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« funds to districts who,
flagrantly out of compli hce with Title 1X. Though this threat may have

.

4 /

Scott C. McDonald ’ *
Department of Sociology '
Harvard University

1. hackground

Though Title 1X had been the "law of the land" since 1975, its

{mplementation has alwdys, to a larée extent, depended upon ‘the goodwill of
actors at the local Teyel. Congress eracted Title 1X in 1972, but declined

‘to provide any direct funding for its implementation. When the legislation

took form and flesh in|the/ 1975 implementing regulations, it became
apparent that the fedenal government was offerlng both a "carrot" and a
"stick" to local sthooll districts. The '"carrot'" was the offer of free
services from the training and technical assistance projectys established
around the country to promote the transition to Title 1X. Shrewd school
administrators correctlly saw in this an opportunity to teview

their entire curriculum| and to modernize many school practices with
sophisticated external bupport. At least for those for whom the pro- equity
intentions o\f-Title 1X %ere not too threatenlng, this was an at@ractive
carrot. Thel stick was the threatened termination of all federal

in the eyes of the Office for Civil Rights, were

seémed credible to some,\it more likely was just a paper tlger Almost
from 'the outset, OCR dlS layed little appetite for its coercive power.

As the national politicall climate grew increasingly conservative in the
late 1970's, the probability of any given school district losing its
federal funds for Title 1% violations shrank to negligiple levels. To date,
no district has lost its f deral funds as a result of Title 1X. 1f any
change was to come, it was\apt to result from some structure of cooperatlon
between local dlSErlCt and federal agency,.rather than from coercion.

The "carrot seemed 'to wdrk well enough. Title 1X "success Storles
filled the journalistic literature. The Journallstlc nature of these
stories, however, could not ssure skeptics that any real change had taken
place. A more scholarly attéppt at measuting-ch nge in Title 1X COmpllance

. was mounced by the California\Coalitdion for Sex quity in Education in

‘movers'") might hold dlfferept p051

1978.° The CCSEE had earlier dekveloped a very explicit "carrot-oriented"
approach known as, the "power-badsed" strategy. This approach’ called for
identifying key actors in the ldcal district power structure, winning their
support for Title 1X, providing them with technical assistance and moral
support,-and ultimately, transforyuing thén into locally-based advocates for
Title 1X. Althoughsit was recogn zed that, the %i;ﬁ;ctors (the "shakers and

ions in differeft districts, the general

‘principle was that. it was best to § cure support /At the very top level of

"funding under Thé/quens Educagfional .
quasi-experimentdl

district administration: among supenintendents, personneg directors, and so
forth. To test the effectiveness of\these strategies, CCSEE obtained
quity Act (WEEA) for a two-year long
evaluation/study. n this study, CCSEE selected a
stratified random sample of €alifornia \school districts into experimental

and control groups that were ughly repjresentative of the. population of
R ~ : : .
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school districts inCalifornia. CCSEE offered training and technical
assistance to the experimental group and kept the control group districts
from receiving any comparable assistance from other pro-equity groups.
Using a quantitative measure foryscaling the '"degree of institutional
efforg” to comply with Title 1X (validated as part of the study), CCSEE
took pre- 3gnd post-treatment assessmgnts of rTitle 1X compliance among
districts in bgth groups. This study reached several conclusions, most of

which 1 report d Tat the AERA éeetings in Los Angeles in 1981. To reca-

pitulate,briefly, we found that: - - . - N
- LN . ’
1. The processes h‘ which.districts attain compliance .
are neither consistent nor orderily. L .
2. After one' and one h'alf years of '"treatment", the

experimental group improvéd its score rankings, to such
an extent that it made statistically significant gains
“in the areas of access to courses, physical education,
employment, and "overall" compliance.

G 3. Modeling relations within the cz§1e$ using ga ’
variant of "D Systems" analysis suggested that districts
grew most dramatically in the areas ipgeswhich they had

. réceived the mest assistance, that resource linkage and
networking were particularly effective strategies (quite-
consistent with the Ypower-based" strategy's theory), :
an/ that after initial exposure to pro-equity training - -

K and tecHnical assistance, districts reach a threshol
beyond which additional services are greeted by 5 . “

diminish¥ng returns. .

v

¢

But what happened in those districts after the project ‘“hat encouraged and
trained them withdrew? Did the district maintain its gains or., better
still, did it sustailn it® momentum for ‘chpnge and pursue new

pro-equity reform objectives? Or did "it, once freed from thg’scrutiny of
outsiders, regress to its previous condition of segregated play, of ,
segregated vocational and home .economics courses, of segregated physical
education programs, of inequitable athletics,.and so forth? Does the T
formal institutionalization of- Title 1X reforms ensure their - resilienceg,"
even during times when natiofa)l leadership falls to promote the ideals upon
which those reforms were enacted? ‘(Certa%nly aﬁy districts who, under the
Carrer administration, feared coercion in the a of Title 1X no longer
harbor such -anxietiés.) Are the refofms bging tained? : :

v

i

11. A FollowsUp Study
1t is impossible,to;answér these que% fons without some kimd of follow-
up study; yet 1.know of o §uch'study im sthe literature. 1t is ironic that
the follow-up striategy is so widelyrignorled, since it would provide the
best evidence of the lasting value of the effort and money expended to N
promote Title 1X,in schools. The lack of follow-up research stems, no
doubt, from the canditions wunder which evaluations of educgtional'programs
are usually pér€ormed: rushed. Those programs that commission or design
systematic evaluatiohs of the impgct of their efforts‘usually'need their’
results to justify extension of .their proj2cts; -hence thé time fr'ame for

.

- - . -
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is hitched to éﬁnding cycl

Needless to say,

this may be

(and usually is)ya totally unrealistjyc time frame for measuring a program's

.

« effect1veness---part1cu1ar1y its long-term effectiveneSs.
CCSEE, rigorous evaluation was the raison d'etre,

of that effort, .further WEEA funding was not sought.

He

its constitluent organizations continugd to cooperate

ough
pCo-equitf ventwres, CCSEE ceased to exist as a formal
Nevertheless,
follow-up study could be based:
tics, progress,

school districts.

elaborate documen®ation

Barbara, Peterson (one of

Iln the case of

but upon the completion -

nee,

¢

in various
agency.

CCSEE had established excellent baseline data on which a

on the characteris-

‘and compliance statuses of a random sample of California

4

Recognizing the value of this lesgacy, the
Co-Directors of CCSEE) ayd 1 undertook to recontact the districts that had
been in the experimental group of the original study and assess the fates

“met by their Title 1X reforms since our last contact in December of 1979.
Unfortunately, this research had to be cbnducted without any budget-whatso-
ever, a condition that severely limited the depth of its detail.

Operating under the auspices of the Region 1X Sex Desegregation Assistance
Center, we surveyed by telephone two members of the district team that had
¢erved as liaison to -CESEE during the original study Respondents were |

asked the

following series of questions:

.

1. Has your dlSErlCt taken any new initiatives to ~
comply with Tltle 1X in the area of...(area of greatest
) pre/posz growth durlng project part1c1naglon)? (1f ves), -
what -were those initiatives? .
2. Have you taken any new initiatives in other areas

of Title 1X compliance? (1lf yes), Wha
initlatives?

3. As of our last contact with you,
in Title 1X compliance in the areas of
areas of pre/post gains, if applicable

our records show that your district..

t "were those new

you had:maae strides

(1ist the three ‘
). ln particular,

.(cite three specific .

programmatic reforms documented in our records,
A

coresponding

to the above-cited areas).

As we now proceed through

the

Q

E
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1981-1982 school year, we are curious to know whether these
programs/practices are still salient in your districts, or

: whether some of them were found to be unworkable in the
present fiscal and political climate. R

there a Title 11X coordinator appointed for this

What is her/his name and position?

[N

4. 1s
school year?

taking any steps to publicize
How are you publjfcizing it and
populations? N

5. 1ls your district

Title 1X this fall?

what are your target
” -

6. We're curiousfto know whether there have been any . .-

changes in your dlstrict's gmployment patterns since '

January of.1980. Has the Affirmative Action Plan been- /

modified since that time? (1f yes), how? What percent

of your administrative staff are female (in the 1981-
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1982 school year)? 1ls this about the same percentage -
as two years ago, an increased percentage of women, or
a,decreased percentage of women in administration?

v
3 . - ‘

7. (For éistriqté with s®econdary schools): Since January
of 1980, have the enrollment sex ratios changed in any
courses that were traditionally single-sex? (1f yes), which
courses? What percentage of, students in those courses are
female? How does this compare to the 1979-1980 school year?
. How do you arrive at these percentage estimates? Do you
know from a review Qf dat'a, from '"guestimates", from
discussions with colleagues,_or what?

»

. 8. All things taken together, would you say that, in the .
time since January 1980, your distyict tmas implemented new
/steps to promote Title 1X compliance, consolidated and
stabilized earlier changes but taken no new steps, or

- reversed some'of the earlier efforts a%ﬁ.tle 1X compliance?
A

.

9. Looking back over the past few years, do you think
that Title 1X has had much real impact on the quality of
. interaction in day-to-daywlife in your schools? g

. The data were collected during November and December of 1981 aund

"in Janpary of 1982 bj Barbara Peterson and-Barbara Thalacker, both of

the Region 1X SDAC. |Unfortunately, because both the interviewers and

the ‘interviewees are’/ extraordinarily busy people, it was difficult to

make all of the necessary telephone connections. Hence, the follow-up
study lost nine of the original 23 cases from the old experimental

“group. This not *only reduces our (already weak) powers of statistical
“ inferemce, but it also undermines the representativeness of the sample.

Table 1 provides a succihct comparison of the characterstics of
the reported and the missing districts. .

I

<
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. TABLE 1
COMPARLSON OF VAL1D AND M1SS1NG DATA
(N s Reported) . * .
' ) : Districts , Missing Original
Reporting Cases N
Oria&gal Characteristics Here 7 -
K Gainers 5 6 11 -
Gain Scores .+ . No Change . 4 4 8
r Decliners 2 R 2 4
. . N e
Metropolitanism Metro 6 8 14
«Non-Metro 7 v 2
% Minority Enroll. Highest 1 . 0 3 3 "
(1n Quintiles) 2 4 ) 7
‘ 3 3 2 5
b 2 o 1 ) 4
v Lowest 5 3 i 4 :
<« %ZAFDC Families Highest 1 4 .2 .6 .
(Tripartite) . 2 4 5 9 N
. Lowest 3 - 6 2 8
District Size “small 7 b bl
(ADA) : Medium ~ * 6 2 8
Large A B 3) 4

\

»
N

Table 1 suggests that our follow-up study is not likely to suffer
from bias resulting from sampling too many of those districts that made
substantial gains during the original study. .The follow-up sample is only
seriously flawed in.one respect none of the three original’ dxstrlcts with
high-minority enrollment were included in the follow-up, and only one of
the four very large schodl districts was included. As we shall‘see,.ghls
limits our ability to test the Influence of exogenous factors upom our .
results. . . -

As noted earl}er, interviewers calléd two members of. each of the
former district teams to pose the battery of questions. " Of the 28
persons interviewed, 10 were central offlce admlnlstratorS,'12 were
building principals, 3 were bu11d1ng admlnlstrators other than prlnc1pals,
and 3 he@d some other sort of position (one teacher, one )1brarlan,=and -
one board members). There is some risdk in this, since’ admdnlstrators in
general (and principals in partlcular) tend to be’ exce551ve1y bulllsh in
their estimation of their schools' progress. While booster.ismr ig > fine
at the local level, it can seriouysly distort-evaluation flndlngs Our
analysis suggests that responses were not syétematlcally aercted by the
position of the respondent L’Futthermore, the responsés of, the two ’
interviewees (who wére, of course, 1nterv1ewed 1ndepen¢gnt1y) proved to
be remarkably consistent (r=.89). Nevertheless, wé .took one extra
precaution to bolstet the veracity of our information: "before coding

.

.the responses, we checked respondents’ statements agalhst the available

record. in a few cases we found that a.respondent cliimed as a new
initiative a program that had already ,been enacted tand implemented during
the original sfudy. 1ln such cases, e did not .take .the respondents at thelr
word; rather than coding that they had taken new }hxtxatlves, we coded

that they had merely malntalned their ex1st1n&.p¢ogram




111l. Results - —

’

L]

) The telephone interviews, when collected: and analyzed, offer a portrait
of.stability: for the most part, pro-equity reforms implemented during.
ipartfcipation in the project remained in place. Marginals and frequencies

for the relevant interview :items are presented in Table 2:

L) ? :

TABLE 2 .
- §
\ - D1STR1CT ACT1ONS ON T1TLE 1X SLNCE JANUARY 1980 .
ltem ' Yes No N (
3 o ,)
: . New initiative in area of greatest ,
pre/post Title 1X gain? 37% 637 27
New initiative 1'n other area of L ,
) . Title 1X compliance? 32% 68% 28
Still have a Title 1X coordinator? 927% 8% 26 3
Take steps to publicdize Title 1X » .
this past Fall? 697% 31% 26
Have you modified your Affirmative
. Action policy? , o 0% 100% 23 N
- . Yes No Not Don't N
ltem . Applicable. Know
. Have enrollment sex ratios ’ ' '
changed in traditionally sex- 8
typed courses? , 13% 57% 9% 227% 23
. )
&
lncreased About Decreased N .
% Women Same % Women «
How has administrative ’
. staffing changed? 38% 52% 107% 29
] . Maintained Extended Regressed N
Status of specific three ~
programs implemented during
" project participation? 87% _ 47 9% 56

&

» . -

Took New Stability Reversed N

.

Steps
, 29% 68% 3% .28
o ‘Real Changed,but No N 2
lmpact not becaus®e 1lmpact
. . of Title 1X
Overall assessment of Title 1X T ’
impa on day-to-day life of : ) .
sc@ﬁcs? ) 70% 7% 22% 2
) / . .
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., As Table 2 makes quite clear, nearly all'gggzridts reporting in the
follow-up stvdy managed to ;X{;;ain the programmatic changes .that they had
made during their involvement- with the CCSEE projéect. Those that had taken
new initiatives often were merely completing work that had been begun and
planned (but not yet implement®d) in January of 1980. For example, one
Southern California district that sees itself as being on the Mcutting *,
edge" of pro~equity changes had devloped a comprehensive affirmative action
plan during 1its oqfticipation in the experimental group; it Has since ‘then
“~ reinforced its commitment to hiring ' more women administrators by

advertizing more widely for openings,and by actively encouraging
applications from within its own ranks; it reports 40% more women in
administration than it had in January,of 1980. +ne rural Northern
California district reports that_its open enrollments in home economics
and vocational education course are now taken for granted, with a resulting .
10% increase in male enrollment in the foods classes. The numbers barely
convey the principal's amazement that most accept Titrle 1X as "just the way
it is now". Another Northern California district notes that evidence for
the integration of Title 1X into local norms can be found in the lack of
contention abbut the high school girls' insistence that they too be allowed
to drive the homecoming limosines. Both the anecdotes and the review of
specific prxograms suggest that Title 1X's reforms have been relatjvely .
-, robust in this sample of districts. ' . ,
Furthermore, 1t appears that the reforms have held firm across all
categories of Title 1X activity. Table 3 tells the story:

L

TABLE 3 -

-

PROGRAM MALNTENANCE BY AREA OF PR1OR EMPHASL1S

,}Emphasis'

. Maintained Reduced Extended N

& v
Access to Courses’ . g9z ° 11% 0% 9
Acdcess to Non-Academic 75% . 17% 8% 12
Physical Education . 1007% Q% ~ 0%
Athletic ) 91% o 9% . 0% 11
Employment ' ' 867% 7% N 7% . 14

L4 .

All areas enjoy high levels of progrém maigtenance. The hotly contested o
physical education and athletics programs, often the most cbntroVer§ia1 and @
the most resistent to initial change, seem{to be the most robust of all.
The area of acces's to non-academic activities, the most ephemeral ®f all
Title 1X's aread (ie. that area.most difficult to mamage by changes in
pogicy) was the area of weakest change in our-original study; here it .
appears to'be the area that at once was the most reduced and the most
gwtended in th® two years since CCSEE bowed out of the ficture in these
districts. g - ;

For those districts that did report some amelioration of their Title 1X
status since January 1980, the degree of change varied widely. ¢For
example, three districts reported that enrollment sex ratios had changed
since our last contact with them. All three didtricts claimed to have
improved their ratios somewhat, but the estimates of magnitude were fuzzy
and unlikely to inspire much confidence. Only one district actually

A
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continued to monitor enrollments through collection-and assessment of data,
and that district saw an 8% increas®e in boys enrollment in cooking classes,

but a 2% decling in glrls enrollment in auto shoﬁ One can assume,'from the
large number of "don't know'"eresponses to this question that very few
districts actively monitor their compliance status in this area. *

A substantial number of respondents (38%) claimed that their dlstrlCtS
had increased the proportion of women in administration since January 1980.
Here again, estimates of magnitude var{ed widely, as Table & makes clear:

l . ' . * \
TABLE 4 -

- s - L . \?“\ -

. LA
VARLAB1L1ITY 1N PROPORT1ON FEMALE ADMIN1STRATORS

» .

. X SD _N
., Population : ) .24 .11 18
More Female Administrators .27 .09 11
Same # Female Administrators ' .19 | .12 -1 °

As is evident from Table 4, we can be somewhat cédnfident of these means, .
but the small sample size and the considerable«range of responses (Range=
38%) “leaves- us with little confidence in the exact level of improvement.
On average, the districts reporting had women working in-24% of their
administrative slots, but the true average could be as high as 33% or as -
low as 13%. Among those districts that reported that they had increased
the number of women in administrative jobs since January of 1980, the
average was a bit higher, 27%; because of variability, however, the true.
average could be as high as. 364 or as low as 18%. Among those dlstrlcts
that had about the same proportion women in administration in 1982 *as they
had had in 1980, the average proportlon of administrafors who were female
wass only l9%,,and the true average could be as_high as 31% or as low as

7%. So again, we won't advance any grandiose statistical claims with our
small sample.. 1t does appear, however, that women are making inrpoads into
the former male preserve of schoébl admlnlstratxon ﬂ’

Qur original-study grouped districts in the experlmental and control
groups into three status “groups, based on the differences ‘between their
pre-treatment and post“treatment scores on the Quantltatlve scale of Title
1X compliance: districts were termed to be "gainers" 'no cKange"
districts’, or "decliners". Perhaps the gainers of two years ago have had
more difficulty maintaining their gains; on the other hand, perhaps their
momentum has carried them on to greater levels of compllance in the-period
since CCSEE withdrew from their districts. 1ln a similar ‘vein, sperhaps the
decliners and the no® change districts are fundamentally conservative.and,
have spent the last two years e1ther regre951ng to the ptrimordial ooze, or
firmly clinging each “to their own status que. More optimistically, perhaps
these dlstrlcts were just slgw to catch on aad have, ip the past two years,
taken great strides toward Title 1X compliance. Table 5 proVides some
clues:’ . €

“ ~— . ’ ' . }:

. : . .. ;10
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L 4 - ' v
. . NEW LNITLATLVES AMONG ORLGLNAL.GALN SCORE GROUPS °
' ’ . , Gainers No, Decliners N
- i - Change :
. o R .
» New,initiatives in areg/ Yes 50% 407% 10%° | 10
of greatést prior progress: No * ¢ 58% v 24% - 187% 17
""New initiatiwes in other Yes 67% .+ 11% 22% 9
\\\ area of Title 1Xu No 53% 37% 107% 19
lncreased % Women Adm . ) 73% ©27% -, 0% 11
About the Same % Women Adm - . 407, - 33%: 27% - -, 15
Decreased % Women Adm ' 10 ‘ 0 0 2
L ] Y A '
v . M : ~

»

This table s&%gests that the new initiatives, esp\Bially in new areas of
Title 1X emphasis, were mosgt often taken by the gainer group of two years
ago. ,0Otheérs may interptet Yhis.table differently, but 1 see no compelling
ev1dence6that the prior gain score status of the districts mad@pmuch
difference in predicting their ardor for new initiatives. Since galners
compri’sed about 70% of the or1g1na1 experimental group, this table almost
suggests-that some of the' 1aggard districts caught up a. bit. Thi®» can

be seen more clearly if we turn the table on its head.

- s

-

TABLE 6 T . ' ) [

’

PERCENT OF PR1OKR- GAlN‘SCORE GROUPS TAKING NEW LN1T1AT1VES

New initiatives 1in same areas’
Yes No N
. / *
) . Gainers 33% ° 67% 15
No Change 50% 50%° 8 -
Decliners * _ . 25% 5% - b )
'* ' > New initiatives in other areas?
’ ’ Yes " No N )
j Gainers 38% 62% ‘16 . .
No change . , 137 - 877% 8
Decliners ) 50% - 507% .4

>

lncreased % Women in Adnidistration?

. . Yes Same Decrease N

v Gainers . 50% - 38% C127% 16
No change ) . 38% 63% 0 8
Decliners » 0 100 . 0 *{

n

11
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Table 6 indicates more clearl) still that gainers wer® pretty mugh like the
other groups  in that .they, for the mos§ part, maintained the programs and
spractices that they had implanted during 1979 and 1980. A few took new R
initiatives, but the overall impression orne gets from Table 6 is one of
stability. The key difference is that the gainers dtabilized the gains

they had made during the earlier period, whereas the other districts seem }
to remain relatively untouched by Title 1X. )

Qur original study paid considerable attention to the demographic
factors that influenced a“district's propensity to incorporate Title 1X's
mandates into its pdlicies and practices: For consistency, let's briefly
examigqne .how these same demographic and ecological vartablgt)ﬁffected
districts' behaviors during the past two years: ) . .
& ~

TABLE 7

) 'RECENT TYTLE- 1 X "LN1T1ATIVE BY SELECTED D1STR1CT CHAR?CTERISTlCS

. i
. . New lni%tiatives in Same Area? |
. Yes No i |
Metropolitan 42% 584 12 !
Non-Metropolitan ) 33% 2 67% 15 f'l
District Size: Small 27% 737% 15 .
: Med@pm 467 547% 11
Large . 100% 0% 1
. ‘ i
_ '/ New’lnitiatives¥in Other Areas?
. - Yes .- No N (\
Metropolitan - 8% 92% v 12
Non-Metropolitan o 50% 507% ) 16(
* District Size:,Small 447 . 567% 16 . .
Medium 187% ©82% 11 : ]
=~ Large 0% 100% 1
M A 4
! v lncreased % Women in Administration? °
Yes Same Decreased N .
Metropolitan . 58% . 427% 0 w12
' Non-Metropolitan L. 25% 637% 12% 16
District Size: Small .~ 19% 69% 127 16
’ Medium 647 367% 0% - 11
Large * "100% 0% 0% 1
A »

According to Table 7, metropolitan districts were somewhat-more likely to
sustain their efforts in their prior area of concentration than were non-
metropolitan districts, but they were far .less_apt to branch out into new’
areas of endeavor. Petrhaps because of their larger size and (perhaps)
higher turnover, they also were more successful at increasing their sharwe
of women administrators. However the surprise heroes of our earlier study
had been the small non-metropolitan digtricts that had, prior to 1978
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never before had contactcdlth a pro- equity pro;ect These disfyricts
reglstered enormows galns Iin their 'Title 1X compliance during their

. paricipation 1in CCSEE's study. These smaller, non-metropolitan districts
seem to have been.more 11ke1y to tackle another area of Title 1X compliance
in the period f0110w1ng CCSEB s departure; however they were somewhat less -

‘successful at 1n£E§F§;ng the proportlon of thei adm1n1strators who arew O °
. P . / .
women .

-

. . - I.
e, v, Co‘%lusions» l-}v . ‘J

3 . i
. .
- . ¥

The data presented hgﬁg offer some encouragement to those pro-equity*®
J ~activists who might worry Fhat all of their efforts will quickly come

‘ undone in the Age of\Reagan. While it still is,impossible to “assess the

. long-term fate of thé Title 1X reforms, they seem to have weathered” the

" past two years pretty well, at least in this small sample of. disgricts in

. California. Districts that had started to change their procedures during
their involvement with CCSEE finished up their tasks, consolidated their
gains, and in a few cases even tackled new areas of sex discrimination.
These data support the idea that "cartrot-oriented" agroaches.to . 7
organlzatlonal innovation have greater long-term ben&lts_than d1v1s1v%w
and punitive "stick- -oriented" approaches. CCSfE s power-based strategi .
seem to have succeeded in identifying and mOblllZlng local advocates foyg
Title 1X, and these advocates will remain in their jobs long after CCSBE s
demise. . 5 . _ R4

_Although we cannot support it with data here, there is also some reason

o think that Title 1X's reforms will remain robust, even as federal funds
to encourage it are reduced. Once new rights and prerogatives are granted,
threy are difficult to take away. To take an unrelated example,
Massachusetts ®as had considerable difficulty enforcing its recent RAlSlNG -
0of the minimum legal drinking age, even though forms of age disc imination
are usually the eggts&t for a society to. justify and 1eg1t1mat T many
(including,”¢f course, those under the legal age) just don't believe that
it 1% fair tg cancel rlghts that have already been gtven. Though we don't
usually think of the many boys.in cooking c1asses, girls athletics teams,
co-ed. physlgal éducation classes, and girls in ayto shops as part of' the

A

3

logcal "power base'", they are apt to be local advocates for Title 1X at the
tip/e that someone tr1es to force them to return to "the good old days"*of
bYatant sex discrimination. N

Furthermore, the 1980 Censug will tell us,that most of the mothers of
school-age children now work at least,30 hours/week in the labor force.
Today s parents are quite apt to know that_ rapidly. chang1ng labor market
conditions requlre that all of their ch11dreﬂ receive the best possible
educatLon,x unfettered by amachronistic notions of what is appropriate for
students of a particulax gender to 1earn. Labor market conditions for the

N f1u1d life- course scenario. Hetcg pdrents too are apt to oppose any
conservative retrenchment that capr1c1ous1y 11m1ts the 'options availa
their childred.’ ' : o

ln sum, there is some feason for optimism, despite the daily barrage
of bleak hegdlines. Though we cannot have endless confidence in these
findings (with our small sample and high attrition), we can cautiously
advance the proposition that institutional reforms, once 1mp1anted sthck.
lndeed, thg evidence points to the development of'mew, more equitable/norms
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on the campuses that were studied. Thes$e new norms did not develop
entirely ofi their own; they were nurtured by pro;ects like ,CCSEE. More
importantly, ‘though, they stemmed from-the broadéned off1c1a1 deflnlt}on of
equity implicit “in the Title 1X amendment of 1972. - Though the diffusion of
these norms has been slow, it seems to have been "taking root. This should
not lure us 1n96/?hmggaeency, there, no doubt, is still a lot of sexism out
there. Moreover, if Title'1lX were to be resc1nded by Congress, *it- could ’
serve to delegitimate the pro- ‘equity norms that have emerged among 'school
personnel over the past decade. While thi's danger is always present IQ
this Congress, we can probably take some comfort in the administration's
vulnerability in economic and foreign policy areas...a vulnerability that

makes unpopular repre351ve social legislation less Iikely. Nevertheless it
should remain our foremost lefal concern. There we draw the line in the
1
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