girls were always
amazed at the attentiveness and quiet seriousness
with which the boys conducted themselves. And we
(the boys) were absolutely stunned by the girl's
school. It was loud, chaotic, with seemingly all the
students talking at once. We couldn't hear their
teachers, no one paid attention and we wondered how
anyone could learn in that environment.
So much for girls preferring quiet.
34: I think we need to focus on something totally
different. I am sure that in some cases that single-sex
education is better than coed, but in other cases it is
worse. Instead of finding ways to isolate children
from each other, we need to create an educational
system that promotes the creation of good
relationships between everyone. We are seriously
lacking in this right now. Look at the teens and young
adults today. At least where I come from, they will
sometimes go as far as to go out of their way to hurt
others (sadly, I am not exaggerating about this.) If
kids will grow up in a way that they can cooperate
with each other then they can solve out worlds
problems together, collectively.
I‘m not saying that coed is better than single-sex. I
am just saying that we have bigger problems to worry
about.
35: This study once again confirms my long held
suspicions that social science is not really "science"
at all but that most "social scientists" are simply
aging university leftists who throw around fancy
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jargon and use scientific terminology in order to give
authority to their utopian agenda.
36: Contrary to the assertions of the paper, there is
considerable evidence that boys and girls learn
differently and at different ages. Their vision (girls
discriminate colors better than boys, while boys have
a keener sense of movement) and hearing (girls hear
better than boys) are different. Girls may well be
ready for reading at age five or four. That is unusual
for boys. Girls can "sit still" more easily than boys,
whose muscles want more movement at early ages.
Dr. Sax' research is surpassing and accurate, and
includes actual dealing as a psychotherapist with
actual individual breathing children. This is another
case where news grabbers and sophistry stand in the
way of reason and reasonable thinking. The test
scores for boys ought to alarm parents who have boys
or both. Teachers who have the capacity to love the
children are more to be trusted than the protagonists
cited in the article.
37: I have no intention of waiting for scientists to
reach agreement on this issue before I decide how I
will educate my children. Leave us alone.
38: Separate is never equal.
39: If the approaches are equivocal (as stated several
times in the article) then the argument for or against
is ridiculous and bears no legal standing. Can you say
frivolous use of tax payer money - sure you can.
Bottom line - there are times in a child's development
when sharing a work environment with the opposite
sex MIGHT be distracting for SOME students. For
those students the elimination of the distraction for a
limited period of time, through well considered
consultation between parents, teachers and
administrators seems like a no brainer. If it had been
offered to me as a middle school student, my parents
would have been downright negligent not to consider
it carefully.
40: I was startled to see the way the authors of this
article in Science misrepresented my views especially since at least two of them know better. I
have publicly debated Janet Hyde and Lise Eliot (2 of
the 8 authors of the Science article), so they know
that the main reason I support giving parents a choice

between single-sex and coed schools is not "brain
differences" but SOCIAL JUSTICE. If you have
$20,000 or more to spend on your kid's education,
then (in most American cities) you can choose a girls'
school or a boys' school if you think that's right for
your child. But if you don't have that kind of money,
then you don't get a choice. I founded the National
Association for Single Sex Public Education nine
years ago not because I think every child should be in
a single-sex classroom - I don't - but because I
believe every parent should have a choice. This was
also the position of Senator Clinton as she made clear
on the floor of the United States Senate, June 7 2001
(Congressional Record, p. S5943 for June 7 2001).
There are many rationales which school leaders give
for adopting the single-sex format, including (for
example) the desire to decrease teen pregnancy rates,
which was a major rationale for the founding of the
Young Women's Leadership School in East Harlem.
What evidence do the authors of the article in Science
provide to support their assertion that "brain
differences" are the motivation for launching singlesex schools? They provide one quote from the Gaston
Gazette. That's Gaston as in Gaston, North Carolina.
That's it.
"Brain differences" have nothing to do with the actual
reasons schools are adopting this format. If you're
interested in finding out more about why teachers and
administrators are adopting this format, please check
out our upcoming conference in Orlando,
Saturday/Sunday Oct 8 and 9. We have 60 different
presentations. More information is at
www.singlesexschools.org/conference.html.
Leonard Sax MD PhD
Founder and director, NASSPE
41: #22 Local school boards are never tyrannical
know it-alls?? Really?Conservatives almost always
seem eager to dictate everyone else's behavior. The
only freedom they truly endorse is the freedom to
carry a concealed weapon.
42: To those who are saying that parents should have
the choice, where does the choice stop and who pays
for the choices?
Public schooling is not undertaken because it is good
for individual parents or children. Public schooling is
funding by society at large because well educated
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children are good for society. As such, it is important
to learn how MOST children can be educated and
what reasonable accomodations can be made to target
special groups, like the physically and mentally
disabled.
There will always be children for whom another
approach is best, and there will certainly always be
parents who have strong feelings about what and how
their school should teach, be it regarding sex ed or
history or science or gym class or almost any subject.
Logistically and financially, we just can't cater to
each parent's whim for each child, nor would many
these approaches serve the primary benefit: a well
educated next generation.
If we ever get to the point where there is a good
scientific consensus for same-sex schooling as being
the most effective for the most students, then that is
how public schools should teach. Until then, parents
do have a choice: they can opt out of public schools
for a private or home school that suits their whims.
It's not a "free" choice, of course, but neither are
public schools. Parents just don't pay for the public
schools directly and exclusively. A lot of non-parents
and former parents are paying those costs.
43: Really Single- Sex education is a cop out on the
bigger picture of education. We really need to
question our educators role on teaching teachers how
to teach . When I meet the teachers who work with
our two girls during school night it has become clear
that some of educators have different expectations of
the girls and boys in the class.
Furthermore as a parent, while listening to other
parents questions, I was amazed by the role of
parents stereotyping their questions depending
whether they were raising boys or girls. It has been
argued that single sex education removes distractions
which lead to better learning, this point has no merit
go to any single sex school for a day and you will see
for yourself plenty of distraction.
We have to work on keeping high expectations of
what our children can accomplish in their lives, their
sex organs do not dictate their determination in
success or failure. As a society we must reinforce our
educators education while they are studying to be
teachers to promote all possibilities of their future
students.

44: One would assume a study by the 'American
Council for Co-Educational Schooling' would have
bias toward co-educational schooling. Boys and girls
are in school to learn. Boys are not there to become
better vehicles to empower girls and girls are not
there to socialize boys, the opposite holds true as
well. The choice has to be between whatever kind of
school a student of either sex learns best at.
45: 'The report...(is) to be published in Science
magazine by eight social scientists who are founders
of the ... AMERICAN COUNCIL FOR
COEDUCATIONAL SCHOOLS'.
It is not surprising, therefore, that the report would
assail single-sex education! To do otherwise would
negate their mission statement.
46: I am shocked that Science would publish a report
on a controversial social subject written by an
obviously biased group. It is not surprising that an
organization founded to promote coed education
would publish a report that found single sex
education was bad. Did the writers of this study do a
literature review of past studies on single sex
education? Apparently not. I am also a product of
high school and college single sex education.I
remember when studies in the 1970s and 1980s were
published that showed that single sex education for
girls was extremely beneficial to those girls. This
benefit was very clear in my law school class where
an overwhelming number of the women had
graduated from women's colleges. Would Science
publish an article by the KKK or their supporters
showing segregated schools were scientifically
beneficial? No, because the bias of the writers would
be both obvious and pernicious. It seems that the
decline in academic standards is not limited to
schools but has spread to formerly trustworthy
publications that used to apply elementary vetting
standards before publishing unsupported articles. I
will no longer rely on articles published in Science as
reference material.
47: A lot of people here are pointing out anecdotal
evidence that single sex girls schools make them
more competitive and successful. That doesn't mean
there isn't a downside like not getting along as well
with men. Graduates from these schools do tend to
form stronger gender specific bonds, and regard men
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as the "other", ie not friendship material. This would
be the big downside part of the equation.
What tips the balance for me is that single sex
education caters to the majority at the expense of the
minority. And while proponents might talk about
how to deal with the "exceptions", there is a really
more of a large overlap between boys and girls
learning styles than just isolated exceptions. Single
sex education proponents have such strong
preconceptions about what it means to be a boy or a
girl that they miss this completely.
It's easy to talk about giving parents a choice, but the
notion that parents usually know what kind of
classroom will work best for their kids is a shaky
assumption. They might just be trying to squeeze a
round peg into a square hole.
48: Science is supposed to be bias-free, so why
would anyone trust a scientific report from a group
called "American Council for CoEducatonal
Schooling"? Was there any chance a group like that
would have discovered that single sex schooling has
value?
When science "assails" something, it's not likely to be
real science.
(By way of disclosure: I attended co-ed schools only,
and enjoyed that form of education.)
49: Women who graduate from single-sex schools
are more likely to enter science, tech, math, and
engineering fields. They are more likely to participate
in class in college. They are more likely to be
civically involved and vote. All the research can be
found through the link below. I don't think that all
girls need to go to a girls school to live out these
benefits, but for many, a girls school makes all the
difference.
50: I chose to send my two high school girls to the
Emma Willard School in Troy NY and cannot be
more pleased with their experiences in a single sex
environment, at least for high school. Compared to
their public school peers, they are less afraid of
appearing "smart" or of continuing intellectual
conversations outside of the classroom (a parent's
dream!). I also think they worry less about
appearance and have the priceless opportunity to
make a strong lifelong network of women friends
without the all day distraction of the opposite sex and

the pressures that puts on teen girls.
Both of my girls had co-education prior to high
school and will choose co-educational environments
at college. One has already graduated from Emma
and is a very successful college sophomore with lots
of friends of both genders. Still though, she considers
her years at Emma Willard to have been absolutely
formative for her development as an intellectually
curious and socially engaged individual.
Hurrah for single sex high schools! They may not be
for every child but I'm so grateful that my daughters
were able to attend one.
51: Having attended both single sex and coeducational schools, in my experience there is no one
size fits all. People can learn and thrive in both
environments and it is simply a matter of having
options and finding what is best for each person.
Generalizations about gender behavior are dangerous.
People are individuals.
52: Right now, men rightfully hate schools.
Education has been taken over by women and girlymen. At most schools, a male is as rare as the cookoo
bird. Why? It is because the world hates the male
right now. (It does not have that much to do with
economics) After banning the phallus, Liberal Arts
schools have become stuck with 60-40 girl boy ratios.
I know of at least one that has revived athletic
scholarships because it was becoming too female.
Boys are retreating to Business Schools (when they
go to school) and Playstations, where manliness (no
matter how skewed) is still valued.
All that to say that single sex schools are wonderful.
They allow boys to be boys and girls to be girls.
Exclusively Inclusive and wonderful.
53: Very one sided article. There is an option to
attend one or several of these "segregated" classes.
A better areticle would be to discuss why the female
to male ratio at college is 55-45.
Any program to bridge the gap and achieve equality
in college admissions should be viewed as admirable
and not vilified based on an agenda that is not
supported by the evidence.
54: I think there is a huge different between separate
classes for boys and girls where boys and girls are
taught differently based on stereotypes about how
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boys and girls learn, and single sex schools. I think
single sex schools -- where all the leadership
positions will be filled girls, and all the math and
science stars will be girls -- can be highly beneficial
for girls.
55: Even if it were a good idea to separate children
by learning style, one could not reasonably infer a
child's learning style from their genitalia. Maybe half
of boys and half of girls would do better in a
competitive atmosphere, and the same in a
collaborative one. But that still would not mean that
society would benefit from children being spoon-fed
in homogeneous groups when the real world is
diverse and demands adaptation.
To everyone who thinks girls are better off in singlesex schools so that they don't invest time in being
sexually desirable to men, I would note that we might
be better off working toward a society where girls
don't see themselves as sex objects, rather than
designing institutions that say, "we think you can't
learn around boys because you would have to spend
so much time being a sex object." I went to school
with boys but somehow I managed to see myself as a
human being and to retain higher goals than being
pretty.
Test scores would be an astoundingly poor way to
judge the merits of single-sex education anyway.
Testing well is not the goal. Succeeding in life is the
goal. I shudder to imagine the losses we'd suffer in
reducing the gender gap in the remaining boys' clubs
like engineering and high level business management
if women had to deal with men who had never in
their lives had the experience of cooperating with a
woman. Or being bested by her.
We have a few thousand years of evidence for how
poorly men treat women when women are excluded
from male institutions.
56: Based on my college experience, I'm confident
that single-sex education is an important option for
middle school and high school girls, and it'd take
much better research than this to convince me
otherwise.
I went to a co-ed high school, and then on to a Seven
Sisters women's college, back in the day when the
Ivies had not yet gone co-ed. If, while I was in high
school, you had asked me whether I held back from
participating in order to fit in better, I would have

denied it. My proof? I'd gotten an A- from a
chemistry teacher who'd announced the first day that
since no girl had ever gotten more than a B from him,
the girls might want to switch out if they cared about
their GPA. It never occurred to me that in this class
and every other one I'd looked for 'acceptable' ways
to do well, and held back from 'unacceptable' ways,
such as participating fully in class discussions.
What an eye-opener college was! After one year, I
realized that I HAD been held back, and, more
importantly that I'd held myself back, and held
myself back severely. We were expected to do
excellent work, and it was very demanding. We were
not taught 'soft' math or science. On the
extracurricular side, every job had to be held by a
woman. In every respect, we were told that we were
expected to take a turn in the driver's seat, and we
did. It opened my eyes to how little was expected of
us in high school.
Those four years paid off. My classmates have gone
on to earn patents, start businesses, manage
governmental agencies, teach thousands of students
from kindergarten through graduate school, and much
more. Many of us have shards of the glass ceiling in
our hands from pounding our way through.
I count myself lucky to have had those four years at a
school focused on educating women. For middle
school high school girls, I'm sure it could make the
difference in whether they accept a back-seat role.
It'd take a much more thorough study to convince me
otherwise.
57: Funny that the founders of a "Council for
CoEducational Schooling" are publishing a study that
not only miraculously comes out in favor of
CoEducational schooling, but also talks about how
their opponents are "cherry-picking results".
58: Girls benefit from single-gender schooling. Boys
do not. What to do?
59: Do you think this conversation is going on in
China or India? They are out to eat our lunch , while
the people agitating on the issue of single sex
education are out to lunch. Single sex education is the
least of our problems at this juncture.
60: "eight social scientists who are founders of the
nonprofit American Council for CoEducational
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Schooling"
This is like an article from Marlboro that says that
smoking isn't bad for you. Boys and girls don't learn
differently? Really? Tossing out all the years of
neuroscience showing physiological differences in
the brain functioning between sexes? This is a
propaganda piece by a bunch of pseudoscientists who
clearly have an agenda (just look at the organization
they founded).
61: I am shocked that the founders of the American
Council for CoEducational Schooling found
coeducational schooling to be superior.
62: This report is from "eight social scientists who
are founders of the nonprofit American Council for
CoEducational Schooling"?
Ummmm...bias anyone?
63: dubious writes: "Would have been nice to see
some reference to the studies that fail to support
single-sex education."
I agree, but don't expect the NYT to supply these
references. (NYT: This is a hint for you!) However,
the NYT has done so indirectly by giving the URL
for the American Council for CoEducational
Schooling. In particular, see
http://lives.clas.asu.edu/acces/faq_schoolachievement
.html
And, of course, you could look at the Science article,
if you've got a subscription or institutional access to
Science.
64: And in a related story, the American Council for
Single-Sex Schooling provided a study stating that
single-sex schooling is better than coed schooloing.
65: Have we become so uneducated that we take
seriously any study by researchers with such an
obvious bias and conflict of interest?
66: Each culture will believe whatever it wants. The
US has a culture that believes men and women are
different and shouldn't socialize all that much.
Evidence: Did you guys know that the World
Organization of the Scouting Movement does not
require gender segregation? Please see pictures:
http://scout.org/en/information_events/events/world_
scout_events/jambore...

The United States is one of the countries that
CHOOSE to be segregated (along with the Middle
East). To each, each's own.
67: Co-ed schools these days are becoming morally
corrupt.Most Kids are distracted,do a lot of
sexting,indulge/experiment in sexual acts,go on
emotional outbursts (act like adults!) and so on...
Schooling is not a time for all such acts and learning
falls by the wayside.No wonder why our educational
standards are sliding.. Co-ed schools are also the
cause for some boys dropping out of school when in
fact the society benefits by keeping these boys
engaged in education and make them complete
school.some posters here have admitted girls could
better benefit by attending single sex-schools than coed schools. Co-ed schools don't cultivate the
cooperation or better understanding between the
opposite sexes, That's a myth...otherwise why would
you have high rates of divorce and acrimony just a
few years after they graduate out of co-ed schools
and colleges?
68: I'm astounded that the Times published this. I
stopped reading when I got to the second paragraph,
which told me that the study was flawed with bias
from the beginning. This is WORSE IMHO than the
DailyMail article saying sugar is good for you, based
on a study by the American Confectioners Society.
69: I attended a single sex high school some 40 years
ago. Granted that was a different day but still I
cherish the memory. Adolescence is hard enough
without having to try learning in an environment of
hormone-laced competition and distraction. If I had
teen-aged children today I would seek out single-sex
education for them without hesitation.
70: Several of the commenters asked for evidence
supporting the contention of the Science article that
there are no benefits to single-sex schooling and that
there may also be disadvantages. In addition to the
research cited in the Science article, I would like to
refer interested persons to a recent Sex Roles special
issue on single-sex schooling, which I co-edited
along with Rebecca S. Bigler, one of the co-authors
of the Science article. In part one of the special issue,
available now in digital format and to be in print
around November 2011, we present an overview of
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the controversy, along with several studies that
examine the impact of single-sex schooling. Part two
will be available next year, and will have more
emphasis on reviews of the literature.
There are many reasons for the resurgence of interest
in single-sex schooling, as we discuss in the special
issue part one overview (Bigler & Signorella, Sex
Roles, 2011). Claims of brain differences are one of
those reasons, along with gender equity concerns and
other issues cited by previous commenters. The
question facing us now is not who started this, but
whether single-sex education is indeed effective and
how to assess the impact and the hypothesized causal
factors.
As has also been noted by other commenters, various
parties in this debate have affiliations with
organizations pro and con, and I am no different—I
am a member of the American Council for
CoEducational Schooling, and am the co-author of a
previous study that failed to find benefits for singlesex schooling (Signorella, Frieze, & Hershey,
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 1996). I am also a
member of my university‘s Women‘s Studies
program, and have advocated for gender equity. Such
associations are clearly part of the context in which
the empirical evidence needs to be examined, but
should not result in a priori discounting of that
evidence.
Margaret L. Signorella
Professor of Psychology and Women‘s Studies
Penn State Greater Allegheny
71: There are two questions that studies like this
overlook: first, since when should the narrow
measures of standardized tests be the only sacred
dimension of educational policy? And secondly, and
not unrelated to the first item, is the question of
whether an assessment of the overall school and
classroom climate created by single-sex
environments is not in itself important? In other
words: do the students and teachers have a more
positive attitude toward school as a result of singlesex classes? As a former public high school social
studies teacher who encountered male students for
whom I was merely an obstacle to their social life, a
single sex classroom may have compelled these
students to become more engaged in the curriculum
rather than flirting with the opposite sex (indeed,

these students made it clear to me from the start that,
in spite of my best efforts, their social life is the only
compelling reason they have for attending school).
Some students, and some schools, may benefit from
single-sex classes, not necessarily because it always
leads to higher scores on standardized tests, but
because it may allow some schools to create a
classroom environment less disruptive to the school's
overall academic mission. Unless, of course, you
would like to reduce class size to under 20 students.
Then, even I would concede it might not make much
difference. I very much doubt the researchers from
this study have spent much time of their own in a
highly challenging public school classroom. Their
conclusions are based on their values and their
assumptions. Mine are at least based upon years of
public school teaching experience.
72: My boys attended Eaglebrook School in
Deerfield MA. Except for a few faculty children who
were girls, Eaglebrook is a 95% plus all male Middle
School. We were academically advised by Dr.
Elizabeth MacNaughton when our children were born
to consider a Middle School boarding experience for
our children in a single sex school since Middle
School is when boys go through puberty. The
thinking was that Boys had an easier time
transitioning through puberty in an all boys
environment. Moreover, there was less distraction
during academic classes from girls experiencing their
own transition through puberty. I strongly believe
that my boys benefited greatly from Eaglebrook,
which is a fine academic institution. I also believe
that they benefited greatly from the single sex
environment during middle school. My boys
matriculated to co-educational secondary schools,
Deerfield Academy and The Hill School. I also
strongly believe that their social skills with the
opposite sex developed greatly as a result of a
coeducational secondary school experience.
I advise friends who are open-minded to consider a
single sex school for middle school. Middle School
can determine who becomes the academic achievers.
I would not trade our Eaglebrook Experience for
admission to Harvard. Again, since my boys were
distraction they were able to learn the fundamentals
of algebra and other learning skills required to be a
success in life. Thank you.

90

73: The very first comment on this article raises a
challenging thought concerning single-sex education.
The author questions whether his daughter would
have become an engineer but for her experiences in
an all girls school. The question becomes: Should she
have become an engineer? The world is co-ed. While
experiences in a single sex environment may
cultivate intellectual ability it shields it's participants
from real world sex based challenges. More simply
put, you may be able to deal with other women but
can you play with the boys? I attended a single sex
college, still in existance. My girls attend co-ed
colleges.
74: I see the current drive for single-sex schooling as
part of the now nearly desperate attempt to try to
improve things for the nation‘s boys and young men.
It is becoming well-known that the situation for
young black males is nothing less than a crisis, but
the situation for young males in general is something
that needs national attention as well.
When will we get it? Boys and young men are in
trouble. Let‘s stop talking about all the mature men at
the top, and look at our young men – who don‘t do
nearly in well as school as their sisters, who are less
likely to go to college, and who often waste much of
their time in non-productive pursuits. Leonard Sax‘s
book, Boys Adrift, is among several that look at this
important issue.
I don‘t know if single sex schooling is the solution,
but something must be done to inspire and motivate
our sons and grandsons the way we have in recent
decades inspired and motivated our daughters and
granddaughters.
In July 1996 this paper published a letter I wrote in
which I took issue with New York City‘s plans for an
all-girls school. I wrote that ―…The most recent
annual report of the New York State Education
Department shows, as it has for years, that girls
outperform boys on a variety of measures. Girls get
higher grades, score higher on Regents exams and
enter college in larger numbers. At the other end,
suspension rates are much higher for boys. They also
have a higher dropout rate.
It may be that girls will do even better in an all-girls
school. But an unbiased observer looking at the data
would have to conclude that boys should be a more
immediate concern.‖
The gender gap has only widened in the last 15 years.

Maybe single-sex schooling isn‘t the answer. But we
have to put this question first and foremost in our
minds as we look at education: What can we do to
help boys and young men begin to achieve something
approaching academic parity with girls and young
women?
75: @DD - Please check your assumptions. I'm a
secular liberal who's never thumped a Bible, and yet I
choose to send my daughter to one of the several
highly-regarded all-girls high schools right here in
LA. Why? Because she's getting a top-notch
education in an environment that not only provides
her endless leadership opportunities, but also
encourages her to speak her mind. As a woman who
has spent her entire career working mostly with men,
I can see from miles away how valuable my
daughter's self-confidence will be when she steps
outside her school doors. I won't try to generalize on
how single-sex education benefits boys, because I
don't have a son, but the empowerment it gives young
women is profound. I agree that the report, as
referenced in this article, seems thin on actual
science. I also think that "brain differences" aren't
really the issue here - it's the sociocultural climate we
live in that makes single-sex education valuable for
young women. My daughter, BTW, has a large circle
of friends that includes many young men ... they just
don't go to school with her, and she's totally fine with
that.
76: The activities of Leonard Sax, and to some
extent, Warren Farrell, in reinforcing problems of
conflict between the sexes is very troubling.
I am sorry that Sax and Farrell apparently grew up in
an era of gendering and missed out on the childhoods
of sex equality that they needed.
This is not an excuse for them to be making boys in
their image rather than seeing them in their full
potential, however, nor is it an excuse to marginalize
girls.
Better male educators, psychologists and historians to
read on this issue include: Terence Real, Michael
Kimmel, William Pollack and Lloyd de Mause.
77: In a society where it seems that everything has to
be co-ed, I guess these single-sex schools are
anachronistic. Are they great for every kid? Probably
not (at least according to the data), but should they
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exist as alternatives for kids and families that think
there is a good fit for a particular boy or girl?
Sure...why not?
78: This debate appears more ideological than
scientific. A 'report' against single sex education by
members of the American Council for CoEducational
Schooling is problematic on many levels.
Importantly, a report is likely more opinion than
evidence. It is also interesting that at least two of the
members of that council (Diane Halpern and Lise
Eliot) have written about sex differences in learning
and behaviour.
I am familiar with the work of Gurian and Sax and
for both it appears that their fundamental messages
are not about discrimination but about meeting the
needs of all children and taking into account the
possibility that single sex education may work for
some children. There are many scientists and
educators who continue to research in this area and
are adding a great deal of evidence to the depth of
literature suggesting that differences do exist and
may impact on learning and behaviour...both Halpern
and Eliot have made such assertions in their own
books.
There is a long history of single sex and coed schools
in Australia...each has its share of success stories and
areas for improvement. There is a growing trend to
offer single sex opportunities in coed schools that are
also showing some amazing results. Perhaps the
dialogue to be had is how do we continue to meet the
needs of boys and girls in ways that accomodate
similarities and differences rather than this tired
argument suggesting that boys and girls are
neurologically identical. Science should never be
used to discriminate but surely it should not be
ignored either, especially when:
Neuroscientists are uncovering anatomical, chemical
and functional differences between the brains of men
and women…these variations occur throughout the
brain, in regions involved in language, memory,
emotion, vision, hearing and navigation…researchers
are working to determine how these sex-based
variations relate to differences in male and female
cognition and behavior. - Dr Larry Cahill (Sci Amer
May 2005)

Article 8
1: School is more than just academics - it is social
interaction and learning how to effectively function
in a mixed environment. While it may show results
on paper for improved measured marks, what it does
not show is the learning experiences for gender
interaction. Make no mistake, this is not really about
education - it's about indoctrination in a parochial
school mentality. Cut down on sex before marriage,
but at the expense of emotional growth of teenagers.
High school is about the ups and downs, the ability to
interact socially, to learn not just how to operate
effectively in an adult world from an educational
standpoint, but from a human one as well. If you
remove the elements of interaction, you stunt the
emotional and social growth of young adults, and
ultimately, create larger issues.
2: If school is supposed to mirror "the real world",
why do we insist upon grouping children into units of
15-25 and making them stay with their agemates-despite vast differences in ability, maturity, and
learning style?
3: If school is supposed to mirror the real world, why
are at least 30-40% of our kids in remedial math and
reading when they hit college. If it is supposed to
reflect the real world, why are they working mostly
independently in the classroom to reflect their
independence when when they get out into the
workplace, if you do not consult the team or do
projects as a team to be graded on in your company
you can be fired. why are we asking them to
memorize rather than show COMPETENCY in their
knowledge, pick it apart, explain rather than choose
the best answer. That will not work in the real world.
In the real world, you have to have a mind, know
HOW to think, not what to think. In the REl world,
you don't wear what you "feel" like wearing to work
to show your independence. In the real world, you do
not get gold stars and happy faces,thumbs up or
down(lol).. you receive good solid feedback. The
((real)) world will HOLD YOU BACK if your not
ready until you get it!
4: The priorities are so messed up that I can see why
our kids are not adjusted well to the real world today.
There are so many discrepencies between the
classroom and the real world that are far more
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important and quite frankly, our kids have sex down
pat so don't worry about that, the real world has
plenty of experiences. if your child has no other
interaction with the opposite sex other than the
classroom to learn about social interaction, than you
and your kids are living in a bubble.
5: sex, your worried about sex? oh, don't worry
people, some of our teachers and coaches and what
ever other adult are definetely covering the area with
our kids on how to have sexual interaction. Worried
about sex? hmm, sexual obesity much? we are so
sexually sloppy, that our girls when they hit college
are being raped. Is this the fault of the schools? no, a
disciplined mind begins at home and schools and
parents need to reinforce that while paying mind to
academics, not whether these kids are going to be
sexually adjusted. It's a natural instinct, don't worry,
they will be fine! Academics needs to teach and
temper the path of least resistance...discipline.
6: *sigh* Kids are divided by age because age
correlates fairly well with the amount of academic
education learned. It's not a perfect correlation,
obviously, but it's a first-order one. And the grouping
of 25-35 in a class is also a practical one, not a
decision designed to segregate. You know that, since
the class groupings change every year. For that
matter, even the age groupings aren't exact: my
accelerated math classes combined both 9th and 10th
graders (etc), for example, depending on who had
taken the prerequisites when. Comparing age
separation to gender separation is apples-to-oranges.
There are a number of arguments both for and against
gender separation, and almost NONE of them are the
same as those for/against age separation.

up: flannel uniforms at the girls' schools, turquoise
bicycle shorts for the boys.
11: I respectfully disagree. I am not religious nor am
I politically conservative but I do think this is a good
idea. It's definitely not for everyone. These are
magnet schools so those who attend are there by
choice, not force. Not everyone learns in the same
way. The ultimate goal of school is to educate and if
this format reaches these kids and puts them on a
path to success then I think it is a good thing.
12: some of the ultimate concerns as you can see are
quite a bit different today...lol. Bravo,great comment,
it's really that simple.
13: School IS supposed to be about academics. It's
not the school's job to teach socialization, it is the
parent's job, and one that should have started when
the child was a toddler. I send my child to school to
learn academics, I take him out in the real world and
I require him to take part in some sort of non-school
organized activity so that he can learn socialization.
14: This is so ridiculous. The second article since the
beginning of the school year. It's dumb. It shouldn't
take more than common sense to realize this is dumb.
However, the same people backing this probably had
their own "issues' in highschool and probably would
have voted for sarah palin. Yknow? Yeah, like ... I
hated going to school every day and seeing HIM...
seriously get out of life's way !!!
15: than you shouldn't send your children there if you
think it is dumb. It is that simple.
16: Those poor kids. I weep for them.

7: So now boys and girls cut down on sex but gays
can have a field day in single gender classes? Looks
like it will breed more hate.
8: Nothing wrong with a couple good looking girls
getting together.
9: "gays can have a field day"?? Sounds like
someone is jealous
10: Oh yes, you caught us all out. Single gender
education is just part of The Gay Agenda (TM). Next

17: Single gender education is good if you happen to
be gay, lesbian or just strange. England, Germany,
and Northern Italy have a long tradition of single
gender education producing generations of people
who prefer their own gender or sexual deviants.
Know what you encouraging. Please note, I did not
mention Catholic priests-thats a different issue.
18: sexual deviants? have you been in a closet? what
about the sexual deviants in college that are raping
our girls? What about "some" sexual deviants
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teaching our kids? 12-13 y/o's running around at 1112 midnite having sex and obtaining birth control.
Don't worry, there is plenty of sex and plenty of
deviancy, subject covered, can we focus on
academics now?
19: Why bother with schools? Why not have IBM's
Watson teach all our children during the week and
have better recreational programs like soccer,
swimming, music, fishing blablabla that parents
could get involved in.
20: Yes, clearly women like Molly Ivins, Barbara
Bush, Hillary Clinton, Gloria Johnson-Powell, and
Queen Noor of Jordan were irreparably harmed by
their education in single-sex schools. Same for men
like George HW Bush, William Sloane Coffin, and
every graduate of a US military academy before
1975.
21: Yes, clearly single gender education has
produced some really great individuals. Our public
schools are in trouble. Why not look at those schools
that have educated successful individuals without the
distractions of short skirts, low cut tops or low
hanging pants. Those of you who criticize are
apparently not teachers or are too involved in your
own culture to look at the reasons for our failing
public schools. Pick up your heads and study a
situation instead of immediately coming back with
silly criticisms such as Catholic education or
gays/lesbians. There are plenty of interactive social
activitie available at these schools. Take a look at
graduates of Prep Schools and wonder why they
achieve. Why not take a better look at our public
schools and try some new techniques instead of
always bad-mouthing.
22: No matter which way you turn, you're going to
have a problem.
23: Why such anger against this idea? They are not
saying to make every school single sex. Some things
work for some students and not others. Plus, these are
not boarding schools. The kids will still see plenty of
people of the opposite sex after school and on the
weekends.

24: EXACTLY!! I do not understand this? the only
thing I can come up with is that they live in the house
, never see the light of day unless they are at school.
lmao
25: Trust me: even in a single-gender boarding
school one still has plenty of opportunity to interact
with the opposite sex.
26: Sounds a lot like Muslim B.S. to me
27: Right. Because there are a whole lot of muslims
in the local area, relative to the number of nonmuslims. Especially on school boards. Not to
mention the fact that a lot of AMERICAN muslims
actually LIKE combined-gender schools. You'd know
that if you ever talked to any. Please keep your hate
to yourself.
28: This is just a bunch of bunk. Just another NEW
way. Gates Grant has destroyed moral of schools.
Now this NEW way.
When I was in middle school, I didn't like my female
school age peers. I liked the hot female teachers. One
class they had to move me because I just couldn't
concentrate. It is amazing I graduated from college.
29: You mean just another OLD way.
30: My daughter is a junior at a Brandon area high
school and after going to a few of the start of year
open house events I can say this is probably a good
idea. Unfortunately, a lot of the girls dress like, well
whores. There is simply no way normal 15-17 year
old boys can concentrate on school when every other
girl is spilling out of her top or showing more leg
than a Vegas showgirl.
31: I have taught Tech Ed classes at the HS level for
my entire career and many years had but one or two
girls in the entire group of students, across all grade
levels. These days, I generally have at least 30
percent girls in my program and not only do they
excel, in many cases well beyond the average male
student, but they are predisposed to better classroom
behavior. They seem to have a positive effect on the
male student's behavior as well. Leave the
experiments with single gender classrooms for
university lab schools, not the real world.
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32: Keep in mind that you're looking at a subset of
girls: the ones with the emotional confidence to join a
class that's thought of even now as a "boys' class". As
one of three female aerospace engineers in my
undergrad class, I understand these girls well -- and
also know that they're not as unaware of the
preponderance of boys around them as they may let
you think. I also know that most girls don't have this
same attitude the this same self-confidence that lets
them be comfortable in your class. Basing judgment
of all girls off the ones in your class is a mistake,
because your girls are a self-selecting sample.
33: That " self-selecting" sample includes a fairly
broad demographic, in terms of race, economic
status, prior middle school grades and test
performance. My program has over 160 students, so
48 or so girls are a fairly good metric, based on both
empirical and anecdotal evidence.
34: the responses to this conversaton seems to be
divided down the middle, those who oppose and
those who see benifits in the seperation of boys and
girls I still say that it starts at home and that will
determine what kind of student you will become and
what your moral are, boys will be boys and girls will
be girls so let them be and hold them accountable,
just saying! wrong is wrong and no means no
reguardless if my dress say's to you yes! no means
no! its starts at HOME,nuff-said
35: OH MY,SHHHH, QUIET, everyone will be up in
everyone elses business while in the privacy of their
own homes,although; what you say makes PERFECT
sense and I agree 100%. School is on a portion of a
childs life but for some families, it is the only place
their kids receive any kind of social interaction. I say
to many of you,if these schools work for the wishes
of parents and these schools are successful in
teaching in the 3 R's, leave people alone with their
own personal choices for their children. Worry, be
concerned, get involved with what YOUR children
are doing and what you want for YOUR children.
36: The other answer is require a strict dress code in
all schools.

37: Single gender education is not just about girls in
tank tops. Though that is indicative of the intellectual
capacity of many of its staunchest critics.
38: Obviously there are other differences. But Patric
is partially right in that SOME of the problems in
regular schools that are alleviated in split schools are
caused or made worse by the (lack of) dress code.
39: LEAVE people aslone with their personal
choices. Everyone is up in everyone elses business! If
parents find this as something that works for their
kids, then let them be! My god, do some of you think
that school is the ONLY place where a child can get
interaction with the opposite sex? I guess you or your
families have no friends with kids, no outside
activities, no family reunions, no parties where your
kids are involved in the process. If you think school
is the only place for interaction, than you have your
child living in a frickin institutional bubble. No
neighboors either? Let people have their lives, leave
what works for people ALONE!
40: Yes, I agree, students who are incapable of
learning normal social interactions should definitely
be isolated together where they can share their
insecurities. Everything else can be learned from
google searches, facebook, texting, and tweeting.
41: are you talking about college frat parties? ..lol.
42: Obviously this is one possible outcome. Another
is that going to a separated school for a few years
(particularly middle school, as the new schools here
are) can provide a break from the usual stresses. A
breathing space where a kid can get away from a part
of the social stresses she doesn't understand and
hasn't built coping skills to deal with yet. She can
spend those years building up her self-confidence,
making friends, and learning to cope with those
social challenges which remain (and even in a singlegender school, those are plenty). She can also spend
those years physically and hormonally maturing, let's
not forget. And then in high school, she can go back
to dealing with the boys, hopefully more selfconfident and more ready to cope with the
complexities they add. Most kids don't need this
separation, and for some it could actually be harmful.
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But for others, it might be very beneficial. It depends
on the kid.
43: A boy with 3 sisters would probably love to be
in an all boy class.
44: No, not really, especially if they are 3 beautiful
sisters.
Article 9
1: By Lise Eliot, Ph.D.
Several colleagues and I just published a paper in
Science, titled "The Pseudoscience of Single-Sex
Education." (A podcast by our first author, Diane
Halpern, is available here.) It's a provocative title, but
we back it up with evidence from three lines of
research: educational, neuroscience, and
developmental psychology.
Gender segregation in schools is not supported by the
voluminous existing research that compares singlesex to coeducational academic outcomes. It is also
contraindicated by research in social and
developmental psychology, which demonstrates that
teachers and students both increase in sexist attitudes
and stereotypical thinking when gender is made
salient by segregation. My contribution to the article
was to evaluate the brain research alleged to support
single-sex education. I cover this in a much longer
paper "Single-sex education and the brain" that was
published in the journal Sex Roles in August.
I got into this debate after writing a book on gender
development, Pink Brain, Blue Brain. In researching
the book, I originally set out to link sex differences in
the brain to the well-known sex differences in
children's behavior. But I became increasingly
frustrated by the lack of good evidence for brain sex
differences in children. I hypothesized that, just as
behavior and physical appearance grow increasingly
sexually differentiated during development, the brain
follows course.
Research on mental rotation, for example, finds no
sex difference in boys' and girls' neural processing,
whereas several studies have found differences in
adults (though the several studies don't yet agree
about precisely WHERE in the brain such sex
differences lie). Given everything we know about the
neural basis of learning (e.g., synaptic plasticity,
circuit-level changes, and both gray and white matter
volume changes), it stands to reason that as boys' and

girls' differential experience adds up, their abilities
and brains both grow increasingly disparate.
Men's and women's brains do differ in overall size
and gray:white matter ratio. Other data are starting to
hold together to indicate that adult males have a
somewhat larger amygdala than females and women
have greater volume in the ventromedial frontal
cortex. None of these differences are large, and it is
unknown the degree to which genes, hormones, and
experience contribute to them, but it does look like
adult men's and women's brains differ more than
boys' and girls' brains do.
This is not, however, the message that single-sex
school advocate (and Psychology Today blogger),
Leonard Sax, has been conveying. In December
2010, he blogged about a PNAS paper by Raznahan
et al. which he alleged shows that "sex differences
diminish as a function of age" (his emphasis).
To Leonard Sax, this idea is very important. If boys'
and girls' brains differ from each other more than
adult men's and women's brains differ, it justifies
sending boys and girls to different classrooms and
teaching them in different ways. Adult men and
women may work and govern together, given our
highly similar brains, but children aren't ready for this
integration, because of their metaphorically pink or
blue neural circuits.
As evidence, Sax refers readers to an online movie
which is based on Figure 1 of the PNAS paper, but he
misinterprets the figure legend. (The movie didn't
play for me, and Sax warns readers they may have
trouble playing it, but I'm assuming it is the same
movie shown in a Wall St. Journal article that repeats
Sax's mistaken interpretation, including its faulty
caption.)
The figure/movie shows beautiful colorized brains,
with cortical areas that are thicker in males shown in
a blue-purple color scale, while areas that are thicker
in females are shown in white (with no color scale, to
avoid confusion with the male-larger color scale).
What you see as the images progress from 9 to 22
years of age is that blue/purple areas give way to
white areas in the frontal lobe. In other words, during
early adolescence, males' gray matter is thicker
through much of the cortex, but in adulthood,
females' frontal gray matter is thicker, while males'
gray matter remains thicker in other cortical lobes.
But Sax misread the figure legend! He states that the
white coloring shows areas of no sex difference in

96

cortical thickness, when in fact, the white depicts
areas that are thicker in females. So despite what Sax
wrote in his Psychology Today blog, the paper by
Raznahan et al. does not demonstrate that sex
differences are globally greater in childhood and
diminish in adults.
Instead, the authors conclude that sex differences
"became diminished or inverted in some cortical
subregions, but accentuated in others." Leonard Sax
just picked the cherry he liked, then threw it to the
Wall St. Journal. Jay Giedd, the senior author on the
paper, was also quoted in the WSJ piece, but is
careful to emphasize that their study cannot be
generalized to educational issues.
Interestingly, Raznahan et al. include a sentence in
their abstract that Leonard Sax carefully avoids:
"Structural change is faster in the sex that tends to
perform less well within the domain in question." In
spite of his passion for this study, Sax never mentions
this statement (admittedly somewhat questionable in
its assumptions about functional circuitry. That's
because this conclusion directly contradicts Sax's
own oft-repeated claim that "while the areas of the
brain involved in language and fine motor skills
mature about six years earlier in girls than in boys,
the areas of the brain involved in targeting and spatial
memory mature about four years earlier in boys than
in girls."
But I suppose all of this is moot now that Leonard
Sax has disavowed neuroscience as a basis for sexsegregated education. His change of heart, new since
our articles in Sex Roles and Science publicly
debunked him, is encouraging. Is it possible that Dr.
Sax now appreciates how exaggerated claims about
male-female brain differences reinforce stereotypical
thinking among parents, teachers, and students
themselves?
2: There are many errors in the article by Halpern et
al. published last week by Science magazine. The
point of my essay was to focus on just one category
of error, namely the purported harm of single-sex
education. I observed that these alleged dangers were
based on studies conducted in coed
prekindergartens in Tempe, Arizona. The authors
assume that they can extrapolate findings from
studies in coed prekindergartens to broad statements
about the alleged harm of single-sex education while neglecting studies which actually investigated

whether gender is more salient in the single-sex
setting or the coed setting.
Diane Halpern, Lise Eliot et al. argue that supporters
of single-sex education base that support primarily or
entirely on brain research, which is not the case. Lise
Eliot's "reply" to my post "Are Single-Sex Schools
Actually Dangerous?" does not even mention, let
alone respond to, the main point of my post: namely,
that she and her co-authors based their assertions on
the alleged harm of single-sex education entirely on
studies conducted in the coed setting, while
neglecting studies in which students were randomly
assigned either to single-sex classrooms or coed
classrooms (e.g. Kessels and Hannover 2008).
Dr. Eliot seems to have trouble understanding the
point of my previous post. So let me reduce it to a
very simple question: In their article for Science,
Drs. Halpern, Eliot, Hyde et al. assert that gender is
more salient in a single-sex classroom than in a coed
classroom. Yet they don't mention, let alone refute,
any of the studies which demonstrate the opposite:
that gender is LESS salient in a single-sex classroom
than in a coed classroom. Why didn't Halpern, Eliot
et al. mention Kessels & Hannover 2008? Why did
they base their arguments about the alleged harm
of single-sex education on studies conducted in
COED prekindergarten?
I eagerly await Dr. Eliot's reply.
3: The article we published last week in Science has
received much attention in the press (e.g., NY Times,
Washington Post, etc.), and for good reason. Contrary
to what Leonard Sax has led many parents, teachers,
and principals to believe, large-scale scientific studies
have all concluded that single-sex schooling is not
more effective than coeducational schooling.
That is not to say that there aren't individual studies
(among the thousands that have been conducted) that
find advantages. But it is to say that the bulk of the
evidence indicates that any positive effects of singlesex schooling found cannot be attributed to the
single-sex school environment.
And, the claims about brain and learning differences
that are touted in support of single-sex schooling are
pseudoscience, in that findings are cherry-picked and
misconstrued. Because single-sex schooling has not
been found to be beneficial, it does not make sense to
use precious public educational funds to create such
programming.
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In the article, in addition to concluding that there is
no evidence in favor of single-sex schooling, we also
provided empirical evidence of the potential dangers
of single sex-schooling. One danger is that single-sex
schooling makes gender a more salient dimension
than it already is.
No one denies that gender is a functional dimension
used commonly in everyday interactions. Many of
the authors of the Science article have long histories
of studying gender and its effects. To underscore the
potential dangers of single-sex schooling, we
discussed findings from a study that showed that
when gender was made salient in coed preschool
classes, children increased their tendencies to
stereotype (Hilliard & Liben, 2010). It was included
as only one example. There are others on this topic
already in the literature (Bigler, 1995) and we are
about to submit a new study for peer scientific review
on older children that addresses this issue in singlesex versus coeducational contexts in particular.
In that study, adolescents who had single-sex classes
showed greater increases in stereotypes over the
course of the school year than children without
exposure to single-sex schooling (Pahlke et al.,
2011). There are many other studies that demonstrate
that when children are assigned to different groupseven as simple as those defined by shirt color and
groups that are created by lottery-they develop
stereotypes and prejudices, liking their own group
better and avoiding the other group (see Bigler and
Liben, 2006, for review of some of this work).
The research we discussed about how children are
negatively influenced by spending time with samesex peers was presented by Dr. Sax as suggesting that
this is a uniform finding for all children, which of
course it is not. In fact, one study that we did not cite
because of space limitations (Fabes, Martin, &
Hanish, 2003) shows exactly that. Some boys were
much more negatively influenced by time spent with
same-sex peers and some boys actually showed
increased academic and social competence (those
boys who were high in self control). These findings
suggest that we do not need to institutionalize
gender-segregated classes; rather, we need to find
ways to structure the coeducational school
environment so that all children benefit.
Next, Dr. Sax criticized the age and sample-sizes of
the children in the studies, but these studies were
well-controlled, data-intensive studies with thousands

of observations of children's behavior collected over
a relatively long period of time (a school year), and
were considered to be ground-breaking studies as
shown by their being published in the top journals in
the field of child development (Child Development,
Developmental Psychology).
Dr. Sax also criticized us for not publishing effect
sizes. If this is really the issue, we are happy to report
that the effects sizes were in the .60 to .70 range for
the Fabes et al., 2003 paper, suggesting moderate to
large effects. But we suspect that this is not really the
issue for Dr. Sax. In short, there is much research in
support of the points made in our paper in Science
but limitations in the length of the article prevented
us from presenting all of the evidence.
Our point in highlighting these studies here is that,
even in preschool, when boys and girls spend time in
same-sex peer groups, they generally become more
sex-typed in their behavior and attitudes. The fact
that this is seen as early as preschool shows that this
is the outgrowth of group processes-processes that
occur whenever boys and girls spend large amounts
of time in same-sex peer groups. Peers are very
strong sources of social influence.
Because of these findings and many others like them,
we need to be very careful and thoughtful about how
we gather and arrange children in our classrooms.
In a new study conducted by one of the graduate
students at ASU, we show that it is in same-sex peer
settings that differences between boys and girls
become pronounced (Galligan et al., 2011). When
boys and girls play together, sex differences are
minimized. So it is exactly the opposite of what Dr.
Sax would have us believe: single-sex settings
increase rather than decrease sex-typed responding.
Although Dr. Sax cites the Kessels and Hannover
(2008) paper as evidence in support of the idea that
single-sex schooling decreases sex-typing (for girls
only), a careful reading of that paper reveals that
most of their findings are not significant or rely on
the use of difference scores which for decades has
been criticized as having notoriously serious
methodological flaws (Cronbach, 1958; Edwards &
Cooper, 1990, and many more).
So, let's consider the bottom line. Dr. Sax has
criticized our research and our conclusions, but he
has failed to provide systematic body of scientific
evidence that contradicts our conclusions. He picks
and chooses his attacks without regard for the bigger
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picture or what the larger array of evidence tells us.
He is, in essence, acting as prosecutor, judge, and
jury, and that is not how science is conducted or
moves forward.
Systematic review of research by qualified scientists
(peer review) is one of the most fundamental tenets
of science and provides the basis for establishing
scientific merit. Claims that are based on false
interpretations and personal opinions, however, do
not have the power to diminish scientific knowledge.
And, although our arguments are supported by a large
body of research (including many studies that were
not cited in the Science article due to space
limitations), we also have direct experience (contrary
to Dr. Sax's claim) with schools that provide singlesex education. For example, Drs. Fabes, Martin, and
Hanish are currently conducting a large-scale study
of single-sex education that focuses on individual
differences in response to single-sex and coed
schooling. In another study underway, interviews
were conducted with almost 70 principals across the
US about their experiences with single-sex schooling.
In addition, Dr. Bigler conducted a 3-year
longitudinal study of a public single-sex school in
Austin, Texas.
In response to Dr. Sax's recent invitation to attend his
upcoming conference on gender-based educational
practices, we offered to come and present our
findings to the audience, but our offer was turned
down. Almost 2 years ago, we invited Dr. Sax to give
a talk at the biennial Gender Development Research
Conference to allow discussion and debate on a panel
that included three of the authors of the current paper.
But he refused.
It is not surprising that Dr. Sax and his followers are
upset with the conclusions of our article. However,
our article was critiqued several times by anonymous
peer reviewers who are experts in the field and who
had diverse views on this topic. Dr. Sax has been
criticized in the past for his misuse of science and the
data simply do not support his position, including the
US Department of Education's own large review of
the evidence. Dr. Sax mostly draws upon obscure and
misconstrued findings to advocate his position. This
is not only unscientific, but it does a tremendous
disservice to those who follow his advice.
Dr. Sax says he will publish a number of blogs in an
attempt to undermine the credibility of our article.
Given that we published our review in one of the

most prestigious and respected journals in the field of
science, we do not plan to respond to every one of the
false claims that he makes. But this does lead us to
the question: why is Dr. Sax so anxious to attack our
conclusions, regardless of-or even in spite of-the
evidence?
In the end, we stick firmly to the conclusions of our
article in Science and our recommendations to the
Obama administration. We hope the Obama
administration sees beyond the rhetoric and
pseudoscience in making future educational policy
decisions.
Richard A. Fabes, Professor anad Chair, Department
of Family and Human Development, Arizona State
University
Carol L. Martin
Laura D. Hanish
Rebecca S. Bigler
Lise Eliot
Diane F. Halpern
Janet Hyde
Lynn S. Liben
Article 10
1: Well-written and thoughtful! I am a molecular
biologist and have always been super-skeptical of the
―biological differences‖ argument for single sex
education. (I‘ve never heard of anyone actually
*using* knowledge of the supposed differences in
ways girls and boys learn to optimize their education,
just pontification that there are differences based on
some ill-interpreted or poorly-designed study and
then a strong conclusion that girls and boys should be
taught differently or separately.)
Now you have addressed both the ―biological‖ the
―sociological‖ arguments cogently.
2: I wouldn‘t call my anecdote evidence, and I have
no way of comparing how things would have worked
out for me doing something I didn‘t do, but I was
educated in a single-sex secondary school (ages 1116). As a shy and very anxious child, I found the
attitudes and behaviour (which I definitely believe
are down to socialization and not innate) of the boys
at my earlier school intimidating, and I lacked
confidence in myself and my abilities. My school
compounded this with some decidedly unequal
treatment. The unequal treatment and the different
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socialization are what needs fixing, but as things
stand they‘re still not fixed. At secondary school I
grew in confidence, learned what I excelled at, and
wasn‘t treated as second class. By the time I moved
into mixed higher education, I knew who I was too
well to be told otherwise. There‘s nobody to say that
might not have happened if I‘d spent my secondary
years in mixed education, but I have a funny feeling
about that. It‘s a difficult choice really, but I wouldn‘t
take back my decision.

He was right and I think separate education can
relieve some of that pressure.
You dont‘ notice these things till you have a
daughter then you want that daughter to have the
same chance in life as the son–but some parents
don‘t see it that way–some parents till this day
practice that double standard and do not treat their
daughters right or are attentive to them only the son.
This is what the study is about –equal education.
Your mind is all over the place on sex instead.

Article 11
1: Its been proven over and over, generation after
generation that students do much better if they are
segregated. You will have any female who has
attended all girls schools testify to that also–Barbara
Walters is one. Its about succeeding academically.
Its about the opposite sex –boys and girls that create
a terrible distraction for teachers in the teenage years
since you see the sex part only.
Also,too often schools and teachers give attention to
the male child more than the female. The good ole
double standard. This often starts early as
kindergarten and first grade. They have put hidden
cameras in class room and showed the teacher
allowed the boys to speak more than girls and she
herself said she was not aware she did that.Boys are
treated normal to be aggressive and girls not and
taught more to sit back and be quiet.
Then of course we get up to the teenage years and
this is when its really a problem cause of raging
hormones and they have less concentration even in
sports. So when they put them in separate schools
they excel in their grades and they are under less
pressure. Maybe its like saying there is a time and
place for everything. School is for education and
weekend or holiday dances are for socializing or
weekend sports. Its less pressure for the teenager.
I have a relative who did this and his son and
daughter graduated college a year earlier and both
very successful today. Even in marriage cause
neither divorced at least yet and they have grown
children.
I don‘t forget what its like to be young and my dad
always watching me more then when I was little. He
said it was because this is a time of my life that I can
do something I can regret and make a mistake that I
will suffer for the rest of my life.

2: This research is about as flawed as you get. It
starts with the premise,
―This country starts from the premise that
educational experiences should be open to all and
not segregated in any way‖ Really? Guess they have
not taken into account special education, gifted
education, tiered class models based on
achievement. These are all forms of some type of
discrimination in who participates. Not all
discrimination is bad, some in fact is conducive to
education.
I am not advocating for same sex educational
settings. I liked girls in class when I went to school.
What exactly is the purpose of this study? Someone
getting their doctorate? As they state, currently most
same sex schools are private, ones that parent pay to
send their children to.
I did not note any mention of the potential benefit of
not having the distraction of the opposite sex in the
classroom during puberty either. Isn‘t that tension
many times the basis for distraction from the subject
matter?
Socialization is great, but it is not everything, and it
is not the primary purpose of education. I also noted
that this study was pretty much segregated as well,
with one token male involved.
Article 12
No comments were posted to this article.
Article 13
1: Interesting article. I went to an all-girls school
from 7th to 9th grade and am now teaching at the
same school.
I agree with the person below me--the school I'm at
values intelligence and teaches girls to be confident
and stand up for themselves.
Perhaps the academic success of my school's students
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is due to factors other than having a single-sex
education (such as having educated parents, and
being surrounded by more motivated students) but it
certainly is beneficial for the emotional development
of these girls.
2: I went to an all-girls' high school, and I think it
was DEFINITELY a much better choice for *me*
than going to a coed school would have been.
As a shy girl, I didn't have to worry about competing
with aggressive or hyperactive guys during math and
science class. I gained confidence in my abilities in a
zone *free* from gender stereotypes. Since we were
all girls anyway, what need was there for talking
about men vs. women?
The school honored us as women, and taught us to be
ladies who can stand up for ourselves.
That aside, I think there's something to be said for the
quality of the students in the school, and the values of
their families. My sister attended the same school,
two years later, and I would say the quality of the
education had declined - not because the teachers had
changed (they were mostly the same), but because the
next round of students was more interested in boys
and magazines than textbooks and tennis practice.
3: As an urban high school teacher in Texas, I used to
us the analogy to explain what teaching is like:
1) Imagine that you sell web servers.
2) Imagine that you sell web servers to pro football
players.
3) Imagine that you sell web servers to pro football
players in a fully nudes bar.
Your job is to convince professional football players
that they need web servers amid ridiculous amounts
of sexual distractions.
Now you have an idea of what teaching high school
is like, and you have an idea of why separating the
genders will help.
4: That analogy is amazing. I'm totally going to write
this one down. I have no opinion on the topic (yet). I
go to University of Tampa, and hmm... yes, studying
is hard with our almost 3 to 1 girl to guy ratio (i'm a
male).
Article 14
No comments were posted to this article.

Article 15
No comments were posted to this article.
Article 16
1: The author's argument assumes that the only valid
reason one could argue for a non-coed environment
are that it produces better student achievement.
Whether that is the case or not, there are a myriad
number of perfectly valid reasons why parents might
want to enroll children in single-sex schools and I'm
not sure why the presumption in this argument
requires single-sex schools to demonstrate their
superiority.
I am appalled that they authors then apparently
generalized from two studies of PRESCHOOLERS
that all separation of students by gender inevitably
leads to stereotyping.
00
2: I don't see any reason that grouping preschoolers
or other young children by gender would help
anyone, but it seems completely possible that it could
provide increased focus in middle school classrooms.
Adolescent girls often disengage in classrooms
(especially math and science) that are dominated by
their male peers, and their desire to be attractive to
the opposite sex can pressure them to hide their
academic talents. I haven't researched this topic, but
this article seems to ignore all of the issues of
puberty-aged kids that could be relevant to the
topic.00
3: You seem to be generalizing on the basis of the
last paragraph of the blog post.
Note that the post also says:
"The authors also found studies on the effectiveness
of single-sex education programs have not accounted
for differences in the students entering them. They
found students in single-sex classes did not perform
significantly better from those in mixed-gender
classes, once the students' prior performance and
characteristics were taken into account."
Article 17
No comments were posted to this article.
Article 18
No comments were posted to this article.
Article 19
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1: The world is co-ed. Get used to it.
Article 20
1: Universal rules are bad rules. There may be
reasons in particular cases when single-sex education
is better. That said, 50 years ago I graduated from an
all-boys high school. Viewing it now we were sexist
in addition to numerous other faults. Had we been
with women, I have no doubt that our conduct would
have been moderated to at least be a tolerable as the
conduct of teen-aged boys can be.

suicide. I'm not saying that the kids on Egalia will go
that far but I can see how they will grow up confused.
Egalia is a radical feminist political pawn. It believes
that gender is in the social expectancy rather than in
the genes, then why doesn't any proof of homosexual
conversion exist as of yet?
I say let every parent decide where to put their kids in
school. Everyone must be allowed to make that
decision and if they want their kids in a single-sex
och a coed school, who are you do judge?

2: Segregating by gender is not the answer. The
answer is a flexible approach towards all kids. Some
learn better sitting still, some like to run around while
learning.. we just have to recognize that fact.
Things will start to change when soccer Mon & Dads
are excited because Jr. Can do an integral substitution
problem correctly in head while actually playing.

8: Ya lost me when you referred to the pre-eminent
peer-reviewed journal "Science" as 'a gaggle of social
scientists'.
Heaven forbid we should listen to actual *scientists*
when we have bunch of opinionistas to make up our
minds for us.

3: I wouldn't like an all-girls school, because I'm a
nerd. Normal girls hate girl nerds at lot more than
normal boys hate boy nerds.
Girls like to hammer down any girl nail that sticks
out. That's a basic sociological fact about schoolgirls.
This is one nail that won't be hammered down.
4: No stereotypes here.
5: You cannot teach a girls class without addressing
the drama. It won't go away unaddressed. A good
teacher will provide a safe place regardless of the
makeup of the class.
6: "Breaking down gender roles is a core mission of
the national curriculum in preschools"
It shouldn't be. The core mission of the national
curriculum should teach skills to kids instead of
enforcing an ideological agenda.
Of course, all Salonistas would applaud if this was
implemented in the States. Liberalism is a totalitarian
agenda: other ideologies are (wrong and fanatic)
ideologies, her ideology is THE TRUTH and THE
PUBLIC GOOD.
This is called tollerance: all ideologies must be
tolerated as long as they are liberal. Kind of the same
with the first cars Ford made: you could choose the
color as long as it was black.
7: Ok, first of all... The word for 'her' in Swedish is
'hon' and the gender neutral (non-official and not
accepted) word is hen.
Secondly, the school of Egalia is in many peoples
eyes dangerous for the kids, take David Reimer as an
example of a boy being forced to be raised as a girl
who due to this became mentally ill and committed

9: Here in the midwest, most of the single-sex
schools are Catholic. That is an important factor (or
possibly an important monkey wrench) to throw into
the debate.
That said, my high school was a merger of two
single-sex (one girl, one boy) Catholic schools.
Teachers commented on how the post-merger boys
cared a lot more about things like personal hygeine.
A classmate of mine once pointed out that the girls in
the girls' school on the next block "see every boy as a
date, not as a person."
I think scores did go up after the merger, but think of
this -- the pool is suddenly smaller. A larger group
comprised of both sexes is competing for more
limited space.
As for this article -- a bit short on actual science &
analysis, long on anecdote, just like the issue itself.
10: I am merely a teacher who has taught both single
gender and mixed gender classes and not a Ph.D.
researcher, but I prefer single gender. I did a very
informal survey of a group of summer school
students (students who had already failed one or
more classes) after teaching them in single gender
classes and the response was almost 100% positive.
Of those few who said they didn't like it, the agreed
that they concentrated better and did better work. I
have only taught single gender at a middle school
level. There are some valid points for mixed gender
at other ages, but I will NEVER have a lesson as
interesting as the hormones raging in a middle school
classroom.
11: Sensible as it sounds, it does not offer a solution
to shatter prevailing sexual stereotypes in a system
that spits out pink girls and blue boys.
The preschool staff is dedicated to shattering gender
roles in every possible way. Instead of addressing the
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kids as ―han‖ (he) or ―hun‖ (she) the teachers use the
gender neutral ―hon‖ or simply address the kids as
―friends.‖ None of the stereotype-breeding Cinderella
fairy tales can be found on Egalia‘s bookshelf...
God I love it when intellectuals imagine themselves
to be inventing "solutions" that will eventually trickle
down to the masses.
And by "love", I mean "don't love".
The ways in which people in general are actually
experimenting with gender roles today is fascinating.
But some of the programs discussed in this article
aren't merely depressingly uninterested in what
people are actually doing - preferring to instead
theorize about what they should be doing - but
creepily authoritarian; aspiring to get rid of genderspecific pronouns for school children, of fairy tales of things that most people (most women) (most girls)
have no desire to get rid of.
12: I've written numerous journal articles on this
issue and I have to say that beyond the points others
have made before me, here is another key issue this
article does not address:
When you look at single sex public schools that come
about as a result of a project to fix an educational
problem in a particular area, those schools tend to get
better funding, more resources, they attract more
specialized and seasoned teachers, they have smaller
class sizes, and they get better parent involvement
(all factors that are shown to improve student
performance). Why does this happen? Because
people are already invested in an outcome, which is
to prove that this schooling option is better than the
other one. No one goes into East Harlem when
creating an all girls public school and says, "We will
make sure to give the exact same resources and
commitments to one of our coed and schools and see
who does better after a year or ten years..." They
never do extensive comparisons of comparable
schools, they just assume that what created the
positive outcome was the segregation of the sexes.
The research is so clear in this area that it becomes
incredibly frustrating to see this continue to be an
issue.
13: "In fact stereotypes are magnified ―because the
contrast between the segregated classroom and the
mixed-sex structure of the surrounding world
provides evidence to children that sex is a core
human characteristic along which adults organize
education.‖"
Well, sex IS a core human characteristic. There ARE
two sexes. And this is NOT something to be ignored.
I remain hopeful that one day people will learn to
acknowledge difference without assuming such
acknowledgement tantamount to bigotry. Perhaps

that's too much to expect here at Salon, but I'm
hopeful otherwise.
"The outcome, the authors warn, is that ―boys
become increasingly aggressive‖ and ―girls become
more sex-typed.‖
Boys are naturally more aggressive and girls are
naturally more the objects of sexual desire. These are
well-established biological facts with regard to most
species, including humans. This is not something that
is learned, you weirdos.
14: Further, Sax elaborates, boys don‘t hear as well
as girls and while boys‘ visual systems are geared to
capture action, girls are better at seeing color and
texture.
That's funny, I was born female, yet that description
is the exact opposite of how my brain works. Even if
it's because I have autistic neurology, it's a helpful
adaptation, and I've encountered quite a few nonautie non-disabled women that are the same (possibly
from an autistic ancestor).
15: Having personally grown up in coed schools I
know firsthand that it does not have an effect on your
education. In my high school the females were paid
attention to just as much as the males were. From
what other people at my school have told me they too
feel as if there was an even devotion of attention to
each gender, regardless of the gender or ethnicity of
the teachers. It may be true in some places that males
or females are favored over the other, but there is
always some bad nuts in the bunch. Nothing in the
world is perfect and that goes for the educational
system as well, sometimes u just get the bad nut. I am
by no means saying that I am an expert on what
happens in a coed school verses a single sex school, I
am just simply compiling the thoughts of my peers.
16: You obviously have no clue as to what you are
talking about. IDIOT. I too went to a coed high
school and no of the girls were paid any attention
ergo your an idiot. And what the hell are you talking
about nuts for this has nothing to do with food. I am
tired of this male dominated world. You should be
ashamed!
17: I was by no means saying that some schools do
not treat the different genders differently. In regard to
what I said about bad nuts, I meant that there are just
some schools that do not treat the students equally
and therefore are a "bad nut". Those are schools that
spark arguments like this that tend to over shadow the
good schools (schools that treat the genders equally).
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Article 21
1: Amen. I agree with everything Mr. Fabes' research
has shown. Single-sex education is discriminatory
and creates an environment so unlike the real world
that I believe it does a great disservice to students. No
taxpayer money should be spent on such ridiculous
theories of education.
2: I went to an all girls school. And some of us did
very well indeed. However I think the good thing
about asingle sex school is not the academics but that
it creates a isolated place, away from all the thrill of
sex, where you can not worry too much about what
you wear beyond how you can distort a school
uniform to look fashion. At the time I begged my
parent to take me out and put me in the local public
school. But in retrospect it was a haven. I am going to
dothe same for my kids when they get to high school.
Costs, but I believe in it.
3: There surely were and still are people who think
that students learn better when they are among their
own ethnic, religious, and/or racial groups. Such
deliberate segregation was once legal and supported
by taxpayer funds. Would we tolerate expending
public funds on such schools? Would it be legal?
Why would we support through public money gender
separation when we would not support separation by
these other categories?
4: Gender discriminated should be abaondoned.If it
has nothing to do with good academics then why
should we adopt this policy.Its seems co-education
creats a compititive envionment between boys and
girls and always one has to out outpace the other.This
has been seen from a long time in any sort of
compitative exams.Self-conscious kind of attitude
always devlope in mixed education.
Richard Fabes very rightly pointed out that we should
look more deeper into the deiffrences in elite Private
school and public school and need to bring the same
in once common platform this way we can narrow the
gap between rich and poor.
God has created two category human beings one is
the mirror image of other lets not ruined it by making
gender inequality.
5: When I went to the top-notch Stuyvesant High
School in New York, it was single-sex. I got a great
education - except for the huge hole left in my
maturation because I never interacted with girls. It
took me a long time to catch up, and it was a painful
time, too. Both girls and boys need to prepare for a
lifetime during which they will have to interact with
people of both sexes, and school is a prime place for

learning that among many other things. Thank
goodness for the long-term trend against single-sex
schools!
6: Let's not even look at the conditions of the
education. Apparently that is not relevant.
However, there are a couple of extrapolations that
might be relevant.
First, let's look at prayer in school. I know, sounds
weird, but its not. The concept of no prayer in school
is the concept of inclusiveness. It is not possible to
notice the differences between religions if, indeed,
we allow prayer in school, for a number of reasons.
One would be that, in order to pray in respect to your
religion, separate locations for prayer would need to
be set up for the differing religions, and when one
group notices that another group isn't participating,
such sequestration causes deep divides between those
groups.
It is the same way when girls and boys go to different
schools or even different classes. One of the first
things that might be noticed is not just the difference
in attitudes in such classes, but the overall learning
curve. The girls would do better, but without the boys
noticing the girls are beating them, they won't
achieve the same level of achievement. There is no
use in having somewhat a competitive environment if
half of the competitors are at another school or in a
different classroom.
Second, and some are going to argue, we already
know what happens with elephants when the young
males don't have the softening required to interact
with the females, and so there is a marked aggressive
tendency amongst the males, to the point where the
young males become a gang, often causing havoc to
their environment.
The human (and elephant) condition suggests that we
are a society which prospers and advances when we
remain that society. To suggest that separating the
sexes in an educational system ignores the benefits of
having two sexes in the first place.
Obviously nature didn't have this particular practice
in mind.
7: I thought "separate but equal" had been
discredited?
8: Common sense is that the closer one is to wealth
(read that stability and management job) the better
one's children are likely to perform in any school
environment. While the closer one is to labor or
production job the less likely one's children are going
to perform in any school environment. Having been
at both ends of the spectrum I can tell you exactly
how exhauted I was at the finish of my work day. I
arrived home to children who had been out of school
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and at home for 2 hours. By that time they had
completely forgotten about anything to do with
school unless it was a social experience. After I was
able to change my hours so that I was off and able to
pick up my children from school their grades rapidly
improved although my income didn't. When I moved
into management, and with it a higher income, I hired
a sitter to meet my children at our home and to help
them with their homework until I got home. Their
grades remained the same except for their math
which improved quite a bit. Their social interactions
also improved quite a bit because I was able to
change the scenery of environment for them also.
It is common sense that if a parent spends quality
time and by that I mean listening to their children
those children will be able to navigate life better.
When I was in production the noise level was such
that even today, now that I am retired, my house is
unusually quiet. Coming home to a noise level of 3
active children left me with frazzled nerves and I was
less approachable. But with the change to
management the noise of my job environment lessen
quite a bit and I found that when I was home I
approached my children and I was more
approachable. Money makes the difference in the
education of children and it is the money the parent
earns.
9: Students of single-sex school spends more time
thinking about sex outside school than students of
coeducation school, but inside school, they are almost
free from thinking about the whole sex thing. This
makes them less worried about how they look to
impress the guy he/she likes and more attentive to
study in school.
I went to a coeducation school and I know how much
time students spend just thinking about the opposite
sex even at the time of class.
10: "preponderance of scientific evidence"? Oh
please. This is an agenda and an axe to grind, not a
scientific study at all. I have taught for over 25 years
and at many coed institutions, but the all girls HS I
teach at currently is far and away the best at reducing
the effects of cultural gender stereotypes and
allowing the students to flourish as individuals whose
individual strengths are supported in an atmosphere
of trust and challenge. The studies I have read (from
the actual scientists) support this finding of mine as
to the effects of single sex schooling particularly for
girls, suggesting my personal experience is not an
anomaly.
11: You are right of course. We all have to live in the
real world but I don't agree with making it a law.

People right or wrong should be free to make that
choice.
12: As a former teacher in both a coed and an all girls
private high school, who is now married to the
graduate of an all boys private school, I disagree.
The girls I taught at the all girls school were a) more
focused on their own achievement b) less afraid to be
aggressive, both intellectually and athletically. Their
athletic achievements were much more celebrated
than those of the girls at the coed school. In an all
girls environment, the girls transcended the
stereotypes.
My husband's experience with all boys school was
similar. He concentrated more on school and his
interests than girls. He developed deep, emotional
friendships with other young men. He participated
heavily in music. Again, transcending stereotypes.
In the coed environment I taught in, students often
fell lockstep into the stereotypes. The most popular
"sport" for girls was cheerleading. Fewer boys
participated in music. Girls were more focused on
relationships than academics or athletics, and were
less dynamic in the classroom, while boys acted like
fools to get girls attention. The academic quality and
focus of the students was lower.
I don't believe in gender differences in learning style,
or that separate schools should teach young men and
women differently. But I do believe that to ignore the
sexual tension and the differences it accentuates
between male and female adolescents is blindness.
To those who say "but they have to work together
once they go to college" - Adolescence is a time of
exaggerated sexuality. Separating the sexes for
education allows them to focus on achievement and
developing their identity. Too much coed interaction
in high school often reinforces highly sexualized
gender behavior. Students who go to single sex high
school get four years to become comfortable with
themselves, free of sexualized pressure. When they
do go to college, they are far more mature and secure
with their sexuality and able to develop solid, cross
gender relationships.
13: Hmmm, Professor Fabes is Director of
Operations for the "American Council for
Coeducational Schooling" and his study has
concluded that co-education is superior to single sex
education. Yes, and Colonel Sanders says his study
shows chicken tastes better.
14: Single sex education may not be a panacea, but it
is an option that may benefit some kids, and may be
desired by some parents. It should be an option.
As a parent of both genders, I think that there is a
grain of truth in the generalizations about the
differences between boys and girls, but that there are
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many exceptions. My only beef with single sex
education is that it does not accommodate the
exceptional kids. There are some boys who would do
better in a less stressful, more cooperative learning
environment, and some girls who would thrive in a
more competitive environment.
The education profession is dominated by women
and less-competitive men. If there is a one-size-fitsall approach, educators will naturally design a system
that seems most natural and beneficial to people like
themselves, to the detriment of many boys and girls
who would benefit from a different style.

as groups do not have different broad tendencies in
the way they approach academics is being
intellectually dishonest. At my school, I've taught
single-sex classes to boys and girls, and I've taught
mixed classes, and they have very different tones.
With very few exceptions, our students favor singlesex classes, especially the girls. They find a freedom
to participate in great books seminar discussions
without worrying about what members of the
opposite sex will think. If the researchers fail to see
these social dynamics as a serious factor, they need to
spend more time with teenagers.

15: With all due respect, this argument almost sounds
as if the writer has never sat in a mixed gender
classroom. He would have noticed that no matter
what pedagogic theories the teacher is trying to
"reduce to practice", the boys are watching the girls,
the girls are watching the boys, trying to embarrass
each other, and most students could not care less
what the teacher is talking about. In a single gender
classroom, students are not exposed to this constant
social pressure and can pay attention to learning. This
has nothing to do with "increased sex-orientation", in
fact it is the oppposite. I happen to know, as I grew
up in Europe, attended single-gender schools from
grade 1 through 12, and saw my children growing up
in American schools.

18: This alleged research reinforces one of the
stupidest aspects of public education, namely, its
tendency to make education one-size-fits-all.
Different students will find single sex education of
benefit or not. I went through it in Europe and some
of it was conducive to my learning, some of it wasn't,
just as with my class mates. I ended up with a PhD in
the USA. Couldn't have been such a downer, could
it? Now, as a professor, I can testify further that
treating all students as if they had identical needs,
benefit from the same policies, etc., is a major culprit
in producing mis-education.

16: Having taught in both coed public schools and
two single-sex girls schools, I am confident that the
advantages of separating the sexes at least in the
middle school through high school years are
significant. I haven't run any "scientific" studies of
the question but I have heard endless anecdotal
evidence that convinces me beyond a reasonable
doubt. I suggest that educational experimenters
simply interview graduates of girls' schools in a
longitudinal study. Educational "researchers" are
strangely obsessed with quantitative measures of
educational "outcomes." I would suggest that such
researchers read Martha Nussbaum's comments on
what she calls "Metricity," or the absurd faith that all
phenomena can be assigned numbers and absolute
results. It is just such faith that has virtually
destroyed public schools with teaching to tests. I
wrote a blog on this subject that can be read here:
http://barranca.hubpages.com/hub/The_benefits_of_s
ingle_sex_schools
17: These researchers draw conclusions that can't be
supported by the scope of the study. The success of
single-sex education has more to do with the
elimination of social pressures in the classroom than
with fundamental differences in learning styles,
though anyone who maintains that males and females

19: Is there any research on the effect of having 84%
of K-12 teachers being white women? especially on
boys? Or is educational failure only a problem when
it happens to girls?
20: I've read your Science article, Dr. Fabes, and I
think you and your colleagues bring up some
excellent points. However, I think your definition of
"positive outcome" is narrow and excludes the very
real effect that single-sex education has on increasing
the number of women in math and science (as
pointed out by Dr. Jane McAuliffe in this same
series). You and your colleagues don't address this in
your paper, whereas the numbers speak for
themselves at women's colleges. These results speak
to cultural rather than neurological differences
between the genders, and one could hardly argue that
gender has no effect on an individual's treatment in
American society today. Your statement that gender
differences are "likely" to be exacerbated in singlesex environments is vacuous. Although I am just
another anecdotal alumna of single-sex education
(seventh grade through college), I strongly suspect
that I wouldn't be a PhD in a physical science today
had I been left in a co-ed setting. There is indeed a
"leaky pipeline" through which females are removed
from technical fields at every level, and your study
never addresses how single-sex education may or
may not affect this well-documented phenomenon.
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21: Unfortunately I cannot comment on the
introduction which includes a quote from the Science
article:
―Boys who spend more time with other boys become
increasingly aggressive,‖
Following that logic, monasteries would be hubs of
aggression - I haven't read the full article, but this
single quote is ridiculous. I think whether or not boys
spending time with other boys (in a structured setting
such as school, mind you) depends very much on the
enrvironment that is created in that setting by those
who run it.
22: As both a teacher and a parent of boys, I believe
that dividing students into different schools or classes
by gender is just, plain lazy. There are girls who
perform far better in a "boy" style environment, and
boys who perform far better in a "girl" style
environment. Yes, there should be different kinds of
classrooms available so that different kinds of
children will have an opportunity to thrive. But
gender-based segregation? Didn't we just go through
a century of women's rights activity just so that
women -- and by implication, men -- wouldn't have
to be forced into gender-stereotyped roles?
23: Much of social research confirms the beliefs of
the sponsor. That boys or girls schools by themselves
can spin lead into gold is silly but as an option they
can produce a haven and reduce peer and social
pressures. Parents should not be forced ot send their
children to single sex school any more then they
should be forced to send them to substandard ones
which is the problem in the majority of American
urban school districts.
24: Maybe we need a Mechitza in every co-ed
classroom.
25: Briefly checked the biographies of the "debaters"
on this issue. None have taught at elementary or
secondary schools. Do not see the point in reading
what people who do not have this experience have to
say about single sex education. It would be like me
commenting on the best methods to train professional
baseball players. I didn't play baseball, but I love the
game. However, that does not qualify me to offer
myself up as an "expert." That is what this "Room for
Debate" on this issue does. It offers a bunch of "fans"
commenting on a game they have not played.
26: When liberals criticize women only colleges like
Wellesley, THEN I will believe that they are sincere
in opposing single sex education. Otherwise it is not
a philosophical belief, but mere pandering to political
allies.

27: It's an option that the government and the
education industry needs to keep their noses out of.
Neither one has demonstrated they know how to
educate children in the first place. Now they want to
tell parents who their kids should go to school with.
Go away.
28: I'm sorry social scientists are not scientists and
this study does not even rise to the level of a HS
paper. This article and its conclusions have nothing to
do with science or the scientific method. This is
politics is disguise and should be ignored and the
authors should be ashamed of themselves.
29: The real issue is not segregation by sex but
segregation of students from the bullies, reprobates
and criminals that have made public education so
completely unsuccessful at developing the potential
of the next generations. Girls going to co-ed schools
where bullies rule the roost and slackers set the
standards will usually gravitate towards these "alpha"
types. The good students are then treated like they are
at the bottom rung of the pecking order and as a
consequence, do not benefit at all from the interaction
and socialization with the opposite sex.
Provide a school where only students interested in
learning are allowed to attend and you will not only
see a dramatic improvement in academic standards
but also a marked improvement in other behavior.
Segregate the bad actors by sex because they either
cannot handle the temptations that co-ed education
presents or they use their "alpha" status to use and
abuse young impressionable women.
30: First, define "success"--are we talking about test
scores, or about developing better communication
skills, learning to work well in teams, and other
"soft" skills that are invaluable in the workplace and
too often not emphasized in school?
For many children, the distraction of gender issues in
a classroom may be a problem, and they would
benefit from as single-sex classroom. Many of these
kids deal with the opposite sex on sports teams, in
their own homes (with siblings), and in other social
situations.
What should be legal is charter schools within
schools that specialize in certain types of learning
environments--an environment that allows for visual
and kinesthetic learning to be emphasized over verbal
and auditory learning, for example, or an
environment that allows for hyperfocusing instead of
constant interruptions. And yes, classrooms just for
boys or girls should be allowed, too. The more we try
to impose our ideology on kids, the more we see
round pegs smashed into square holes.
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31: By all means if you disagree politically with
something, make it illegal.
32: The authors ignore or downplay one crucial
factor: Most humans are totally lacking in or have
very limited higher-order cognitive skills (aka
"critical thinking" skills) and/or base their decisions
on religion, emotion, personal experience, etc., i.e.,
most people use almost every factor BUT
scientifically-obtained data to make their decisions.
33: "public schools should be striving to teach a
diverse body of students to work together and to
respect each other"
No -- Public school should be teaching an
academically rigorous curriculum which pushes each
student to the limit of their abilities, to prepare them
for further education and success in life.
Schools that adapt to accomodate the culture of the
world from which their students come only succeed
in upper middle class neighborhoods. Where charter
schools have shown success in poorer neighborhoods,
they have deliberately changed the culture from the
status quo to one which prizes learning and
discipline, and which sets standards for behavior very
different from the world outside the school. Single
sex schooling, by putting students into a different
atmosphere with different standards, tries to achieve
the same effect.
The esteemed researcher can no doubt gather together
a group of studies of varying intent and quality, pool
their data, and show no statistically significant result.
That is tremendously different from proving that
single sex education is not a valuable tool for
educators. Many educators clearly disagree. I see no
reason, certainly no evidence of success in coed
education, to prevent single sex education to proceed
for those parents who choose it for their children.
The same egalitarian impulse that argues for coed
education also argues for teaching students with an
IQ of 70 in the same room as students with an IQ of
130. That doesn't work either.
34: Even if a study conclusively showed that, on
AVERAGE, single sex education does not improve
educational results, that would not mean that single
sex education is not beneficial for many students.
This is the most basic misunderstanding of anyone
advocating a one-size-fits-all top down approach to
any problem. Let the taxpayers, who are after all the
customers, decide how to educate their own children
and the marketplace will determine what works best.
My guess is a most will choose coed but why limit
choices?

35: My 7 year old son is enamored of a girl in his
class and thinks and talks of nothing else. It's
adorable, and very telling. We can't pretend that
males and females are not different and that they're
not interested in each other. Sometimes interested to
the point of distraction, true. But in my view that is
the teacher's challenge to manage. We send our
children to school to prepare them for life in the real
world, where they will have to deal with all kinds of
people. The world doesn't set up your environment
for your optimal success.
36: How about getting some Scientific Irrefutable
Proof of which works Better. Brooklyn Technical
High School in the Fort Greene area of Brooklyn not
far from the Brooklyn Bridge was an all amle high
school with excellent academic achievment. It was
eventually made co-ed after decades as an all male
school. Brooklyn Tech is not alone in this. How
about showing a chart comparing the academic
achievements of the students each way. Here is all
the actual proof anyone could ever need. Forget all
the expert blathering, lets see the actual results.
37: #28 writes "the government and the education
industry ... want to tell parents who their kids should
go to school with. Go away." If someone wants to
pay to send their child to a private "my ethnic group"
or "my religion" or "my economic class" school.
Fine. It's their money. However, I am totally
unwilling to have my taxes go to pay for their kids to
learn their parents' prejudices.
38: Socialization with both genders needs to occur at
early ages. They should interact with each other as
difficult as it may be at times.
39: Different kids have different needs. Why
shouldn't parents and families have choices?
I have heard many female-friends say, after going to
an all-women college, "it isn't a question of whether a
woman can be the editor of the paper, the president of
the student congress, the person who runs the dorms.
No question at all. The question is, who is best? We
got incredible confidence by throwing out all the
gender-based assumptions and having a world where
it did not matter. We learned how to do the jobs, not
how to play the gender game."
40: As a 73 year old woman engineer, I experienced
the sexist attitudes in education, even though I went
to a public school where both sexes attended. At the
state university there were only toilets for men.
Single sex schools would be a disaster for our
society. Next we may start segregating like the
Muslims do, based on sex.
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Too long has there been bias against educating
women. DON'T TURN BACK THE ADVANCES
THAT FEMINISTS HAVE GAINED!
41: I agree with comment #17. Separate boys and
girls in middle school.
Budding sexuality can be very distracting. There you
are, as a girl, jumping rope and playing in the
playground, when suddenly you find yourself
hopelessly focused on boys. Just being around them
makes you giggle uncontrollably and act like a fool.
The same is true of boys. It is hard for people this age
to focus on algebra when their bodies are distracting
them from within, and this is the age when it is so
important to get those foundations in academics
down pat!
By the time they are in high-school most kids have
gotten used to the change, they have learned ways to
cope with their sexual awakening AND chew gum at
the same time (or learn math or what-have you).
42: Why are we asking if this is "legal"? This is a
social question, an academic issue, not a legal debate.
Instead of all the geniuses deciding what the Right
Answer is, why don't we allow parents and their
children the right to decide for themselves what they
think best? The education industry's track record is
poor, at best. More choice by those effected is far
preferable to more dictates from on high.
43: None of the articles in this "Room for Debate"
mention the overriding raging hormones of say 12-15
year old children. From my memory, if there had
been none of the other sex in class to preen to,
academics would have been of more interest to both
sexes. Maybe that age group would do better sex
segregated.
44: I am not able to give a profound opinion in this
matter, but it disturbs me very much to hear the
suggestion of making it illegal to have single sex
classes. We have too many laws and regulations in
this society. I distrust the conclusions of many
university professor who are really biased in social
research and want to impose their agenda on the rest
of us.Beware of those who want to erase the gender
distinctions among us.
45: Really? "Additionally, based on voluminous
research of the negative effects of separating people
into groups, we warned that single-sex classrooms
would likely generate and exacerbate stereotyping
and sexist attitudes."
"Likely" and "warned" stand out as weasel-words in
this context.I am tempted to interpret that to mean the
authors have no actual evidence of their own to

support their leap to the view that gender separation
has effects broadly similar to separation by, say,
socio-economic class, religion, ethnicity.
Many posters have pointed out that hormones are
seriously coming into play during middle and high
school. Fortunately, they do settle down, eventually - but some kids undoubtedly value a shelter from the
storm, and find it easier to study, to speak out, to
focus, in single-gender classrooms.
46: I went to an all girls high school -- best thing that
ever happened to me. Wendy Wasserstein wrote a
piece in the NYT saying it was the same for her. It
should be available as an option. I think parochial
schools still offer it.
47: I would have a much easier time accepting this
man's arguments had I not been put off by the
gramatical error in the first sentence.
48: My understanding from reviewing reports of
prior research is that single-sex education is a benefit
for girls but not for boys. If the authors measured
academic performance solely by grades or test scores,
I can well imagine they found little. But did they
examine girls' long term choices and career
prospects? Did they examine the proportion of girls
choosing "male" disciplines? I really would like to
see a scientific response to this article. All of the
authors apparently had a preconceived notion of right
and wrong since all of them are members of a group
of staunch supporters of co-education. That might
make them good reviewers of the literature or not.
Where are the responses from authors of prior
studies?
49: It is always interesting when this topic comes
around again, usually posited by the women's
colleges and universities. Both my spouse and I went
to same-sex high schools, and 2 of the universities we
attended were same (except for an eventual
smattering of other sex students in different majors).
At the peak of our studies, we were in co-ed
universiites, where we met, married, and started our
family. Subsequently, we put our children in samesex high schools, and they went on their merry way,
ad lib.
Looking back, no one in our family has any regrets
about their same-sex education and, in fact, women
certainly deserve an educational milieu that
acknowledges their intellect, and advocates for them.
50: Whatever the results of this study are, I'm sure
there is another study that provides the opposite
conclusions. The fact is gender differences are real,
complicated, and diverse, at different ages and for
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different cultures. I suspect the authors of this
research were merely working backwards from their
own biases, as their paper's introduction immediately
dismisses dissenting evidence as "weak and cherrypicked".
I grew up in Singapore where a vast majority of the
top high schools are single-sex. I went to a girls'
school up until 10th grade, and I can tell you that we
emerged from it in all different ways, good and bad,
with most of us eventually making our way to
productive adulthood - same as most kids from co-ed
schools. Parents should be allowed to have options.
At the end of the day: Just because you don't like
something doesn't mean it should be illegal for
everyone else!
51: Here we go again. ALL the support for women"s
rights are being dismantled....slowly but surely.
Abortion rights, Title 9 and now this. Soon we will e
asked to wear burkas. This is absolutely amazing that
anyone would even suggest this.
52: I went to an all girls high school albeit one that
shared a building with a boys high school, so we met
often, and think it was best for me. Boys were
intimidating and teachers had different expectations
for them and us back 40 years ago. I have wondered
though if in the younger grades the differences in
development for boys and girls which seems more
pronounced to me and I think boys and girls both
might benefit from separate classes in elementary
school. But then, I wonder if the fact that teachers
and principals are primarily female and if that has
had an effect on expectations for classroom
management that favor girls in learning styles. I do
know that here in Baltimore our boys do not seem to
thrive in classrooms as they are now configured with
both sexes while girls scores on achievement tests are
higher in the early grades.
53: I wholly support single-sex education (I received
a stellar education at an all-girls high school), but as a
lesbian I don't quite buy the argument about singlesex education shielding teens from an all-consuming
interest in sexuality. What about the c. 10% of an
average class in a single-sex school that will be
surrounded by precisely the sex to which they are
attracted? Sexuality is a red herring in this argument.
The real issue is gender.
54: how about students from single child family
versus student from a family with several brothers
and sisters?
55: It's ridiculous to imply that part-time gender
segregation in a child's life leads to stereotyping. I

didn't grow up around a lot of black people, does that
mean I'm incapable of now meeting them with an
open mind? There's so much low-level generalization
in this discussion, for eg "the negative effects of
separating people into groups". Families are groups
too. So are Special Olympics. So, should it be illegal
for all sports to have separate competitions based on
gender?
There's a lot to be said for what's actually taught in
the schools themselves, whether single-sex or co-ed...
and also what's taught by families at home! I've read
a lot on education and gender differences over the
years (out of personal interest), and cannot agree with
the authors' arrogant assumption that "the
preponderance of scientific education" is on their
side.
56: I would suggest that posters 2, 10, 12, 13, & 15
read the Science article. If you do you will come
upon the following: "Without blind assessment,
randomized assignment to treatment or control
experiences, and consideration of selection factors,
judging the effectiveness of innovations is
impossible." Unfortuately none of you understand the
scientific method and your conclusions are biased
towards what you want to believe. One other point:
the insinuation that Fabes et al were bought out (#13)
is pathetic nonsense. I guess the poster had no
counter argument except the Swift Boat approach.
The authors were uncompensated by the board
Further the Science paper was a review of the
scientific literature that did the appropriate statistical
analysis that result in objective conclusions. Take a
lesson from the B-52's in the song Mesopotamia:
"Before I talk, I should read a book"
57: After reading all the opinions, it seems to be both
single-sex and mixed-sex schools have their benefits.
There are certain things that should be private among
boys and girls. There are thing that they can share. Is
it then better to have single sex class rooms in a
mixed-sex schools?
For accommodating legality, the choice of single sex
classes should be optional and there should be equal
opportunity to choose single-sex class rooms by boys
and girls.
58: This is not a study. Its merely an opinion piece
that hand picks the literature to support their
viewpoint. As they rightly note, the findings are
*equivocal*. They also only focus on test
performance, not softer but more important
differences such as motivation, self-esteem, going
into non-gender identified occupations, and highest
level of academic attainment. The list goes on.
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Then they throw in tangential research in social
psychology that finds reinforced stereotyping when
groups are differentiated and that difference is
hlghlighted. This is a ridiculous generalization: the
reality is in one-sex-school gender is invisible, it
makes it not highlighted but a non-issue (counter to
the argument they are claiming to make).
59: As a former student of both single sex classes and
public classes alike, I can see the pros and cons of
both arguments. But I don't simply see school as a
means for learning academics. We learn how to cope
with our feelings towards the opposite (or same,
depending) sex. We learn how to interact with a
diverse group of peers. Yes, girls and boys are
distracted by those that they find attractive. Of course
they are. I was. But I also learned to cope. I learned
how to focus even WITH those distractions. It made
college a heck of a lot easier. Do we really want to
leave those social skills until they get into their 20s?
Yikes.
Keeping a child focused in school is about far more
than whether or not a cute guy is sitting next to you.
It's about the quality of the class, teacher, and school
itself. I was distracted when my teacher was terrible.
But the classes in which I had a quality teacher? My
eyes were glued to that whiteboard.
I would also like to point out the issue of separating
men from women is fairly similar to separating
blacks from whites. I'm very frustrated with the
separation in that it doesn't allow us to choose for our
children what kind of environment we feel is best for
them. A successful education is about the quality of
the school and the discipline at home. I did very well,
and so did many of my peers. Some of my private
(and single-sex school) friends did not fair as well.
60: I don't see discrimination when I think of samesex schools. I see a social environment, particularly
in middle school, where children are not swept up in
the mania of social interactions and are more able to
be themselves. It actually gives them more freedom,
not less.
61: Personally, I've always favored coeducational
schooling. But why would I want to force my
personal opinion down anybody's throat? If parents
want to choose single-sex education for their
children, that should be their right, as long as it isn't
done in a manner that deprives either sex of equal
opportunity.
62: It has been my observation that single sex
education cheats women in science and math. When I
ran into women who had been educated in women's
colleges their preparation in science and math was

vastly inferior to those who attending coeducational
institutions. Science and math courses are usually
dumbed down in women's colleges.
Several people opined that women at coeducational
schools were more focused on fashion than those at
single sex schools. My experience was quite the
opposite: Most men are not interested in fashion, but
women are very interested in fashion and express this
interest most strongly in an all female environment.
63: Although I respect the work of scientists
attempting to parse out the effects of single sex
education on students, I think that it is premature to
declare that it is useless, unless one first understands
what use(s) it is intended to serve. There are two
main reasons behind same-sex education: to avoid
sexual distractions among adolescent classmates, and
to provide an education that is in some way sexspecific. Both are up for significant argument, but
they should at least be addressed.
Same-sex education is not intended to improve
student performance per-se, as measured by a
universal standard. It is meant to give an education
that is uniquely suited to a particular population,
which is largely culturally defined. You are of course
free to disagree with the cultural basis of these
distinctions, but it is necessary to understand the
value placed on them in order to prove or disprove
the validity of the same-sex approach.
64: As an unhappy victim of victorian single sex
education I can only vigourously agree with the
article. In every way it reinforced bullying, contempt
and male streotype arrogance. And having sister
going to 'Ladies collage'I can only concur on its snob
inducing and girl on girl rivalry in the others.
It is an utterly reactioanry movement and like the
idea that longer hair on boys means they are
irrsponsible bad people yet another dumbing down
and reality denying form of segregation.
The radical feminists who insist on society as the
only creater of gender differances are as unnuanced
as the worst Men are from Mars, Women from Venus
stereotypes. equally poltically motivated denails of a
far more complex and involved subject. We are men
and women, boys and girls but the common humanity
between us is far greater than that which seperates.
Just as in the stupid question; capitalism or
Communism; the intelligent combination of the two
is the truth. This also true in most aspects of life.
Some segregation for gender specific activities may
in some cases be warranted but as a whole we
humans need to learn, grow up with and live
TOGETHER!
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65: Here we go again. Discrimination is learned,
integration is taught. Integration is taught because it
brings difference out, conflicts and and issues can be
resolved, discussed, enlightened. We only have to
look over the past 2000 years and find that
discrimination thru religion, sexuality, color etc gave
rise and gives rise to a better than thou attitude(s)
even to the point of death and extermination.
If a school, religion or any other entity chooses to
have same sex schools, classes, etc because that is
part of their belief system - that entity (building,
property, donations) should lose its tax exemption
and should be taxed in all three areas. Only when a
program or organization provides the same services
to ALL should that program, property and income be
taxed exempt. If someone supports discrimination for
any reason there must be a penalty and cash is the
equalizer.
Ireland for example, trusted the Catholic church in
basically all areas. Today the Vatican has been
informed, there is one law in Ireland, and that is the
Irish law of the land. So be it.
66: Several commenters have argued for a single-sex
option on the grounds that a "one size fits all"
approach doesn't work for anyone. They fail to see
the irony in their viewpoint. Single-sex education
inevitably involves gender-based stereotypes, and
thus it is itself a "one size fits all" approach that is
bad news for any kid who doesn't conform to these
stereotypes.
67: As a feminist, I used to think that same-sex
schools were abhorrent, a separate and inherently
unequal proposition.
And then I taught in a school that was co-ed at the
lower school level, but had all-girls' middle and upper
schools. I changed my mind.
These girls were leaders. I remember when the town
started encouraging local businesses to pick a school
and start a partnership with the campus. The local
hockey team chose our school, and suggested that the
girls might cheer at their games. Our independentminded young women were incensed. The high
school girls met with the team's management and told
them that they did not want to be cheerleaders. They
wanted to learn how to be sports broadcasters and
study sports medicine. They wanted to learn about
management and marketing. The hockey team was
impressed and soon the girls started to intern with the
team on their own terms.
When I taught in regular high schools, I'd see smart
girls self-censoring themselves in class so that the
boys wouldn't think they were too brainy. I never saw
this in the girls' school. It was cool to care about
school, about sports, about art and music. My

students were competitive but also cooperated well.
They were kind and inclusive towards students who
had learning disabilities and often spent free time
"tutoring" their friends who needed extra help. The
seventh grade class also won a national math contest
one year--debunking the conventional wisdom that
girls are not as capable in mathematics as boys.
The school was demanding, and had involved
parents, which I know did affect the situation. But
this school was in Wheeling, WV, hardly an "elite"
locale. Tuition was very modest and a sizable number
of students paid nothing at all because they were
there on scholarships or had free rides because their
parents were teachers. So economic status wasn't
really that much of a factor.
I teach in a state university now, and still have
reservations about same-sex colleges. But I realized
that the girls' secondary school I where I once taught
offered the students a temporary haven where they
could grow to be confident, successful young women.
68: In America this discussion is meaningless as
sexing is promoted from a very early age. In other
societies this is very much discouraged as sexual
fidelity is essential for the sanctity of family life. In
schools they are provided equipments essential for
the prevention of birth even. This permissive scenario
very often aids in crimes. Very often people behave
as if their only aim in life is sexing. Some years back
students from the prominent local University were
protesting over the rising cost of pregnancy
prevention equipments. Whey this discussion when
sexing is promoted as part of the national ethos.
69: It‘s the most normal thing in the world that boys
and girls would be intensely pre-occupied with one
another once puberty hits. That interest demands a
phenomenal amount of time, energy, and attention,
and for most, it‘s a higher priority in the presence of
each other than anything any adult can say or do,
including in the classroom. It‘s simply human nature,
and it‘s where gender stereotypes are most
entrenched and expressed. If the priority, regardless
of the curriculum, is impressing the opposite sex and
competing with the same sex in doing so, the social,
not academic, curriculum will prevail.
In singles-sex schools, the energy just described is
available for studies, for growing self-knowledge, for
realization of one‘s strengths, skills, and aspirations
and for achievement that will prepare one for
adulthood and the service of mature parenthood and
citizenship. That‘s what school is meant to
accomplish.
70: I notice that most of the educators who endorse
single-sex education because of first-hand experience
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have taught girls. The reason that it seems to benefit
girls is that they are still marginalized in a
coeducational setting and can be intimidated by the
bad behavior of boys. Segregating the sexes is
treating the symptom rather than the cause. And
having taught both boys and girls in single sex and
coeducational schools, my conclusion is that despite
the few oppression-based benefits for girls, single sex
is disastrous for the social and intellectual
development of boys. Aside from encouraging
bullying and loutishness, it impedes boys' ability to
regard women as colleagues and comrades.
The argument that single sex education prevents
sexual urges from being a distraction is particularly
risible. It is outrageously heterosexist in its
conception of desire, and the fact is that adolescents
will obsess on sex no matter where they are.
71: My early years of education were all in France.
My classes were all boys only,
as was the norm. What troubled me was not the "boys
only" environment,
but the religious one. Yes, the school was supposed
to be non-religious, but
that did not prevent a female teacher from asking one
day triumphantly : "Who is
Catholic. in the class ?" (The subject taught then :
"the Crusades.") When almost
all the kids' hands rose up in pride and I had to keep
mine down, I was terribly
ashamed of being a Jew. Then I started to be asked
by some kids who tried to
look me up at the urinals : "Are you Christian, you ?"
Girls were not mentioned.
72: Many comments here are (no surprise, we are
humans:) in one way or another emotional, just "not
meeting the standards of scientific inquiry" as the
author would say.
For example, emotionally-charged, fairness and
nondiscrimination seeking argument to the sense that
"since the world and workplace are not sex
segregated nor should be (public) schools" might be
missing logical option that in sex-segregated schools
(even if "only" in some grade levels or student ages)
might indeed provide better academic results.
By far the biggest problem our society, our economy,
our social contract, our culture and our educational
system are facing is that we, as a nation, are very
weak in math, science, technological skills as we also
do not believe (unlike say Germany) in making highvalue added tangible products (yes, in metric system)
which the rest of the world will buy.
We are, culturally and societally, still obsessed with
writing, creative writing, persuasive writing,

communication, marketing, "financial innovation",
suing each other, etc.
Healthy economy, therefore chance for the middle
class stop losing its standard of living, is not and can't
be only or primarily "service" economy when we are
selling each other healthcare, artisan bread, fast food,
or financial advice etc. while all of us are buying
cars, gadgets, clothing, etc. imported from China.
Unfortunately, in combination of the ruling class
outsourcing of jobs, their FOX massage and
mainstream cultural preferences, with neither party
focusing on pro-export oriented educational and labor
force training reform and prevailing cultural
preferences we will continue to go down like our
British cousins went since WW2.
Obama's daughters, middle class kids will not go
study engineering. Therefore discussing or studying
if sex-segregated schools are better is misguided
focus, regardless how interesting or of secondary
attention deserving it might be.
73: I go to a boy's high school (please don't discount
what I say just because I'm in high school) and it is
one of the highest achieving schools in it's area, but
the teachers who also teach at mixed high schools
claim the students at those schools are better behaved
because they won't act foolishly in front of the other
sex.
74: I attended a single-sex college (Columbia) yet,
except for the actual classroom, I would hardly call it
a monastic experience as busloads of ladies were
brought in on a regular basis for social gettogethers.
My son attended a college whose dormitory
alternated gender in adjacent rooms and all shared the
same bathroom...the ultimate in learning how to get
"along". Was one student better off in later life than
the other? Hard to tell.
75: As a retired School Principal with 43 yrs. spent in
Primary Education, I am appalled that anybody
would wish to separate the sexes. We live together,
play together and indeed a large amount of work time
is spent in a mixed sex environment. Why not at
school where we need to learn how to get along with
each other? We require that skill throughout life,
when do single sex school children learn this? The
answer to the sexual behavior of boys and girls in the
teenage years is the home environment, the way
children are reared and not the type of school they
attend. If a Teacher cannot hold the attention of a
class, is unable to make use of the myriad of aids
now available to keep their interest, as the children
are more involved in expressing interest in the
opposite sex, the Teacher needs wake up call!
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76: Yeah, the head of CoEducational Educational
Schooling supports CoEducational Schooling.
I am amazed.
Do his children go to typical public schools or are
they in one of those University Professor
Neighborhoods going to a public school where 70%
of the parents have PhDs?
Put that sucker's kids in a public school where several
girls in middle school are pregant and a sixth grader
is killed for his shoes so the perp can impress girls
then lets hear what he has to say.
How about we look at what most of the single gender
schools really have over public schools.......School
Uniforms Required. When did the fashionistas decide
my 12 year old daughter needed sexy clothing quite
suitable for the girls from Sex In the City? I have not
red the original research so I do not know how Fabes
and the reporters twisted the data, but rest assured
some peer reviewing in the journals will tear his
findings to shreds.
77: As an educatior in the public school school, I
tend to agree that it is best to expose children,
especially pre-teen children, to all different types of
students. After over 20 years in the teaching
profession and the majority of it as a consultant in
Special Edcuation, it has been my observation than
when students reaching puberty with its raging
hormones, often the social scene changes. It is natural
for tennagers to be attracted to the opposite sex but
often that becomes a distraction. Furthermore the
research cited in this article seems to show that there
is no difference in the academic achievements of
students in classed segregated according to sex, it
really does not address issues other than academic
success. In this 21st century we still cannot deny that
boys exert more authoritative and aggressive
behaviours and girls seem to sink into submissive,
passive ways . Therefore many , if not most of the
leadership roles are taken by the boys . Even if girls
have the necessary gifts to become leaders they are
often jostled out of those positions by the boys. In a
all-female High School, these girls are "allowed" to
rise to leadership positions without having to
compete with their male counterparts. I have no
research to back up my observations but I have talked
to girls who have attended all - female schools and
they agree that they felt free to rise to executive and
leadership positions which empowered them in later
life to feel more confident in the male dominated
reality world . Perhaps the solution would be to
provide choices for parents and their children in this
regard.
78: What about the obvious? Time on task. Focus.
Learning without the disrupting thoughts that occur

all too frequently when members of the opposite sex
are present. Especially when they are provocatively
dressed. What does the research say about same sex
schools as an antidote to the raging hormones of
adolescents? Or are those raging hormones just a
myth?
79: I attended sex-integrated public school. I went to
a single-sex Catholic High School. I then went to a
single sex college (Yale), followed by integrated
graduate school, and integrated medical school. I
recently returned to school (integrated) and received
a bachelor's in Psychology and am now in a Masters
program in psychology. My Catholic High School is
still all male. I will be attending my 50 year reunion
next year and our very successful class will be
donating the large class gift ever. The strength of my
high school education was not the religion - I am an
affirmed atheist. But in that school we could
concentrate on learning how to learn AND learning
how to socialize with other males. We did socially
interact with all-girls schools for plays etc. I would
say that all the integrated education I had was great.
An all male Yale was frankly a little wierd and I
would much have preferred that it had been co-ed as
it is now. I think that publicly supported single-sex
schools are untenable for a host of reasons NOT
related to the quality of the education that would be
received. However, those who can afford the current
equivalent of $200 per year (what my tuition was at
my high school - earned by my paper route) should
definitely consider single sex HIGH schools. It is a
personal choice. I and my fellow students received an
excellent preparation for college and for life, but I
would not expect the public to support that personal
choice.
80: i know there r some single-sex colleges in our
country, but never heard about any primary or high
school of this kind. of cause, boys and girls has
differences, but it is ridiculous to separate two
genders as two kinds of human being. just think
about when on a physical class, should our teacher
just show many different pictures and videos of
human body structure to students and make
themselves to imagining the left.
81: I suspect that what really bothers the authors is
that in single-sex education, that boys remain boys aggressive, and often rebellious, and are not
marginalized as appears to be increasingly the case in
dual-sex public education.
82: I went to a Catholic all girl high school. BEST
thing my mom ever did for me! Okay, I'll admit, my
first six weeks, I wanted to plan her "demise". But as
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I adapted, I came to ENJOY learning in school.If I
didn't feel like wearing make-up, it didn't matter! I
was able to concentrate on my French and biology
classes, made some really good friends and my
grades were great! I I could have done it for my own
children, I would have done it in a minute.
Article 22
No comments were posted to this article.
Article 23
1: Would I have been happier had I attended single
sex schools? I wouldn't have been distracted by boys.
Come to think of it - I wasn't distracted by boys. I did
my schoolwork so that I could get good grade and
praise (not to mention money) from my parents.
Even when I was old enough to be distracted by boys,
I didn't let it interfere with my grades.
My very limited experience with single sex education
was in junior high: in 7/8th grade girls took cooking
and sewing and boys took shop and mechanical
drawing (it was late enough that you had a choice but
it was neither advertised nor encouraged). I did what
I was supposed to. And I'm probably better off
correct?
When I started engineering school, I wished I had
taken mechanical drawing. And I even took a
required shop course (intent was to give you
experience in a manufacturing environment).
Cooking and sewing? Ready made on both counts is
incredibly cheap - those have never been used.
I can't see that single sex schools would include a full
selection of math/science classes since it's unlikely
there would be the demand. I hate to think that young
girls like me would be held back because of their
female peers who are more interested in boys than
studying. I also don't see that it would help a nation
that is crying for more engineers and scientists.
2: Sexism is bad?
3: Why yes it is. Sexism against women is bad.
Sexism against men is bad. Or are you only
questioning the badness of sexism against women?
4: I'm a teacher and I wholeheartedly agree with
Momfrom SA. One of my friends teaches at an all
girls private school and all of the issues MomfromSA

poses ring absolutely true. Sexual tensions and
gender roles severely inhibit academic learning in
gender mixed environments, especially during the
onset of teenage puberty. The real distractions,
outlined by MomfromSA, keep both girls and boys
from focusing on the work at hand, learning.
At my friend's all girls academy, girls get plenty of
time to socialize with boys outside of school and at
school sponsored events with other all boys
academies. The girls who transfer from gender mixed
schools talk about how much easier it is for them to
learn and how much easier it is to build more positive
relationships with other women for once in their
lives. Furthermore, at my friend's all girls school, the
girls' sense of self worth is amplified and gender
inequalities are broken down, which is exactly the
opposite of the poorly reasoned concerns outlined by
1toughlady and hbeavers.
5: "The writer is president of the National Coalition
of Girls‘ Schools."
Why am I not surprised by the author's opinion?
6: I attended an all-girls school, and to this day
appreciate having been in a a learning environment
that:
- was free from the distraction of girls preening and
boys posturing;
- allowed girls being able to excel at science/math
without fearing that it would make the boys feel
stupid;
- was free from boys' immaturity (sorry, but males
simply mature at a pace that is a couple of years
behind the females of the same age); and
- lacked the sexually charged environment that I
observe in my own teens' school.
It was not an inferior education (which was true
about racially segregated education); in my view it
was superior to most high schools today.
7: One could say the same about voluntary racial
segregation, and it would be just as wrong.
8: Sounds like another supporter of 'what I'd like it to
be' vice 'what it is' through implantation of false
'cultural values' at an early age.
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Appendix E: Survey Study letters to the editor archive
Science article
1: I am also advocate of coeducation. I really liked
your explanation of how single sex school help to
shape gender streotyping. Having to study in a
coeducational environment for my entire life never
thought of myself going to all-boys school, but one
thing I know is that through coeducation, I really
learned not to judge girls. On the other hand, when I
was serving in the army, where boys dominate, I've
noticed lot of gender streotyping most of which were
not pleasing. Although i really agree with your
opinion that coeducation is helpful, I didn't quite see
why the people on the other side are quite wrong in
their research. Perhaps specific studies that goes
against advocate of single sex schooling could have
been used to add to your credibility.
2: Before reading the article I had already been
against Same-Sex Education because it promotes
sexism and prejudice. Upon reading the article I am
now firmly convinced that same-sex education is not
only morally wrong, but scientifically inaccurate.
Same-sex education holds no scientific weight and
shows no proof of its advocates claims.
3: Dear Editor, I think that the article about samesex schooling was very effective, overall. I liked the
fact that many different countries and states were
mentioned in order to achieve many different sets of
data when looking at the same overall question of
same-sex schooling. I also thought that the analogies
used in the article helped to keep the reader interested
in the topic that could be seen as kind of boring and
hard to relate to if one did not attend a same-sex
school. I also thought that I was beneficial to talk
about both sides of the debate to intrigue an even
more diverse set of readers. In the end I may have
changed a few things about the article, but for the
purpose that it was trying to serve it did a good job.
Sincerely, A Penn State Student
4: I believe that this article was very well written. I
had friends that went to single-sex schools that said
they hated it because there was no diversity. I
personally also do not like single-sex schooling. I
think it is very important to have friends of the
opposite sex because you need a change from just

girls or just guys. According to this article, there is no
evidence that segregating sexes is useful or helps
children learn, meaning that there is no reason girls
and boys should not attend the same school. I
personally have best friends who are of the opposite
sex, and if I went to a single-sex school, I would miss
out on some of the opportunities to meet these
people.
5: I agree completely about the fact that there should
not be single sex schooling. single sex schooling
leads each gender to be viewed as not capable to
academically together or to view as one gender as
smarter than another
6: Dear Editor, Single-sex schooling, although it
sounds like a great idea to get boys and girls to focus
on school individually, is a form of segregation. How
are boys supposed to act around an environment of
girls, and in vice-versa? How can it actually benefit
children, if they are separated by sex? This article
made very excellent arguments as to why there really
shouldn't be any single-sex schooling. It was written
effectively and persuasively.
7: this educational system could be unfair for LGBT
students
8: The article, to me, shows with substantial wellresearched evidence that single sex schooling should
rarely occur. Since there are no known and proven
advantages to SS schooling, the money should not be
used on special training for teachers and for separate
facilities. I believe the only time SS schooling should
be used would be where it may not be appropriate for
students to be in a class with the other sex (for
example a health class). Besides rare circumstances, I
think SS schooling only hurts students, because it
does not help them learn to socially interact with the
opposite sex from a young age and can hurt them in
the long run.
9: I completely agree that single sex education
eliminates the possibility for boys and girls to
interact. In the work world, and life in general,
women and men need to interact and know how to
deal with each other. Separating schools by gender
eliminates the possibility for early exposure to the
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other sex. Separating students by sex may encourage
students to only associate with people of the same
sex. It may also give them the idea that sex is an
important factor and increase sexism. Separating
classrooms by gender limits the different behaviors
that each child engages in because they are
influenced by other students only of the same gender
as they are. I think that co-ed public schools have
many more benefits than single sex schools,
especially since the evidence is lacking that single
sex schooling is even academically beneficial.
10: Dear Editor, I have just read the article
regarding the issue of single-sex schooling system.
There is a point, however, that I wish to address
regarding the article. In the first section, the argument
states that "students emerging from SS schools are
often academically more advanced". While this may
be applicable, there is no evidence that supports this
statement and is subjective in nature and fails to take
into account the variability of schooling and
evaluation, rather than just the issue of taking the
highest scores and claiming the benefits of sex
segregation schooling. If a school does not
necessarily take the ―cream of the crop,‖ students,
then the argument would fail to apply. There is one
example given, but I do not believe that it is
applicable to the entire population. Therefore, this
point is relatively weak and other factors should be
evaluated before making such a statement. Overall, I
found the article to be informational and am
interested in learning more about this issue.
Sincerely, Writer
11: This article demonstrates the effect of sexism on
American culture. It shows that by attempting to "rid
sexism" through single-sex schooling, we embody
sexism in and of itself. If men and women are truly
made equal, then there should be no reason for their
schooling to differ in any way, much less an
implication that men and women learn in different
ways. If this trend is allowed to continue it will lead
less to more intellectually developed youth and more
to male chauvinism and female 'barbie-ism'.
12: Many think differently against single sex
schooling. It should not be mandatory, rather chosen.
Public schools should say separate from SS
schooling.

13: Based on my understanding of the social world I
would never let my children go to a SS school
primarily because it would limit their social skills
development. Children need to learn to interact with
their peers; same gender and different. Just like the
real world works, there are no single sex jobs, so why
should there be single sex schooling? Additionally,
there is no research that shows that it actually might
be beneficial, but the contrary, it has negative
consequences.
14: I do not believe single-sexed schools are
appropriate because kids should be exposed to the
opposite gender from the start. If genders are
secluded, when kids graduate from schools, they
make lack the social knowledge of talking to the
opposite gender.
15: although this article is convincing in that it
explains how single sex schools have higher
academic ratings, it decreases sexism and students
get a better education, I do not think this is a good
idea. For students to actually learn about other things
rather then education which is also extremely
important in the growth of a kid. Boys being with
girls is a necessary way to be self educated and be
ready for the world.
16: I do not think that single sex schooling is a good
idea. Single sex schooling promotes a lack of idea
about gender relationships. Learning to deal and
work with the differences between opposite sexes
begins at a very young age.
17: I originally agreed with the idea that SS
schooling is not good for students but couldn‘t
explain well about why that is inefficient. After read
the article, I could understand reasonable evidence
for opposing SS schooling. Especially, data in articles
supported the topic scientifically. However, I think
this article is still not enough to persuade the people
who are pro to SS schooling. Usually SS schools are
private and most schools guarantee their students are
excellent academically. There are some people who
think it would distract student focus on academics if
opposite sex students are together. That is somewhat
true especially for adolescence who are highly
sensitive and interested in opposite sex. This article
would be better if there‘s data to oppose this specific
concept.
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18: Upon reading this document about the
"pseudoscience" of single-sex schooling, I am in full
support of your stance on this matter. Prior to
reading this I had neither feeling nor preference about
single-sex schools versus public schools. However,
after reading this, I also feel like single-sex schools
are not only a mental phenomenon for people in
support of SS schools, but also it is also something
that has an overall negative impact on society. I
think you should attempt to try and get this article in
a major newspaper in order to spread these thoughts
you have on single-sex schooling.
19: I think that this is a great article. It shows all the
main points about single-sex education and
schooling. Although it is very one-sided, it gets the
point across. I agree with the article and do not think
single sex classrooms or schools should take place.
The evidence shown throughout the article was rather
convincing and had great sources to back the
information up. This article will open the eyes of
many people who never actually thought about the
idea of same sex schools or are not sure about the
standpoint. Overall it is a good article and it
definitely allowed me to come to my realization
about how I feel towards same sex education.
20: This article is a very informative article. It gives a
lot of examples about single sex schooling and why it
can be good versus why it can also be bad. the article
is very convincing with its examples and it is clear
that a lot of research was put into forming all of these
conclusions. This article allows one to have his or her
own opinion about single sex school and it makes it
easy to decide whether or not one would be for or
against single sex schooling.
21: I believe that the SS education system is
beneficial to all. I, from personal experience in a
Catholic SS high school, believe that I was able to
gain intangible things from the system such as
comradery and an easier learning environment. I
believe that Public schools should not be strictly SS
education nor should it be strictly diverse but in fact a
mixture between the two. I believe that some classes
should be taught in an environment where the
students will feel comfortable because they're not in
the room with the opposite sex.

22: Single-sex schooling clearly has no advantages
over similar co-ed schools! Single-sex schooling is
not in anyway beneficial to the student. Co-ed
schooling however gives students the experience of
having to work in diverse areas. Life after school is
co-ed, so there is no point in taking away from that.
Co-ed schools allow boys and girls to interact with
each other just like in the real world. Therefore, co-ed
schools are a necessity to society.
23: In my own opinion, I do not think that Single-sex
schooling is a good idea. Cause the society is made of
men and women, men and women need to know how
to get along with each other. But single-sex schooling
which is a man-made special situation makes they
cannot improving their skills in getting along with
each other. It is bad for the students, cause, one day,
they must leave school and go into the normal
society. And there are also some reasons in the
article.
24: To who this may concern, Based upon the
article, I believe that single sex schooling should not
be enforced with in schools. Besides the fact that
there is no evidence to support that being in a single
sex school actually improves academics, kids learn
certain skills that they can not gain by being in a
single sex school. Being part of public school that
was coed, and knowing some guys that went to
private all male schools, I know that they did not
enjoy it or more importantly receive higher grades
than I did. Not to mention that segregating males and
females in schools could be seen as sexism, just
because males and females learn in different ways
does not mean that they should cross the line in
public schools. Thank you for your time.
25: I believe that you are correct about single sex
schooling should not be allowed. Public schooling
has so many advantages. It allows boys and girls to
meet and interact in school, and eventually create
intimate relationships which in actuality, could help
those teenagers get married and have a life together.
26: I agree with the article that students who attend
single sex schools do not really benefit from such an
environment. If there is not really any academic
advantage for the students then it seems pointless to
separate them based on gender. I think that separating
students by gender at a young change could have
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negative effects on them in the future. Since this
article explains that there is no evidence that shows
that students actually benefit from this separation
then it should not be further pursued to make major
changes. It seems that this article does a good job at
describing why single sex schools are not very
beneficial at all, for example it costs more. This type
of money could be spent on the actual education the
students are receiving.
27: On the subject of single sex class rooms, the
article provided a number of different angles at which
to view the topic. Some angles were more scientific
and some were more opinionated, however the
conclusion was rather convincing. Single sex
classrooms should be reduced due to the sexist
effects they have on young children. The government
has simply stated over the years that education must
be equal between genders, and has not really stated
anything more specific than that on the topic. Also,
there is such limited evidence on how this classroom
set up is beneficiary that there is little reason as to
why it should be used.
28: Your article made very good points about same
sex schooling. It is clearly not the way that a school
should be run. The basis of same sex schooling is
based purely off of scientific skepticism, and should
not be taken into consideration for the public school
system, or any school for that matter. A same sex
school would actually be very harmful for a student
in a social aspect, because they'd then have issues
communicating and getting a long with the opposite
sex.
29: I thought the article was very interesting. I think
that Single sex schooling is a terrible idea. It just
reinforces gender stereo types. how is one supposed
to know what the opposite gender does, if they are
not constantly around them, and/or working with
them. We once had race segregated schools, which
reinforced racism, so why wouldn't gender
segregation reinforce sexism? It was overall a very
interesting article.
30: I am a student of science, and I appreciate
empirical data and careful, meticulous studies.
However, even though it is anecdotal evidence, when
I was in high school I was well, ugly. And a lot of
stress and pain came from seeing beautiful girls with

other guys everywhere and walking home alone from
school day after day. Even though my situation may
have been a statistical outlier - not worthy of
significance in an empirical study, I still feel that I
may have been much more focused if I was in a
single sex school.
31: Dear Editor, Before reading this scientific
article I too was not a proponent of single-sex
education, and I think that there are negative effects
of it such as those highlighted in the article. For
example, I strongly agreed with the statements
concerning the fact that society, family, and the
workforce are co-ed and that children need to be
exposed to this before going into the ―real world‖.
Schooling and education is an important time for
children, because it is at this time in their life when
they learn so many skills to prepare them for success
in there adulthood. Children and young adults need
to realize how both men and women work together in
societal relationships as well as personal
relationships. A lack of this exposure between boys
and girls in their schooling years is going to lead to
many conflicts as adults. Thank you for providing
stronger and better evidence to show the
disadvantages of single-sex education, and your
determination to correct the government regulations.
32: I‘m in a neutral position in this issue because ss
schools and other normal schools both have benefits
for students. I‘ve been to a ss school and normal
school in my middle school and high school. I
actually had more fun and learned more about
academic materials in the ss school, but I learned
more about society in normal school. I strongly
believe the student has to have a decision to choose a
school between those two schooling options. They
both have pros and cons and it is difficult to
determine exactly which one is better than another.
33: As a person who has attended a single-sex
institution, I can say that I personally progressed far
better socially and academically at a coed school.
Single sex schooling does not house students in an
environment that is reflective of the real world and,
sometimes, the lack of interaction with the opposite
gender can create a few problems in the personal
lives of students. I know of people who became
overly promiscuous to make up for the limited
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interaction with boys at my Catholic middle school,
for instance. There are certainly other activities in a
student's life that can be segregated by gender.
However, by not interacting with the opposite gender
in school, a few students may not have the
opportunity to open their minds to new perspectives
and may leave high school full of stereotypes
concerning gender, which will undoubtedly hinder
their personal, social progress in college and beyond.
34: After reading "The Pseudoscience of Single-Sex
Schooling," it is clear that single-sex schools have no
advantages when compared to public schools. In fact,
there are many negative components when evaluating
single-sex schooling. As the article states, there is no
clear academic advantage from single-sex schools
when compared to co-educated schools. Additionally,
there is no evidence showing that there is a difference
between the brains of each sex. Another key point is
that sex-segregated schools can only lead to gender
biases and sexism due to the lack of interaction and
division amongst the sexes. All these points are
clearly stated in this article with an abundance of
evidence to support them. The article is a very
compelling read which will make you change your
attitude towards single-sex schools.
35: This article is a very good read by pointing out a
lot of the strong truths about SS schooling. It has
been laced with factual information gathered by
reliable sources. With my knowledge in social
segregation, everything that was mentioned is the
truth and quite simply the reason SS schooling is a
terrible idea. SS schooling is not any better than
having racially segregated schools. :)
36: This article articulately describes all of the major
flaws in Single Sex Education. However, it would
have been beneficial to include some sort of a
positive argument for single sex education, and
possibly adding the authors solution as to what could
be done for the future of education. While single sex
education has its negatives, I am sure there are
positives that can be found if one looks hard enough.
I believe that single sex education is a pseudoscience,
and children do in fact benefit from interacting with
peers from the opposite sex. I believe that it helps
develop the children into greater social creatures

instead of having an awkawardness surrounding the
child.
37: I agree that single-sex schooling is a bad idea.
However, I have never thought much about why.
This article provided many good reasons why single
sex schooling is not a good idea.
38: Before taking this study I thought that the only
reason that same sex schooling was not good was that
it takes away opportunities for boys and girls to be
comfortable around the opposite sex. I thought that
there must be some inherent benefit such as
discipline, or style of teaching. However, now I
realize that SS schooling has no real advantages, and
is actually detrimental to students. However, It's not
my choice as to how people spend their money, so I
have no say.
39: Personally I am against single-sex schooling. I
believe it's something that is not good when
preparing for the real world. I think it's very
necessary to have involvement between both sexes
when growing up. Unless you work in a company
that only hires one sex you won't be prepared to work
at a company in the real world. For this reason I find
it very necessary to have both sexes in all schools.
40: I was really impressed by the article "The
Pseudoscience of Single-Sex Schooling". Mainly, the
scientific research that was conducted and written
about was very explanatory and relevant to the points
made. The article seemed to prove that single-sex
schooling does indeed lack scientific support and
made me believe that single-sex schooling is not the
way to go. I agree with the ideas that it creates some
sense of sexism and definitely creates gender
stereotypes. I also think that it is important to go to
school with different genders and learn about
eachother and how to respect eachother early on.
Overall, the article was very well done.

New York Times article
1: Even though I am against mandatory single sex
classrooms I am not against it as a choice. I do think
that boys and girls succeed greater in certain subjects
or areas at different stages of development, and could
enhance these areas working with same sex groups.
On the other hand completely segregating either
gender from the other may also effect them in
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preparing them for future education or work that
would require them to be among the other gender.
Finally, I believe that the statement made regarding,
"Boys responding better to energetic, confrontational
classrooms while girls need a gentler touch." Couldn't
describe "sex segregation" in a better way. This is
putting limits on both genders in a world that is
trying to move away from any segregation no matter
what form.
2: The article was convincing, but it did not seem to
have strong evidence. It was structured pretty well
and had some good ideas, but needs some more hard
evidence. Public same-sex schools can be an option,
but should not replace co-education public schools.
That would cause many problems. Some of the main
points were argued well, but others were not argued
as strongly. I agree that same-sex school can increase
stereotypes because the lack of interacting with the
opposite gender means that less knowledge can be
attained. It is similar to how racial stereotypes begin.
It is important to be in an environment that is
culturally diverse because that makes people less
ignorant. Overall, it was a good article.
3: For me, the argument that "Boys and girls are just
different" is old hat, and just plain not true. Most of
the "Sex-typing" discussed in this article really comes
down to gender-roles. A sexually male student with a
female gender may learn in ways very similar to their
sexually female classmates. This single-sex schooling
completely eliminates that possibility. I agree that
choice should be a factor, but that choice must lie
with the child. This would call for, occasionally,
violating the single-sex nature of the education.
4: I donot have much to say because it is not worthy
of talking about it
5: While the article did give me a new view of single
sex schooling, I had never thought of it as a bad
thing, I do wish that they had some statistical data to
support what they were telling me. Some
comparisons between the grades of children from
single sex classes and regular classes would have
made it easier for me to form an opinion on the
subject with confidence that it would be informed.
Also, any time an article states that evidence is mixed
when there is a clear stance one way or the other, it

makes the argument seem weak and like you could
just as easily argue the other way.
6: I do not believe in benefits to single-sex education,
especially based on the notion that boys and girls
learn differently. I don't think the article led me to
strongly side with either side but definitely did not
lead me to agree with the pro single-sex education
side. It did not seem to offer any real negative aspects
of single-sex education but explained why it shouldn't
necessarily be a mandatory thing. I believe that
single-sex education might work for some students
but how they learn needs to be based on the
individual's skills and abilities and not their gender.
7: Despite some research showing that single sex
schools put children at a disadvantage, I still believe
that single sex schooling has merit for many students.
Some students prefer to be in classrooms with their
same gendered peers, but other students may have the
preference of a mixed gendered classroom. My
objection to single sex schooling is that the students
may not have the option of choosing their educational
preference. If the decision is up to the parents of the
students, then the opinions and desires of the students
may not be properly conveyed to the school. My
other objection to single sex schooling would be if it
were mandatory. Some students do not fit into the
gender binary. There are more students now than
ever identifying as transgender, and such students
may have an atypical classroom preference.
8: I agree with this article that single-sex schools are
not a good idea. Two of the main problems of singlesex schools are that they enforce gender stereotypes
and don‘t encourage cooperation between genders.
Both of these things are necessary for children to
mature. On the other hand, I do believe that some
classes can be single-sex as long as they allow for
equal opportunities of both sexes to take the class.
For example, a wood shop class might be
predominantly boys and a fabric arts class might be
predominantly girls, but both sexes can sign up for
the class. I think single-sex classes that happen
naturally can foster excellent learning environments
for students.
9: There's no reason to segregate boys and girls, men
and women in the classroom. No matter how hard
people try to say it's not segregation that's exactly
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what it is. By separating men and women in classes
may actually hinder their learning processes because
when questions or opinions are brought up in class
each group will only get one gender specific opinion
rather than being exposed to other differing views. It
may also spell trouble for the future in the work
place. If people of opposite sexes aren't allowed to
interact in class in a semi-professional manner with
members of the opposite sex, how can they be
expected to work together later in life?
10: Like all educational studies, the fact that singlesex education is unhelpful cannot be supported. For
some children, single sex schooling can help
overcome difficulties they are facing in regular public
school. Since these classrooms are voluntary, I do not
see them as segregation. Race segregation of the past
was involuntary and hence wrong. Men and women
are different in many ways and treat situations
differently. I do not think that single-sex education
should be outlawed or thrown at as a viable way to
learn.
11: If single-sex education is going to happen, it
should definitely be a choice. Maybe parents want
their kids to interact with children of the opposite sex
in schools. Its their money paying for their children's
education they should decide whats best for them.
12: While I found this article informative and
engaging, I am not convinced what same sex
schooling is a bad thing. I do think there are
circumstances that call for children being taught in
same sex classrooms. I know as a child in middle
school, young men/teenage boys were very
intimidating to me. This is not saying that boys and
girls learn differently, because to be honest I believe
that some girls learn differently from each other as
well as some boys. What I am saying is that i don't
not believe that same sex education is stereotyping,
and not totally negative.
13: This article was somewhat interesting. I had no
idea that the issue of single-sex schooling was on the
rise and so was intrigued by this article. While the
article was against single-sex schooling, it was good
that the opinions and research of the other point of
view was also included, though subject to the bias of
the article. Overall, my opinion on the matter is not
swayed either way considering I went to a coed

school myself and knew others that went to singlesex school, mainly for boys. The people I know that
went to a single-sex school are very smart, but that's
not to say that having a single-sex education may
have affected them.
14: I feel as though the article supported its
arguments thoroughly. They made claims against the
effectiveness of single sex schooling by suggesting
that it worsened sex related stereotypes and restricted
people of the opposite sex from experiencing
working with and learning to work with people of the
opposite sex. They also brought up points from the
other side of the argument and combatted it with
more information in support of their opinion. I feel as
though this was a well-writen article with ample
research and support.
15: While the contents of the article are interesting,
and would most likely make for interesting dinner
conversation, the facts are overshadowed by blustery
language and a seeming bias on the part of the author.
I need to see more data and less opining.
16: I went to a co-ed school all the way up to high
school. I was a mediocre student at best and had no
motivation. As soon as I went to high school (single
sex, Catholic) my grades went up, from less
distractions and instead of staring at cute girls in class
I actually paid attention. Ultimately I graduated third
in my class.
17: I like that the article shows how there are not
actually any benefits to having single sex schooling,
and denounces the belief that boys and girls must
learn differently. I agree with the fact that such
classrooms may result in sex-stereotypes. Plus, when
in a single sex classroom, it is likely that these
students will not know how to actually and properly
interact with the other gender once out in the "real
world"
18: Coming from small, private, Catholic schools my
whole life until attending college, I was never a fan
of single-sex education. I had friends who were
enrolled in single-sex schools but never wanted to be
in one myself. I did, however, apply to one when
looking at colleges, Wellesley, in Massachusetts, but
never really wanted to go – just wanted to see if I
could get in. When I was wait-listed, I sent back the
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notification saying I would not be interested in
remaining on the waitlist until a position opened.
This was primarily because of the fact that the school
was an all-girls school, and while I think that being in
that kind of environment may be beneficial for some,
I knew it wouldn‘t be for me. I don‘t necessarily see
the point or the advantage of single-sex schools and
often times think they get a bad rep. Although I
don‘t believe the stereotype, one exists: girls from
single-sex schools are more flirtatious,
―promiscuous,‖ spoiled, or bad-tempered, while guys
from single-sex schools are cocky preps and jocks
whose families have a lot of money and think they‘re
better than everyone else. I would tend to agree
with the article.
19: I don't think researchers have touched based on
the fact that mixed-sex education can be intimidating
for most (heterosexual) students. From my own
experience, I was much more likely to participate in
discussions, gym class, etc. with a group with a
majority of girls than the other way around. I feel like
the pressures of having opposite sex present in the
classroom can take away from engagement and the
learning experience in fear of what other people may
think. In most cases, the desire to impress the other
sex is stronger than the desire to impress our samesex peers.
20: I think that single-sex schooling should not be
allowed. Part of the experience of school, other than
learning education based value, is learning to interact
with others. Developing social skills is a huge part of
the school experience, and it is important that one
does so with both sexes. Yes, maybe boys and girls
may learn some things differently, but that can be
dealt with in the same school, and even the same
classroom.
21: To whom it may concern, Single-sex education
is not the solution for gender inequities. I do not
think that separating boys and girls for education
actually serves any educational purposes. I know
from experience, working with the opposite sex on
group projects was a plus. First off, girls produce
different opinions than boys. Next, you have a
chance to start a relationship, what could be better?
Single-sex education is taking away from these kids'
communication skills with the opposite sex. Extra-

curricular activity will not be enough interaction to
communicate effectively. From the article, it seems
that there is no positive evidence for holding singlesex schooling systems. We need mixed gender
classrooms! Sincerely, A concerned citizen :)
22: Single-sex education does reinforce gender roles
because during school they would never get to work
with and understand the opposite sex, they would just
be told about them. Most of the time, when people
get told things and not actually experience it for
themselves, they are usually stereotypes that create
people to think about other people in certain ways
based on what they heard from someone else. I think
it is very important to get the word out that they myth
that boys and girls learn differently is false and that
single-sex education does more harm to the students
participating than good.
23: The article is informative about the opinions
against single sex education but is lacking in both
quantitative data and the presentation of supporting
views. Reading the article got me to thinking about
what effect single sex education would have had on
my development and learning. I have to say I
somewhat agree with the point that taking classes
with all boys would have influenced not only my
ability and thoughts on girls but also my behavior in
general. So while, I tend to agree about the social
implications, I would like to see actual test scores to
see if there is any effect to the academic side of it
because I could see some academic advantage in
terms of a partial removal of distractions that boy-girl
interactions can have.
24: Single-sex education may be beneficial, although
the reality is that the research is mixed. I believe that
it would be fine to offer single-sex education to
students as long as it is not mandatory and as long as
students will still get to have experiences with the
opposite sex. Let's face it, in the world, men and
women have to comingle and work together, and men
and women share the same jobs in the workforce. I
don't think it is beneficial for males and females to be
completely segregated for their entire educational
careers. While there may be learning differences, I
believe these differences can be overcome with the
right educators. Education should never be a one-
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size-fits-all institution. There will always be
differences that need to be addressed.
25: I think that it's obvious that same-sex schooling is
not beneficial to students. Aside from lack of
advantages in learning and test scores, segregating
the genders removes an important experience from
our youth. If school is supposed to prepare students
for like after the class room, why create a classroom
that is unlike the real world? I think it if critical for
students to have interactions with both genders to be
prepared for the diverse workplace and other social
interactions. furthermore, teaching students that
segregation of people is positive is not an ideal
situation. As mentioned in the article, people used to
think that different races learned differently too- but
we no longer segregate race in schools. There seems
to be no question that it is beneficial to keep all
diversity, gender included, in our schools.
26: I believe that single-sex schooling is a bad idea.
Separating boys and girls from each other does not
produce better academic schools. I believe that when
boys are all placed together they do become more
aggressive and tend to not care for academics that
much. I think that girls and boys should be working
together at a young age, because in the real world
when your working we are not separated by our
gender roles. Also, I believe that having boys and
girls in the same school allows for both genders to
see what roles each other plays in the world.
27: Its obvious that separating boys and girls in
classrooms offers very little educational benefits. It is
not the gender that determines how a person learns,
its their personality and specific learning styles.
Splitting genders in schools would offer a lower
quality social environment and upset students. Being
in a classroom with the opposite sex helps reinforce
social skills and offers a new ideas, approaches to
certain topics. Boys will learn what a girls take on a
certain topic is and vice-versa. A single gender
classroom won't offer this type of educational
diversity that helps people learn better overall.
28: "Single-sex education is ineffective, misguided
and may actually increase gender stereotyping." I
think this is true. No one should be in a single- sex
school or classroom unless they want to be. From my
point of view, I would't want to be in a school like

that. I mainly interact with boys more and not
because of hormones. I have no idea why but I like
the way guys think, some think out the box. The
article say boys and girls learn differently but that's
wrong. I can agree that most boys and girls learn
differently but what about the other ones.
29: I feel that the authors had good assertions and
points about the negative outcomes of same sex of
schooling such as stereotyping and unequal
treatment. Conversely, they didn't apply any direct
evidence of their claims that made me believe whole
heartedly that these claims were justified. If they
would have had researched data about the stereotypes
students held at the end of their education as
compared to the beginning I would have been more
convinced. Or if they could have shown directly that
the difference in treatment that the boys and girls
each received expressed inequality of a loss of
opportunity for one side, I would have also been
more convinced. Thus after reading the article, it
seems that if the participation in same sex
classrooms, or schools, is up to the enrolled student, I
believe they have the right to do so.
30: The article on "Single-Sex Education Is Assailed
in Report" talks about a very controversial topic.
While I, myself, believe that coed schools are better
for kids than single sex schools, the article does little
to reinforce my belief. There aren't too strong of an
evidence why either or is better. The author rather
seems to be going back an forth in some sense
becuase s/he does not have a strong foot hold of what
s/he believes. The author only restates what most
people already know with a little bit more of an
evidence but nothing more.
31: I am all for co-educational learning over singleeducation learning, but that‘s only because I may be a
little biased being that I went to a co-ed school.
However, I do not believe that single-sex education is
ineffective. Everyone is different and any learning
environment won't be the same for everyone. I do not
believe that boys and girls learn differently I believe
everyone in general learns differently. Being a coeducational school or a single-sex school I think it all
depends on the teachers/staff that make that particular
system up. Since there is no substantial evidence
saying one system is more effective than the other I
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do not think one can outright say that one is better
than the other. Like I said before, it all depends on
the student. Some may be better off in a single-sex
environment and some may be better off in the other.
There may be advantages and disadvantages to both,
but I think it's up to the parents to figure what is best
for their child.
32: I feel that there should have been more research
mentioned in the article. There should have been
more statistics, facts, and anecdotes from a potential
model portraying real life events/ facts. I would have
liked to see more information on the future of the
likelihood of this happening, if at all, or the decline.
33: Although there is quiet a bit of information
saying that girls and boys have different learning
styles, it is not suitable for them to be segregated in
school. Although are few colleges, most of them are
coed, so having a school that is segregated, does not
teach students how to co exist. What might be ok for
boys to do is not ok for girls to do. Each person has
their own learning style, but do not need to be
seperated from the other gender to learn. I have gone
to a coed school all of my life, and as a girl I believe
that girls are treated gentle while the boys get to
rough house. Certain things are still segregated in
public schools and does not need to change.
34: The article had some convincing points on both
sides of the argument of single-sex schools. Some of
the research seemed to be disagreeing with other
points made in the article such that when you have
single sex schools it enforces the stereotypes of each
gender, but then they say that girls and boys learn
better in different environments. So it was hard to
decide which argument was more compelling.
Another valid point I saw was that the interactions
between girls and boys would be greatly reduced, and
I believe that you need to integrate genders so that
later in life when you will need to work with groups
in college or a profession you will be able to have
social skills with the other sex. Also, as the article
quoted that from the assistant secretary for human
rights at the education department the research didn't
show any significant improvement in students who
were taught in single sex schools.
35: Single-sex education is increasingly rapidly as
there were only 2 single-sex schools in the 1990s and

now there are over 500 throughout the U.S. This
should slow down because boys and girls should be
able to encounter each other for multiple reasons. In
school, much social contact is made between
students. This includes general conversation,
cooperative learning, and conflict. In the posteducation world, many jobs involve men and women
working together. They need to be able to work
together on all social aspects. Segregating classes by
sex will limit the ability of different genders to
interact.
36: I feel that the editors of this article have made
some fair points. First off, their research explains
how the fact that single-sex education reduces boys
and girls opportunity‘s to wok together. This
reinforces stereotypes which is still a problem in the
world today. Also, you give evidence of how singlesex schools do not necessarily imply that these
schools get better test results. In fact, they argue that
it tends to be mixed. For students, ways of learning
differ from student to student. I think people should
focus less on whether or not there should be singlesex schools (everyone has the freedom of choice to
go where they want) but rather on new teaching
methods that can help all students learn better. But
overall, a really well presented argument.
37: This article is completely correct when it says
that single-sex schooling is wrong. I agree that sex
stereotypes are strengthened if boys and girls are not
given the chance to communicate and work together
in teams. This is exactly how it was when blacks and
whites were segregated in schools and just about
everything else. In both cases, people are not being
allowed equal opportunities. This problem is not
something I see often in my life, however I know it is
out there and must be changed. Some supporters say
that women learn differently from men. To some
extent, that is true, because no two people learn the
exact same way. It is false, however, because the
supporters are saying that all women learn one way
and all men learn another way and those two ways
are very different.
38: Dear Author, I grew up being schooled in coed
classrooms and therefore can not relate to the
argument for single-sex education. However, I feel
that if students are offered a chance for coed
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education they well have a better perception of life
while in school. I feel that if a student is raised in a
single-sex environment they are less likely to be
prepared for the circumstances f the real world. All
kids should have a choice whether they would like to
be with the same sex or coed but i believe there is an
advantage when it comes to coed. It allows children
to form relationships with friends of both sexes and
even possibly form a longer relationship with a
person of the opposite sex.
39: I feel that single sex education is not a good idea.
Kids need to be in classrooms with both boys and
girls. They need this interaction with members of the
oposite sex rather that be in classrooms with only
boys or only girls. Even if boys and girls do learn
differently, they should not be divided because of it.
There may be some rare instances where single sex
education may be a possible option but it should
never be the only option and a school or institution
should never be completely single sex. Students
should be the option to choose what type of
classroom they are a part of. That way if they do
prefer single sex or mixed classrooms they can have
whatever they would be more comfortable in.
40: The article was very convincing and interesting.
The fact that there is reputable research backing the
topic made it even more persuasive.
41: in my opinion, separating students into single sex
classrooms would be one of the worst things that can
be done to the education system. It would make the
males more aggressive towards one another and in
their pursuit of females resulting in greater fighting
amongst the boys and greater sexual promiscuity by
the two groups as a whole. I think that it is quite
obvious that it is in the best interest all students as
well as the overall educational system as students
would not only be on better behavior in and out of
school, but it is likely that they will learn more and
be more prepared for life after schooling.
42: I have never been a strong supporter of single-sex
schooling and this article just reinforces my feelings.
I feel that in single-sex schooling both sexes do not
learn how to work together and communicate. In this
day and age why should schooling be separate?
Everyone is equal and should have equal
opportunities for higher education and the work force

and therefore everyone should be taught the same
way. By allowing single-sex schooling people may
say the girls school focuses on different things than
their brother boy school. This just gives into sextyping. We live in the twenty-first century where all
are equal and stereotypes no longer apply. Therefore,
only in rare circumstances should there be single-sex
schooling.
43: I feel that the child should have the option to
attend either a co-educational or single sex school. It
is, after all, the child that knows themselves, and
there learning style best. I know I work better in an
environment that is completely opposite of what Dr.
Sax said girls would work best in. I prefer a louder
classroom and multiple things going on around me
when working, and hate teachers that have to have
everything silent and neatly put away. I would most
likely struggle in a 'gentler' environment than where I
attended school. I don‘t believe that it should be
mandated where a child goes to school by their
gender, but it should be an option because some
students need the separation.
44: Overall, I think that though there is a lot of
information presented in the article, there is no real
reasons that firmly support or urge against single-sex
classrooms. The choice should be up to the individual
or the individuals parents. Some children may benefit
from being in a more isolated environment and others
may not. It is also unjust to say that a boy would
succeed more in a "masuline" environment while a
girl would do better in a "feminine" environment.
Overall the matter varies person to person and
therefore cannot be a general assumption for all
children in all schools.
45: after reading this article, i still believe that
students should not be given the opportunity to have
single sex classes. I believe that coed classes are
more beneficial to the students. In certain instances i
believe that this would be ok such as sex ed classes
because this would help the students to not feel
uncomfortable and allowed them to ask questions that
they may not ask if someone of the other sex is in the
room. Especially if these are public schools i dont
want my tax dollars going to providing more classes
when they really aren't necessary.
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46: I agree in that single sex schooling should be not
allowed. It creates more of a division between boys
and girls. School environments should be promoting
equality between boys and girls, not separating them.
The school environment prepares children for the real
world, where boys and girls are in the same
environment.
47: I just read an article from the New York times
about single sex schooling. I disagree with the
statement that boys and girls learn differently and
thus should be taught a different way. However, I
also do not think single sex schools are a bad idea. I
think it should be the choice of both the parents and
the child as to what type of schooling they should
receive. Personally, I went to a co-ed public school
and felt as equally educated as my friends who went
to all girl Catholic schools. The research needs to be
redone on the benefits of single -sex schools to prove
that it is indeed superior to co-ed schools.
48: dear, editor i thought this article was intresting i
actully thought that single sex schools would have
better academics because they would concentrate
more on school than the opposite sex but after
reading this article i found i was wrong
49: Dear Editor, This idea of same sex schooling is a
terrible idea. Both sexes need to be able to live
together and work together, that's what life in the
future is like. We need to learn together, grow
together, and understand each mentally physically.
Taking this away would cause major repercussions to
the little kids growth development.
50: I believe that the article gave viewpoints from
different people, but I strongly agree that single sexed
schooling can be dangerous. There should be more
included about how the real world is not single sexed
based, and children need to learn to be able to interact
with the other sex just as much as their own. Overall
the article was interesting, and caught my attention as
a current issue being faced publicly. Boys do
become increasingly aggressive and do not learn the
importance of treating girls right.
51: I believe that single sexed schools should occur
in our country. They give separated attention to the
genders and would allow for more efficient work
without distractions. This could also be a bad idea,

the kids are not in much contact with the other
gender, causing maturation issues.
52: I think that going to a single sex school is not
beneficial to the social development of a child even
though it is beneficial learning wise. A child needs to
have both a proper social and educational
environment.
53: Growing up in a small town, and going to a
public school, I never experienced single sex classes.
Our rival school was an all boys Catholic school.
They were our rivals. Were they better than us..no.
Were they smarter than us...no. Every year, my
public school and the all boys school were
competitors for State Championships, and academics.
Because of this, I really don't think theres so much of
an advantage... maybe in some states where poorer
public schools are. But for many places, I think single
sex education would be unnecessary, unless a student
had their heart set on single sex education.
54: The article bring up many interesting points and
growing up I've always wondered what school would
be like if girls weren't around. It is true that girls are
distracting for boys as boys are destracting for girls.
That being said, I think at this current date we dont
have enough information about how the human brain
works to justify that being a reason to segregate
schools. The other justification for segregation of
schools was that boy and girls are different learners. I
think this is wildly inaccurate. PEOPLE are different
from other PEOPLE. Our sex may have influence on
how we think but not enough to justify segregation.
Overall, I know we simply dont understand this
phenomenon enough to justify having all segregated
schools yet. We need it to become more of an exact
science before we proceed.
55: I do not believe there should be separation of
boys and girls in school. Being in school with both
sexes fosters the development of relationships. When
students who have gone to single-sex schools step
into the real world and have to interact with both
sexes on a daily basis they will not know how. Also,
it is important that they develop problem solving
skills and know how to work with one another. By
being in a mixed sex school, individuals can develop
necessary social skills.
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56: In the article that I just read, I learned a lot about
single sex schools that I did not really think about. It
made sense that it would further separate men and
women in the workforce, and I have previously heard
about that. Was was new and interesting, was the spin
that the article had on " stereotyping". How this
system aids in the typical stereotypes- even
unintentionally. It made good comparisons by

comparing this system to those, like racism in the
world.
57: i agree with your proposal that single sex
education should not be allowed because there is no
interaction between boys and girls. also how the
parallels between racial segregation and single sex
education are the same.
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