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' a study wvas unﬂe;taken tq discover thefinpact af o
Etrategles devised by the Ealifa;nia Caaa‘tlan for Sex Equity (EhSEh
tegies (referred to as - |
Fower-based: Ettategies) were based on identifying key decisjon make#s
support in helping staff
ation and, spewifically, in

50difying institutional practices to conform to Title IX. The method =

1
H
i
i
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involved using interviews and a pre- and posttest design to evaluate /

L:ch;nge among experimental and control groups in response to expssuﬁe_/}

" andsor lack cf exposure to the sex equity strategies. The sample
.consisted of. administrators, teachers, students, and school bea:d

q:
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R

members in 23 ezpe;;nental and 13 control school districts in

g,Califa:nia. Inter'views and test scores were statistlcally analyzeé_/

. Pindings indicated that school change processes are disorderly: ./ L,

‘network strategies, such as €hese vhich focused on interaction .

betveen teachers and adfiinistrators, are pa:ticularly effective in-
implementing affecti¥e and behavioral. objectives; districts reach a
‘threshold beyond which additional pro-equity training and services
result in diminishing returns: and the power-based strateiges vere

- effective in combatting sex bias in all 23 school districts,
" although, of coutse, there vere differences in degrees of

effectiveness among school districts. The conclusion is that.all

school districts can benefit from power-based strategies to reduce

sex "bias and, in particular, those districts will penefit most which

- designate the superintenaént or assistant superintendent to be- the
“CCSE. liaison, in which the teaching staff exhibits gab& overall:

morale, and in which flexiblity is stressed aver bgréaucra:y anﬂ red -

tape; (DE) N -
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SCH@OL SYSTEM REQEENSE TD PLANNED INTERVENTIDNS TD REDUCE SEX BIAS _A-A~X<{1

Reeearch Queet1ens 7 o . _
', “In ]978 the Cainorn1e Coe]1t1on For Sex Equ1ty in Edueet1on (CCSEEL;) |

. reee1vedxa grent under the Nemen s Edueat1ene1 Equ1ty Act to study the

“‘a ef%eetTvenese oi’1ts “pewer-besed“ etreteg1ee to reduce eex b1es in pub11e o
edueet1en These etreteg1es eaught td‘be preet1ce1 tee1e fer 1dent1fy1ng 3‘ -

: .the key dec1e1enfmekers 1n echeeT d1etr1ets, en115t1ng the1r eupport med1Fy1ng

thE1r 1nst1tut1ena] praet1ces to cenform to T1t1e IX and wxnn1ng the "hearte ;

!:end m1nds“ of the1r staffs in the effort to reduee gender bias in edueet1en

=

The reeeareh grew out of prect1ce] ceneerne garnered in more than three yeare of ‘l
iwerk ETtE‘schoel d1etr1ets in Ca]]Ferh1a Whet k1nde of streteg1es were most -
reffee;1Ve? whet scheoT chereeter1etrcs 1nf1uenee its. propene1ty to ehenge or to
ree1et chenge? Whet feetures of da11y edueet1oﬁé] pract1ce were most me11eab1e -
end wh1eh were ﬁmst 1ntrect1b1e? Moet 1mportent of a11 what was the net |
,_jfggg of the ver1eue workshoﬁs, sem1nere, and ‘technical eee1stenee prov1ded by
,the member egenC1es of the Ca11forn1a Cea]1t1en for Sex Equ1ty in Educet1en?
' were d1etr1cte eny different as a resu1t eF ‘their e‘f"*chrte‘-l ‘

It often is easier to poee research questions than to answer them CCSEE:
f?m;edjateTy recognlzed one fo¥midable barrier to the so]ut1en nglts reseércﬁ
prob}ems; .No"meeeure eF inetiEutﬁoﬁe1:eex‘piee e;ieted;} Without a measure,
hew-ceujd gne discern éhange?";ewcouie districts be eempered toieeehaother
er to tﬁemeeTvesket different eoinfs ig time? In order to eempere d%étrﬁeEeE
on their Title 1X eomp11ence, s ome common metric was neeeeeary-== seme’
measure For "eeerﬁng" districts on. tﬁe1r 7eve1 of eomp11anee * The eb111ty DF

EESEE te answer 1te preetice1 queet1ons ébeut the efFect1veneee of its "power-
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based“ strateg1es hinged on 1t3 ab111§¥f%o measure changes Ain schao1 d1str1ct

_?i camp11ance w1th Tit%é IX hence CCSEE endeavored to bu11d and va]1date

‘.
LS

“a measyre of 1nst1tut1ona1 gander b1as- oL o '_f
Even if one ‘were: ab1e to d1scern change in: 5choc1 d1str1cts u51ng a thear—=
L

et1ca11y and emp1?1ca1] perf3ct measurment 1n5trument the ‘demons of skep—

't1c15m are ﬂDt eas11y exorc1zed ¥ Dne must: ant1e1paté the p9551b111ty that

measured changes are not caused by the pgwerzbasedﬁstra;egﬁes per-se, but by;-7:

!k

some h1dden factars, same pr1ar character1st1cs DF the J:str1ets wh11e th1s.= -

pass1b111ty can be 11m1ted eff9ct1ve1y by samp11ng strateg1es, 1t 'is" neverthe-

s &

1ess 1nterest1ng and wnrthwh11e to try ta ca11ect data on thase pr1ar

.

character1st1cs that m1ght interact w1th acceptance uf Title 'IX. HEﬁEE,_- "

;

CCSEE a}sg attempted to co113ct data on the ecc]og1cai, organizat1ana1 FiSca]

1ega1 5ty115t1€, c11mat1c and "spec1a1“ factars that acce]erate or 1mpedexa
r

. district s w1111ngness or ab111ty to 1ncarpurate T1tle IX's 1mpérat1ves into.

ES

its edu at1an31 pract1ce 3f_.

=

i

,1, . . . . . S . . )

_ The deta11s*af§nn'research st 23125 were spe]]ed out in ear11er

papers at AERA (Meﬂana1d 1979) 50 I won't beTabar the m1nut1ae this morn1ng

3 i

- In br1ef we emp1ayed a quas1 experimenta1 pre—post rasearch des1gn A

W,strat1f1ed random samp1e of Ca11farn1a schoaT districts was se1écted to
J

.pa t1c1pate 1n "the study, and ‘gssigned either to contro! or to exper1 nta1

!
groups . Exper1menta1 graup d15tr1cts rec31ved the services of the CCSEE's

u

ﬁQWEF—ba d 1nteri%nt1on strateg1es, contro? group districs, d1d not Pre-

and post-treatment measures of T1t1e IX cnmp11ance were taken and some

effor 'was made to ragcrd thg districts' gtatuses on exagencus var1ah1es that

-4




'iﬁﬂ]i’ﬁ%‘fhe?aréé,

:ferad1cate geﬁder bi

&

1. -

eo .1n the 1aca1 educat1cna1 prncess*‘

'by rEV1

by coll

:}?partici'

jrv1ew gurde camp1ete w1th prob1ng que

\

t1ans, saver1n§
‘1cf d1str1cts are by Taw, suppﬂsed to investigate and

as f

4

-

ew1nf Qrittén documan,_, T 1e$, po11c1es, handbaoks, etc"

Ci?aD1strﬁct i:s furthev 1nvest1gired jts cnmp11ance in th1§ areav

e¢ting and-analyzing artitative data on patterns of-
tTOﬁ enra??ment, empﬂn Keni, etc. . ,

.,gt has. acteE t@ Femcve 1nequ1t1es 1deat1f1ed in steps r>_*

, i-ftr:b"B" é,d "c" above.

. LB Affilema

5equent1a1_5‘y, Recogn121ﬂg that th1i ght be a. P@11yanna1sh v1ew DF

zséhabT‘dis,figt pro

' Ear 1ers to equity and a:p

-équ1ty status- quo js in effect)

tive action %ls in e;zém:é (i .e., District’has removed o

cesses s we hedded our,bets by devising an a1ternat1ve

'L1kert sc'11ng system. Under this systémﬁ each-d1§tr1ct was rated on-a -

Ny \\ _
.5—pc1n2/§ca1e for s 1eve1 of effart to comply with T1t1e IX s requ1rements

for each of. the areas aavered in the 1nterv1ew these sca1e rat1ngs perm1ttEEL

weyre scored by mult

4 =

" “their changa procésses thrgugh~analys1s of the Guttman scales. The interviews.

: R S R
ipte raters tquramote reliability, and a qYé§1 ative

Aiifmfght aFfectArecept1v1ty tq chaﬁge The measure Df T1t1eg}x ccmp11anca 1tse1f  2?‘

The ﬂntEPV1EW prccedure caTTed fur cn s1te 1nterv1ews N
'_W1tH teams af d1s F1Et personnel br@ad1y representat1VE BF the=var1ous iactorgiz,;

admﬁnlstratgrs, un1an and non- un1on téachers,r

i’5§1gn comp11ance "scoras" to d1str1cts wh11e s1mu1tanecus1y 1nvest1gat1ng



T

fwhere ava113b1&) )

PR

- The.Samplé

drrayed in tripartite division) and bn”pen‘ceﬁt*ﬁﬁhérﬁ

,y‘eﬁﬁoTlméntS"'

éle

:(a?fayed'in-quinti1é5)f'we seTected durvstratified-gaﬁdo$~Samp1e of 555061

8
ntary 5chogT

;d1str1ct§ to prévent them frnm d1stcrt1ng the representat1veness of our

sample we a]]atted 75% of the sample slots ta un1f1ed and union h1gh schoo1

4

Even w1th a 1@0% over‘samp’ie3 however we had d1fF1cu1t¥ F1111ng thé sample,

;had the bad Tuck to be re¢ru1t1ng part1:1pants into our study duri g the summeﬁ of

- 1978, 1mmed1ate1y following the passage of Prapos1t1on!13,

that it wou1d offer "free" services.

-

D1stﬁ1its were

'* extremé1y wary of 1nvD1vement in any progect even 1F its pramgters c1a1med\

| that beset éistriéts duﬁ?ng thaf-summer made recru1tment extraord1ﬁar11y

d1FF1cu1t A1thaq§F we had p]anned to H%ve 30- exper1menta1 and 30

*

cantrc1 districte, we only were ab]e to enlist- 23 exper1menta] and 13 co traT

'J-d1str1cts (fﬂund for the most part, "in the urban and suburban parts of the Staie)

,Ne'_

-The fiscal chaDSﬁand genera]’ba tTE shgdk

*districts. A compar1son gf the character1st1cs uf Ca]1forn1a schoo] d1stj1ct5

Ly

‘and the d1str1ct5 1n our samp1e

*

A%

appears in Table 1.




S TR
3 (low) . 26 32 '
N a0

4 AFDC . ¢ .7 1 2 3 4 5

- (higb)

!f ' Total N° Miﬁﬁrity”%ﬁ

| mAFDC

(Tow)

Distribution of Californid ‘School Districts

According to Two Stratification Variables = |

% Minorities

-1 (high) *2.
1 (high) 136 © - .77 . 55

Districts Selected Into Sample, By Stratification

% Minority Enroliment

Treatment (high) (Tow

1 Experimentdl . .2 |
Contrgl 1

2 °  Experimeqtal -
Contral

—

—_ .
R Y S = Y

L] Py —
—
» .
— IR -] [ Q—

L e ]

3 Experimental
Control '

el
—

& g
W
£

Experimental-
Control

[T
L~
M U

:;}:5'(15w) N
3 349
344

349 °
1042 «

w

38

63

¥
VariabTes N

&

otal N
AFDC

-, ) A

(82 TV s I N

L ~J

N=36

e



A

'never a11ew~the 1nveefﬁgator to controT for. exongeneus verieb1es These

: Eff1cacy of the Meeeure oF Inet1tut1ené1 Sex B1ae

L

1A1thcugh Qur semp1e wes genera11y representat1ve oF the ethn1c and soe1Oa o

econemie drvers1ty of CaT1fern1a and though 1ts randemnees a11owed it to be

;r1d cF ebviﬁus ;;;e%t1en b1eeee, 1ts puny size presented stet1et1ce] preb1ene;

f.'One eennot sefe1y genere11ze from ema11 samples Near1y all 5tet1st1ce1

techn1quee demand conSTderab1y 1erger semp?es and smaT]—eempTee ueua11y

'1prcb1eme were §%r1nus, but nct feta}/ A semp]e so né&arly pureTy-rendem;; .
: tHough sma]1; can suggest the causa] re]at1ons “one would 11ke1y ‘find in eA

h]arger' samp1e Tneugh the s1ze GF the semp1e 1‘1m1ted the stat1st1ce] : .’,_

"'erSEﬁal on wh1ch we cou1d draw ‘we f0ught uur eme]yt1c bett]es w1th e11 : C

'availebie_weeponnyg (Excuse_the mart131 metephgr) Our key resu]ts fo]1ow

- . *
L] : . . L I

The details DF bur ve11det1on proceduree have been deta11ed eTeewhere
M ) .-

‘(Mchna]d 1979; Mehon and Pete4§0n, 1981), $0 I 11 be br1ef here.; SuFf1ce

‘ \q say that our preeeduree reeted on three p11ler5 (1) aeeessment of inter-

rater- re11eb111ty of L1kert type rat1nge, (2) que11tet1ve cemper1snn ef

%

- Likert-scale results to obeervet1ene mede in ver1f1cat1on s1te v1e1ts (end

where EVa1TEDIe, by-compar1eon to-reports from:cther 1ndepéhdent date

'c311ect1en efforts) (3) sca1ogram ana]ye1s of the Guttmen scales.- *The?

’firSt -two preceduree conv1nced us that,. for the mest partg the L1ke§t sca11ng

was eecurete I say'”tor the moet part" beeeuee the scoreigfer three

d1str1ete (two exper1mente1 and one gontroi) cou]d not be recenc11ed w1th therf;,i7

| que11tet1ve deta, as.-a’ resu1t these three eeees were: dropped form’ further

- e

ena1y515 For the reme1n1ng 33 eeses, -however,. L1kert sca1e scores. agreed
4, R

sugetant1e11y w1th wr1tten reperts on d1etr1ct stetus,vw1th data from un=

; . : \

\ R : o . L.

‘obtrusive cbserveticns made during verification site V151tsj‘end with etherﬁ_f'

¥



" Iindependent sources O data on the districtss - Furthefmare,~independeht 7 ;

¥

{ v "
'ijertatype ratjnge usi g the tape recorded 1nterv1ews as eoﬁhmn 5t1mu1ue,

1ed to a high degree of agreement ah ratings (ra 92) Henee we toak the

L1kert s:a]e scores to be an aeeurate refTect1en aF the T1t1e IX eomp11ance

¥

etatue af the 33 d1etr1eta rema1n1ng in the samp]e

If aur L1kert sca11ng procedure passed 1ts teets w1thef1y1ng ca]ara,

2 . Commmina - -

our Guttman eca1ee F]unked m1serab1y By app1y1nq the- etringent S ¥

eend1t1ons of - the Goodenough teehn1que of sea1agram ana1ye1e ta the eemp]eted,

£

'Guttman eea1e dtems; not one. af our 40 1nterv1ew re]ated sca1ee d1sp1ayed ;{;3,
adequate eequentzai, cumu1at1ve strueture In ather worde, none af our i

Euttmane11ke 1tems met our eea]ab111ty er1ter1a Three general exp]anat1one

%rtﬁeEE,; 7 o O
xocesses might themselves be;dieiégeriy and
‘non- eequent1aigﬂ:#~3f | | o

(2) The ward1ng of‘the eeaTes m1ght have erred by being taa deta11ed : ,

(. €., with more scale eteps tham are needed to eapture=

_d1etr1et trane1t1ans) A1ternat1ve1y, the seores m1ght have m15—.v
_-spec1f1ed the actual eomp11anee etei! takeh by the d1atr1ete, Dr

they nght have mis-specified the sequent1a1 ahder 1n wh1ch ‘those o

-changea take pTaee Any of these eea]e mis = spee1F1eat1ens could .

have led ta.the errat1e eeaiee1tem earreiatTansfthat our anaiysee

% obtained.

: iK:) fDE§E1te our e]aborate precaut1on5 in the traﬂn1ng of 1nterv1ewere, -

’ eé‘f i ;" our field staff might have been coufueed abaut the mechan1es of L

7

_ s _ ‘the scales. In part1eu1ar, eeme 1nterv1ewehe/ratere m1ght have,
. s -

failed td rea11ze the 1mbartanee of check1ng al app11cab1e

scale items--- not Juet the most app11eaa1e" or the “h1gheet"

# - ) . ‘ ‘ N ' . e - . <




N

»

w

) ) »
applicable" items: This problem
) éumujat%Vé‘?Eésumptioﬂs?fﬁpliéit in.\the woﬁdihg'of SQméféca1e'§téps

(e.q. "Basad on the steps taken in 'b< and 'c' above, d15tr1ct

. ..i\%;.

has. . .")_ Any of these prob1em5 m1ght have led 1nterv1&wer/

“raters to mark Fewer sca1e 1tems than were, in’ Fact, reTevant—-—:'

'i_thereby y1e1d1ng high mgdal response% that 1ncrease the m1n1mum :

:’}“marg1na1 rEproduc1b111ty of the sca]es but, by 1mp11cat1on dgpﬁé§\x

the coeff1c1ents of sca]ab111ty
. Further résearch wou1d be needed to d1sentang1e the punges presen&Fd by

our Euttman sca]e PESPDHSES “In part1cu1ar3 1t wou1d be warthwh1le to’ try a

Aqua11tat1ve va11dat1on pracedures to assay thé ac¢uracy oF the rESponses This

cou1d be ac¢omp11shed eff1c1ent1y and s1mp1y w1thout the e]aboraté pre=

N

'post random Samp]e des?gn emp]oyed in this study | As Tthtands, however we

car’ingt deter‘mme with an_y cer'tainty whether our Guttman scaling attempt *Faﬂed

'_because of our»scale construct1pn and ‘implementation, or be:ausa schoo1 district |

change prdceéseé really are as helter-skelter as our results would suggest-

=,

* -Did the PTanﬁed Iﬁtérveﬁtidns.(ér "PbWersEased-Stratééiés?) Appreciab1y: ‘;:5

1 qﬁ\te Targe our samp1e was too sma11 to perform a T-test of d1fference 1n

Hglp D1str1cts CempTy with Title IX? . _:' o ,; A

SR

As I have- aﬂready nated the ana1y5t work\\: w1th 5ma11 samples has an .

extreme]y 11m1ted repérto1re of stat15t1aa] te n1ques at h1s or her d1spﬂsal

'LEven 1F the mean score deFerences be ween exper1menta1 and contro] groups were ?'

means. ﬁurthermare our méan SCDPES were sWamped by th@§§*1arge standard
dEV1at1Dns, and scatterp]ats of our un1var1ates%core d1str1but1ons showed 1ots .

. \
'of ‘exotic shapes, but ho fr1end1y bé11 shaped curves Hence, there was absoTute]y

- . =

g

- .

huld have been exaﬁerbapéd'by'the ff

q



';na bas15 Far SSUm1ng the narma]cy Qf the under]ying d1str1but10n (a1though;,

iwas tu use the nQn parametr1c Hann wh1tney U- test where actua] seares are:

a larger sémp1e, 1ndeed may have shﬂwn nerma] tendenc1es) Dur soTut1on ' TR

* d1starded 1n favo? af the S:cre rank1ngs, thus pruv1d1ng a test that is not

4

xaffected by skewness or aq¥ Dthér d1str1but1cna1 pecu11ar1ty (1 e., % d1str1-

rdemnnstrated h1gh asymptctic re1at1ve eff1c1§ncy reTat1ve that 15, to thé T= T

"'test), even when 5amp1es are sma]] and popu1at1gns are not narma1 (wanna:att.

§ - ¥

and wonnacott 19?2) In effact then we tested far the differences 1n score
/ e

frank between the Exper1ménta1 and cantraT grgups pr1or tn treatment and after

’canservativa test that, standard1zes qu any: 1n1t131 score: advaﬁtages engcyed by \\

: d1str1ct5 o '53'; A.Z.,ﬂ75” ' : I ;

treatment. we a]so tested for rank d1fferences in gaTn scares,;a mare SR

F

NE Faund that at Ehe outset!ftrue tg Gur Samp11ng 1ntent1nﬁs, there were

i

"no s1gﬁ1f1cant scare rank d1fferen:esféétween the two groups We. d1d

":,detect a 5119ht (nan s1gn1ficaﬁt) difference in tha area of ath1et1cs, but ;t

was ‘lﬁ to the advantage of the expEr1ment31 groups—-— cantrn1 grnup d1str1cts

l.were s]1ght1y more comp]1anf in th1s area than were exper1ﬁenta1 groups- {}i’”i
N =“(SEE:TED]E 2)'- N ; B - 'f jrié A 5‘1:*} ._7,;~: f'.{f-.?i.
) R ' Sl _
| ' I A \

”-;but1an Free(test) As such 1t is not d1stgrted Ey extreme scgfés, and’ 1t has L ”l_;”'



Mann Nhftney u- Test Far D1F?eren¢es Between L

fMeaﬁVRank

=)

g

Exper1manta1 and Cantrgl Groups PreqTreatmént fy L

¢, Atcess to Courses “: . 16, 95_!';

[

Ngnjﬁcédemic Ccuﬁseszl 1 16.87

 uPhys1ca1wEducat1on  17-¥2i‘.

-

Ath1et1cs . {L_i 20.12
Empﬂayment it 17,58

H1n1ma1 Ccmp1ianae - 715:83

RN AN
vj:klékgjgﬁ s

*15;2;‘

é"lsgsj;?f
e

119.0
S 1120

"~“15’Dz>’ ' 125.5 L0.019
) -0.056
0055

-laos
.0.268

?Véfggg ?h;_

-.526

T?E?T§%§;;§S1§n)“*' ~17.00 - 170000 126.0 . 0.000

o o . ‘_,""é;f

.

=1;oda,:

&\%>.

- f?TiFTEV;XlDfmensian -  Control - Exper1mental R v -z fggTaéiedhi‘%
IR LN (N 12) : (N= -21) A *P‘Vamé"‘

955,
955

e

v o . ‘ ; S R !
A year and a ha]F 1ater after rece1v1ng tra1n1ng and techn1aal asE1stance

“Vfrnm CCSEE the exper1mentai graup d1strict'had 1mprnved 1t3 scare rank1ngs

1;ftg such an extent that stat15t1cal1y sagn1f1cant‘§gFferénaes existed in the

‘areas\pf "access to ccurses." "phy51ca] educatiﬁn " "emp1ﬂyment " "m1n1ma1

“a

c@mpT?ahﬁe,' nd averaT] "t@ta1 scare" on Title X cgmp11ancg (Séé Table 3)

N =, -
W, ) : o - ’ ) P
% .. - A ] L L A

-



j. Ty ’ . Ly : )
- i 7’ L _ o, , )
4 B ) - - 1
B oy Tables |
= . _ . ) B ) . - . ‘ ¥
R *i ' Mann- whttney U- Teet for D1ffenences Between o . : _
et RS 4 o Expeh1mente1 -and’ Centre1 Groups, Post- -Treatment” _ X
.§5;:'-", v o T ”n”j“"“::"‘i .. - -
i Ay { R T » Mean Rank > Lo - B 2-Tailed
~® Title IX Dimension Ccntro1 Exper1mente1, U Z - P-Value
- : LT (N=12). ,A' (N= 21) - o
o St ¢ o , ) L s o o
' *  .Access to Courses. . 9.50 . 21.29 - 36.0 -3.369 - .001*
R A Co .
Non-Academic Activites 12.83 =~ 19.38 76.0 - -1.872 .061 "
: ! e . - ‘:, » ) ) ) . i e - . B
. Physical Education  11.79 S 19.98 63.5  Z2.340 - 019% _
 .Athletics - © ©14.50 °18.43 . 96,0 -1.123 261
SN IR _ ' g .
- Emp Yoyment e 12,33 - 19.677 2 70.0 v7-2.096 - .036* -
T Minimal tcmm%an:e Y1221 ¢ 1974t . 68,57 -2.160 .03
. ‘ ‘Total Score T aan o pamin .fﬁeD.O 23216 - io'*!
P Y (AT D1mens1ene) 5.83 ’ ‘2;‘1Ov; LT e 3'%18 N -001%
The d1fference between the two greupe in the area of ‘nen-ecademie éctivities“
near1y ette1ned the .05 er1ter1nn 1eve1 of stat1et1ca1 s1gn1f1eanee, but fell
. e]1ght1y ehert The exper1mente1 group d15tr1cts did not overcome the1r
“initial d1eedvantagee in athletic eomp11ence eneugh to, at peet treatment
be e1gn1t1cant]y aheed of the centre] greup dietr1ete in this area. .
le; = . .,
: The heet teet of the efteet1veneee of the 1ntervent1en sterteg1ee, hewever,
. . N
is feundgnet in a 5tet1e"tjmesfreeee eempar1eon of the two groups at any
perticuTer point ‘in tine,:but'in a eemperieenref their gejetiye progreeefgveg
tjmeer Table 4 shnwe the heeu1ts of a U-test et rank-=order diFfereneee in
, - zéein‘ecehee (ié= the d1tference hetween pre -treatment and peet treatment seores)
between the twe greups - '
_ R
Q ‘ -r—-*g vv | . | -’”_-1,3
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" Mann= Hhﬂthey U-Test for Differences in Ga1n chres
o Eetween Expér1menta1 and CDntrD] Groups
'!

Mean Rank

Title IX Dimension . “Control Exper1menta1 u A 2-Tailed
B : o (NeR) (N=21) | o P-Value
Agcés§ to Courses”  10!75' S 20,57 ¢ ¢ =51;D "%.é2,807 . .005*%
Nén%Aqédeﬁi;;Courses - 14.50 i ) »18i43‘3_5 ) .96;0; - -1.123 .. 262 |
Physical Education’ 1179 - '19.98 .  63.5 - .-2.339 .019%
Athletics . 1279 1940 .. 755 -1.890 o5
Emp]aymeﬁt. i 11,92 ©19.90 ~ 65.0 -2.283 ' -.022%
Minimal Compliance  13.79 1883 87.5  -l.51 147
T?E?% g?;gﬁsicns) o108 | 2052 52.0  -2.769 .006*

A

Here we see cieariy,tha§ the intervention "treatments" led to significant

gains in the areas of "access to cdurses,” “physical education," and "employment,"
'éékwéTT as in the overall sum of all dimensions ("total compliance"), We .

gdid'hct obtain, sizaile exﬁerimenta1 group gains in the areas of "minimal

comp]iance" and "non-academic act1v1t1es The absence of noteworthy
gains in the former area probab]y Stems from the fact that most districts

had met near1y all of the1r m1n1ma1 comp11ance requ1rements before becaang ,

involved in the project--- hence they had 11tt1e rcom 1n which to

improve in thaf éféa The 1ack of improvement 1n exper1menta1 grgup comp1iance,

in ."non- academ1c act1v1t1e§" probably test1F1es to the d1fF1cu1ty of effect1ng

- (and-measuring) change in [this most amarphous area of Schocl practice.

—12-‘
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what Dther Faeeore Affect District Reepehse te Intervent1ehe7 - _\

’se1ect1en bias suggested our deta s eb111ty to wh1sper rea1 eeuea] re]et1one

Our uee of the Mdnn- wh1tney U teet wh11e etat1et1ce11y defeh51b1e %1m1ted

ue to the: diehetomoue queet1eh of whether there was ehy d1fferenee hetween the

- 5

two.greupe Te probe the more eoph15t1cated quest1one, we resorted to a’

procedure /Tpr wHich rio DUFE1);§tet1et1ce1 case can .be made. Since any

jattempt to xamine the s1mu1teheoue effeet of three ver1eb1es ononly 33 -

cases( resu¥ts in very eme]] frequene1es in teb1e ce11s we eeu1d make ne gPaﬂdTDSE _

e1e1ms*thet our sample juet1f1ed statietleaT ﬁnFerenee te the universe oF echco]

4_ eyeteme in California, much 1eee the net1on Dur dete, hewever did appeer to

be fairly good ahd eer eemeﬂe unbiased. A]theugh our small. semp1e size made our

ahe1yeee extreme1y vulnerable to eemp11ng error, the preeumed ebsehce ef

to the attent1ve-eer— Se we toek ‘the 1eap fs at15t1ee1 faith and employed .

a verlent of D- eysteme ene?ys1e, a preeedure fo the ana1ye1s oF categer1ea1

‘data by wh1eh one een make-etet1et1ce1A1nfereheie with’ proportions end mede1

eeuee1:re1atione_em6ng categorical veriebjee (Davis, 1975; Davis, 1976 Goodman .

“and Magidison, 1978). The" confidence intervals| in Deeyeteme'are Seneitiveg"

‘ both to the extremeheeeaeF_the‘preportidn diffirencee and to the marginal

frequencies (ie. the ‘marginal sample sizes). Qur eme11“eeme]e size, taken at

- face ~alue, wOuldfheve Ted to confidence interyals that would have swamped even

, the most extreme differences in phopertionei “HoWever by making the very"

'ef more cases weu1d have yielded, more of 1eee, the same reeu]ts, we were o

\

part1e11y freed from the pera1ys1e_ofreur_sme11 sample stze. In shor‘tS

though we analyzed actual proportions and marginal frequencies, we computed

coﬁfideneerintervele based on .a fietitieue amplification of our table eeiie-

by a factor of eeh,'_Usihgfthie‘ertifieengOme differénces in proportions
B L3 . B B . . . ‘ ‘ ‘. .

P N
(1



:bécame sa]ient ough t0'prctrude beyond their c0n§ideﬁce'intefva1s; dﬁiy

D's*that met th15 arb1trary cr1ter1on were mgde1ed in. our 11near flow

L ; g.graphs Véf?ances were computed on the assumpt1on3 of a{SlﬂDKE ggndﬂm | :
; Samp1é,-u§§hg a sigmavva1u% of 1.96. Chiésquare tests for the S1gn1f1caﬁce B
‘of table interactions were cémpﬁted bésed updh the séme artificiéT en-
'1argement of tab]e cell frequenc1es, and s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1cns were des1g—
nated on tha 11near f1ow graphs Df course the actua1 d?fferences in pruport1cns
‘were not affected by the a§b1trary 1nf1at1an of the table célls;- only the

R ;Qﬁfidence_1nterva]s were made smaller. Th13 pracadure does not perm1t any

’stgtisticai.inference (as true D systems anaTySTS would); rather 1t served as a ‘@ :

&

[

vsort1ng device by- wh1ch we m1ght 1dent1fy the most sa11ent effects There areg no
doubt d13trot1ans in th1s procedure=—= part1eu13r1y since the empxy :e11§ A

~

. that remain empty when mu]t1p11ed by. 10 wou]d probab1y have at.- 1east a Few L;'"
" cases in thEm in an actua1 5amp1e of 330 schoo1 d1StPTCtS ;;pefu11y the qua11ty
‘of our sma11 sémp1e m1n1m1zed the pern1c1gus efFects of these d1stort1ons
Hav1ng COnfESSEd this rather unconvent1ona] statistical so]%t1on to the prob1em
of small-sample para1y515 (and duly warﬂed réaders about its 11m1tat1ons) '
1 prgceeg to our substant1a] findings. ‘
Mod1f1ed systems ana]ys15 a11owed us to see whether there appeared to
- be any re1at1on5h1p between the specific 5erv1ces prDv1ded to d1str1ct5 and
;the1r spec1f1c areas of score’ ga1ns in Title IX :Dmp11ance ) Indeed there was
a’ str1k1ng correspandence Exﬂept-1n the areas of 'noniacadem1c aCtiVTtTES'
and "employment," d1str1cts ga1ned in the particular. d1men31ons of‘T1t1e IX
';that theirzspec1f1c.1ntérven;1on SEPVTCésiﬁﬁﬁﬁ CCSEE had addressed‘ I seez/

this-as further evidence of the effectiveness of intervention services

7 provided by CCSEE. SR o S L
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A combarieon of theqiffﬁcacy’of different service etategiee was not
; particularly tTiuminatﬁng,etﬁce ne-eing1e Strategy (e g. d1agno51e, legal

Ppressure, consciousness=raising workshops, etc.) wae associated w1th score

" gains. . This suggests that all approaches are equaiﬁy-advantageoue, The notab1e
' excebtion, hdweVer was the "resource Tinkage]networking' strategy——— an

4

s Dur data d1d not permi d15cernment of the Funct1ona1 re]at1on between

eerv1cee and gains. That 1e-to eay, our data weretmuch too th1n to a]]bw us

= Ll

to deteét 11near1ty, "threeho1d effects 4, or the like. However, most of the /

a :
: Jbu]ar re1at1bneh1pe between services_and ga1n scores were free trom etat1et1ca. /-
/o

- 1nteract1one (i ie. the darect1bn of the. ef%ects was cone1etent) This at ya

iev- '1%ast wh1epers the Doss1b111ty ot some linear effects. However, our results o
*‘a1eo euggeet that. 1ntervent1one may have‘“threshon effecte" - These -

: d1etr1cte that had had cone1derab1e pr1or exber1ence w1th eex equity progecte, for
& z.
_the most part d1d nbt reg1ster 51gn1f1eant ga1ne during their tenure 1n th1e
4 ﬁ= etudy; This result euggeete that, atter 1n1t1a1 exposure tb pro- equ1ty

P tra1n1ng and techn1ca1 assistance, d1etr1cts reach a threehe]d beyond wh1ch

" o

.add1t1ona1 5erv1ces are greeted by d1m1n1eh1ng return
f tDur rev1ew of exogenoue Factore affecting d1etr1ct acceptance of Title IX
| was, of cburse the aebeet of the study moet eevere1y CDmDFOmTSEd by our ema11
5amp1e e1ze ~However; amidst all of the quaTificatione-and cond*’itione3 a few
'caut1eue conc1u513ns can be advanced F1ret and foremdst, it appeare that
the treatment éffects detected by the Mann Nh1tney U test eurv1ved v1rtua11y
-a11 contro1e ;ntroduced in the Q!syeteme ana1ye1e That is to eay, the
d1tterencee between the exber1menta1 and control groube were nbt due to any

h1dden or exbgenOue factors, nor to comboe1t1bna1 d1tterences between the

groupe. Furthermore, the D-systems ana1yedevconf1rmed our hope that our eambTe :

. _15;
)




% wgs unbiaéed'iﬁ‘most substantive1y.impﬂr£ant Fespects

Our D- SjStEQS an31y515 a150 permits us to draw a composite sketcﬁ of the

§“h1gh 1mpact d15tr1cts (ie. the d15tr1cts that tended to make the greatest
’f strides toward Title IX Camp1iance)i Demographically, ihey werezg@
74 : |
: . ! ,'
_?'———e1ementary school =didtrict
+ ---smaller districts (in terms of number of shcools .nump r of,
- émployees, and average Yaily attendance) f
"==-non- -metropolitan districts :
--=districts that had not had any pr10r contact wath prgeequTty
tra1n1ng and techn1caT ass15tance programs.
\\ vy

M

Nhen we qgns1dered the 1nterna1 T1t1e X compliance strugsures »f the "high}

1mpact" d1str1ct5, we'f; |_that they yere: - L . g !
F . “gs.!‘k
‘ S ———distr1cts that had es1gnated the Super1ntendent or the A'51s§ant

Superi tendent tg.fe the liaison to CCSEE o
-=-districts }ﬂ which the -Title IX officer had f1ex1bie (ad-
comm1tmen%5 to her of his T1t1e IX dut1es

. ® i
= . - 5 ' * .
?\ § . ~ = - . H . . .
L = . . . - < ot
& . i -

Thev“h19h 1mpact" d15tr1cts a1io were:

,gc)xt1me

.~ ‘ s——d1str1cts that had endured: re1at1ve1y little Fiscal traumd as a-
. : result of Proposition 13's revenue reductions -
===districts that were marked by‘?1ex1b111ty rather than by
' cumbersome bureaucracy and red tape -
'ﬁ—=d1str1cts in-which the teaching staff exh1b1ted goad DVEFa11 mdra1e

w level of Title IX ccmp%ance (1e had Tower post treatment comp1
scores than they had at pre treatment), these "dec1¥%§r" d1str1ct were

—¥=d15tr1atg that serve .more aff1uent neighborhoods - _
 ---districts that designated a person at the. sub c3b1net 1eve1 tc c
serve as liaison to CCSEE _ R -
'——id15tr1cts that are burdened by cumbersome " ed tape '

fs . v l : » .- ! Ry
, Final1¥,bour D=systems analysis shows that the group of districts that-

neithé$'impraved nor worsened (%ei the "no change" group that remained

: » = " ) “ - N ) o
virtua]1y statibnary du%ing the two years of the study) we?e characterized by:

---considerable sex equity activity prior to CCSEE
- hav1ng had grievances f11ed dur1ng part1c1pat1on in the study

B
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distussion.

ND study can prov1dé resu1ts.fcrm1dab1e enough ‘to Justify b]and

_ accaptance or termination of Furthei que5t1on1ng Hcpefu11y, this study

‘ ]_ will have the Dppos1te effect--- the opening of new avenues qf 1nqu1ry by

bqth_segﬁequ1ty researchers and pract1t1onéfs w1th d111gence and a’

k)

3

‘ 3§%t1§'1%$k, our efforts will, in the lcng:fgn %2450 enhanced that on.

“‘:

each -future occasion when a consultant walks into ang1P£EFvite training

equ1ty foraT1 peop]e is not 'a/hollow pPOm1SE, but a reality
% - . )
: L
.f. 3},\‘
: ® i * g . % 13
¥ - ‘
~
i a .,
ES \ s s
’ = . B3
e v w7 '
- QA % ! =; L4 T
5 L] f“::
: i ( LY ' Xh
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. s ®
N
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eting, a board Eoom,'DrAa play

\ laid fDF a §uccessfu1fendeavor

'iﬁg Fierr the gr@undWcrk will have beeﬁ T

Armed with better know1edge about our

a—
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