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Abstract
Boys and girls have structural and developmental brain differences that may lead them to
learn and perform differently. Brain scans have shown that the sexes even use different areas of
their brains when performing similar tasks. There are many solutions to increasing student
competency, one of which is single-sex classes. Single-sex classes are an educational option in
some schools in an effort to increase student learning by using gender-specific strategies to
address the different learning styles of boys and girls. A literature review shows that results of
such classes have been mixed, with no reported single-sex class programs sustained beyond two
to three years. Program sustainability literature focuses on health science programs and reveals
several prediction factors for implementation success, including the facilitation process,
resources, school-based leadership, implementers, external environment, compatibility, external
leadership, and innovation characteristics.
This qualitative case study sought to answer two research questions: 1) What is the
structure and organization of the single-gender grade-level teams at this middle school? 2) What
factors contributed to the sustainability of the single-gender grade-level team model? The study
was conducted at a middle school in an urban area of an eastern state in the United States with
approximately 1400 students in grades 6th, 7th, and 8th. Data were gathered from multiple
sources, including face-to-face interviews, online and paper documents, and email
communications. The study site was one of about 20 middle schools in a school district that
supported specialty schools/programs as an educational option for students.
Findings revealed a detailed grade-level team structure at the school that had been in
existence for 11 years at the time of this study. Students had the option of enrolling in a
coeducational track or opting-into a girls-only track or a boys-only track for their 6th, 7th, and 8th
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grade years. Students from outside of the school’s boundaries were allowed to open-enroll in the
same gender program as space permitted. Teachers volunteered to teach on the same gender
teams and were screened by administration. Interview participants identified administrator
support and buy-in, parental community support and program success as the primary reasons for
the same gender program’s sustainability. During the planning, preparation and implementation
of their same gender grade-level team structure, leaders at this middle school took into account
all eight sustainability factors described in Bosworth, Gingiss, Potthoss & Roberts-Gray (1999).
Participants noted that professional development and an administrative structure of team
leadership supported sustainability. Findings map well to other models of implementation
(Rogers, 2003; Schwarz-McCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011).
This study maps well with the literature and findings can facilitate implementation of
other initiatives for sustainability. Research recommendations include investigating other
schools that implement single-sex teams to produce a manual or guide book to help schools
integrate single-sex classes and/or teams into their institution. Further research could also
include a study on how transgender students are incorporated into a same gender program. Two
quantitative studies may add to the literature base: 1) a study of the end-of-course test data from
this study site and all other middle schools in this district to determine if the same gender
program has a significant impact on test scores, and 2) a study of disaggregated end-of-course
test data from the study site to compare scores of girls in the same gender program to scores of
girls in the coeducation program, and scores of boys in the same gender program to scores of
boys in the coeducational program, to determine if the same gender program is academically
better for boys or girls. Interviewing students and parents from the study site could add rich
information to the field about the reasons behind their desire to enroll in the same gender
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program. The final recommendation for future research is an exploratory study into the reasons
for the enrollment differences between the White and Hispanic students in the same gender
program at CMS to potentially explain ethnic views of the innovation.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Single-sex classes are an educational option in some schools in an effort to increase
student learning by using gender-specific strategies to address the different learning styles of
boys and girls. Single-sex classes in coeducational schools were originally created as girls-only
classes in order to give girls learning opportunities void of boys, in classes that boys traditionally
had higher academic scores, such as math and science. It was thought that these girls-only
classes would help create gender equality in education, to remedy the lack of quality education
for girls throughout history. Published studies of single-sex classes date back to the late 1990’s,
even before single-sex classes in public schools became officially legal.
Early in the 21st century, single-sex classes in public schools were gaining momentum for
both boys and girls. When the National Association for Single Sex Public Education (NASSPE)
was founded in 2002 for the advancement of single-sex public education for both girls and boys,
there were only 12 public schools offering single-sex classes (NASSPE, 2012). During the 20112012 school year, there were at least 506 public schools offering single-sex opportunities
(NASSPE, 2012). According to the NASSPE (2012), at least 116 of the 506 public schools were
completely single-sex, meaning all class offerings as well as lunch, are completely boys-only or
girls-only and most of these are located on single-sex campuses.
Since 2006, it has officially been legal to offer single-sex classes in public coeducational
schools and there are legitimate structural differences in the developing brains of boys and girls
and how they learn. Several studies have been conducted focusing on students over the last
decades in order to determine if single-sex classes are successful, yielding mixed results.
Research has neglected to examine the sustainability of such classes, however. There maintains
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a gap in the knowledge and information about the organizational structure of the sustained
single-sex programs and the factors that contribute to the longevity of the educational innovation.
Background of the Problem
Research on single-sex classes in public coeducational schools is scant, and focuses
primarily on the students, with two studies looking at the implementation and support for such an
innovation. Some authors argue that the creation of single-sex classes may be the solution to
academic and social problems in coeducational classes (Gillibrand, Robinson, Brawn & Osborn,
1999; Hart, 2016; Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Simpson, Che & Bridges, 2016; Streitmatter,
1997, 1998, 1999). These classes may empower both boys and girls to achieve at higher levels
in their education and to flourish socially. Some authors argue that single-sex classes have no
benefits or are detrimental to the students (Friend, 2006; Goodkind, Schelbe, Joseph, Beers &
Pinsky, 2013; Hoffman, Badgett & Parker, 2008; Kombe, Carter, Che & Bridges, 2016; Strain,
2013; Wills, Kilpatrick & Hutton, 2006), while other authors point out that it is the
implementation process and ongoing support for the innovation that has the greatest effect on its
overall success (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011).
Proponents of single-sex classes likely believe that these classes may empower both boys
and girls to achieve at higher levels in their education and to flourish socially. The NASSPE
purports that single-sex classes do benefit some students, namely in breadth of educational
opportunity rather than in increased grades. “Girls in all-girls [classes] are more likely to study
subjects such as advanced math, computer science, and physics. Boys in all-boys [classes] are
more than twice as likely to study subjects such as foreign languages, art, music, and drama”
(NASSPE, 2006).
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In 2002, the NASSPE was founded as a 501 (c) (3) non-profit with the goal of promoting
the advancement of single-sex public education for both girls and boys. They do not endorse
single-sex education for all children, but promote the option of single-sex education being
available to all parents and children. They believe that parents know which format of education
is appropriate for their child: single-sex or coeducational, and they want all parents, no matter
race, gender, or socioeconomic status, to have that choice (NASSPE, 2011).
NASSPE has three major missions. 1) Provide professional development opportunities
for teachers on the latest gender-specific teaching strategies. They have offered over 300
professional development events across the United States as well as in British Columbia,
Alberta, and Ontario; 2) Serve as a resource for teachers, parents, and administrators when
considering the transition to single-sex programs by holding conferences and professional
workshops so those groups can gain knowledge from fellow public school educators about the
transition process; and 3) Provide a clearinghouse for facts and information about public schools
and classrooms in the United States and disseminate current and new research. The NASSPE
website is designed to serve as an informational site for single-sex education, where accurate and
reliable information and answers to frequently asked questions can be found (NASSPE, 2011).
While this kind of support for the single-sex movement is helpful, it is, however, limited. Not all
stakeholders can attend a conference or professional workshop multiple states away. Schools,
administrators, and teachers need gender-specific teaching strategies, implementation guidelines,
factors for sustainability and information on how to structure the single-sex programs and
integrate them into a school, to be readily available via the internet or in paper form to
administrators and teachers who are preparing to implement such programs.

14

Published research and studies consider the student benefits of single-sex classes. No
published studies explore the model of single-sex classes that are incorporated into schools or
look at the factors that could lead to the sustainability of such programs.
Social Policy
Gender inequality has been an important topic in education for over 35 years and
continues to this day. Social policy influences the creation of single-sex classes in public schools.
The law is the most important policy to consider for the inclusion of such classes in state and
federally funded public schools. Prior to November 2006, Title IX of the Education Amendments
of 1972 defined gender equality in education as the inclusion and integration of the sexes in
public schools and classrooms. In November 2006, however, the federal government issued
amended regulations to the existing Title IX law allowing public schools more flexibility to
create single-sex classes for both boys and girls (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).
The law. In 1972, Title IX was passed as part of the Education Amendments to the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. According to the strict definition of Title IX, creating single-sex classes in
public schools is not permitted. Streitmatter (1999), an educational scholar and an advocate for
girls-only classes, stated that the development of such schools and classes must be first
recognized at the federal level as a legitimate educational option. Streitmatter (1999) argued that
“local voices, particularly those of the girls who tell the compelling stories of their experiences in
girls-only classes, must be acknowledged as legitimate” (p. 129). She purports that their positive
experiences in such classes need to be valued and recognized as important in education. A
broader interpretation of federal policy on gender equality, however, could allow the creation of
girls-only classes as a gender-equity remedy. Streitmatter (1999) even argues that creating such
classes and directing more resources toward a specific group in need, female students, would

15

likely be the reparation needed to create true gender equality. Traditionally, the education of
female students had been seen as unnecessary, and was therefore inferior. Females were
encouraged to take classes such as home economics and English, as opposed to male students
who were encouraged to take mathematics and science courses. The stereotypes that currently
haunt education were born from these early misconceptions, and to this day some female
students think that they cannot succeed at math and/or science, and some male students think that
they cannot succeed at English.
According to Streitmatter (1999), “the fundamental premises [of Title IX] are equal
opportunity, equal access, and fully realized integration” (p. 2). School districts ensure
compliance with this law through the total integration of females into the school setting. Females
have equal opportunities and access to academics, sports, clubs, and all activities that take place
on a school campus. Title IX likely neglects to take into account, however, that what is equal is
not necessarily fair. Streitmatter (1999) argued that “simply removing the barriers of access to
females does not address the issues of inequitable treatment once they are admitted” ( p. 121).
Despite the intention of Title IX, gender inequality in classrooms likely remains. In 2002,
however, Title IX was reviewed and an amendment was enacted in 2006.
On May 28, 2002, the U.S. Department of Education issued a “Notice of Intent to Rule”
to amend the Title IX regulations in order to provide educational institutions more flexibility to
establish single-sex classes and schools at the elementary and secondary levels. These new
regulations amend the existing regulations in the 1972 Title IX which prohibit sex discrimination
in education programs or activities receiving federal funds. The final regulations were published
in the Federal Register on October 25, 2006, and took effect on November 24, 2006. The new
regulations give broad new latitude to schools and school districts in creating single-sex schools
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and classes as long as enrollment is voluntary (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). There must
also be substantially equal coeducational opportunities available for students of the excluded sex.
If a specific class or type of public school is offered as single-sex, there must be a parallel
coeducational class offered as well with enrollment in either being completely voluntary.
The implementation of single-sex classes in coeducational public schools is now legal
and may attempt to solve gender inequalities, but the questions remain about their effectiveness.
Some scholars argue that single-sex classes may solve academic issues (Gillibrand et al., 1999;
Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Streitmatter 1997, 1998) and/or social issues (Hoffman et al., 2008;
Streitmatter, 1997; Wills et al., 2006) in coeducational schools.
Purpose Statement
Streitmatter (1997, 1998) and Gillibrand, et al. (1999) conducted case studies of singlesex classes in the late 1990’s to determine if they benefit boys and/or girls. While these three
case studies indicate significant benefits for girls in single-sex classes, there is a gap in single-sex
class research for several years. Interest in single-sex education seems to have been renewed
around 2006, when the amendment to Title IX allowing flexibility to create single-sex classes
became official. Several authors (Hart, 2016; Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Simpson at al., 2016)
have since conducted research that showed benefits for students in the single-sex classes.
Two articles (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011) in the literature on single-sex
classes discuss the need for professional development and ongoing support for the teachers who
are challenged with implementing single-sex classes. These studies suggest that training and
support for the teachers could be the single largest factor in the overall success and sustainability
of the single-sex class initiative; however, there are no published articles that specifically explore

17

the sustainability factors or the prediction factors for implementation success that relate to
schools that chose to add single-sex classes to their course offerings.
Focus of Study
Current research on single-sex classes focuses on the students, leaving a gap in
information and knowledge on how to structure the single-sex class offerings in a school and
factors that could lead to the sustainability of such programs. There is a gap in the literature,
with no articles describing successfully implemented single-sex classes over a period of years.
There is a lack of knowledge on the factors that contribute to the sustainability of single-sex
classes. The purpose of this study is to fill that gap, and to explore a middle school that has been
implementing single-sex classes for the last 11 years and to determine what factors have led to
that sustainability.
To achieve the purpose of this qualitative descriptive case study, the researcher will
explore the following research questions:
•

RQ1: What is the structure and organization of the single-gender grade-level
teams at this middle school?

•

RQ2: What factors contributed to the sustainability of the single-gender gradelevel team model?

Significance
There are many published studies that examine single-sex classes and the potential
benefits or lack thereof for students. These studies neglect to look at the factors that could
increase the longevity of the single-sex program at a school. A major US state university is
currently conducting longitudinal research which includes examining how gender impacts
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academic performance and achievement, how gender influences classroom dynamics and
outcomes, the effects of single-sex and coeducational classes, and the principal’s rationale
behind implementing single-sex classes in a public school. Once completed and published, this
research will likely make a contribution to the understanding of gender and single-sex classes in
education; however, there remains a lack of research on single-sex classes’ sustainability. This
study will make a significant contribution to the topic of single-sex classes in education because
it will begin to fill a major gap that has been overlooked for more than two decades.
Study Methods
This study will follow a qualitative approach because the research questions will be best
answered by qualitative inquiry. This study will employ a bounded single case study design.
The researcher will gather data from face-to-face interviews, email communications, interview
notes and a document review of online documents as well as paper documents.

This

qualitative, descriptive study will explain the structure and organization of the single-sex gradelevel teams at one urban middle school in an eastern state in the United States. It will also
explore the factors that contributed to the sustainability of this team model.
Single-sex grade-level teams are not discussed in the published literature on single-sex
education. Published research studies only report on single-sex classes that have been
incorporated into a coeducational school. Cherry Middle School (CMS) in an eastern state is the
only school that the researcher has been able to identify that has the single-sex grade-level team
model. They have been implementing this model for 11 years. When students choose to attend
Cherry Middle School, they must pick a team – the all-boys team, the all-girls team, or the
coeducational team. They remain on this team for the duration of their middle school career,
from 6th grade to 8th grade, unless they choose to opt-out. Cherry Middle School will be a site
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rich with information on the structure of single-sex grade-level teams, as well as factors that have
contributed to this model’s sustainability.
Definitions
•

Single-sex class – refers to a class that contains one group of students, males or females.

•

Grade-level team – refers to a group of students in one grade (6th, 7th, or 8th) who attend
their core classes (math, science, language arts, social studies) with the same four
teachers.

•

Single-sex grade-level team – refers to either all boys or all girls in one grade who attend
their core classes with the same four teachers. There are no members of the opposite sex
on a single-sex grade-level team.

•

Sustainability – refers to the ability of innovations to be maintained over time.

•

Sustainability factors – refers to the elements that have helped the innovation endure over
time.

•

Sex – When referring to the literature, the term single-sex will be used because that is
how the literature refers to classes that contain only boys or only girls.

•

Gender – When referring to the classes and teams at the study site, the term single gender
will be used because that is how the district and school refer to their classes and teams
that contain only boys or only girls.

•

Success/successful – having a positive outcome for students and/or a school, either
academically, socially, or culturally

•

NASSPE – National Association for Single Sex Public Education - a 501 (c) (3) nonprofit organization founded in 2002 by Dr. Leonard Sax whose goal is the advancement
of single-sex public education for both girls and boys. They do not promote single-sex
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education for all children, but promote the option of single-sex education being available
to all parents and children. (www.singlesexschools.org)
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Chapter 2
Introduction
Since 2006, it has officially been legal to offer single-sex classes in public coeducational
schools. There are legitimate differences in the developing brains of boys and girls and how they
learn. Several studies have been conducted focusing on students over the last few decades in
order to determine if single-sex classes are successful, yielding mixed results. Research has
neglected to examine the sustainability of such classes, however. There maintains a gap in the
knowledge and information about the successfully sustained programs of single-sex classes and
the factors that contribute to the longevity of the educational innovation. Inquiry into this area is
informed by a literature review and relevant theoretical frameworks. An objective perspective
and the theories of institutional change and Rogers’ diffusion of innovation will guide this study
designed to examine the sustainability of offering single-sex classes in public schools.
The Law
The law is the most important policy to consider for the inclusion of single-sex classes in
state and federally funded public schools. Prior to November 2006, Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972 defined gender equality in education as the inclusion and integration of the
sexes in public schools and classrooms (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). In November
2006, however, the federal government issued amended regulations to the existing Title IX law
allowing public schools more flexibility to create single-sex classes for both boys and girls (20
U.S.C. §§ 1681-1688). According to the NASSPE (2012), during the 2011-2012 school year,
there were at least 506 public schools offering single-sex opportunities, with 390 of those
schools being coeducational offering some single-sex classes.
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Brain and Learning Differences
Boys and girls have structural and developmental brain differences that may lead them to
learn and perform differently. Brain scans have shown that the sexes even use different areas of
their brains when performing similar tasks. Females and males differ in the amount and location
of the white and gray matter in their brains. Females have an overall higher percentage of brain
gray matter that is equally distributed among both hemispheres, whereas males have less gray
matter with more being located in the left hemisphere than the right. Males have an overall
higher percentage of brain white matter and cerebral spinal fluid than do females, and males’
corpus callosums (cord connecting the hemispheres) are proportionately smaller and thinner in
males than in females. These structural differences could be evidence to support that idea that
the female brain is better at communicating between the hemispheres and the male brain is better
at communicating within those hemispheres (Sousa, 2011).
The amygdala is the part of the brain that responds to emotional stimuli. It is loaded with
testosterone receptors and grows faster in teenage boys than in teenage girls, reaching an overall
larger size in men than in woman. This developmental difference could be evidence to explain
“why males tend to demonstrate move overt aggressive behavior than do females” (Sousa, 2011,
p. 181) during their teenage years (Sousa, 2011).
The hippocampus is the part of the brain that is responsible for memory formation and
solidification. It is filled with estrogen receptors and grows faster in teenage girls than in
teenage boys. This developmental difference could be evidence to explain why school-age girls
are often better than boys at tasks that involve efficient memory processing, such as:
mathematics computations, language and tasks involving sequence (Sousa, 2011).
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Overall, there is no significant difference in cognitive performance between boys and
girls; however, there is a difference in performance on specific skills. Girls tend to perform
better on tests of verbal fluency, perceptual speed, sequencing, math calculations, precision
manual tasks, and identifying specific attributes of objects. Boys tend to perform better on tests
of mathematical reasoning, spatial tasks, target-directed motor skills, and identifying shapes
embedded in complex diagrams (Sousa, 2011).
While Sousa has described how the brains of males and females differ in both structure
and development, one practitioner has dedicated a great deal of his time to promoting the
educational option of single-sex classes in public coeducational schools. The next section will
discuss Dr. Leonard Sax and the NASSPE.
Practitioner advocate. Dr. Sax is a physician, psychologist and author who has his
M.D. and Ph.D. degrees. He has devoted himself to his work as an activist for gender equity. He
has written and published four books that deal with the sex differences between boys and girls
(NASSPE, 2011). In 2002, the NASSPE was founded as a 501 (c) (3) non-profit organization by
Dr. Leonard Sax, who is currently the executive director.
The NASSPE’s goal is the advancement of single-sex public education for both girls and
boys. They do not promote single-sex education for all children, but promote the option of
single-sex education being available to all parents and children. They believe that parents know
which format of education is appropriate for their child: single-sex or coeducational, and they
want all parents, no matter race, gender, or socioeconomic status, to have that choice (NASSPE,
2011).
NASSPE has three major missions. 1) Provide professional development opportunities
for teachers on the latest gender-specific teaching strategies. They have offered over 300
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professional development events across the United States as well as in British Columbia,
Alberta, and Ontario. 2) Serve as a resource for teachers, parents, and administrators when
considering the transition to single-sex programs by holding conferences and professional
workshops so those groups can gain knowledge from fellow public school educators about the
transition process. 3) Provide a clearinghouse for facts and information about public schools and
classrooms in the United States and disseminate current and new research. The NASSPE website
is designed to serve as an informational site for single-sex education, where accurate and reliable
information and answers to frequently asked questions can be found (NASSPE, 2011).
In October 2009, the NASSPE launched a new peer-reviewed journal, Advances in Gender
Education, “that reviews gender and single-sex learning arrangements with the goal of helping
educators broaden educational horizons for girls and boys” (NASSPE, 2011). The creation of this
scholarly journal demonstrates that the topic of single-sex classes is an emerging movement.

Dr. Sax and the NASSPE are dedicated to offering single-sex classes as an educational
option to increase student learning by addressing brain differences in boys and girls. The
following section describes the state of the research regarding single-sex classes.
The Scholarly Debate
Research on single-sex classes in public coeducational schools is scant, and focuses
primarily on student outcomes, with two studies looking at the implementation and support for
such an innovation. Some authors argue that the creation of single-sex classes may be the
solution to academic and social problems in coeducational classes (Gillibrand et al., 1999; Hart,
2016; Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Simpson et al., 2016; Streitmatter, 1997, 1998, 1999). These
classes may empower both boys and girls to achieve at higher levels in their education and to
flourish socially. Some authors argue that single-sex classes have no benefits or are detrimental

25

to the students (Goodkind et al., 2013; Hoffman et al., 2008; Kombe et al., 2016; Strain, 2013;
Wills et al., 2006), while other authors point out that it is the implementation process and
ongoing support for the innovation that has the greatest effect on its overall success (SchwarzMcCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011). The scholarly debate over single-sex classes is explored here
by examining case studies which investigate the effectiveness of these classes in public schools.
This debate is important because it sheds light on the success of the options being offered in
public schools today.
Streitmatter (1997 & 1998) and Gillibrand et al. (1999) conducted case studies of singlesex classes in the late 1990’s to determine if they benefit boys and/or girls. While these three
case studies indicate significant benefits for girls in single-sex classes, there is a gap in single-sex
class research for several years. Interest in single-sex education seems to have been renewed
around 2006, when the amendment to Title IX allowing the flexibility to legally create single-sex
classes became official (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). Due to the limited research
available on the topic of single-sex classes in coeducational schools before 2008, international
studies (Gillibran et al., 1999; Kessels & Hanover, 2008; Wills et al., 2006) are included in this
literature review. A few years after becoming officially legal, the topic of single-sex classes
seems to have gained momentum as evidenced by a broader research base, therefore after 2008,
this literature review eliminates international studies and only focuses on articles from the United
States. There are research articles published on single-sex classes from international countries
such as Ireland (Doris, O’Neill & Sweetman, 2013), Korea (Pahlke, Hyde & Mertz, 2013), and
Trinidad and Tobago (Jackson, 2012) to name a few, but those articles are not included in this
literature review. Also, this literature review only focuses on single-sex classes within a public
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coeducational school, and not on single-sex schools nor single-sex classes in a private school
setting.
The positive effects of single-sex classes are discussed next, followed by research that
challenges those effects.
Positive effects of single-sex classes. Streitmatter (1997 & 1998), Gillibrand et al.
(1999), Kessels and Hannover (2008), Hart (2016) and Simpson et al. (2016) conducted case
studies of single-sex classes to determine if they benefit boys and/or girls. These case studies
indicate positive benefits for students in single-sex classes. Each case study will be examined in
further detail, including the kinds of methods employed.
Streitmatter (1997) conducted a study that examined the dynamics of a girls-only math
class in a coeducational school. The country where the study took place was not named;
however, it can be assumed that she conducted her research in the United States since she was a
professor at the University of Arizona at the time. The study was conducted by following the
same students for a period of two years. The researcher looked for evidence of academic risktaking behavior, including speaking out and asking and answering questions during class, among
the participants in order to determine if the girls-only class setting affected them and, if so, in
what ways. The study took place in consecutive seventh- (pre-algebra) and eighth-grade
(algebra) math classes in a public middle school. In the first year of the study, 24 female students
were assigned by the school principal to participate based on reviews of test scores, grades, and
teacher recommendations. In the second year of the study, all of the students voluntarily
participated in the study by simply remaining in the single-sex class. The researcher gathered
data from multiple classroom observations of the girls-only class (approximately 30 hours total)
and the mixed-sex class preceding the girls-only class, a group discussion with the students and
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the teacher, and semi-structured interviews with the female students and with the teacher. The
classroom observations showed that the students in the girls-only math class took academic risks
often, as the girls were not reluctant to ask the teacher questions or to answer questions, even if
they were unsure of the answers. The interview data showed a unanimous positive view of the
girls-only class. All of the students interviewed agreed that the class promoted freedom to ask
and answer questions, greater confidence in their mathematical abilities, and a classroom climate
that created a place of personal freedom.
Streitmatter (1998) conducted an ethnographic case study that investigated the attitudes,
perspectives, and success of girls in a girls-only high school physics class compared to girls in a
mixed-sex physics class. The study took place in a physics classroom in a coeducational public
high school. The country where the study took place was not named; however, it can be assumed
that she conducted her research in the United States since she was a professor at the University
of Arizona at the time. The experimental group consisted of 32 female students in a girls-only
physics class, while the control group consisted of 14 female students in a mixed-sex physics
class of 27 students. The experimental and the control physics classes were taught the same
lessons by the same teacher, in the same classroom, and using the same instructional strategies.
The researcher gathered data from observations of both the girls-only and the mixed-sex classes
in order to compare classroom climates, interactions among students, interactions between
students and the teacher, and the curriculum and pedagogy between the classes. Female students
from both classes were interviewed using structured questions based on issues raised in the
research. Twelve female students were randomly selected and interviewed during the first two
weeks of the semester, and then again during the last two weeks of the semester in order to
gather pre- and post-experience data. All girls in the girls-only physics class spoke of
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recommending this class to their female peers because the class was fun and made learning
easier. Of the 12 interviews, 11 girls reported the girl-only class setting yielded positive effects.
Field notes gathered by the researcher and information gathered in interviews indicated that the
students in the girls-only class had more interactions with the teacher than did the girls in the
mixed-sex class. At the end of the yearlong physics course, 28 students in the girls-only class
received A’s, 3 received B’s, and 1 received a C. Of the 14 girls in the mixed-sex class, 2
received A’s, 2 received B’s, and 10 received C’s. These results would suggest that the singlesex class had academic benefits for the girls who were enrolled in it.
Gillibrand et al. (1999) conducted a three-year study exploring girls’ perspectives and
experiences in a two-year General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) physics course.
The researchers looked at the girls’ confidence level changes, learning approaches, physics
application, and whether higher confidence levels in physics resulted in better physics grades and
if the girls were more likely to enroll in the next higher level of physics. The study took place in
a mixed comprehensive school of approximately 900 students in southwestern England. Cohort I
consisted of 32 girls, 25 of whom chose to be in the single-sex class. The other seven were in the
mixed-sex class. Cohort II consisted of 26 girls, of whom only 22 chose to be in the single-sex
class. The other four girls preferred the mixed-sex class, but due to scheduling conflicts had to be
in the single-sex class. Data were collected using the Fennema-Sherman Mathematical Anxiety
Scale (adapted and administered substituting “physics” for “mathematics”), GCSE physics
grades, enrollment numbers for the A-level physics course the following year, individual
structured pre- and post-GCSE physics interviews, and two group interviews with a sample of
the girls (to supplement data from the individual interviews). Classroom observations were also
conducted over the three years of the study in order to gather information on classroom climate,
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quantity and nature of teacher-student and student-student interactions, and the cooperation
levels within and between the small groups. Data analyses indicated that increased confidence of
the girls in the single-sex GCSE physics class was positively correlated with better grades.
Higher confidence levels were linked to higher enrollment in A-level physics in the following
school year and a greater student willingness to engage in open discussion in the single-sex class.
Kessels and Hannover (2008) conducted a study that investigated the effects of single-sex
classes on girls’ self-concepts of ability in the stereotypically masculine subject of physics, due
to the lower accessibility of gender-related self-knowledge in a girls-only class. The sex
composition of a group that a person is in influences the salience of the person’s gender. When
all students in a group are of the same sex, the gender of the students is less salient and cannot be
used as a category to describe or differentiate among the students. Thus, gender-related selfknowledge is not as accessible in a single-sex class. With decreased importance on gender in
single-sex classes, the researchers examined girls’ self-concepts of ability in physics.
The one-year study took place in 25 eighth grade physics classes among four
coeducational comprehensive schools in Germany. Students were randomly assigned to singlesex and coeducational physics classes throughout the eighth grade. A questionnaire was
administered at the end of the school year to measure self-concept of ability in physics. Genderrelated self-knowledge during physics lessons was measured using a computer-based
measurement tool two months before the end of the school year. Data from only those students
whose teacher taught at least one single-sex class and one mixed-sex class were analyzed in
order to reduce teacher influence on the results. The researchers found that the girls in the girlsonly physics classes reported a significantly higher self-concept of their ability in physics due to
decreased accessibility of the girls’ gender-related self-knowledge. Kessels and Hannover (2008)
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purport that single-sex classes help students develop a better self-concept of ability in school
subjects that are stereotyped to be inappropriate for their own sex.
Hart (2016) conducted a three-year study to help school officials determine if single-sex
classes were beneficial in increasing student engagement and comfort levels with the transition
to middle school, particularly sixth grade girls. The study took place in a middle school in North
Carolina from 2010-2013. The school had one sixth grade team in which all girls were grouped
for classes, all-boys were grouped for classes and then there was one group containing both boys
and girls mixed together. Students in each of those groups stayed together for their core classes
of math, language arts, science and social studies. They did not remain in those groups during
elective classes. The single-sex classes were populated based on parent requests and teacher
invitations. Over the three years, data were collected from 73 girls in the girls-only classes on
their perceptions of their single-sex class experiences, as well as from the teachers who worked
with these students. Data were collected from a Likert-type survey, open ended survey questions
and interviews. Data from the boys-only and the mixed-sex class were also gathered, but this
article focused solely on the girls-only classes. Data analyses indicated an overall positive
experience for the girls in the girls-only classes. Several themes emerged from the interviews
and surveys, including perceived increase in academic performance, increased focus and
engagement, supportive classrooms leading to an overall feeling of confidence, less disruptions
and chaos in the classroom, and less teasing and ridicule in the classrooms. The girls were
highly satisfied with the single-sex classes and felt safe and supported, which lead to increased
risk taking in class.
Simpson et al. (2016) conducted an exploratory study to investigate the influence of
enrollment in either single-sex or coeducational science classes on the academic self-concepts of
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female and male students. The study took place in a middle school (grades 6-8) in the
southeastern region of the United States. Participants consisted of 204 students in four groups:
females in a single-sex setting, females in a coeducational setting, males in a single-sex setting,
and males in a coeducational setting. Data were collected using four subscales of the FennemaSherman Mathematics Attitude Scales, which had been adapted to apply to science, rather than
mathematics. Data analyses indicated that students in the single-sex classes had a higher level of
confidence in their ability to learn and perform in science than did students in the coeducational
science classes. This was true particularly for the female students in the single-sex classes.
While these six studies indicate positive student benefits of single-sex classes both
academically and socially, some research indicates that single-sex classes provide little or no
academic or social benefits to students.
A lack of benefits in single-sex classes. While several studies show that single-sex
classes are beneficial for students, other studies show mixed results or a lack of academic and/or
social benefits. Friend (2006), Hoffman et al. (2008), Kombe et al. (2016), and Wills et al.
(2006) conducted studies that describe such mixed results. Each case study will be examined in
further detail, including the kinds of methods employed.
Friend (2006) conducted a mixed-method study to determine if single-sex class groupings
had positive effects on student science academic achievement and on science classroom climate.
The study took place in eighth grade science classrooms in a predominantly Caucasian middle
school located in a suburban school district in the Midwest. A computer scheduling program
randomly assigned 20 male students to a boys-only science class and 23 female students to a
girls-only science class. The boys-only class was taught by a male teacher, and the girls-only
class was taught by a female teacher. Both teachers had more than fifteen years of experience

32

teaching eighth grade science, and taught other mixed-sex science classes in addition to the
single-sex class. The two teachers prepared lesson plans independently, but followed the same
curricular objectives and had access to the same instructional resources. Both the single-sex and
mixed-sex classes utilized the same lesson plan and instructional methodology taught by each
teacher.
Data were gathered through classroom observations, a 20-question student survey
administered at the end of each grading period, six semi-structured interviews with each teacher,
and analysis of science classroom assessments and overall science course grades for three 12week grading periods. Analysis of the data showed that single-sex classes did not produce
significant differences in academic achievement nor did they create a more positive classroom
climate than the mixed-sex classes.
Wills et al. (2006) investigated, using mixed-methods, the social and academic aspects of
single-sex classes in a Tasmanian (Australia) coeducational government primary school. The
school educated 230 students and was located in a mixed rural/urban community of modest
socio-economic status. The focus of this ethnographic study was single-sex classes in Grade 3/4
(ages 7-10 years). Data were collected during five 2-4 hour observations at the school, during
which time the researchers looked for specific behaviors, including time on task and the nature of
interactions among students and between students and teachers both in the classroom and on the
playground. Additional data were gathered from surveys of parents, students, and staff members,
and tape-recorded interviews of the principal and teachers of the single-sex classes. Results
showed that “the single-gendered environment allowed teachers to focus on strategies designed
to overcome the weaknesses in gendered learning and behaviour styles” (p. 284). Female
students showed an increase in confidence levels, higher self-esteem, more time on task and a
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higher level of work completion in the single-sex classes. Male students showed an increase in
motivation and commitment to school work as well as improved accountability and selfdiscipline. Wills et al. (2006) reported that “the whole school community, including parents,
indicated there had been real improvement in the general school climate as a result of the [singlesex classroom] innovation,” however, at the end of the school year, there were no statistically
significant differences in academic outcomes due to the single-sex classes (p. 288).
Hoffman et al. (2008) conducted a two-year mixed-methods study to evaluate the
effectiveness of single-sex classes in regards to student achievement, student behavior, and
classroom culture. The study took place at an urban high school in the U.S. Southwest which was
predominantly composed of students from disadvantaged populations. The school failed to make
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for several years prior to the study, and single-sex instruction
was implemented in algebra and English classes as a means of increasing student achievement in
order to make AYP. Study data were gathered from 315 Grade 9 remedial students, 489 Grade
10 students, 86 teachers, and three administrators who participated in the single-sex class
initiative.
Data were gathered from course grades, standardized test scores, classroom observations,
teacher and study surveys, teacher interviews, and student focus group discussions. Quantitative
achievement results were assessed for only those students who were enrolled in single-sex
classes for both years of the study. The achievement results for the students in the single-sex
classes were compared to achievement results of a similar group of students enrolled in the
parallel coeducational class. Overall achievement results showed little to no benefits of singlesex instruction. Only the Year 1 algebra grades showed benefits for the single-sex classes, where
Year 2 algebra and Year 1 and 2 English grades showed no difference between single-sex and
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coeducational classes. Standardized test results showed better achievement for the students in
coeducational classes. Analysis of observation and survey data showed that classroom culture
was vastly different in the single-sex classrooms versus the coeducational classrooms. Students
in the girls-only classes actively engaged in more academic risk-taking and participated more in
the lesson. The teamwork, camaraderie, and enthusiasm were all higher in the girls-only classes
than in the coeducational classes. Students in the boys-only classes, however, demonstrated
higher levels of aggression, competition, female objectification, and male hegemony than did
boys in the coeducational classes. Student survey analysis revealed a strong dislike for single-sex
instruction among its participants with more than 70% of student reporting that they do not
prefer same-sex instruction. Students indicated that single-sex classes are less enjoyable, do not
decrease disciplinary issues, and are not more conducive to individual achievement.
Kombe et al. (2016) conducted a study that investigated the relationship between singlesex vs. coeducational classes on students’ self-concepts in mathematics and their perceptions of
the classroom environment. The study took place in two rural middle schools (grades 6 – 8)
from the same school district in the southeastern region of the United States. Study participants
included 125 boys and 90 girls: 85 participants were enrolled in all-boys classes, 66 in all-girls
classes, and 64 in coeducational math classes (40 boys and 24 girls). Data were gathered from
the Fenemma-Sherman Mathematics Attitudes Scales survey and the What is Happening in This
Class? questionnaire, which was administered during the spring semester. Data analysis
indicated that female students in both girls-only and coeducational classes rejected more strongly
the notion that math is a male domain than did their male counterparts. Aside from that, there
was no significant difference in mathematics self-concept or perception of the classroom
environment between students in the single-sex classes and the coeducational classes.
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While these four studies indicate mixed results of single-sex classes, some research
indicates that single-sex classes are detrimental to students in several ways. Two such studies
will be described in the next section.
Single-sex classes as detrimental to students. While several studies show that singlesex classes are beneficial for students, and other studies show mixed results or a lack of
academic and/or social benefits, two studies show that single-sex classes are detrimental to
students. Goodkind et al. (2013) and Strain (2013) conducted studies that describe such negative
results. Each case study will be examined in further detail, including the kinds of methods
employed.
Goodkind et al. (2013) conducted a study to examine students’ and other stakeholders’
perceptions of the new single-gender academies that were created from Pittsburgh, PA’s two
lowest performing public high schools and a struggling public middle school. The girls-only and
boys-only academies were housed in one school building, with the student population being lowincome and 97% African American. Data were gathered over one school year from many
sources, including interviews, field notes, school and district materials, and newspaper articles,
with the primary method of data collection being in-depth interviews and participant observation.
Twenty-seven individual and four small group interviews were conducted throughout the school
year with students, teachers, social workers, social worker interns, school staff, volunteers, and
parents. A total of 131 sets of detailed field notes were taken and analyzed.
The primary reason for creating single-sex academies at this school was to improve
academics and test scores by reducing distractions and harassment in coeducational classrooms
and by addressing different learning styles. Proponents of single-sex education view single-sex
opportunities as a way to remedy inequities and offer low-income youth of color the same
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opportunity that is traditionally available to more privileged youth who attend single-sex private
schools (Goodkind et al., 2013). However, data gathered indicated that none of the participants
associated the single-sex classes with prestigious private high schools or colleges. Rather, the
students at these academies perceived that being separated by sex was a punishment for their low
grades. Contrary to the hope that test scores and grades would be raised, many students felt that
the single-sex classes led to less learning, as they were distracted thinking about what the other
students were doing in their classes. Teachers and students reported more skipping of class and
students wandering in the halls trying to fraternize with students of the opposite sex. “The
separation of students by sex seemed to increase boys’ sexual harassment of girls… groping and
grabbing them… [due to] their forced separation in the classroom” (Goodkind et al., 2013, p.
1177). Students and teachers reported that they did not think that boys and girls learn differently,
and they believed that the difference in teaching styles reinforced problematic gender
stereotypes. The single-sex classes at this school did not last past the 2011-2012 school year.
Strain (2013) conducted a study to determine if single-sex classes raised the end-of-grade
exams in math and reading/English. Data were gathered from the Student Activity Reports
database from the North Carolina Education Research Data Center for grades 3rd through 8th for
North Carolina public coeducational schools that offered single-sex math and reading/English
classes. The earliest single-sex math and reading/English classes used in the data selection were
from 2003, and the latest were from 2009. Data analysis concluded that offering single-sex
mathematics classes hurts the performance of students on end-of-grade math exams and there
was no evidence that offering single-sex reading/English classes increased end-of-grade
reading/English exam scores.
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While these two studies show negative results of single-sex classes for students, two
authors point out that it is the professional development and ongoing support for the innovation
that has the greatest effect on its overall success.
Professional development and support for single-sex classes. The published literature
shows that single-sex classes may or may not help students; different studies show different
results. No matter the outcomes, two authors call attention to the professional development and
ongoing support for the innovation. Schwarz-McCotter (2008) and Spielhagen (2011) point out
the importance of the process and support and link these to the potential success of the
innovation.
Schwarz-McCotter (2008) reported on the implementation of single-sex classes at a Title
I middle school in a small urban area of Pennsylvania. The school is socioeconomically and
ethnically diverse and highly transient, with 75% of its population living below the poverty line.
The superintendent and school administrators decided to implement the single-sex classes in
2002 to help solve some of the academic problems facing the school. Two of four classes at
each grade level (6th – 8th) were designated as single-sex and the school leaders gave careful
consideration to selecting the teachers that would teach these classes. Students were assigned to
the classes and parents had the opportunity to remove their student from the single-sex classes,
but none did.
District and school leaders had good intentions of providing formal professional
development for the teachers of the single-sex classes, but that never materialized due to a lack
of funding. However, the teachers themselves believed in the initiative and sought out informal
means of professional development in order to help themselves. The teachers who taught the
single-sex classes collaborated and depended on each other for support and new ideas. They
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reached out to the broader professional community by reading and sharing books about gender in
order to gain a greater understanding of the two groups of students. Three of the single-sex class
teachers also worked with a local university as cooperating teachers who supervised post
baccalaureate interns. To fulfill the interns’ academic requirements for their university, the
cooperating teachers and interns worked together to develop “case studies on behavior in singlegender classes, a resource book of articles and strategies to use in single-gender classrooms, and
a comparative analysis of final grades in core subjects” (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008, p. 21).
Schwarz-McCotter (2008) points out that the teachers who worked closest to the students
on a daily basis recognized the need for professional development and ongoing support, and
while no formally funded professional development or support was present, they informally
sought it out themselves. They recognized the need to learn how to effectively teach the singlesex classes, and took steps on their own to achieve it. The lack of leadership, professional
development and funding from the district level was disappointing by everyone at the school, but
led to a perceived lack of support at the district level for the school, single-sex initiative, teachers
and students.
The initiative was not sustained beyond the first year at this middle school, as there was
no objective evidence of academic improvement, social benefits for students were mixed, and the
effective teachers who were carefully selected to teach the single-sex classes felt as though they
had failed. The author concludes from her study of the single-sex class initiative at this middle
school that “with more district support, professional development, and material resources, the
benefits of this initiative may have been greater or more tangible” (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008, p.
29).
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Spielhagen (2011) conducted this study in order to build on Schwarz-McCotter’s (2008)
work exploring the perspectives of middle school teachers who were hired to teach single-sex
classes. This study specifically looked at the effectiveness of single-sex classes according to the
perceptions of the teachers who implement them, and how these teachers’ preconceptions and
attitudes changed over the course of the first year of teaching the single-sex classes. This study
took place in a large urban center in the southeastern United States in an area that had the lowest
socioeconomic demographics in the city, with 100% of the students receiving free and reduced
price lunch. District administrators closed a failing middle school and relocated the students in
two, single-sex academies in another part of the city. The students/parents could opt-out of the
single-sex academies and students from other parts of the city could opt-in, but there was very
little movement and the single-sex academies were primarily composed of students from the
original failing middle school. The principals of the single-sex academies were specifically hired
for these schools, and they hand-picked their assistants. Fifty-two teachers applied and were
hired to teach at these single-sex academies.
Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected via focus group interviews, a survey
administered at the beginning of the school year, a voluntary survey administered one month into
the school year, a follow-up survey administered at the end of the school year along with six
open-ended questions that asked the teachers to reflect on their experiences throughout the year
in the single-sex classes, how they addressed the students’ needs, and their support they
perceived for their efforts throughout the year. Thirty-one teachers responded to the follow up
survey, which was fewer than completed the initial survey.
The initial focus group results indicated a positive and relaxed outlook for the upcoming
school year and teaching the single-sex classes. The teachers had received intense training in
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gender differences in learning styles during the summer prior to the school year, and felt that
they had leadership support from the school level. District level support was questioned,
however.
A voluntary survey was administered one month into the school year and showed mixed
results, depending on if the teachers had participated in the intensive summer training or if they
were hired after the summer training took place and received only one day of training. Eightyeight percent of respondents said that they need training to work with the single-sex classes and
the vast majority of respondents said they need more professional development.
The spring follow-up survey revealed that the majority of the teachers agreed that boys
and girls process information differently and that the single-sex classes allow the teachers to
address the specific needs of each group. The open-ended questions associated with the spring
follow-up survey overwhelmingly indicated two key themes: the need for ongoing professional
development and the need for knowledgeable administrative support for differing teaching styles.
The teachers in this study confirmed that when asked to undertake a new school reform,
they needed specific and ongoing support—in both the provision of information and in
feedback that would allow them to create beneficial learning situations for their students
(Spielhagen, 2011, p. 11).
Despite the more negative responses to the spring survey, ninety-four percent of respondents
agreed that the single-sex classes should continue as an option for students and parents.
As shown in this literature review, the topic of including single-sex classes in
coeducational schools is quite controversial. Five authors (Gillibrand et al., 1999; Hart, 2016;
Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Simpson et al., 2016; Streitmatter, 1997, 1998) indicated that their
studies showed positive academic and/or social benefits for student in single-sex classes. Four
studies (Friend, 2006; Hoffman et al., 2008; Kombe et al., 2016; Wills et al., 2006) showed a
lack of student benefits and/or mixed results from single-sex classes, while two studies
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(Goodkind et al., 2013; Strain, 2013) revealed detrimental effects to the students participating in
single-sex classes. One theme that was specifically mentioned in two studies (SchwarzMcCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011) was the need for professional development and ongoing
support for the teachers who are challenged with implementing single-sex classes. These studies
suggest that training and support for the teachers could be the single largest factor in the overall
success and sustainability of the single-sex class initiative.
Change Theory
There are many models of change but the change model that works best is the one that
fits your organization’s individual needs (Fullan, 2004). Hall and Hord (2011) compiled a list of
ten principles that apply to cases of change. They recognize that these principles do not cover all
aspects of change, but suggest that change efforts will be more effective if these principles are
acknowledged.
Hall and Hord’s (2011) principles can be applied to the policy implementation of singlesex classes. They suggest that while a top-down mandate can be successful in certain situations,
facilitating change is a team effort. All contributors need to collaborate and work together as a
team to ensure a successful change. This means that both the school administrators and teachers
need to work together to successfully integrate single-sex classes into a school. Without all
parties working together, the implementation process will not succeed. While it is important to
have the support of external agencies such as district personnel, state education system, etc.,
when implementing a change, “the key organizational unit for making change successful is the
school” (Hall & Hord, 2011, p. 9). If the change to include single-sex classes at a coeducational
school is the right change for a particular school and its students, then the administrator(s) and
staff at that school are the ones responsible for making it happen. While it would be nice to have
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support from the school board and outside groups, and whether the change is initiated from
inside or outside the school, the teachers and leaders will be the ones ultimately responsible for
making the change successful or not. Teachers are often the ones who carry out the innovation
in the classroom, and without on-going active support from the school leader, the change effort
will likely die. The leader needs to be supportive and provide daily encouragement for the
continued use of the innovation (Hall & Hord, 2011). This applies to implementing single-sex
classes, as the teachers are the ones who will carry out the gender-specific teaching strategies in
the classes. The teachers need to feel support for their efforts and get encouragement from the
leader for their work in the classroom with the students. Without support and encouragement
from the leader, the teachers will likely feel that their efforts are not important.
Change will not be completely successful until each individual in the organization
embraces the new practice. The rate at which individuals accept the change, learn about the
implementation techniques, and develop skills and competence in using the new practice will
vary. It is likely that not all staff at a school will completely understand single-sex classes and
the choice to include them in the educational opportunities at their school. The change leader
should anticipate these patterns and target intervention strategies toward these subgroups (e.g.,
training in what the change entails, skills necessary to implement, etc.) as well as the
organization as a whole. Different forms of interventions will likely be required to address all of
the concerns. Resistance to the innovation may be reduced by addressing concerns with a timely
and individual-appropriate intervention. These interventions could take the form of trainings,
workshops, and short informal conversations in passing. Hall and Hord (2011) believe that it is
the value of the small interventions that make the final difference in the success of the
innovation.
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A school culture that values change and individuals who seek change in order to improve
their teaching to yield better student performance will contribute profoundly to the process of
innovation. A community of professional learners led by a sharing and supportive leader is the
ideal team in the quest for high-quality learning and successful change efforts. Successfully
changing from offering only coeducational classes to including single-sex classes will require
professional learning and training for the teachers before and during implementation. If
significant differences in academics and/or classroom climate are not seen as a result of the
change in the first year or two, it does not mean that the new approach is not working. It may
simply mean that there has not been enough time and implementation support so that the new
approach has the chance to work. In order for an educational change to be implemented at a high
level and show potential effects, Hall and Hord (2011) suggest that it will take three to five
years.
Hall and Hord (2011) apply Rogers’ (2003) theory of change, the Diffusion Perspective,
to change in educational systems. They focus their discussion of educational change on the
communication necessary to implement a change, the adopters and rate of adoption of the
change, and the change agent. Rogers is the leading scholar on the diffusion of change in social
systems. His initial research in the 1950’s focused on the spread of agricultural innovations in
rural Iowa. Since then, the Diffusion Perspective has been used to study innovations and adopters
in many different fields, including the field of education (Hall & Hord, 2011). The next section
will describe the Diffusion Perspective and how it is used in education to implement a change,
such as the inclusion of offering single-sex classes, at a school for the first time.
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Diffusion of Innovations
The Diffusion Perspective explains social change, which Rogers (2003) suggests is one
of the most fundamental of human processes. It is based on the concepts of uncertainty and
communication of information. Uncertainty is an uncomfortable state, and motivates individuals
to seek information through communication with others. A change or innovation in a social
system presents individuals and/or the organization with a new alternative. Individual
stakeholders do not initially know if the innovation is superior to previous practices, thus they
are motivated to seek further information about it in order to deal with the uncertainty that it has
created (Rogers, 2003). This perspective of change applies to single-sex classes. There will
likely be uncertainty among teachers about many aspects of the change, including, but not
limited to, how the classes will work, how they will be implemented, will they benefit the
students, will it be more work for the teachers, etc. This uncertainty is likely to motivate the
teachers to seek information about single-sex classes.
Individual stakeholders gain knowledge of the innovation through communication with
other stakeholders. They discuss the change, and seek subjective evaluations of the innovation
from each other. Rogers (2003) explains that “the diffusion of innovations is essentially a social
process in which subjectively perceived information about a new idea is communicated from
person to person. The meaning of an innovation is thus gradually worked out through a process
of social construction” (p. xx).
Interpersonal sharing of information about an innovation is the key concept of the
Diffusion Perspective. Adopting a change is driven by individuals communicating with others,
therefore social networks need to be analyzed and used wisely. The change agent needs to
identify social networks, and determine who would be the most likely to agree with the change
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and to positively spread information about the innovation. These individuals are called opinion
leaders. Those who are likely to resist the change also need to be identified, and interventions
need to be directed toward that group (Hall & Hord, 2011).
In the Diffusion Perspective, there are five categories of people who adopt the innovation
at different times: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards.
Innovators are the first stakeholders to adopt a change. They are always looking for new ideas to
improve upon current practices and they are excited to try something new. Teacher leaders
would be the innovators. Early adopters are intellectual decision makers, that is, they adopt an
innovation, but only after reasoned consideration. The early majority take more time in their
decision-making than do the early adopters. They are more deliberate and take more
consideration when making their adoption decision. This group is large and represents
approximately 34 percent of potential adopters. The late majority approach innovation with
doubts and caution, and thus they are slow to adopt a change. They want to avoid risk, and need
pressure to make a change. This group is also large and represents approximately 34 percent of
potential adopters. The laggards are the slowest group to adopt new ideas, and may even resist
the change. They often have fewer communication connections, therefore will likely have less
information and understanding about the potential benefits of the innovation (Hall & Hord,
2011). Figure 2.1 shows the percentages of each adoption category.
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Figure 2.1. Percentages of Adoption Category

It is not known who makes up each category when analyzing a change to include singlesex classes in coeducational schools: change agent, innovator, early adopter, early majority, late
majority, and laggards. Due to the fact that teachers make up the majority of the staff at a
school, it is reasonable to assume that teachers fill most of the categories; however, it is unknown
who the change agent and innovators likely are: the administrator(s), teacher leader(s), and/or
teacher(s).
The flow of communication across the adopter categories is linear and parallels the time
of adoption. The innovators obtain much of their information early and through their extensive
social networks, while the laggards have very limited communication and are late to receive
information. The flow of information moves from innovators, to early adopters, to early
majority, to late majority, and lastly to the laggards. Adoption of an innovation also follows this
pattern, as it is the innovators who adopt first and the laggards who adopt last. No matter the
innovation, an s-curve depicts the rate of adoption across time. The overall amount of time can
vary dramatically based on the innovation, but as the s-curve illustrates, the rate of adoption
starts slowly and picks up speed as the information moves through the adoption categories (Hall
& Hord, 2011). Figure 2.2 illustrates the s-curve of the rate of adoption.
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Figure 2.2. Rate of Adoption by Adopter Categories

The Diffusion Perspective is based on how prospective adopters perceive the innovation,
rather than on its actual function, components, or intents. It is important for the change agent to
understand how the innovation may be perceived in order to address potential problems that may
slow the adoption process. The single-sex class change agent needs to foresee how adding
single-sex classes will affect the teachers and prepare for their responses. Prospective adopters
will appraise the innovation to determine if it has an advantage over current practice and if it is
compatible to the adopter’s values, needs, and concerns. They will assess the innovation’s
perceived complexity and adopt it at a proportional rate. The change agent needs to keep in mind
that different groups may view the innovation’s complexity differently. Policymakers, education
experts, and parents may perceive an educational change to be simple and easy to implement,
however the teacher may view it as complex and difficult to use in the classroom. Teachers that
will be teaching the single-sex classes may view the change differently than teachers that will
not. The trialability and observability of the innovation will also have a large impact on the
adoption rate. The adoption rate will be much faster if stakeholders can try a sample component
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of the innovation and obtain positive results. Prospective adopters will likely resist if there is
nothing to try or no components to see in use, thus the innovation may be seen as too complex.
The perceptions of potential advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability
will all influence the adoption decision and the speed at which the decision is made (Hall &
Hord, 2011).
According to Hall and Hord (2011), in the Diffusion Perspective “the change agent is an
external innovation expert who engages with the client system to introduce and encourage
adoption of the innovation. The change agent has expert knowledge about the innovation and its
use” (p. 228). The change agent is the expert who researches and proposes the change.
According to this definition in the Diffusion Perspective, they perform their research and work at
an external location, and are not directly involved with the implementation of the change. They
communicate with the client about the change, provide research and background for the change,
support the client while making the change, but do not necessarily have a personal stake in the
implementation of the change (Hall & Hord, 2011). This aspect of the perspective does not
apply to the school situation.
Many features of the Diffusion Perspective are applicable to small, local changes in
schools; however the change agent in most local school innovations would differ from the
definition given in this perspective. The change agent would likely be the school leader, a
teacher leader, or a group of teachers. These individuals actually work in the school and would
likely propose a change in order to fix some inadequate practice or to solve a problem at their
own school. These individuals have an actual stake in the success of the school, and would have
a stake in the success of a change. Implementing single-sex classes in a coeducational school
would likely be proposed from a change agent on the inside, rather than someone at an external
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location. The teachers and administrators would be the people who would recognize a need to
include the single-sex classes at their school in order to offer more educational opportunities or
to remedy some practice at the school. These people work in the school daily, are closest to the
students, and can take into account the school practices when considering adding single-sex
classes to their school.
While the change agent and rate of adoption are important factors in implementing an
innovation, the overall sustainability of the innovation is of great importance also. “The concept
of sustainability is defined as the degree to which an innovation continues to be used over time
after a diffusion program ends” (Rogers, 2003, p. 183). Diffusion scholars recognize that a
program may differ from its original plan as implementation occurs. Evaluation of the
innovation is necessary to gauge effectiveness, and often it is necessary to adjust a program or
change a component from the original idea to better suite a specific situation. Diffusion scholars
refer to this concept as re-invention, and generalize that “a higher degree of re-invention leads to
a higher degree of sustainability of an innovation” (Rogers, 2003, p. 183). Modification of the
innovation, selective rejection of some components or customization of program factors may be
necessary to more closely match the institution’s needs, culture or conditions. Discontinuance of
an innovation happens less often when innovations are re-invented to better fit a school’s
circumstances, thus leading to increased sustainability (Rogers, 2003).
The sustainability of single-sex class programs is not discussed in any of the single-sex
literature. The literature on factors that lead to program sustainability is scant, with the majority
of the articles focused on health programs. The following section summarizes the literature on
the factors that lead to program sustainability.
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Innovation Sustainability
Two articles (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011) in the literature on single-sex
classes discuss the need for professional development and ongoing support for the teachers who
are challenged with implementing single-sex classes. These studies suggest that training and
support for the teachers could be the single largest factor in the overall success and sustainability
of the single-sex class initiative; however, there are no published articles that specifically explore
the sustainability factors or the prediction factors for implementation success that relate to
schools that chose to add single-sex classes to their course offerings. With a lack of articles
addressing the these factors of single-sex classes, the literature review was opened up to include
articles that looked at the sustainability factors of any new program initiative, which turned up
five relevant articles (Bosworth et al., 1999; Durlak & DuPre, E., 2008; Friend, Flattum,
Simpson, Nederhoff, & Neumark-Sztainer, 2014; Scheirer, 2005; Schell, Luke, Schooley,
Elliott, Herbers, Mueller, & Bunger, 2013) in the public health field. This section will describe
those studies and the factors that were found to be important in each study. The terminology
“sustainability factors” and “prediction factors for implementation success” will be used
interchangeably meaning the same thing.
In1999, Bosworth et al. conducted research to help schools predict their chances of
successfully implementing health education innovations. The researchers developed and tested
an implementation prediction model based on the subjective Bayesian model of probability. The
subjective Bayesian model was chosen as the mathematical model for this research because it
utilizes all of the data that are available and it is not very sensitive to small amounts of missing
data.
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An integrative group process technique was used in order to develop the prediction
model. An expert panel was gathered who established a measureable definition of successful
implementation. The panel then created a list of sustainability factors based on their own
experience, expertise and research. The panelists assigned numerical judgments of each factor in
predicting successful implementation at each school. In order to test the reliability and validity
of the model, they ran each factor through the Bayesian model to determine the likelihood of
each factor as a predictor of sustainability. The panel determined eight factors that are relevant
for predicting successful implementation: facilitation process, resources, school-based
leadership, implementers, external environment, compatibility, external leadership, and
innovation characteristics. There are several components under most of these factors, as shown
in Table 1.
The implementation prediction model designed in this study was used at schools in field
tests. “The model has proved to be an excellent self-assessment and planning tool to guide
people charged with implementing innovations through [the] initial processes” (Bosworth et al.,
1999, p. 9). The authors propose that the model can be used at several phases of innovation
implementation, including: program development, before implementation, after completion of
implementation trials and to track program changes in delivery capacity.
While this research is nearly 30 years old, it remains extremely relevant, as it has
produced the most comprehensive list of sustainability prediction factors in published research to
this date. The Bosworth et al. (1999) Prediction Factors and Their Components for
Implementation Success table will serve as the basis to which sustainability factors from other
articles will be compared and integrated. It will be the foundation of the research for this
dissertation.
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Table 1
Prediction Factors and Their Components for Implementation Success
Factor
Facilitation Process

Resources

School-Based Leadership

Implementers

External Environment

Compatibility

External Leadership
Innovation Characteristics

Component
Planning
Training
Coaching
Monitoring
Communicating
Materials
Staff
Funds
Daily time
Implementation time frame
Facilities
Principal
Program leaders
Team structure & function
Priority
Professional preparation
Commitment to health
Implementation skills
Enthusiasm
Perceptions of role compatibility
Perceptions of relative advantage
Turbulence
Support
Opposition
Guidelines
Bureaucracy
Priorities
Structure
Student needs
Culture
Past success
Complexity
Relative advantage
Ease of use
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In 2005, Scheirer did a systemic review of empirical research on the sustainability of
health-related programs. It focused on studies that had collected data at a time point after
external funding had ceased. The review examined the type and extent of the sustainability
achieved for the health programs, as well as factors that were found that contributed to a greater
likelihood of sustainability. Nineteen studies were analyzed for this research using the definition
of “sustainability as the institutionalization or routinization of programs into ongoing
organizational systems” (Scheirer, 2005, p. 325).
Scheirer purports that sustainability can be viewed as the life cycle of a program, where
the stages are often overlapping. She points out that the model’s timeframe is likely overly
optimistic, as there is no clear boundary at each stage and in most of the cases the stages overlap.
The timeframe for this model is illustrative only, and is not based on empirical data; however
the model does show the critical tipping point after implementation, where the program is either
implemented to the full extent and remains in place in the organization, or there is incomplete
unsuccessful use of the program and it is discontinued.
The researcher found that five factors could be used to predict the sustainability of new
programs after external funding ends. These five factors include: 1- program modifiability, 2the presence and role of a program champion, 3- the “fit” of the new program with the
organization’s mission and tasks, 4- perceived benefits to staff members and/or clients, and 5support from outside organizations and stakeholders. The factor that emerged as the most
critical for program sustainability by “more than three fourths of the studies…[was] the
importance of a champion, someone who is strategically placed within an organization to
advocate effectively for the program” (Scheirer, 2005, p. 340).
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In 2008, Durlak and DuPre conducted a meta-analysis of over 500 studies to examine the
impact of implementation on health program outcomes and to identify factors that affected the
implementation process. The researchers compared 483 quantitative studies that were included
in five meta-analyses and an additional 59 studies that reported on health interventions in order
to determine the impact of implementation on program outcomes. They found strong support
that the level of implementation does influence outcomes, as the chances of program success are
increased by achieving good implementation. The researchers then went on to explore the
factors that affect the implementation process.
Durlak and DuPre (2008) analyzed 81 quantitative and qualitative studies that contained
data on factors that affected the implementation process. They identified five main categories
that contained 23 factors that influenced the implementation process. The five main categories
described are: 1- community level factors, 2- provider characteristics, 3- characteristics of the
innovation, 4- organizational capacity, and 5- factors related to the prevention support system.
Table 2 shows the 23 factors under these five categories.
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Table 2
Factors Affecting the Implementation Process
Category
Community Level

Provider Characteristics

Characteristics of the Innovation
Organizational Capacity

Factors Related to the Prevention Support
System

Factor
Prevention theory and research
Politics
Funding
policy
Perceived need for innovation
Perceived benefits of innovation
Self-efficacy
Skill proficiency
Compatibility
Adaptability
Positive work climate
Organizational norms regarding change
Integration of new programming
Shared vision
Shared decision-making
Coordination with other agencies
Communication
Formulation of tasks
Leadership
Program champion
Managerial/supervisory/administrative support
Training
Technical assistance

Durlak and DuPre (2008) conclude their research article with a discussion of fidelity vs.
adaptation in terms of new innovation implementation. They point out that it is important to
monitor the program implementation and take note if core program components are altered,
omitted or added to. They purport that some adaptations might improve outcomes but that other
changes might undermine program success. They indicate that program adaptations should not
be treated as failures of implementation, but should be monitored closely to determine their
value. In future research studies, “it would be extremely helpful to compare the results of
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innovations offered in one setting that were conducted with fidelity with innovations that were
modified by providers” (Durlak & DuPre, 2008, p. 342). Durlak and DuPre emphasize that
researchers should specify the most important components of programs, and then should
carefully monitor the delivery of those components to note any adaptations made. Repeated
studies of this nature can help determine the appropriate combination of faithful fidelity, versus
program modification that is successful for different innovations in different settings in order to
increase good program outcomes.
In 2013, Schell et al. conducted a mixed methods study in order to create a framework
that identified factors for program sustainability. A comprehensive literature review and a
concept mapping process were utilized to gather data. The literature review included 85 public
health articles on sustainability that spanned 20 years. The publications included articles from
Canada and the United States identified from key word searches in electronic databases as well
as Google Web and Google Scholar. Articles included both empirical studies as well as a variety
of non-empirical papers. The researchers chose to include articles in the final literature review
that made attempts to list some sustainability factors; articles that simply mentioned
sustainability without trying to explain contributing factors were excluded.
The mixed methods approach of concept mapping was used to view the conceptual
structure of program sustainability. One hundred six public health experts representing all major
public health fields were invited to participate in the brainstorming portion of the concept
mapping process. They were asked to respond to the prompt: “For a public health program to
successfully continue over time it needs…” (Schell et. al, 2013, p. 3). Two hundred thirty
statements were generated, and then sorted by 39 participants based on similarity. A concept
map was created based on scales of importance and modifiability of the statements. Nine
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domains of capacity for sustainability (sustainability factors) were identified as a result of the
concept mapping. They are: 1- political support, 2- funding stability, 3- partnerships, 4organizational capacity, 5- program evaluation, 6- program adaptation, 7- communications, 8public health impacts, and 9- strategic planning.
The results from the concept mapping were then compared with the results of the
literature review in order to create a framework that captures the important components of
sustainability capacity. The framework is organized in a circular pattern, with all components
surrounding strategic planning, which is central to implementing a new program. Adjacent
factors have more in common with one another than non-adjacent factors. The components can
be divided into two groups, based on internal/external institutional factors that affect
sustainability. Organizational capacity, program adaptation, program evaluation,
communications and strategic planning are all internal factors that are primarily managed within
the program/institution itself. Public health impacts, funding stability, political support, and
partnerships are all influenced by elements external to the program/institution. In order to
achieve program sustainability, the researchers believe that this framework accurately depicts the
specific program components that must be in place.
In 2014, Friend et al. conducted a sustainability study in ten schools that had
implemented the New Moves program, a school-based program intended to decrease weight
issues in adolescent girls. This study sought to determine if “a school-based health promotion
program with multiple components developed as part of a research study [can] be sustained after
the research team leaves,” (Friend et al., 2014, p.327), what factors facilitated sustainability, and
what challenges the teachers faced in sustaining the program and how were those challenges
addressed (Friend et al., 2014). This research study was conducted in 2009 and 2010, one to two
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years after the New Moves program was initially implemented, but after the New Moves study
(conducted during implementation) had concluded.
The New Moves program was implemented during the 2007-08 and the 2008-09 school
years at six intervention and six control schools, 3 intervention and 3 control schools per year.
Of the original 12 schools, one school closed and one school did not continue the New Moves
program due to budget constraints, so data was gathered from 10 of the original 12 schools. Data
were gathered from 10 teachers, five who taught at the interventions schools and five who taught
at the control schools. Two of the 10 teachers were men, and eight were women. Four of the
teachers were new to their school and were not on staff when the New Moves program was
implemented, although one of the four did receive training on the New Moves program.
Data were collected from the 10 physical education (PE) teachers via a written survey, a
follow up interview, one class observation of one PE class taught by each teacher. The survey
sought to gather information about New Moves class strategies that were currently being
implemented. The follow up interviews utilized open ended questions about program successes
and barriers to sustainability of the class.
Findings revealed that all 10 schools maintained some components of the New Moves
program following the initial New Moves study. Three major themes emerged as factors that
contributed to program implementation: “1) teachers believing in the importance of the
program…, 2) feelings of support for the class by school administrators…, and 3) receiving
teacher training on the New Moves program…” (Friend et al., 2014, p. 329). Three main themes
emerged as barriers to program sustainability: 1) low motivation by the students, 2) too high or
too low class sizes, and 3) lack of time and finances for the program. The researchers concluded
that health promotion interventions are most likely to be sustained if 1) they “fit easily into the
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current school structure and curriculum, 2) receive support and buy-in by teachers and
administrators, and 3) require minimal additional money or staff time outside of the classroom to
implement” (Friend et al., 2014, p. 332).
The next section will summarize this literature review on single-sex classes and
sustainability, as well as the theories of change and diffusion of innovations as applicable to
implementing single-sex classes in a public coeducational school.
Summary
Boys and girls have structural and developmental brain differences that may lead them to
learn and perform differently. Brain scans have shown that the sexes even use different areas of
their brains when performing similar tasks. Females and males differ in the amount and location
of the white and gray matter in their brains. They differ in the rates of growth of the amygdala
and the hippocampus (Sousa, 2011). Dr. Leonard Sax is a practitioner advocate who has devoted
himself to his work as an activist for gender equity. He believes the differences in brain structure
and development between boys and girls are responsible for their differences in learning. Dr.
Sax advocates for educational opportunities in which gender-specific strategies are utilized in
order to teach to the differences in the sexes.
Since 2006, it has been legal for public schools to offer single-sex options, however
published studies on single-sex classes date back to the 1990’s. Some authors argue that the
creation of single-sex classes may be the solution to academic and social problems in
coeducational classes (Gillibrand et al., 1999; Hart, 2016; Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Simpson
et al., 2016; Streitmatter, 1997, 1998, 1999). These classes may empower both boys and girls to
achieve at higher levels in their education and to flourish socially. Some more recent authors
argue that single-sex classes have no benefits or are detrimental to the students (Goodkind et al.,
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2013; Hoffman et al., 2008; Kombe et al., 2016; Strain, 2013; Wills et al., 2006), while other
authors point out that it is the implementation process and ongoing support for the innovation
that has the greatest effect on its overall academic and/or social/cultural success (SchwarzMcCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011).
Schwarz-McCotter (2008) and Spielhagen’s (2011) studies both follow Hall and Hord’s
(2011) concepts on change. They purport that facilitating change in a school is a team effort and
would likely agree that without support from the school administrators, the initiative will not last.
Teachers are the ones who will implement the initiative in the classroom, thus are ultimately
responsible for making the change successful or not. Without on-going active support from the
school leaders, the change effort will likely die. The leader needs to be supportive and provide
encouragement for the continued use of the innovation (Hall & Hord, 2011). Without support
and encouragement from the leaders, the teachers may feel that their efforts are not important.
Roger’s Diffusion Perspective (2003) explains social change and is based on the concepts
of uncertainty and communication of information. Rogers (2003) explains that “the diffusion of
innovations is essentially a social process in which subjectively perceived information about a
new idea is communicated from person to person. The meaning of an innovation is thus
gradually worked out through a process of social construction” (p. xx).
Schwarz-McCotter (2008), Spielhagen (2011), Hall and Hord (20011) and Rogers (2003)
discuss the need for professional development and ongoing support for the teachers who are
challenged with implementing single-sex classes. These pieces of literature suggest that training
and support for the teachers could be the single largest factor in the overall success and
sustainability of an initiative; however, there are no published articles that specifically explore
the sustainability factors or the prediction factors for implementation success that relate to
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schools that chose to add single-sex classes to their course offerings. With a lack of articles
specifically addressing the sustainability of single-sex class programs, five health science articles
were examined that discuss sustainability factors that lead to implementation success (Bosworth
et al., 1999; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Friend et al., 2014; Scheirer, 2005; Schell et al., 2013).
Due to its comprehensiveness, The Bosworth et al. (1999) Prediction Factors and Their
Components for Implementation Success table served as the basis to which sustainability factors
from other articles were compared. It is be the foundation of the research for this dissertation on
sustainability.
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Chapter 3
Statement of the Problem
Current research on single-sex classes in coeducational public schools indicates that the
number of single-sex classrooms is declining. Sustainability of single-sex classrooms is of
concern, as these classes provide an option to students that could help them in their education.
Published research articles focus on the benefits or lack of benefits for the students in single-sex
classrooms. While several studies show benefits, several other studies indicate that single-sex
classes are not beneficial to the students and thus many schools cease to offer such classes.
There is a gap in the literature, with no articles describing successfully implemented single-sex
classes over a period of years and there is a lack of knowledge on the factors that contribute to
the sustainability of single-sex classes. The purpose of this study was to fill that gap, and to
explore a middle school that has been implementing single-sex classes for the last 11 years and
to determine what factors have led to that sustainability.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
•

RQ1 - What is the structure and organization of the single-sex grade-level teams
at this middle school?

•

RQ2 - What factors contributed to the sustainability of the single-sex grade-level
team model?

Research Design
This qualitative, descriptive study explained the structure and organization of the same
gender grade-level teams at an urban middle school in an eastern state. It also explored the
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factors that contributed to the sustainability of this team model. The researcher gathered data
from a document review and interviews.
This study followed a qualitative approach because these research questions were best
answered by qualitative inquiry. Qualitative research seeks to gain information in order to
understand a situation in its uniqueness in a particular context and the interactions within that
context. This understanding is the goal; there is no goal to make predictions of future
interactions or happenings. Qualitative research seeks depth of understanding (Merriam, 2009).
Yin (2013) defined a case study as “a study that investigates a contemporary
phenomenon in depth and in its real-world context,” (p. 237). The ability to study complex
social phenomena in depth is the primary strength of a case study design (Yin, 2003). This study
explored one phenomenon in one school to produce an in-depth analysis of a bounded system
(Merriam, 2009), thus it will be a single bounded case study. Cherry Middle School has a unique
class configuration, as it has same gender grade-level teams that have been found at no other
middle school. This study is a descriptive case study, as the end product is a “rich, “thick”
description of the phenomenon under study” (Merriam, 2009, p. 43). The researcher provided
thorough and detailed descriptions of the structure and organization of the same gender gradelevel teams, as well as the factors that helped to influence the sustainability of the team model.
Significance of Study
The product from this descriptive case study will help inform research on single-sex
education, specifically it will help to inform districts, schools and leadership how to implement
and sustain single-sex educational programs in coeducational schools. Multiple sources of data
were used, including online and paper documents, email communications, as well as one-on-one
interviews. The interviews were with people who have different roles and responsibilities for the
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implementation and sustainability of the single-sex grade-level teams, so the data gathered from
the interviews were from different perspectives. These different perspectives helped to make the
results rich and thorough, with many details about the same gender grade-level model and the
factors that have led to its sustainability.
Researcher’s Positionality
The researcher has been studying single-sex classes for the past ten years. She is a
proponent of single-sex classes, and believes that there are covert gendered peer influences that
affect students’ academic achievement and the climate of a coeducational classroom, especially
at the middle and high school level. In the spring of 2006, the researcher presented a proposal to
the site council of the high school in which she worked, to include single-sex science classes in
the course offerings the following year. The researcher planned to teach the single-sex biology
classes, but took a leadership role at another high school instead. The original high school did
follow through and offer the single-sex classes in biology and chemistry during the 2006-2007
school year. Since the researcher was the program champion and she was no longer working at
the school, there was little buy-in from the counselors and teachers, no initial or on-going
training and no support for the single-sex program, thus the classes did not last past the initial
year of implementation. The researcher talked to the teacher of the single-sex chemistry classes,
and he did admit that his single-sex classes were difficult to teach with the lack of training and
support, but the students in his single-sex classes bonded as a group, which he had never seen
before.
Study Limitations
Merriam (2009) points out that “qualitative case studies are limited, too, by the sensitivity
and integrity of the investigator” (p. 52). The researcher is the person who collects the data and
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completes the analysis. Training in interviewing, observation and creating the final report is not
often accessible to the researcher, thus he or she is left to rely on his or her own instincts and
abilities (Merriam, 2009).
Another concern about case study research is the ethics of the researcher. “An unethical
case writer could so select from available data that virtually anything he wished could be
illustrated” (Merriam, 2009, p. 52). Researchers need to be aware of trustworthiness and biases
that can affect their analysis and final conclusions (Merriam, 2009).
The researcher of this case study has taken graduate level classes in which she has
practiced interviewing participants to collect data. She is a proponent of single-sex classes and is
cognizant of this fact; however, in this study she has made no personal judgments about the
success or effectiveness of the classes themselves. She simply described the structure of the
same gender grade-level team model and the factors reported by the interview participants as
having had an effect on the sustainability of the model. In order to ensure that the researcher’s
bias for single-sex classes has not interfered with her data analysis, she employed interrater
reliability by having another graduate student read a random selection of interviews to verify the
results. This provided a check on the researcher’s selective perception due to her bias for singlesex classes and has illuminated any blind spots in the data analysis.
Research Setting
The setting for this study was in a public school district of an eastern state. The Apple
School District (ASD) is the second largest school division in the state and ranks among the top
largest in the nation. Based on public available information, as of October 2017, the district has
a total student enrollment of approximately 90,000 with 45% of those students being
economically disadvantaged. ASD contains about 100 schools, broken down into 60 elementary
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schools, 20 middle schools and 1 high schools (in addition to one K-8 school, two grades 1-8
schools, three special education schools, two alternative centers, one special site, and one
governor’s school). The district employs about 11,000 full time employees, which includes 6000
teachers, 250 school administrators and 200 central administrators, among other employees.
From district records, the student population of ASD contains 26.11% English learners
and 12.24% special education students. The race/ethnicity of the student population is: 34.06%
Hispanic, 30.61% White, 20.40% African American, 8.60% Asian, and 6.33% of other races.
The average class sizes are: 22.13 students in Kindergarten, 22.43 students in elementary school,
28.34 students in middle school classes, and 29.37 students in high school classes. The district’s
operating fund estimated per pupil cost is $11,505.
The specific school site for this study is Cherry Middle School (CMS) in the Apple
School District. Based on the 2016-17 School Profile, CMS is fully accredited, but not an ASD
School of Excellence. Its student membership (as of 3/19/18) is 1377 (interview communication
with A1, March 19, 2018), with an average daily attendance of 98.1%. Ten percent of the
student population missed more than 10 days of school, and the 2017-2018 mobility index was
14%. During the 2017-18 school year, CMS’s race/ethnicity breakdown was: 41% Hispanic,
20% White, 23% African American, 10% Asian, and 6% of other races. The economically
disadvantaged rate at CMS is 52.4%, which is slightly higher than the district’s overall rate of
45.32%. There are 14.9% of the student population enrolled in gifted classes and 11.4% enrolled
in special education. As of June 2017, the course failure rate is 1.9%. CMS has four
administrators (1 male, 3 female), 93 teachers (28 male, 65 female), 25 classified staff (4 male,
21 female), and 8 teacher assistants (0 male, 8 female).
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Cherry Middle School has a same gender grade-level team model. They have been
implementing this model since 2007, for 11 years. When students choose to attend CMS, they
must pick a team – the all-boys team, the all-girls team, or the coeducational team. They stay on
this team for the duration of their middle school career, from the beginning of 6th grade (or
whenever they enter CMS) to the end of 8th grade (or whenever they leave CMS), unless they
choose to opt out of the same gender program.
Population Sample
This study utilized the snowball sampling technique in order to identify subjects to
interview. The snowball sampling technique is a recruitment tool in which the researcher asks
research participants to identify other subjects to interview who have similar
experience/interest/knowledge of the topic (Noy, 2008). Miles and Huberman (1994) describe
the purpose of snowball sampling to identify “cases of interest from people who know people
who know what cases are information-rich” (p. 28).
In this study, currently enrolled research participants (interviewees) were asked to
suggest other people at the school or district office who have knowledge of the same gender
grade-level teams at CMS. CMS’s principal was the first person interviewed, and from that
interview the researcher hoped to gain the names of one to two more people to interview. Each
interviewee was asked to suggest future research participants based upon a list of criteria until
the pool of knowledgeable participants was exhausted. Criteria for future interviewees included:
having worked at CMS for five or more years, having been involved in the development of the
same gender grade-level team program and/or having had a direct responsibility for some aspect
of the same gender grade-level teams.
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The researcher already identified one person to interview in addition to the current
principal based on prior communication with her: CMS’s special programs teacher who was
employed at the school when the single-sex program began and who previously taught on a same
gender grade-level team. Other probable interviewees included: CMS’s assistant principals,
CMS’s teachers who have been employed at the school for five or more years and district office
staff involved with curriculum development.
Data Collection
The researcher collected data via face-to-face interviews, email communications, as well
as by collecting ASD’s and CMS’s online and printed documents.
Interview recruitment. The snowball sampling technique was utilized to identify
interviewees. Before data collection began, the researcher obtained permission from the
Institutional Review Board of the University of Arizona as well as the Office of Accountability
in the ASD to ensure the protection of research participants. The principal of CMS was the first
person interviewed. Interviews were audio-recorded and later transcribed. The researcher took
brief field notes during the interview to capture emotions or other information that was not
apparent on the audio-recording.
Instrument. The researcher used an interview protocol that contained open ended
questions in order to gain a description of the same gender grade-level models at CMS, and the
factors that have led to its sustainability. The interview protocol was developed based on the
desire for a description of the grade-level model and the Common Factors of Sustainability Chart
derived from the literature review in Chapter 2. There was an interview protocol for school level
employees as well as a slightly different interview protocol for district-level employees. The
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interview protocols were piloted by an Educational Leadership professor and a doctoral student.
See Appendix A for the interview protocol.
Interviews. The researcher made informal contacts at the school, and then contacted
CMS’s administration before contacting the district office. Having secured district-level
approval for this study, the researcher then contacted the principal for interview participant
nominations. The researcher emailed ten potential interviewees, using the Interview
Recruitment: Email Script (Appendix B), and attached a copy of the participant consent form
(Appexdix C). Seven of the potential interviewees responded to the email, and interviews were
scheduled with five of them. Two of the potential interviewees replied positively to the initial
email, but then did not reply confirming a date/time for an interview. Three of the potential
interviewees did not reply to the initial email at all. One of those three was an assistant principal
(AP) at CMS. When the researcher met the AP in person while at the school, the AP stated that
he did not think that he would have anything to add after the researcher talked to the principal
and the other AP.
The researcher conducted a total of eight interviews at CMS: seven interviews on the first
day of visiting CMS and one interview on the second day at the school, all ranging from 30 to 60
minutes in length. At the beginning of each interview, the participants were given a Participant
Consent Form (Appendix C) and were asked to read it over and let the researcher know if they
had any questions. This form stated the purpose of the study, duration, procedures, possible risks
throughout the study and the researcher’s contact information. The participants were asked to
sign the consent form if they agreed. The researcher kept the signed copy of the form, and gave
each participant a copy of the form to keep in case they had questions later. The researcher then
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read aloud the introductory script of the interview protocol to each participant, before asking
them to fill out the demographic information on the top of the interview questions page.
The first interview was scheduled with the principal, A1, via email communication with
her and her secretary. Interview participants S1, GT1, A2, S3 and BT1 were pre-scheduled via
the email communication. Interview participant S2 was suggested by S1, and interview
participant BT2 was suggested by A1, GT1, A2 and BT1. Interview participants included two
CMS administrators, five teachers/teacher specialists and one staff member. Table 3 shows the
interview participant demographics, including sex, education level, years at CMS and years in
current position.
Table 3
Interview Participant Demographics
Participant

Gender

Education Level

A1
A2
S1

Female
Female
Female

S2
S3
GT1
BT1
BT2

Master’s degree
Doctorate degree
Master’s degree

Years at
CMS
9*
5
19

Years in
Current Position
2
5
9

Female
Female

Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree

5
14

5
4

Female
Male
Male

Master’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
Bachelor’s degree

9
11
11

8
4
11

Position
Principal
Assistant Principal
Former
Teacher/specialist
Staff member/Parent
Former
Teacher/specialist
Girls-only Teacher
Boys-only Teacher
Boys-only Teacher &
Gender Coordinator

*The current principal worked at CMS as an assistant principal for seven year, including during the initial
planning and implementation process for the single gender program. She left CMS to be the principal at another
ASD school, and then returned to CMS to be the principal during the 2016-17 school year. Total number of years at
CMS is 9, but they were not continuous.

The researcher met with the principal in her office on interview day one. She was one of
the assistant principals of the school for seven years, including in 2006 when the single-gender
classes were initially proposed. She was an integral part of the planning and implementation
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process of the single-gender program at CMS before she left to become the principal of another
ASD school. A1 returned to CMS as the principal in 2016. This is her second year in the
principal role at CMS.
The researcher met with A2 in her office for approximately one hour. A2 is an assistant
principal at CMS and has an Educational Doctorate degree. She has worked at CMS for five
years in the same role, both under the former principal who started the single gender program
and under the current principal. She currently supervises the 7th grade teams.
The researcher met with in S1 in a quiet office in the library and talked to her for
approximately 30 minutes. S1 is a former girls-only teacher and a current teacher on assignment
(in a specialist role). She has a Master’s degree and has worked at CMS for a total of 19 years,
nine years in her current role. She was a staff member at CMS when the single gender classes
were initially proposed, planned and implemented and was one of the first girls-only teachers.
The researcher met with S2 in the library and talked for approximately 30 minutes. S2 is
a current staff member and has a Bachelor’s degree. She has worked at CMS for 5 years as a
professional aide and has two sons who attended CMS. Both of her sons were on the boys-only
team for their 6th, 7th and 8th grade years.
The researcher met with S3 in her classroom and talked for approximately 30 minutes.
S3 is a former girls-only teacher and a current teacher on assignment (in a specialist role). She
has a Master’s degree and has worked at CMS for a total of 14 years, four years in her current
role. She was a staff member at CMS when the same gender classes were initially proposed,
planned and implemented and she was one of the first same gender teachers.
The researcher met with GT1 in a quiet office in the library and talked for approximately
30 minutes. GT1 is a current girls-only teacher and has a Master’s degree. She has been a staff
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member at CMS for nine years, working as a girls-only math teacher for eight years. GT1 is one
of the same gender teachers who visits the elementary schools in the spring to inform the rising
6th graders of the same gender program at CMS.
The researcher met with BT1 in his classroom and talked for approximately 45 minutes.
BT1 is a current boys-only teacher and has a Bachelor’s degree. He has been a staff member at
CMS for 11 years, working as a boys-only science teacher for four years. Before teaching on the
boys-only team, he used to teach on the coeducational teams.
The researcher met with BT2 in an office conference room and talked for approximately
45 minutes. BT2 is a current boys-only teacher and has a Bachelor’s degree. He has been a staff
member at CMS for 11 years teaching all-boys language arts for all 11 years. BT2 is also the
boys-only gender coordinator. This is his first year in the gender coordinator role.
Interviews were audio-taped and transcribed by an outside transcription company.
Member checking was utilized and none of the interview participants had any corrections to their
transcript. The researcher then coded the transcripts based on Table 1: Prediction Factors and
Their Components for Implementation Success, from Chapter 2. Each of the eight factors in that
table was coded (highlighted) a different color in the transcripts. To insure interrater reliability,
a graduate student went over the researcher’s coding of one transcript, and agreed with the
researcher’s work.
Document review. According to Creswell (2014), the researcher can collect public or
private documents during the research process. In this study, the researcher collected documents
pertaining to the school and the same gender grade-level team program at CMS. Documents
included: a paper copy of a student handbook, paper copies of two same gender team newsletters
from the second quarter of school that were sent to parents, ASD’s and CMS’s public website
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descriptions of the same gender program and CMS’s school recruitment pamphlet. These
documents were all public and no additional permission was required to obtain the information.
The researcher also obtained CMS enrollment and diversity statistics via email communications
with the Supervisor of Program Evaluation for the district. Because school statistics were
requested in the initial application to do research in the Apple School District, no additional
permission was required to obtain this information.
Triangulation
According to Patton (2002), triangulation is when numerous methods of data collection
are used in an investigation to support the research and to enhance the credibility of the study.
He suggests that two major advantages of triangulation are increasing certainty in research
statistics and disclosing unique findings. Creswell (2007) would likely agree with Patton, and
adds that triangulation assists in gaining a better understanding of the problem, increases
confidence in the research data and may reveal exclusive outcomes. To increase the validity of
this study, the researcher intended to utilize several sources of data, including: face-to-face
interviews, written and online documents, personal email communications, school testing scores
and the book Why Gender Matters by Dr. Leonard Sax (2005). Cross-verifying these data
sources allowed the researcher to identify commonalities among the data and gain a clear picture
of the same gender grade-level team model at CMS. It also allowed the researcher to identify
factors that have led to the program’s longevity at the school, and to compare the real-life
sustainability factors at CMS to the Prediction Factors and Their Components for
Implementation Success table (found in Chapter 2) derived from the literature review.
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Ethical Considerations
Creswell (2014) stresses that it is the responsibility of the researcher to protect the
interview participants’ rights, needs, requests and standards. This ethical protection was of
utmost importance at all points during this research study. When potential interviewees were
initially contacted via email, a copy of the Participant Consent Form was attached to the email so
that they could review it prior to replying to the email. The consent form included an
explanation of the study, a description of the anonymity precautions that will be taken, a request
for permission to audio-tape the interview, and directions/contact information on how to retreat
from the study at any time. Participants’ agreements and signatures were obtained before any
interviews were started. All information pertaining to the interviewees was kept anonymous
throughout the study; names were not used on audio-recordings, in interview transcripts, in file
names or in the study write up. All participants were referred to using codes, e.g. A1, S1, GT1,
etc, to protect participant privacy. The researcher kept all interview participants free from
physical, mental and emotional harm throughout the study while following all university, state
and national regulations for conducting research.
Summary
This study explored the same gender grade-level team program at a middle school in an
eastern state of the United States in order to fill a gap in published single-sex class literature
about sustained program structure and factors that have led to program longevity. Chapter 3
introduced the research questions, research design and methodology for this qualitative
descriptive case study. It went on to explain the significance of the study, the researcher’s
position on single-sex classes and study limitations. The selected research setting and population
sample were discussed, followed by a detailed description of the data collection, including
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interview recruitment, the instrument used, interviews and document review. Chapter 3 ended
with a discussion of triangulation in this study as well as ethical considerations. Chapter 4 will
explain the results and findings of this case study.
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Chapter 4
Introduction
Single-sex classes in public coeducational schools were originally created as girls-only
classes to give girls learning opportunities void of boys, in classes that boys traditionally earned
higher academic scores, such as math and science. It was thought that these girls-only classes
would help create gender equality in education, to remedy the lack of quality education for girls
throughout history. Published studies of single-sex classes date back to the late 1990’s, and over
the last decade several studies have been conducted focusing on student outcomes to determine if
single-sex classes are successful, yielding mixed results. Some authors argue that the creation of
single-sex classes may be the solution to academic and social problems in coeducational classes
(Gillibrand et al., 1999; Hart, 2016; Kessels & Hannover, 2008; Simpson et al., 2016;
Streitmatter, 1997, 1998, 1999). These classes may empower both boys and girls to achieve at
higher levels in their education and to flourish socially. Some authors argue that single-sex
classes have no benefits or are detrimental to the students (Friend, 2006; Goodkind et al., 2013;
Hoffman et al., 2008; Kombe et al., 2016; Strain, 2013; Wills et al., 2006), while other authors
point out that it is the implementation process and ongoing support for the innovation that has the
greatest effect on its overall success (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008; Spielhagen, 2011).
Research has neglected to examine the sustainability of single-sex classes; however, it
has shown that the innovation of single-sex classes at a public coeducational school dies after the
first or second year of implementation. There maintains a gap in information about sustained
single-sex classes, and the organizational structure and factors that have led to their longevity.
Single-sex classes in public coeducational schools are usually stand-alone independent classes,
such as an algebra class, a chemistry class, or an English class. The purpose of this study was to
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explore a middle school that has been implementing ame gender1 classes in a grade-level team
model since 2007 (for 11 years) and to determine what factors have led to this model’s
sustainability. This site is unique in its same gender grade-level team structure, as the researcher
did not come across any published literature describing such a program.
The researcher used a qualitative descriptive case study approach to collect interview data
from a snowball sample of eight middle school employees, including two administrators, five
teachers, and one staff member, about their involvement with and knowledge of the same gender
team model at their middle school. Interviews were transcribed by an outside source and were
sent to the interview participants to verify for accuracy. The researcher also reviewed printed
materials used for communication and recruitment. The data from both the interviews and the
review of printed materials were used to answer the following research questions:
•

RQ1: What is the structure and organization of the single gender grade-level
teams at this middle school?

•

RQ2: What factors contributed to the sustainability of the single gender gradelevel team model?

This chapter has four sections: 1) limitations of the data collection, 2) the contextual
details of the study, 3) the structure of the single gender program, and 4) the sustainability of the
program. The limitations section will discuss difficulties that the researcher had in collecting all
of the intended data. The context section will start with a description of the school district and
the middle school that served as the data collection site. Interview participants will then be
discussed, followed by details of the same gender program. The structure section will describe
When referring to the girls-only and boys-only classes and teams at the study site, the
term same gender will be used because that is how the district and school refer to their classes
and teams that contain only boys or only girls.
1
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the model of the same gender grade-level teams, and the sustainability section will explain the
interview participants’ ideas about the factors that have helped the team model last at their
school.
Limitations of Data Collection
To increase the validity of this study, the researcher intended to utilize several sources of
data, including: face-to-face interviews, written and online documents, personal email
communications, school testing scores and the book Why Gender Matters by Dr. Leonard Sax
(2005). Gathering data from all of these data sources proved to be challenging for the researcher.
The study site is located in an eastern state, and the researcher matriculates at the University of
Arizona, which is over 2200 miles away. All pre-data collection correspondences took place via
email or telephone conversations; however, the three hour time difference made it difficult to set
phone conversation appointments and to email back and forth quickly. Due to the lag in
communication, it took longer than expected to obtain study approval from the building
supervisor which in turn delayed district approval as well.
End-of-year study site testing data was readily available via online district resources;
however, these scores showed the total school population. The researcher was unable to obtain
testing scores disaggregated to show scores of the girls on the same gender team versus girls on
the coeducational team and boys on the same gender team versus boys on the coeducational
team. These disaggregated scores may show the true academic potential for both boys and girls
in the same gender program versus their counterparts on the coeducational teams.
The researcher intended to gather implementation guidelines or suggestions for single-sex
classes from the book Why Gender Matters by Dr. Leonard Sax (2005). The book, however,
discusses the biological differences between boys and girls in the way they think, feel and act.
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While Dr. Sax is a leading proponent of single-sex educational opportunities, the book explained
the scientific literature on biological differences between boys and girls, made parenting
recommendations and told stories of case studies to support his research and work. The book did
not describe any suggestions, implementation guidelines or strategies for incorporating singlesex classes into a coeducational school.
Context
The setting for this study was a public school district in an eastern state. The Apple
School District (ASD) is the second largest school division in the state and one of the top 50
largest in the nation, containing approximately 100 schools, 16 of which are middle schools. As
of October 2017, the district has a total student enrollment of approximately 90,000. Of the 20
middle schools, over half of them are specialty schools to which students can open-enroll in
order to benefit from the school’s specific focus, such as mathematics and science, international
studies and languages, world languages, and international baccalaureate . ASD supports parents’
and students’ educational choice as evidenced by allowing schools to offer specialties as well as
allowing open-enrollment.
Cherry Middle School educates students in grades 6th, 7th, and 8th with a total population
of 1377 students on 13 different teams (as of March 19, 2018). It is tucked away in the trees
approximately five minutes (driving time) from a major interstate that leads to a major
metropolitan area to the north and a large military base to the south. The researcher passed
several apartment complexes while on the two lane road that winded through the trees leading to
CMS. Across the street from the middle school is an elementary school, which is one of CMS’s
feeder schools. CMS is a brick building that was first occupied in 1964, with nine off-white
trailer/classrooms located in front of and next to the main school building. All of the doors are
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locked, and guests must ring a bell while standing in front of a camera for the front office staff to
unlock the doors. Upon entering the front office, all guests must present a photo ID, which is
used to scan and make an identification sticker that guests must wear while on the school
campus.
Interview participants. The researcher made informal contacts at the school, then
contacted CMS’s administration before contacting the district office. Having secured districtlevel approval for this study, the researcher then contacted the principal for interview participant
nominations. The researcher emailed ten nominees, using the Interview Recruitment: Email
Script (Appendix B), and attached a copy of the participant consent form (Appendix C). The
researcher conducted a total of eight interviews at CMS, with the first interview being with the
current principal of the school, A1. Interview participants S1, GT1, A2, S3 and BT1 were prescheduled via the email recruitment communication. Interview participant S2 was suggested by
S1, and interview participant BT2 was suggested by A1, GT1, A2 and BT1. Interview
participants included two CMS administrators, five former teachers/teacher specialists and one
staff member/parent. Table 4 shows the interview participant demographics, including gender,
education level, years at CMS and years in current position.
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Table 4
Interview Participant Demographics
Participant

Gender

Education Level

A1
A2
S1

Female
Female
Female

S2
S3
GT1
BT1
BT2

Master’s degree
Doctorate degree
Master’s degree

Years at
CMS
9*
5
19

Years in
Current Position
2
5
9

Female
Female

Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree

5
14

5
4

Female
Male
Male

Master’s degree
Bachelor’s degree
Bachelor’s degree

9
11
11

8
4
11

Position
Principal
Assistant Principal
Former
Teacher/specialist
Staff member/Parent
Former
Teacher/specialist
Girls-only Teacher
Boys-only Teacher
Boys-only Teacher &
Gender Coordinator

*The current principal worked at CMS as an assistant principal for seven year, including during the initial
planning and implementation process for the single gender program. She left CMS to be the principal at another
ASD school, and then returned to CMS to be the principal during the 2016-17 school year. Total number of years at
CMS is 9, but they were not continuous.

A1 is the current principal of CMS and has a Master’s degree. She was one of the
assistant principals of the school in 2006 when the single-gender classes were initially proposed.
She was an integral part of the planning and implementation process of the single-gender
program at CMS before she left to become the principal of another ASD school. A1 returned to
CMS as the principal in 2016. At the time of the study, she was in her second year as principal
at CMS.
A2 is an assistant principal at CMS and has an Educational Doctorate degree. She has
worked at CMS for five years as an assistant principal, under both the former principal who
started the single gender program and the current principal. A2 administratively oversaw the
girls-only program her second year at CMS, but since then administrative duties have been
reassigned, and she currently oversees 7th grade.
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S1 is a former girls-only teacher and a current teacher on assignment (in a specialist role).
She has a Master’s degree and has worked at CMS for a total of 19 years, nine years in her
current role. She was a teacher at CMS when the single gender classes were initially proposed,
planned and implemented, and was one of the first girls-only teachers.
S2 is a current staff member and has a Bachelor’s degree. She has worked at CMS for
five years as a professional aide and has two sons who attended CMS. Both of her sons were on
the boys-only team for their 6th, 7th and 8th grade years.
S3 is a former same gender teacher and a current teacher on assignment (in a specialist
role). She has a Master’s degree and has worked at CMS for a total of 14 years, four years in her
current role. She was a staff member at CMS when the single gender classes were initially
proposed, planned and implemented, and was one of the first same gender teachers. Her first
year of teaching same gender classes, she taught both boys-only and girls-only science classes.
After that year, she moved to being solely a girls-only science teacher.
GT1 is a current girls-only teacher and has a Master’s degree. She has been a staff
member at CMS for nine years, working as a girls-only math teacher for eight years.
BT1 is a current boys-only teacher and has a Bachelor’s degree. He has been a staff
member at CMS for 11 years, working as a boys-only science teacher for four years. Before
teaching on the boys-only team, he used to teach on the coeducational teams.
BT2 is a current boys-only teacher and has a Bachelor’s degree. He is also the boys-only
gender team coordinator. This is his first year in the gender coordinator role. He has been a staff
member at CMS for 11 years teaching all-boys language arts for all 11 years. He was not a staff
member during the conception or planning of the same gender program, but he began teaching
the boys-only class the first year CMS had the full same gender team structure.
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Same gender program. Cherry Middle School (CMS) is one of about 20 middle schools
in the Apple School District (ASD), and educates students in grades six, seven and eight. Over
half middle schools are considered specialty schools, because they have a specific focus, i.e.
International Baccalaureate, Mathematics and Science, or World Languages. CMS is not
considered a specialty school and is not listed in the Apple School District 2017-18 Profile of
Excellence document that is published on the district’s website naming schools with specialties.
CMS’s single gender team model is considered a specialty program, but does not make CMS a
specialty school. According to the current principal, A1,
…we could not be a single gender school…, it had to be an opt-in program because if you
opt in, you have to opt out. We did not have enough buy in for all of the parents to opt in
to the program… There are specialty schools and then there are programs. We are a
program because we don’t have the whole school as the same gender school. We have a
same gender program where you opt in and you opt out.
All of the schools in the ASD have attendance boundaries; however, a student may openenroll at a school outside of their attendance boundary to attend a specialty school or participate
in a specialty program, but only if that school has room. During the 2017-18 school year, 14.9%
of CMS’s students were open-enrolled to participate in the single gender grade level teams.
ASD is a very diversified school district in terms of socioeconomic status (SES). The current
school boundary for CMS includes several apartment complexes and lower SES areas, while
other parts of the district include much higher SES areas. As of June 2017, CMS educated
52.4% of economically disadvantaged students (based on the number of students who qualify for
free and reduced lunch), and the total student mobility rate was 14.0% for the 2017-18 school
year. The mobility rate for students in the same gender program was only 8%, as opposed to a
16% mobility rate of the students not in the same gender program.
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Origins of the program. Only three interview participants (A1, S1 and S3) were
working at CMS when same gender classes were first introduced in 2006, 12 years ago.
Interview participant A1 is the current principal of CMS, but in 2006 she was an assistant
principal at the school. S1 and S3 were coeducational class teachers. Despite the fact that only
three of the interview participants worked at CMS in 2006, all interview participants knew some
of the basic story of how same gender classes began at the school, with varying degrees of
details.
Single gender classes were first introduced to the previous principal and staff of CMS
during the spring of 2006, by a teacher who went to a conference and learned about the book
Why Gender Matters by Dr. Leonard Sax (2005). Dr. Sax is a physician, psychologist and author
who founded the National Association for Single Sex Public Education in 2002. He has his
M.D. and Ph.D. degrees and has devoted himself to his work as an activist for gender equity. He
has written and published three books that deal with the sex differences between boys and girls
(NASSPE, 2011).
At that same time, A2 reported that “the attendance zones and the demographics were
changing for the school [CMS], thus creating more of a diversified student body. The
instructional leadership team at the time was asked how do we meet these challenges.”
The teacher presented her new knowledge of the differences in boys and girls and how
they learn to the staff of CMS. The previous principal was intrigued by her presentation and
wondered if teaching to the learning differences between girls and boys could help address the
diversified student body issue. He decided to have A1, assistant principal at the time, take five
teachers to a middle school in South Carolina that was already implementing single gender
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classes to see if it was a viable option for CMS. They also did a survey of their parents to see if
single gender classes were something that they would want. A1 explained,
we did a survey of our school community and …I took about five teachers to …[a]
middle school in …South Carolina. We were able to look at that model school, and then
we came back and with the survey results, we did a proposal to the school board and to
the superintendent …to get [same gender classes] approved. Before writing the proposal,
we met with …Dr. Leonard Sax [via] phone conferences with him. He came to our
school and he spoke to the school community, to parents, to students and staff. [Then]
we did a book read together as a staff [of] Why Gender Matters written by Dr. Leonard
Sax.
S3 reported that the rationale for offering single gender classes at the very beginning was
to improve student learning. …It’s just based on research [that] we found that students
were more likely to succeed if they were divided up by gender because the girls would
have more confidence, similar[ly] …the boys would also have more confidence and
would be willing to take risks and do things that they normally wouldn’t be able to do in
a mixed gender classroom.
It was hypothesized that improving student learning would raise test scores across the school.
Offering single gender classes at CMS would be a unique specialty program to ASD’s middle
schools, which would allow students to open-enroll at CMS for these classes. Having students
from other parts of the district open enroll at CMS, potentially higher SES areas, could
potentially meet the new attendance zones and demographics challenges and raise test scores
across the school. “I want to say [the rationale for starting the same gender classes] was to
increase test scores and results because our principal at that time had heard about research and
stuff like that and also if he could recruit people from other schools” explained GT1. While
raising test scores at CMS may have been a factor in the conception of the same gender program,
all of the interview participants said that the same gender teams are not currently touted to help
students raise their test scores, but as an educational opportunity to increase student learning.
While the researcher was unsuccessful in obtaining testing scores that were broken down by boys
on the same gender teams versus boys on the coeducational teams (and parallel data for girls’
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scores), A1 did explain, “I will tell you over the past 11 years, as far as our state test scores,
…the all-girls and all-boys teams …score eight to 10 points higher than co-ed.” This
information was verified by the district office.
The 2006-07 school year was the first year of same gender class implementation, 12
years ago. There were single gender class options in addition to coeducational class options for
the core subjects of: math, science, social studies and language arts. After gaining widespread
community support and recruiting to enroll adequate student numbers, the grade level team
model was implemented during the 2007-08 school year. The same gender grade-level team
model at CMS has now been implemented for 11 school years.
The next section will describe the grade level team structure at CMS.
Structure
Cherry Middle School educates students in grades 6th, 7th, and 8th with a total population
of 1377 students on 13 different teams (as of March 19, 2018). At each grade level, there is one
girls-only team, one boys-only team, and 2-3 co-educational teams (depending on student
enrollment).
Cherry Middle School’s same gender teams are an “opt-in/opt-out” program. That
means that students/parents must sign paperwork to enroll their student in the single gender
teams, as well as to un-enroll them. Students in this program are enrolled on the girls-only
or boys-only team, and will continue on the same gender teams throughout their middle
school career unless they choose to un-enroll. A2 reported that
when students …or families opt into the same gender program, we [accept them]
…regardless of their ESL level or whether they are students with a disability or a
504 plan. It doesn’t play a role in it; it’s really first come first served. When you
look at the percentages of that – the breakdown whether [they] are gifted or ESL or
special education … you’ll see that the ratios between co-ed and [single gender] is
very even. It’s really even. It was remarkably even.
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A2 also explained that all in-boundary students who want to opt into the same gender
programs have first choice; there has never been a time that an in-boundary student was
turned down for space issues. If out-of-boundary students want to opt into the same gender
program, then they must fill out a school transfer request, and they are accepted into the
program as space allows. A1 explained that
parents for our program can live anywhere in the county, but …there’s a waiting
list, and it’s really first come, first serve for our [same gender] program… We have
a waiting list every year… The kids who are not in our boundaries can come, but
parents would have to provide transportation and they do.
There is one girls-only team and one boys-only team at each grade level, and these
teams have gender specific classes for their core academics of math, science, language arts,
and social studies. The same gender teams also eat lunch together in the cafeteria, and the
coeducational teams each lunch at a different time. All students at CMS take encore, or
elective, classes, which are all coeducational.
The all-girls teams are named Pocahontas and the all-boys teams are named
Gryffindor. There is a Pocohontas 6 team, Pocohontas 7 team and Pocohontas 8 team.
Similarly, there is a Gryffindor 6 team, Gryffindor 7 team and Gryffindor 8 team. All of
the interview participants fondly referred to the teams as Poc 6, Poc 7, Poc 8 and Gryff 6,
Gryff 7, Gryff 8. There are approximately 100-120 students per same gender team. The
coeducational teams have team names as well, such as Thunderbirds team, Dreamcatchers
team, etc.
There is one administrator that oversees each grade level, including all
coeducational teams and the same gender teams at that grade level. Every team, same
gender and coeducational, has a team leader. The team leader is one of the four core

88

academic teachers, who organizes monthly or quarterly meetings, sends team emails, and
coordinates the healthy workings of their specific team. In addition to the 13 team leaders,
there is an all-girls coordinator and an all-boys coordinator. These coordinators organize
monthly or quarterly gender-specific meetings for all of the same gender teachers to
discuss gender specific strategies, and they disseminate information from the
administration to the teachers. There are four same gender teachers (one teacher each for:
math, science, social studies and language arts) at each grade level on each same gender
team – four girls-only teachers and four boys-only teachers per grade – for a total of 12
girls only teachers and 12 boys only teachers among the three grade levels. The genderspecific coordinators put out quarterly newsletters that are sent home to parents as well as
organize Pocahontas and Gryffindor events for students.
The newsletters, called the Gryff News and the Pocahontas Press, are informational
and are sent home four times per school year. They discuss the learning needs of each
gender, gender-specific strategies being used in the classrooms, news from the teams, and
important upcoming dates. They also showcase activities in which the teams have
participated that quarter, via descriptions and/or pictures. See Appendix D and E for
examples of the Gryff News and the Pocahontas Press.
The coordinators also organize Pocahontas and Gryffindor events, such as field trips
and Preferred Activity Times (PAT). PAT is free time, or recess, on Fridays. Individually,
the students have to earn PAT by meeting all requirements and completing all assignments
for the week. If a student does not earn PAT, he will stay in a classroom during that time
and complete the work that he did not finish earlier in the week. The boys’ teams use the
PAT incentive weekly, while the girls’ teams do more group activities such as slumber
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parties, bowling outtings, and movie nights. The Quarter 2 Pocahontas Press reported that
the Poc 8 team held their first PAT session around the holidays, and the female students
enjoyed making gingerbread cookies and snowflakes.
Figure 4.1 shows a model of the team structure at Cherry Middle School.
Figure 4.1. Team Structure
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Communication and recruitment. Cherry Middle School is not listed on the district
website as a specialty school, nor is it mentioned at all in the 2017-18 Profile of Excellence
pamphlet. The same gender program is not mentioned on the main homepage of the CMS school
website; it takes several clicks through several pages to view a description of the same gender
program. Cherry Middle School’s same gender team program is not overly advertised on the
school or district internet communications. As A2 explained, advertisement for the program is
mainly by word of mouth.
The ASD holds specialty nights each spring at the district office where schools set up
booths to inform district families about their school offerings. Parents and students are invited to
attend a specialty night to get information on the specialty schools in the district. CMS sets up a
booth to promote their specialty program: the same gender grade-level teams. They hand out a
brochure as a recruitment tool and then the principal, assistant principals and same gender
teachers, or a combination of those key people, are present to talk to parents and students about
the program.
In the spring, before 6th grade enrollment time, a couple of the same gender class
teachers, a counselor, and an administrator, or some combination of these instrumental people,
go to the elementary schools to talk to the current 5th grade students. These 5th grade students
will be selecting a middle school for the following year, and CMS wants to make sure that the
students are aware of their same gender program opportunity. The recruitment team talks to the
students and hands out the CMS brochure. GT1 explained,
We also have same gender information nights where parents come [to the district office].
We like to have those after those visits at the schools. We can say like ‘if you are
…interested, …parents should come on this night so [your] parents can get more
information.
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These two spring-time recruitment efforts and word of mouth among the parents of ASD are
effective tools to fill the student numbers on the same gender grade-level teams, as evidenced by
the wait list each year.
During the 2017-18 school year, the race/ethnic composition of students in the same
gender program varied slightly from the total school composition and that of the students on the
coeducational teams. The biggest differences in racial composition were among the Hispanic
and the White students. Hispanics represented only 29% of students in the same gender
program, whereas they represented 41% of the total school population and 48% of the students
on the coeducational teams. The White students represented 28% of the students on the same
gender team, whereas they represented only 20% of the total school population and even less,
only 15%, of the students on the coeducational teams. Looking at the overall race/ethnicity of
the student population at CMS, the White students were overrepresented in the same gender
program and the Hispanics were underrepresented. See Table 5 for CMS’s race/ethnicity
summary.
Table 5
CMS Race/Ethnicity Summary
2017-18 School Year
Total Student Population Same Gender Program Coeducational Program
Race/Ethnicity
Count
%
Count
%
Count
%
American Indian
4
>0%
3
1%
1
>0%
Asian
144
10%
60
11%
84
9%
African American
337
23%
133
24%
204
23%
Hispanic
591
41%
161
29%
430
48%
Native Hawaiian
6
>0%
2
>0%
4
>0%
Two or More
90
6%
42
8%
48
5%
White
284
20%
153
28%
131
15%
Grand Total
1456
554
902

*This includes active and inactive students that attended CMS at any point during the respective academic year.
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The next section will describe how interview participants described the success of the
program.
Success of the Program
It was clear to the researcher that all interview participants would agree that the same
gender program is a success at Cherry Middle School. Success can be interpreted from several
key details happening at CMS, including longevity of the staff, enthusiasm for the program,
additional work for no compensation, and a lengthy waiting list to get into the program.
Six of the eight interview participants have been working at CMS for nine or more years,
with the longest duration being 19 years and the shortest being five years. Even the two teachers
who originally taught same gender classes then advanced their careers by taking specialty
positions, chose to remain at CMS. The current principal worked at CMS for seven years, was
principal at another district school, and then returned as principal to CMS. No one forced her to
return and no one forced the teachers to stay. It can be assumed from the longevity of the staff at
CMS, that the culture and climate of the school and its programs are positive and encourage staff
to want to work there.
The gender team coordinators are teachers who teach on the same gender teams. There is
one girls-only team coordinator and one boys-only team coordinator. They organize genderspecific meetings for the teachers, organize team activities, put together the team newsletter,
disseminate gender-specific information, as well as deal with any other gender team issue that
may arise. These two gender team coordinators are non-paid positions. These two teachers do
this additional work on their own time, with no additional compensation. It can be assumed that
they must truly enjoy what they do, to do it for free.
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Teachers have an enthusiasm for the same gender program as evidenced by the fact that
they volunteer to teach on the same gender teams. No teacher is ever forced to teach a girls-only
or a boys-only class. A1 explained that she did a phone interview of a teacher who wanted to
come to CMS to teach on the 7th grade girls-only team. CMS did not have an opening at the
time, so the teacher decided to stay where she was until CMS had a 7th grade all-girls opening.
“I really am coming there for same gender,” A1 reported that she said. A1 went on to say
“people really want [to teach for] my all girls program; they fight for it.”
All interview participants mentioned the lengthy wait list that CMS has for the same
gender program. In-bound students have first choice to enroll in the program, then students are
allowed to open-enroll on a first come, first served basis as space allows. A2 reported that at the
time of the interview, there were approximately 75 students on the wait list for the same gender
program. When “somebody finds out about [the program, they call] and ‘I’m interested in this,
oh we got a wait list – put my name on it!’ So if you ask me, in a couple of months our waiting
list is going to be over 100 for sure.” The waiting list can be viewed as a desire to enroll in the
same gender program, and with a waiting list 75-100 students long, it can be concluded that the
same gender program at CMS is a highly sought after program.’
The next section will describe change within the same gender program at CMS over the
years.
Change Within the Program
The interview participants were asked if there were any major changes to the same
gender program or if there were any critical incidents that challenged the program over the years,
and the overwhelming answer was NO. A1 reported to the question about change “It hasn’t. It
hasn’t. I can tell you out of nine years, 7 as [assistant principal] and two as principal, I haven’t

94

seen it change.” There has been staff turnover and a media question of segregating students by
sex, but neither of these challenges proved to be detrimental to or caused the same gender
program at CMS to change.
Despite the fact that no overt changes to the program have been noted, there has been a
positive covert evolution of the same gender program over time that has cemented its structure
into CMS and the middle school options for the district families. The program’s longevity in the
district has made the same gender grade-level middle school team option an institution for ASD.
It is not a wavering program, but a solid and successful educational option for middle school
students.
A1 fully supports the same gender program and returned to CMS as the principal after
seven years. She increased the entrenchment of the program into the school’s structure by
initiating the gender team coordinators. She explained
When we first started [the program] we had a leader, like a team leader and then I’m not
sure if over the years it kind of faded away and they just worked together as a group, but I
felt that we needed a team lead and I call it a coordinator, and so I did last year when I
came back because I knew the program and my vision. I knew the vision and so last year
I made the [gender team] coordinators.
These two coordinators seem to be the glue that holds the teams together and the the
bridges from the administration to the same gender teachers. They are the structures that are in
place to support the program and its teachers. They embrace the same gender way of teaching,
and they encourage their fellow same gender teachers.
The same gender program at CMS has not overtly changed over time, but has gotten
better and better. The administration and staff seek to make it a stronger and better program.
CMS is known for this program; “it is the feather in our cap,” BT2 reported. Positive evolution
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can be seen as a strength of sustainability, and the same gender program has sustained for 11
years.
The next section will describe the factors that the interview participants believe have led
to the longevity of the same gender team model.
Sustainability
There are no published articles describing a public coeducational school that has
maintained single gender classes, yet alone same gender grade-level teams, in the core academic
subjects for the length of time that Cherry Middle School has. The administrators and teachers
should be proud that they have maintained the same gender teams since 2007, for 11 years. The
researcher asked all interview participants what factors they believe have contributed to the
longevity of the same gender team model at CMS.
The email recruitment script that was used to gain interview participants did state,
“interview topics will include: a description of the same-gender grade-level team model,
resources necessary, and factors that have led to the longevity of the model” (Appendix B).
Perhaps the interview participants pre-pondered the potential interview questions knowing the
topic of inquiry; however, none of the interviewees were told by the researcher in advance the
interview questions or who was on the interview list. The responses from the interview
participants fall into three distinct themes. They believe that the longevity of the single gender
program at CMS has to do with 1) the administrators’ support and buy-in from teachers, parents
and students, 2) the past and present parental community support via word of mouth and 3) the
program’s academic and cultural success. Each of these three themes was mentioned an equal
number of times when the interview participants told the researcher why they think the program
has such longevity at CMS.
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Administrators’ support and buy-in. Interviewers reported that having support, or
buy-in, from the various stakeholders for a school initiative is important to the success and
longevity of the program. When asked who the biggest supporter of the program is, 88% of the
interview participants listed the administration as the biggest advocates, 75% said the teachers,
and 88% mentioned the parents. Interview participant responses are summarized in Table 6.
Table 6
Biggest Supporters of the Program
Interview Participant

Biggest Supporter(s)

A1

teachers, parents

A2

teachers, parents/community, administrators

S1

teachers, administration

S2

administration, teachers

S3

principal

GT1

administration, teachers

BT1

parents, administrators, teachers

BT2

administration, parents

S2 explained that the same gender team program has been in place at CMS for 11 years
because admin pushes it. I mean they champion it. They really want it here, and we do
get a lot of the parent buy in so that keeps it around, and we actually turn kids away
because our numbers get so high.
The principal at CMS and her two assistant principals fully support the program. They oversee
the teams and classes; they allow for same gender team bonding events. The principal budgets
her limited resources to support the same gender program, be it from ongoing teacher training
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and coaching to gender-specific supplies for the classroom. Since the same gender program is a
site-based specialty program with little to no district regulations, without the support of the
administrators at CMS, the same gender program could not have continued.
Buy-in from the parents is also important. BT1 explained that “…for parents to
constantly go out and champion the program and have kids that want to come in, it’s kind of the
main driving force behind it and then having teachers that actually want to do it.” According to
A1, “…the buy in from the administrative staff, the parents, the teachers, and the students…” is
what has led to the longevity of the single gender grade-level teams at CMS. Not a single
interview participant had a negative view of the same gender program. The researcher talked to
administrators, teachers, and a parent who all spoke highly of the program and indicated that
students like the same gender option at CMS. A1 reported “…the culture of [CMS] is ‘you got
options.’…The kids know it. The families know it. The teachers know it,” and everyone likes
having options. No one is forced into the program, as there must be buy-in from both the parents
and their student to opt-in. Teachers are not forced to teacher same gender classes, as they
choose to do so. Buy-in from all of the parties: administrators, teachers, parents and students, is
paramount to its sustainability. The program would not have continued for 11 years if any one of
those groups did not support it.
Parental community support. The district and CMS do not heavily advertise their same
gender program on their websites. It takes several clicks on both websites to find the same
gender program description. GT1 explained,
a lot of it’s word of mouth, like with parents and people having a good experience and
telling other people about it. …I mean I would like to think the strategies that we’re
using and the test results and stuff that you can use to tell people about it, show it.
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Past and present parents of CMS students speak highly of the same gender program. CMS is one
of the approximately 20 middle schools that parents/students can choose in ASD. About 15% of
the total CMS population chooses to attend CMS specifically for the same gender program.
Because they are not within the boundaries of CMS, that 15% of open enrolled students must
provide their own transportation to and from CMS every day. That shows how dedicated those
parents are to having their student attend CMS exclusively for the same gender program.
A2 said that the program has sustained because of the “…word of mouth,” and all
educators know that parents talk. They talk about what they like in a school as well as what they
do not like. Parents have the power of persuasion over other parents, so if a group of parents
likes a program, their words can spread far and wide amongst the parental community. The same
gender team activities “…have all come [together]… to build community, to build a culture,”
and it’s that culture at CMS that draws in parents and students. Parents want their students to be
on the same gender teams and to be a part of the CMS community. S1 thought that the program
is still going strong after 11 years because of “how popular it is. I mean if there’s a waiting list
for it, it’s not going to go away.” If parents continue to enroll their students for the same gender
program, then the program will be sustained. Without the crucial parental support, the program
would diminish.
Program academic and cultural success. CMS has had great success in their same
gender program, both academically and culturally. It has had a positive outcome for both the
students and the school as a whole. Academically, students are flourishing and CMS test scores
are compatible with the rest of the district middle schools, with the girls and boys on the same
gender teams consistently scoring eight to ten points higher than the students on the
coeducational teams. Socially, parents are happy and want their children to participate on the
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same gender teams; students are happy and want to be placed on the teams. Culturally, the
atmosphere at CMS is welcoming to those that feel more comfortable on the same gender teams
as well as those that prefer the coeducational teams. As A2 explained, the students “have a
feeling of belonging” at CMS.
The administration and teachers do whatever is necessary to continue the program at
CMS. They have been trained on the research that supports same gender classroom strategies
and they have seen the success with the students. A1 commented that “it’s so successful now,
the program speaks for itself.” The administration and staff do not have to sell the program, they
just have to inform about the program. S3 explained “…it’s bringing in people to our school.
…It’s helping our population here at [CMS], with some stronger students.” BT2 summed up the
program’s success perfectly.
To be completely honest with you, it’s a specialty program so that’s like our feather in
our cap… We’ve got to keep it going because that’s what we do. …We’ve had a lot of
success with … the students that are enrolled. …They perform very well and …the
stronger teachers as far the classroom management aspect of it, are put in the same
gender classes, so [we’ve] had a good group of teachers that teach it.
From the interview participants’ perspectives, the same gender grade level teams at
Cherry Middle School have sustained since 2007 because they have administrative support and
buy-in from key stakeholders, past and present parental community support, and because it is an
academically and culturally successful program. These factors have all been shown in published
literature to be key components in program sustainability. There are additional factors, however,
that contribute to the longevity of a program, as shown in Table 1: Prediction Factors and Their
Components for Implementation Success. Chapter 5 will discuss these additional sustainability
factors in terms of CMS’s longevity, implications for future research and a summary of this
study.
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Chapter 5
Introduction
This study explored the same gender grade-level team structure at a middle school in an
eastern state in the United States and the sustainability factors that have led to the model’s
longevity. Chapter 1 provided an introductory synopsis of the problem and a reason for this
research study. Chapter 2 examined the published literature on single-sex classes and program
sustainability. Chapter 3 explained the rationale for choosing a single bounded descriptive case
study approach to the research and a description of the data collection process. Chapter 4
revealed the findings of the data collection. Chapter 5 will discuss the research findings in
comparison to the sustainability factors discussed in the Bosworth et al. article (1999),
conclusions about the study’s research questions, implications of the study and suggestions for
future research.
Research Findings vs. Sustainability Factors
All of the interview participants agreed that CMS has been able to offer their same
gender grade-level team option for 11 years due to admin support and stakeholder buy-in, past
and present parental community support, and the overall academic and cultural success of the
program. These are three important factors that have led to the longevity of the same gender
program at CMS, but Table 7 identifies additional factors from literature that have also helped
CMS sustain their same gender program. The sustainability factors are topics that can be
analyzed in order to predict if an initiative is going to have implementation success. Most of the
factors are broken down into several components. All eight of the prediction factors for
implementation success listed in Table 7 (below) have been addressed at some point in the
duration of the program’s implementation, or are addressed currently. Each factor and its
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components are explained in the next sections, and the components are bolded to easily show
which are addressed by CMS.
Table 7
Prediction Factors and Their Components for Implementation Success
Factor
1 - Facilitation Process

2 - Resources

3 - School-Based Leadership

4 - Implementers

5 - External Environment

6 - Compatibility

7 - External Leadership
8 - Innovation Characteristics

Component
Planning
Training
Coaching
Monitoring
Communicating
Materials
Staff
Funds
Daily time
Implementation time frame
Facilities
Principal
Program leaders
Team structure & function
Priority
Professional preparation
Commitment to health
Implementation skills
Enthusiasm
Perceptions of role compatibility
Perceptions of relative advantage
Turbulence
Support
Opposition
Guidelines
Bureaucracy
Priorities
Structure
Student needs
Culture
Past success
Complexity
Relative advantage
Ease of use
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Factor 1: facilitation process. CMS did not rush into implementing the single-sex
classes; the planning process included many steps and took several months. Administrators and
teachers visited a model school to observe. The program planners had phone conferences with
Dr. Leonard Sax. He came to present to the entire faculty about the differences in the ways that
boys and girls learn and why single-sex classrooms make sense. They did a staff-wide book
study of Why Gender Matters (Sax, 2005) and they did a community survey about including such
an initiative at CMS. The teachers were trained via attending NASSPE conferences, the book
study, and presenters on single-sex strategies that could be used in the classroom. Teachers who
attended conferences were then teacher mentors, or coaches, for other single-sex teachers who
were unable to attend. There are gender-team coordinators who implement regular meetings and
disseminate gender-specific strategies. The program is monitored by test scores, district parent
surveys, and the desire to enroll in the program as evidenced by a wait list each year.
Communication is of importance between multiple stakeholders. The current principal is the
one who implemented the gender-team coordinator. The coordinator disseminates pertinent
information from the principal to the same gender teachers. Quarterly gender-team newsletters
are sent home to parents explaining the happenings of the teams and upcoming events. The
guidance counselors and teachers attend the parent nights and talk at the elementary schools to
rising 6th graders about the same gender program. An informative brochure is used to explain the
program to anyone who desires to learn about it. District-wide parent surveys are given yearly to
gain parental input.
Cherry Middle School has addressed and continues to address all of the components of
sustainability factor 1: facilitation process. Based on this, the facilitation process sustainability
factor would predict implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
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Factor 2: resources. There is no outside source of funding for the single-sex grade level
teams. The principal must allocate money in her site-based budget to support all classes and
teams at CMS, including both the same gender as well as the coeducational teams. There are
additional materials used in the gender classes, however, but the principal must allocate the
funds for these out of the same site-based budget. The girls-only classes use lamps rather than
fluorescent overhead lighting, which create a more inclusive and inviting classroom atmosphere.
They have more markers and highlighters available for use by the girls. The boys-only classes
have some high-top desks with foot swing bars and exercise balls for the boys to use if they do
not feel comfortable in the traditional student desk. They have squeeze balls and sports balls in
class to keep the boys’ hands busy. They have clipboards in case the boys want to stand at the
back of the room and take notes. The boys-only science classes also require additional glass
materials “…because a lot of time the kids are active and stuff breaks,” BT1 reported. If the
school budget cannot accommodate all of these additional expenditures for materials, “a lot of
times either they are donations, teachers… apply for grants for them, or they come from your
own money.”
The staff at CMS volunteers to teach on the same gender teams and they are vetted
before doing so. If a teaching position should arise on any of the teams, current teachers are
given the opportunity to fill the vacancy. Some teachers have taught on all teams: girls-only,
boys-only and coeducational. A male teacher may teach on the girls-only team and vice versa.
During the initial planning of the program, teachers were given a questionnaire to complete that
asked where they thought they would fit best: as a teacher of girls-only classes, boys-only classes
or continue to be a coeducational class teacher. After looking at teaching characteristics and
learning of their desires via the questionnaire, the principal had a discussion with each teacher
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and then determined their teaching assignment for the following school year. No one was, or
currently is, forced to teach a same gender class.
The implementation timeframe for the same gender teams was two years. The planning
process took place during the spring of 2006, then during the 2006-07 school year CMS offered
same gender classes for certain subjects, but they were not organized into same gender gradelevel teams. The same gender grade-level teams, like they currently have today, began during
the 2007-08 school year once there was widespread support for the initiative and they had
enough students opt-in to the program to fill the teams. The implementation timeframe was not
rushed; it was thought out and took two years to implement the same gender program to its full
extent.
The daily time and facilities are not affected by the same gender program. The school
day length and daily class time remains the same as usual, with the coeducational and same
gender teams running parallel to each other. The facilities did not change; the same gender
program utilizes the same building and classrooms that the coeducational teams use. The
facilities and daily time are a non-issue to the same gender program.
Cherry Middle School has addressed and continues to address all of the components of
sustainability factor 2: resources. Based on this, the resources sustainability factor would predict
implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
Factor 3: school-based leadership. Even though the same gender program was the
brainchild of CMS’s previous principal, A1 (the current principal) was an assistant principal in
2006 during the initial suggestion, and was instrumental in the planning and preparation for the
program. She understands the program, its benefits for students and is able to champion it now,
11 years later. Her two current assistant principals also support the program and oversee some
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of the same gender teams. When A1 became CMS’s principal, she empowered two teachers as
the gender team coordinators, or program leaders, to help disseminate gender specific
information, write the newsletters and coordinate girls-only and boys-only teacher meetings to
share ideas and strategies. The same gender teams have the same team structure and function
as the coeducational teams: one language arts teacher, one math teacher, one science teacher, and
one social studies teacher comprise each team. All subject teachers teach to the same standards,
no matter if they have all female students in their class, or all male, or a mix of both female and
male students. There are no differences in the curriculum standards and where the students must
go; the difference is in how they get there via the teaching strategies that are used.
The same gender program is a priority to Cherry Middle School, its administrators,
teachers, students and parents. They work hard to maintain it as an option for students in the
district. As BT2 pointed out, “…[it’s the] feather in our cap… We’ve got to keep it going
because that’s what we do.”
Cherry Middle School has addressed and continues to address all of the components of
sustainability factor 3: school-based leadership. Based on this, the school-based leadership
sustainability factor would predict implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
Factor 4: implementers. CMS’s administrators and teachers were the implementers of
the same gender classes, then teams. They took their time to learn about same gender classes, to
plan how to implement them at CMS, and to get training on how to teach the classes before
finally implementing them the following school year. The same gender teachers were carefully
selected after answering a questionnaire on their teaching preferences and meeting with the
principal who had previously pondered their teaching characteristics. The teachers had to have
positive perceptions of role compatibility and relative advantage of the program for both the
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school and the students. They had to be enthusiastic about the same gender program and
committed to helping create a healthy program for the school.

The principal ensured the same

gender teachers’ professional preparation by providing trainings and workshops, by sending
them to NASSPE conferences and by visiting the model school in South Carolina. The first year,
the goal was to skillfully implement same gender classes while seeking widespread support for
the same gender program from the community in order to implement the same gender teams the
following year. Cherry Middle School did succeed at building a popular same gender gradelevel team program, and had a wait list of approximately 75 students during the 2017-18 school
year.
Cherry Middle School addressed all of the components of sustainability factor 4:
implementers. Based on this, the implementers sustainability factor would predict
implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
Factor 5: external environment. CMS runs the same gender grade-level teams
completely on their own without any bureaucratic guidelines or additional funding from the
school district office. The teams are considered a school-based specialty program, and CMS is
not considered a specialty school because not all students are enrolled in the same gender teams.
Throughout the 11 year life of the program, there has been relatively little turbulence or
opposition for the same gender classes. At one point early in the program’s life, opponents of
single-sex classes questioned “…the legality of having all boys in one section and all girls in one
section,” according to A2, and why the all-girls and all-boys classes were not considered
segregation. It has also been mentioned that there is no high school in the district that has the
same gender class option for students to go on to after middle school. The biggest challenge that
the program has faced, however, is the mobility factor of both the teacher and student population.
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“We have a lot of teachers who are married to military [spouses], so they’re not here a long
time,” reported S1, which makes the teacher turnover high. The same goes for the students;
many families are military, which means students are enrolling and transferring throughout the
year. The student mobility index for the 2017-2018 school year was about 15%, as gathered
from public district data.
There is overwhelming support for the same gender grade-level teams from the
administration and teachers to the students and their parents, as evidenced by the program
continuity and student wait list each year. When asked who the biggest supporter of the program
is, 88% of the interview participants named the administrators as one of the biggest advocates,
75% said the teachers, and 50% mentioned the parents.
S3 explained that
A lot of the parents that have looked into [the program] and kind of researched it are the
ones that are… out in the actual community doing most of the recruiting for us. They are
the ones that explain the program to other parents. A lot of times we’ll have kids that are
in co-ed classes and after talking to other friends in the neighborhood, their students will
switch over. So I would say the biggest supporters would be parents.
Overall, the program is heavily supported by all three of those stakeholders: the administration,
teachers and parents. The administrators champion the program and ensure a smooth operation.
The parents and students are happy with the program and CMS is operating at maximum
capacity with approximately 75 students (both boys and girls) on the wait list for the same
gender team program, according to A2.
Cherry Middle School has addressed and continues to monitor all of the components of
sustainability factor 5: external environment. Based on this, the external environment
sustainability factor would predict implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
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Factor 6: compatibility. CMS chose to research and then implement same gender
classes then teams to address boundary and demographic issues, but also to address student
needs and to improve student learning. These reasons are compatible with Cherry Middle
School’s vision statement: “We believe in promoting an inclusive setting where all are
RESPECTED and achievement is EXPECTED” and the first line of their mission
statement: “[Cherry] Middle School is committed to fostering an environment that
implements successful methods of instruction to provide a quality educational program for
every student.” The administrators and teachers make these statements a priority for the
school every day.
Administrators and teachers studied the past success of the middle school in South
Carolina before implementing the same gender program. CMS was able to create an
inclusive culture at their school for the same gender teams, S3 reported students “…have a
feeling of belonging. They actually genuinely like the classroom; they like the program.
They’ll talk about the program with other kids, like how much better it is than co-ed.” By
using a common team name throughout the grades for the same gender teams, i.e.
Pocahontas and Gryffindor, “I think they were trying to get where [the students] felt like
[they] were more of a fraternity or… sorority where [they]… are the same thing for all
three years,” explained S2. “With the teaming [structure] and the culture, I think that
everyone has a feeling of belonging and there’s no animosity, no division whatsoever in the
school. I’ve never seen it,” A1 stated.
Cherry Middle School has addressed and continues to address all of the components of
sustainability factor 6: compatibility. Based on this, the compatibility sustainability factor would
predict implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
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Factor 7: external leadership. There is no external leadership or district level
guidance for the same gender grade-level teams at CMS. The researcher inquired about speaking
to someone at the ASD central office about the program, but was told by a district employee that
we are heavily site based managed, so building principals have a large degree of freedom
in implementing special projects and programs. … I also don’t think they get any funding
from central office for the program. I don’t think there is anybody at the central office
level that would have much to add [to your study].
There is no external leadership or external guidelines that CMS must follow that are different
than those for any of the middle schools in ASD.
The staff at Cherry Middle School has autonomy to run the same gender program;
however, this is due to the fact that the district is open to and allows their schools to provide such
options for all families in their district. This addresses sustainability factor 7: external
leadership. There is district covert external support with site-based leadership autonomy;
therefore, the external leadership sustainability factor would predict implementation success for
the same gender program at CMS.
Factor 8: innovation characteristics. Some may think that creating same gender gradelevel teams at a school that previously had none would be an impossibly complex task.
However, CMS did not start completely from scratch nor were they isolated on their own. In
2002, the NASSPE was founded by Dr. Leonard Sax with the goal of advancing single-sex
public education for both girls and boys (NASSPE, 2011). Dr. Sax is the author of the book,
Why Gender Matters (2005), that the teacher from CMS initially read and presented to the staff
which ignited the idea of same gender classes at CMS. CMS’s administration contacted Dr. Sax,
who helped them get started. Dr. Sax came to the school as an advisor to educate and train the
staff. Teachers and administrators attended NASSPE conferences. Dr. Sax also put CMS in
touch with a model school in South Carolina where same gender classes/teams were already
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being implemented. While planning and implementing such an innovation is a complex task,
CMS had help, support and a role model to follow. The curriculum for all students at the school
was the same; it was the structure of the program that took time to develop.
The relative advantage of the same gender teams for the families of ASD, is to give
them an additional option for middle school in the district. The same gender program is unique
to CMS, in which teachers use gender-specific teaching strategies to address the brain and
learning differences between the sexes. The relative advantage for the school is that by offering
a specialty program, the school is allowed to open-enroll students from other areas of the district.
Attracting students from other areas of the district changes the race/ethnicity composition of
CMS, possibly having a positive effect on the school-wide testing scores.
At this point, after 11 years of implementation, the same gender program is relatively
easy for CMS. The planning and preparation for the program took time, but since that was done
thoroughly, it is relatively easy to maintain the structure of the program. Aside from staff and
student mobility issues, none of the interviewers mentioned any major problems with the
program.
Cherry Middle School has addressed all of the components of sustainability factor 8:
innovation characteristics. Based on this, the innovation characteristics sustainability factor
would predict implementation success for the same gender program at CMS.
Summary. The Prediction Factors and Their Components for Implementation Success
table contains eight factors and their components, which are used to evaluate an innovation in
order to predict if the innovation will have implementation success and will be able to be
maintained over time. See Table 8 for a summary of the common factors of sustainability data
analysis.
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Table 8
Common Factors of Sustainability – Data Analysis Summary

Common Factors of Sustainability - Data Analysis
Factor
Facilitation process

Components

trips to view model school, talked to Dr. Sax, started
spring 2006 planning, fall 2006 classes, fall 2007 teams

Training

Why Gender Matters book study, ongoing via team
meetings, attended conferences
teacher mentors, gender team coordinator
test scores, district/parent survey, the waiting list
team meetings, gender meetings, mentors, informal,
newsletters, pamphlet
girls: lighting, highlighters, markers. Boys: high top
desks with foot swing bars, exercise balls, squeezy
balls, sports balls, clipboards, glass materials.

Coaching
Monitoring
Communicating
Resources

Materials

Staff
Funds

Implementers

Daily Time
Implementation Time Frame
Facilities
Principal
Program leaders
Team structure & Function
Priority
Professional preparation

External Environment

Commitment to program
Implementation skills
Enthusiasm
Perceptions of Role compatibility
Perceptions of relative advantage
Turbulence

School-Based Leadership

Support

Compatibility

Opposition
Guidelines
Bureaucracy
Priorities
Structure
Student needs
Culture
Past Success

External Leadership
Innovation Characteristics

Findings

Planning

Complexity (Adaptability)
Relative Advantage
Ease of use

volunteer, vetted, ok for males/girls only
no outside funding - principal allocates, materials
above Funded from admin, teachers, donations,
fundraisers.
no change
1.5yrs
no change
biggest supporter, helped plan, program champion
gender team coordinators
same as co-ed: math, science, LA, social studies
is to admin, teachers, parents & students
trainings, workshops, conferences, book study, model
school visits
opt-in, teachers volunteer
skillfully implement classes before teams
teachers volunteer, team coordinator not paid
questionnaire - vetted
advantage for students
mobile population - teachers & students, questions of
separation
"program champion!": admin, parents, teachers,
students, wait list
separate by gender?
none from district office
school based program - not a specialty school
student learning, mission & vision statements
team - same as co-ed
student learning -teaching strategies geared toward
the brain differences
"like a fraternity," "you got options," inclusive
visit the model school
district culture of option; CMS has autonomy to run
same gender program
had guidance; program is adaptable - can change for the
better
student learning, raise test scores
easy to maintain b/c of planning and structure
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Cherry Middle School addressed all eight of the sustainability prediction factors and continues to
address several of them, e.g. facilitation process: ongoing training, coaching, monitoring and
communication. Using this table to analyze the same gender program, Cherry Middle School
properly addressed all factors which would predict successful sustainability of the program.
Administrators and teachers succeeded at building a popular same gender grade-level team
program that has been in effect since 2007, for the last 11 years.
Links to Literature
This study maps well with the literature and three themes can be tied back to specific
topics in the literature: implementation as a process, administrative support and training, and
discipline issues.
Implementation as a process. The conception, planning, preparation and
implementation process that Cherry Middle School utilized can be linked to Rogers’ (2003)
theory of change, the Diffusion Perspective. The Diffusion Perspective explains social change
and is based on the concepts of uncertainty and communication of information. Rogers (2003)
explains that “the diffusion of innovations is essentially a social process in which subjectively
perceived information about a new idea is communicated from person to person. The meaning
of an innovation is thus gradually worked out through a process of social construction” (p. xx).
CMS went through a 1.5 year process before fully implementing their same gender gradelevel team program. It was during the spring of 2006 that the teacher reported on the book Why
Gender Matters (Sax, 2005). That report intrigued the previous principal of CMS, which led him
to be the change agent. He and his assistant principals explored the idea of same gender classes
at CMS. The entire staff of CMS did a book study on Why Gender Matters (Sax, 2005) and they
did a survey of the parents to see if they would be interested in such a program. The
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administrators contacted the author of the book, Dr. Sax, for advice and guidance. Dr. Sax put
them in contact with the school in South Carolina, which turned out to be CMS’s model school
for the program. Dr. Sax came to CMS to train and educate teachers. Teachers went to visit and
observe the model school. They also attended NASSPE conferences led by Dr. Sax.
Initially, in the fall of 2006, same gender classes were offered. A student could choose to
take a girls-only math class in addition to a coeducational science class. After promoting the
same gender program throughout the community, and showing the success of the same gender
classes, there was enough interest by students and parents in the idea of forming same gender
grade-level teams. In the fall of 2007, the same gender grade-level team structure was
implemented. CMS did not rush right into this innovation blindly, but they followed a process,
which can evolve over time. When the current principal was hired two years ago (in 2016), she
evaluated the program and saw the need for and appointed the gender team coordinators as an
additional measure of support for the gender teachers. This same gender grade-level team
innovation progressed from an idea to fruition over the course of 1.5 years, from initial
introduction in the spring of 2006, to full same gender grade-level team implementation in the
fall of 2007. The diffusion perspective purports that the implementation of an innovation is a
process, and Rogers would likely agree that Cherry Middle School’s 1.5 year implementation
process is a key factor in the sustainability of the same gender program.
Administrative support and training. Hall and Hord (2011) purport that facilitating
change in a school is a team effort and would likely agree that without support from the school
administrators, the initiative will not last. Teachers are the ones who will implement the
initiative in the classroom, thus are ultimately responsible for making the change successful or
not. Without on-going active support from the school leaders, the change effort will likely die.
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The leader needs to be supportive and provide encouragement for the continued use of the
innovation (Hall & Hord, 2011). Without support and encouragement from the leaders, the
teachers may feel that their efforts are not important.
Schwarz-McCotter’s (2008) and Spielhagen’s (2011) research echo what Hall and Hord
(2011) explained: professional development and on-going support for the teachers who are
charged with implementing single-sex classes is necessary for implementation success. In
Schwarz-McCotter’s study (2008), the single-sex class initiative was not sustained beyond the
first year, as there was no evidence of academic, social or cultural success and the teachers felt as
though they had failed. The author concluded from her study that “with more …support,
professional development, and material resources, the benefits of this initiative may have been
greater or more tangible” (Schwarz-McCotter, 2008, p. 29). Spielhagen (2011) conducted his
study to build upon Schwarz-McCotter’s work, and to look at how the perceptions of the teachers
of the single-sex classes changed throughout the school year. After summer training and initial
school leadership support, the teachers had a positive outlook for the upcoming school year. A
mid-year survey revealed that the teachers felt the need for more training and professional
development. The final spring survey overwhelmingly indicated a need for on-going
professional development and a need for knowledgeable administrative support. These two
studies suggest that training and support for the teachers could be the single largest factor in the
overall success and sustainability of the single-sex class initiative.
This current study revealed that support and training for the teachers are addressed at
CMS. The ASD school district has a culture of educational choice and gives autonomy to the
schools to offer specialty programs. With that in mind, the past principal initiated the same
gender program at CMS. He was the change agent and his assistant principals were on board
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with him. During that time, the current principal was an assistant principal and she was a key
agent in the creation of the same gender program. The majority of interviewees (88%) reported
that they thought that the administration was the biggest supporter of the program. The
administrators must support the teachers who are implementing the program on a daily basis by
seeking new gender-specific teaching strategies for them, seeking feedback from them, being
present to help them, and being a constant cheerleader for their work in the classroom with
students. CMS’s principal appointed the gender team coordinators two years ago as an
additional structure of organizational support. If the teachers did not feel the on-going support
from the administrators, they would likely not continue to teach in the same gender program at
CMS.
During the initiation phase, the teachers had intense training via conferences, a book
study, visits to the model school, sessions by Dr. Sax, etc. Training has become less intense as
the program has gone on, but should a teacher need help they would discuss the issue with their
teacher mentor or the gender team coordinator. The teacher interview participants indicated that
they do not feel the need for additional intense training at this time, but they reported that they
are always sharing gender-specific teaching strategies and discussing the program. The CMS
library has a professional section for teachers that contains books on same gender strategies and
the difference between boys and girls brains and learning. Every new teacher to the same gender
program is required to read Why Gender Matters (Sax, 2005) and is assigned a mentor teacher.
There is an overall feeling of pride of the same gender program by the teachers. They truly seem
to want to teach the same gender classes, and when a position opens, teachers volunteer to teach
on the program. The same gender teachers are committed to the program, and often teach in the
program for many years. BT2 has taught on the boys-only team for 11 years, and GT1 has
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taught on the girls-only team for eight years. Schwarz-McCotter and Spielhagen would likely
agree that if BT2 and GT1 did not feel that they had adequate training and administrative
support, they would not have been teaching in the same gender program for so long.
Discipline issues. Goodkind et al. (2013) conducted a study that showed single-sex
classes to be detrimental students, particularly their social behavior which created discipline
issues at the school. The students at the study site perceived that they were being punished for
their low grades by being separated by sex in classes. Students felt that the single-sex classes led
to less learning, as they were distracted thinking about what the other students were doing in
their classes. Teachers and students reported more skipping of class and students wandering in
the halls trying to fraternize with students of the opposite sex. “The separation of students by sex
seemed to increase boys’ sexual harassment of girls… groping and grabbing them… [due to]
their forced separation in the classroom” (Goodkind et al., 2013, p. 1177). The belief system of
the teachers for this program was negative. They reported that they did not think that boys and
girls learn differently, and they believed that the difference in teaching styles reinforced
problematic gender stereotypes. The single-sex classes at this school did not for more than one
school year.
The research findings at CMS completely contradict the attitudes and discipline issues
reported in Goodkind et al.’s (2013) study. CMS students like the same gender program and
want to be there. The belief system of the teachers for the same gender program is positive at
CMS. They choose to teach on the same gender teams and thus have a positive attitude about the
program. There are no feelings by the students, parents or teachers that the same gender
program is detrimental to the students, or that it enforces problematic gender stereotypes. If this
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were the case, there would not have been a wait list 75 students long during the 2017-18 school
year. From an attitude perspective, CMS differs from the Goodkind et al. (2013) study.
The same gender program at CMS is an opt-in program, so students and parents have to
want to opt-in. The students are not forced to be separated on the same gender teams. None of
the interviewees reported that the separation of boys and girls on the same gender teams at CMS
increased the sexual harassment of girls by the boys, nor caused excessive numbers of kids
wandering the halls and skipping classes. A2 explained that the same gender teams do not create
additional discipline issues at CMS. “When you look at referrals …at where they are coming
from, they are equally divided amongst [the teams.] … From a referral standpoint and a
disciplinary standpoint, I don’t see [a difference].” From a disciplinary standpoint, CMS differs
from the Goodkind et al. (2013) study.
Conclusions
Current research on single-sex classes focuses on student outcomes, leaving a gap in
information and knowledge on how to structure the single-sex class offerings in a school and
factors that could lead to the sustainability of such programs. There is a gap in the literature,
with no articles describing successfully implemented single-sex classes over a period of years
and there is a lack of knowledge on the factors that contribute to the sustainability of single-sex
classes. The purpose of this study was to fill that gap by exploring a middle school that has been
implementing single-sex classes in a team format for the last 11 years and to determine what
factors have led to that sustainability.
To achieve the purpose of this qualitative descriptive case study, the researcher explored
the following research questions:
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•

RQ1: What is the structure and organization of the single-gender grade-level
teams at this middle school?

•

RQ2: What factors contributed to the sustainability of the single-gender gradelevel team model?

Research question 1. The structure and organization of the same gender grade-level
teams at Cherry Middle School has been illustrated in Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1. Team Structure

Important components of the team structure include:
− A team consists of four teachers: one math teacher, one language arts teacher, one
social studies teacher, and one science teacher.
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− There is one girls-only, one boys-only and two to three coeducational teams in
each grade. (During the 2017-18 school year, there were three 6th grade
coeducational teams and two in both 7th and 8th grades.)
− There are approximately 100-120 students on each team.
− Students stay on the girls-only and boys-only team with the same group of
students for the duration of their education at CMS unless they opt-out of the
same gender program.
− Students on the coeducation teams do not stay with the same group of students
each year, but will move from team to team with different students.
− All of the teams in the girls-only program are named Pocahontas: Poc 6, Poc 7
and Poc 8. All of the teams in the boys-only program are named Gryffindor:
Gryff 6, Gryff 7 and Gryff 8.
− There is a team leader (one of the four teachers) for each team.
− There is a girls-only coordinator who works with all of the girls-only teachers,
regardless of grade-level. Similarly, there is a boys-only coordinator who works
with all of the boys-only teachers, regardless of grade-level.
− There is one administrator that oversees each grade-level.
The structure of the same gender teams is no different than the structure of the coeducational
teams. All grade-level teams contain the same subjects, teach to the same standards and take the
same end-of-course proficiency tests. The difference in the same gender teams is that the
teachers use gender-specific teaching strategies and techniques to educate the girls-only and
boys-only students in a way that will better accommodate the differences in the female and male
brains and learning styles.
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Research question 2. The researcher found that there are many factors that have
contributed to the sustainability of the same gender grade-level team model at Cherry Middle
School. The researcher asked all interview participants what factors they believe have
contributed to the longevity of the single gender team model at CMS. The responses from the
interview participants fall into three distinct themes. They believe that the longevity of the same
gender program at CMS has to do with 1) administrative support and buy-in, 2) the parental
community support via word of mouth and 3) the program’s academic and cultural success.
Each of these three themes was mentioned an equal number of times when the interview
participants told the researcher why they think the program has such longevity at CMS.
The researcher then compared the sustainability prediction factors that Bosworth et al.
(1999) compiled to determine if the eight factors and their components were applicable to
predicting implementation success of CMS’s same gender program. The eight factors are:
− Facilitation process
− Resources
− School-based leadership
− Implementers
− External environment
− Compatibility
− External leadership
− Innovation characteristics
The researcher determined that all eight factors and each of their components were addressed, or
are continually being addressed, by administration and staff of Cherry Middle School.
Facilitation process, school-based leadership and implementers were dominant factors. Under
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the facilitation process factor, the components of training, coaching, monitoring and
communicating are all on-going at CMS. The strong principal and program leadership,
enthusiasm for and commitment for the same gender program all fall under the factors of schoolbased leadership and implementers. Without these three dominant factors, the program would
not likely be as popular as it is at CMS or as academically and socially successful.
Having addressed all eight factors predicts a high rate of implementation success.
Having a high rate of implementation success, likely leads to sustainability of the program.
Cherry Middle School follows this sustainability prediction model, as they have been
successfully implementing the same gender grade-level team model from 2007-2018.
Implications for Practice
This research study sought to explain the same gender grade-level team structure at a
middle school that has been implementing the program for 11 years, and to determine the
sustainability factors that have led to the program’s longevity. The researcher has determined
that the administrators and teachers took every important step and addressed all important
aspects from the conception and planning of the same gender program to the implementation and
on-going monitoring of the program. This middle school could be used as a resource and/or role
model school for other middle schools that are considering implementing same gender gradelevel teams. Since this study maps well with the literature, then the findings can facilitate
implementation of other initiatives for sustainability.
It is important to note that the Apple School District is one that supports educational
options for students. There are several different specialty schools and programs offered
throughout the district in which students can choose to enroll, even if the school of choice is
outside of their normal school boundaries. The district gives the schools autonomy to run their
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specialty programs, so as long as the school administration and teachers support the program, it
should continue. The administrative structure at CMS supports, oversees and provides for the
same gender program. Without this structure, the program could not survive.
Recommendation for Future Research
The following recommendations are offered for related research in the field of single-sex
education:
1. A comparative investigation into other model schools with same gender teams to
determine similarities and differences between their programs and CMS’s same gender
program, may be beneficial to the field. The product of the inquiry could be a manual or
guide book to help schools incorporate single-sex classes and/or teams into their
institution.
2. A quantitative study of disaggregated end-of-course test data from CMS to compare
scores of girls in the same gender program to scores of girls in the coeducation program,
and scores of boys in the same gender program to scores of boys in the coeducational
program, to determine if the same gender program is academically better for boys or
girls, may be valuable to the field.
3. A quantitative study of the end-of-course test data from CMS and all other middle
schools in ASD to determine if the same gender program has a significant impact on test
scores, may be valuable to the research.
4. An exploratory study into the reasons for the enrollment differences between the White
and Hispanic students in the same gender program at CMS may explain ethnic views of
the innovation and may add to the literature.
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5. A qualitative study that includes interviewing students and parents from the study site
could add rich information to the field about the reasons behind their desire to enroll in
the same gender program.
6. Due to the recent questioning of gender identity and societal norms, an exploratory study
on how transgender students are incorporated into a same gender program may be
beneficial to the field.
Summary
This study offered an objective perspective on the same gender grade-level team structure
at a middle school and the sustainability factors that contributed to the program’s longevity.
Snowball sampling technique of administrators and staff members at the school was used.
Findings revealed a detailed grade-level team structure at the school, which included the option
for students to enroll in a girls-only track, a boys-only track or a coeducational track for their 6th,
7th and 8th grade school years. Students from outside of the school’s boundaries may open-enroll
at the school in order to participate in the same gender program. In addition, interview
participants revealed their ideas of why the same gender grade-level teams have lasted for 11
years, which include administrative support and buy-in, parental community support and
program academic and cultural success. Furthermore, the research data were compared to the
Prediction Factors and Their Components for Implementation Success table by Bosworth et al.
(1999), and findings revealed that the school took into account all eight factors in the planning,
preparation and implementation of their same gender grade-level team structure, which did lead
to program success and longevity. Since this study maps well with the literature, then findings
can facilitate implementation of other initiatives for sustainability.
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Appendix A
Interview Protocol
Prior to each interview
1. Schedule a 30-45 minute one-on-one interview with each of the individuals identified to
have knowledge of the single-sex grade-level teams at ABC Middle School.
2. Be sure the school/district office is aware of the need for a private space in which to
conduct the interview separately with each person.
3. Be sure to bring: paper tablet, interview protocol, pen, and 2 tape recording devices to
each meeting.
After each interview
1.
2.
3.
4.

Download the audio files to computer.
Send a copy of the audio files to the transcription company.
When the transcript is received, review the transcript for accuracy.
Email a copy of the transcript to each interviewee.

Introductory script
Thank you for agreeing to meet with me. As you may know, I am a doctoral student at the
University of Arizona in the Educational Leadership Department. I have been researching
single-gender classes for the past ten years and Cherry Middle School is the only school that I
have found that has a single-gender grade-level team model, and the only school that I have
found that has had single-gender classes for over three years.
The University of Arizona Institutional Review Board has approved this project. I am here to
learn more about Cherry Middle School’s single-gender grade-level teams, and what elements
have helped these teams last. I will be asking you a number of questions about this middle
school model. There are no right or wrong answers – please just answer as honestly as you can.
I will be taking notes on your responses, as well as recording this interview. If at any point you
would like me to stop recording, I would be more than happy to turn off the recording device.
Just let me know. I will also provide you a copy of the transcript of our interview once it is
transcribed. What questions do you have before we get started?
School Level Employee Interview Protocol
Employee Name:________________________________________________________________
Position:______________________________________________________________________
Date of initial employment at this school:____________________________________________

126

Date of initial employment in current position:________________________________________
Gender: M / F

Education Level: BS/BA

MS/MA

PhD/EdD

How long have single-gender classes been in place at this middle school?:__________________

1- What was the process for the development of the single-gender grade-level teams?
a. What role did you play in the development of the model?
2- Please describe the structure of the single-gender teams at CMS.
3- What are your responsibilities in regards to the single-gender teams?
4- What was the rationale for offering single-gender classes/teams?
5- How is the single-gender team program organized?
a. Is there a team leader? If so, who?
6- Who are the biggest supporters of the program?
7- What kinds of resources are necessary to run the single-gender teams?
a. From where do the resources come?
8- What training are the teachers of the single-gender classes offered?
a. Initially?
b. On-going?
9- How is this single- gender team model evaluated?
a. How often?
10- How do the single-gender teams affect the culture of CMS?
11- What are the daily challenges to the model?
12- What changes in learning have you seen due to the single-gender team model?
13- What factors do you believe have contributed to the longevity of the single-gender team
model?
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14- How has the single-gender program changed over the years?
15- What kind of challenges has the program faced?
a. By whom? (community, district, teachers, school board, parents?)
b. Who stood up for the program?
16- Tell me about a critical incident that affected the single-gender team model.
17- Is there any other information that you can tell me about the single-gender classes and
grade-level teams?
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Appendix B
Interview Recruitment: Email Script
Include a thumbnail picture of researcher in the email.
Attach participant consent form.
Dear ----------,
My name is Kelly Bristow and I am a graduate student at the University of Arizona in the
College of Education. I am conducting a research study to gain information about the samegender grade-level team model at Cherry Middle School and to determine factors that have
influenced the model’s longevity.
It was suggested to me (by your principal/district office/etc) that you would be a good person to
interview since you (have been teaching at the school for 5+ year/were here when the model was
being planned and implemented/work with the single-gender teams).
This research study is voluntary and you are under no obligation to participate. The interview
will take approximately 30-45 minutes and the information you provide will be confidential. I
will be at Cherry Middle School on Monday March 19th and Tuesday March 20th conducting
interviews, and I hope you will be willing to talk to me about the same-gender grade-level team
model at Cherry Middle School while I am there.
Interview topics will include: a description of the same-gender grade-level team model,
resources necessary, and factors that have led to the longevity of the model.
I have attached a copy of the participant consent form for you to view. Please let me know if
you are willing to schedule an interview with me and if you have any questions. You can reply
to this email or feel free to call me at 520-247-0004.
Sincerely,
Kelly Bristow
kbristow@email.arizona.edu
520-247-0004
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Appendix C
Participant Consent Form
University of Arizona
Consent to Participate in Research
Study Title: Middle School Model for Single-Sex Teams: Factors Influencing
Sustainability
Principal Investigator: Kelly K. Bristow
You are being asked to participate in a research study. Your participation in this research study
is voluntary and you do not have to participate. This document contains important information
about this study and what to expect if you decide to participate. Please consider the
information carefully. Feel free to ask questions before making your decision whether or not to
participate.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The purpose of this study is to gain information about the single-gender grade-level
team model at Cherry Middle School and to determine factors that have influenced the
model’s longevity.
This study will help other districts and schools implement single-gender classes/teams.
There are no expected risks to you as a result of participating in this study.
You will not benefit directly from participating in this study.
The interview will take approximately 30-45 minutes.
You will not be compensated for your answers.
The information you provide will be confidential.
Your responses will be assigned a code number. The list connecting your name to this
code will be kept in an encrypted and password protected file. Only the research team
will have access to the file. When the study is completed and the data have been
analyzed, the list will be destroyed.

With your permission, I would like to audiotape this interview so that I can make an
accurate transcript. Once I have made the transcript, I will erase the recordings. Your name
will not be in the transcript or my notes.
Because of the nature of the data, it may be possible to deduce your identity; however,
there will be no attempt to do so and your data will be reported in a way that will not
identify you.
Information collected from you will not be used or shared for future research studies.
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The information that you provide in the study will be handled confidentially. However,
there may be circumstances where this information must be released or shared as required
by law. The University of Arizona Institutional Review Board may review the research
records for monitoring purposes.
For questions, concerns, or complaints about the study you may contact: Kelly Bristow.
520-247-0004 or kellykc77@aol.com
For questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other study-related
concerns or complaints with someone who is not the researcher, you may contact the Human
Subjects Protection Program at 520-626-6721 or online at
http://rgw.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjects-protection-program.

Signing the consent form
I have read (or someone has read to me) this form, and I am aware that I am being asked to
participate in a research study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have had them
answered to my satisfaction. I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form. I will be given a copy of this form.

Printed name of subject

Signature of subject

Date
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Appendix D
All-Boys Team Newsletter: Gryff News
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Appendix E
All-Girls Team Newsletter: Pocahontas Press
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