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Abstract

This study examined the self-efficacy of adolescent girls and its relation to
the type of high school they attended, whether it was single-sex or coeducational.
A convenient, volunteer sample was used from two high schools in the
metropolitan area of St. Louis, Missouri. The 234 adolescents surveyed, ranged
from 15 to 18 years of age. The participants were administered the Self-efficacy
Scale (SES) after parental permission was received. The two schools conducted
the surveys during religion classes. An independent t-test showed that there was
a significant difference in the self-efficacy of adolescent females who attend
single-sex schools and those who attend coeducational schools. Implications and

findings of the results were discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

In the United States alone, there are approximately 26 million adolescents
ages 15 to 19. Of that number, approximately 16 million attend high school.
Those that attend high school are either enrolled in public schools or private
schools. According to the United States Census Bureau, 14 million attend public
schools and 1.2 million are enrolled in private schools. Of those students in
private schools, 590,000 are female.

People search for identity throughout life; however, the quest for identity
and the need to understand and define academic and social roles are crucial during
adolescence. Adolescence, according to such theorists as Erickson and Marcia, is
a time of struggle in order to achieve a mature identity in the areas of two
important variables: crisis and commitment. Crisis in this context is defined as a
time in which the adolescent is involved in choosing between many occupations
and determining his/her beliefs. Commitment is defined as the amount of
personal investment the person claims to have in an occupation or belief (Marcia,
1967). High school can be a crucial period for this exploration. It is during the
later years of high school where students are often found to be “moratorium
subjects.” In other words they are experiencing an intense stage of crisis in
selecting vocational choices, a personal value system, and self-definition (Marcia,
1967). High schools, therefore, can play an important part in this development
because of the exposure to specific types of role models, by being a source of
information concerning career aspirations, and providing opportunities for
exposure to various and distinct value systems. One particular aspect of the
adolescents’ development is their sense of self-efficacy.

Self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1986) refers to “people’s judgments

of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain



designated types of performances” (p. 391). Two decades ago Bandura (1977)
introduced the construct of self-efficacy in the publication of Self-Efficacy:
Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change. Ten years later this construct
was included within a social cognitive theory of human behavior. During these
twenty years, the components of self-efficacy in terms of social cognitive theory
have been widely researched in various disciplines and settings. For example,
self-efficacy beliefs have been related to phobia (Bandura, 1983), addictions
(Marlett, Baer & Quigley, 1995), depression (Davis & Yates, 1982), social skills
(Moe & Zeiss, 1982), assertiveness (Lee, 1984), stress in a variety of situations
(Jerusalem & Mittag, 1995), to smoking behavior (Garcia, Schmitz & Doerfler,
1990), pain control (Manning & Wright, 1983), health (O’Leary, 1985), and
athletic performance (Barling & Able, 1983; Lee, 1982). Self-efficacy beliefs
have also received increased interest in educational research, specifically in terms
of academic motivation and self-regulation (Pintrich & Schunk, 1995). Emphasis
has been on three areas. One focuses on the link between efficacy beliefs and
college or career choices and the implications it has on counseling and vocational
psychology theory and practices (Lent & Hackett, 1987). The second focus is on
efficacy beliefs of teachers and how that relates to their instructional practices and
student outcomes (Aston & Webb, 1986). The last focus is on students’
self-efficacy beliefs in terms of motivation, academic performances and
achievement. It is this third focus with which this current study will be
concerned.

For female adolescents, high school can have an even greater significance
in terms of developing self-efficacy. It is during this time that female adolescents
examine and take stock of their various choices and then adjust their goals. If the
high school environment is successful in reducing the disparity between what is

often perceived as conflicting roles, these young women may place greater



emphasis on achievement and their goals. Some of these conflicting roles include
being smart versus being popular, not being smarter than the boys they date
because of fear that boys do not like smart girls, and lack of encouragement to
follow careers in a male dominated world. There has been much debate as to the
best school environments and the effects of attending different types of high
schools for adolescents. The two different school environments are coeducational
and single-sex schools. Coeducational schools consist of both male and female
students. Single-sex schools consist of either an all male population or an all
female population. In the last twenty years research has been conducted by social
scientists in order to understand the exact nature of the effects high school
environments have on high school students (Trickett, Trickett, Castro &
Schaffner, 1982). Many of the studies have been either conducted outside of the
United States or the research in the United States has been limited since in the
United States most single-sex schools are in the private sector.

According to Marsh (1989), Dale is the best known researcher in term of
studies conducted on single-sex versus coeducational schools. His research was
done in England and Wales. He maintains that coeducational schools provide a
more natural setting for adolescents to prepare for their place in society. In
contrast, Coleman (1961) believes that coeducational schools “may be inimical to
both academic and achievement and social adjustment” (Marsh, 1989, p. 73).
Since these early studies, more research has been conducted about the effects of
single-sex schools and coeducational schools in term of their effects on
adolescents. However, the early research on single-sex and coeducational
environments did not properly addressed the issue of different psychological
aspects of the behavior of males and females. Young men and young women
appear to be dissimilar in the influence of role models, family support,

achievement motivation, self-concept, and leadership styles on their development.



The difference in these area may be a contributing factor in understanding how
even though males and females are in similar educational environments, they may
not similarly benefit (Moanco & Gaier, 1992). This may be especially true in
terms of self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1995) states that self-efficacy is a
measure of people’s perceived control over their life circumstances. Adolescence
is a time when teenagers are being influenced by both internal and external
changes. Their high school environment changes in terms of peers, educational
practices, and the actual make-up of the school building. Internally, the students
cognitive processes are evolving to new levels in terms of effective thinking and
abstract reasoning which contribute to their attitude about themselves within this
new educational setting. This new level of processing contributes to their relation
to self, adding new thoughts about positive and negative self-efficacy. Bandura
(1995) believes that self-efficacy plays an important part in the course of an
adolescent’s intellectual development in a number of ways. First, a student with
high self-efficacy beliefs is more likely to select challenging courses and seeking
opportunities to master difficult academic interests. Second, adolescent
self-efficacy beliefs may be influenced by instructors’ own self-efficacy beliefs in
their abilities to foster learning in their students. Third, Bandura claims that the
entire school’s faculty and staff’s collective sense of self-efficacy influences
adolescent academic development. The models and reinforcements to which
students are exposed to reinforces their own self-efficacy beliefs.

Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) also claim that self-efficacy is predictive of a
student’s ability to use cognitive and self-taught learning strategies in the
classroom setting. Furthermore, these strategies are predictive of academic
achievement. This supports Zimmerman, Bandura, and Martinez-Pons (1992)
research outcome which shows that students who posses good self-regulative

skills, which one enhanced in the secondary school setting, arm themselves with



the intellectual abilities, self-efficacy beliefs and intrinsic interest to educate
themselves throughout their lifetime.

Ashton and Webb (1986) also concludes that teachers’ beliefs in their
teaching ability have a strong effect on the self-efficacy of students’ levels of
academic development and achievement. They found that different types of
educational practices effect adolescents’ beliefs in their academic efficacy. The
positive influences of teacher modeling, attribution feedback, incentives, and
reinforcement for accomplishment increases with high teacher self-efficacy.

The current study will examine the importance of self-efficacy beliefs of
adolescent female high school students in terms of achievement and motivations
especially in their high school environment. There are many theorists who
recognize the importance of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory to academic outcomes.
In the course of the study, the viewpoints of Bandura (1986), Hackett and Betz
(1989), Lent, Brown, and Larkin (1986), Schunk (1985) and others, on the theory
of self-efficacy will be discussed and how it applies to female adolescents in both
types of school settings.

Statement of the Problem

The intentions of this study is to examine the effects secondary school
academic environments (single-sex and coeducational) have on adolescent girls’
self-efficacy. The rational of the study evolves from the need to empower young
woman with the tools to help them make the most of their abilities to meet the
demands of society. More women than ever are entering college, and seeking
opportunities in what has been a male dominated soéiety. Enhancing their
self-efficacy beliefs may be one way in which to empower them.

The foundation of the present study was based on a compilation of
research on self-efficacy beliefs, developmental theory, and secondary school

environments. The existing research was used to form a basis on which to seek



further information on the influences of perceived self-efficacy beliefs on the
performances of adolescent females in their academic settings. Self-efficacy was
then measured and analyzed to see if a significant difference existed between

females in single-sex and coeducational settings.



CHAPTER 2
Literature Review

Adolescent Development

Much has been written about adolescents, more than will be discussed in
this review. However, it is necessary to briefly touch on a few ideas pertaining to
this stage of human development. To define the age range of 11 to 21 this paper
will use Erikson’s (1968) psychosocial theory of adolescence. Adolescence is a
time of transition. This transition is from sexual immaturity to sexual maturity,
from the salience of same-sex relationships to the salience of heterosexual
relationships, and from a child’s conception of masculinity and femininity to a
growing awareness of requirements for adult gender roles (Wells, 1980). Marcia
(1967), like Erickson, believes that adolescence is a time of crisis and
commitment. Crisis is defined as a time in which the adolescent begins to choose
an occupation and also begins to define his/her beliefs. Commitment is defined as
the degree of personal investment the individual expresses in an occupation or
belief. As early as 1904, G. Stanley Hall, the first modern psychologist, described
adolescence as a time of “stress and storm” (Coleman, 1977). Coleman goes on to
point out others who supported this notion, including Anna Freud (1937), Spiegel
(1951), Ackerman (1962), Greenace (1970), and Meyerson (1975). Mary Pipher
(1994), in her book, Reviving Ophelia, states:

Adolescence is an intense time of change. All kinds of
development-physical, emotional, intellectual, academic, social and
spiritual-are happening at once. Adolescence is the most formative time in
the lives of women. Girls are making choices that will preserve their true
selves or install false selves. These choices have many implications for
the rest of their lives (p. 72).

Coleman (1977) points out, however, there are some who do not believe

that adolescence is a time of “crisis”, but rather describe these young people to be



relatively peaceful and tension free such as Wesley and Elkin (1957), Douvan and
Adelson (1966), Offer (1969), Bandura (1972), Rutter and colleagues (1976), and
Coleman (1977). Coleman (1977) does go on to say that “it should not pass
without comment that a significant proportion (45%) of the teenagers reported
feelings of misery or uncertainty, although in the main these feelings had gone
unnoticed by parents or teachers” (p.3).
Self-efficacy and Adolescent Development

During the different stages of human development, people experience
changes in aspirations, time perspectives, and social arrangements. These changes
alter how people structure, regulate, and evaluate their lives across their life span
(Bandura, 1997). These views are shaped by the interaction of a multitude of
divergent influences in an ever changing society. Flammer (1995) believes that
these various transactional life events in which people find themselves play a
decisive role in shaping the course of their personal development. Bandura (1997)
points out, “the development of a sense of personal efficacy requires more than
simply producing effects by actions. Those actions must be perceived as part of
oneself and one must recognize that one is the agent of those actions” (p. 167).
During adolescence, young people must begin to consider what path they wish to
pursue, to begin to master new skills and understand the ways of adult society.
The way in which they choose to develop and exercise their personal efficacy
during this time in their lives can play a key role in setting the coulrse of action for
their life journey. This journey from adolescence to adulthood has become riskier
than in the past. More young people are growing up in conflicted or fractured
families, early exposure to substance abuse, messages on sexuality, and increased

violence (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) goes on to state:

The success with which the risks and challenges of adolescents are
managed depends, in no small measure, on the strength of personal



efficacy built up through prior mastery experiences. Youngsters who enter
adolescence beset by a disabling sense of inefficacy transport their
vulnerability to stress and dysfunction to the new environmental demands
and to the pervasive biopsychosocial changes they find themselves
undergoing (p. 178).

Adolescents must manage major biological, educational, and social role
transitions concurrently. This can be a very difficult adjustment period. Hamburg
(1974) claims that during puberty, adolescent most cope with accelerated changes
in physical development due to the changes in their bodies and physique that have
many ramifications, especially in peer relationship. These changes contribute to
the development of self-efficacy in interaction with psychological factors and
have a significant impact on self-efficacy in terms of all domains of functioning.
Boys and girls are effected by puberty differently. Brooks-Gunn and Furstenberg
(1991) found that early maturation in boys can benefit self-evaluation in terms of
enhancement of social status but may present some difficulties for girls. Girls
may have to cope with weight gains that go against society’s ideals of the perfect
body image. That perfect body image is perceived to be thin and shapely, looking
like fashion models or actresses since on the T.V. or movie screen.

Not only must adolescents cope with changes in their bodies but they must
also face changes in school environments. Bandura (1997) states that the
transition to middle schools involve changes which, in turn may tax personal
efficacy. Adolescents leave a personalized school setting to go into an
impersonal, departmentalized setting. They have come from a small social
structure and are thrown into a large network of rotating classes, multiple
teachers, and new peers. They may experience a loss of personal control, become
less confident in their abilities, be more sensitive to social evaluation, and may
undergo some changes in self-motivation ( Eccles & Midgley, 1989). However,
these changes may not effect every adolescent universally. School transition can

be detrimental or beneficial to the growth of personal efficacy. Midgley,
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Feldaufer, and Eccles (1989) found that students with a high sense of self-efficacy
tolerate inefficacious teachers in the transition to junior and senior high schools
more than students with a sense of low self-efficacy who often become more
self-doubting of their capabilities. Nottleman (1987) concurs in saying that many
adolescent go through the transitions by finding ways to enhance their sense of
self-efficacy. This is especially true if they are taught through mastery modeling
in ways of exercising control over peer pressures (Pentz, 1985). Adolescents’
beliefs in their efficacy within social and academic arenas affect their
development and emotional well-being.
Self-Efficacy

Perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize
and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments (Bandura,
1977). Individuals’ beliefs have various effects, how one thinks, feels, acts, or
motivates themselves to pursue particular endeavors, and how long one will
preserver in terms of failures or obstacles, one’s resilience to hardship, coping
with stressful demands, and the level of accomplishments one recognizes.

Bandura (1997) states, “The findings of diverse casual tests, in which
efficacy belief’s are systemically varied, are consistent in showing that such
belief’s contribute significantly to human motivation and attainments” (p. 3). For
adolescents this may be of particular importance. The way in which adolescents
develop and exercise their personal efficacy during this period of life, can play a
major role in determining the future paths they may choose.

According to Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory, people maintain a
self system that allows them to exercise a measure of control over their thoughts,
feelings, motivations, and actions. This self system provides a frame of reference

for perceiving, regulating, and evaluating behavior within the system and the
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environment and other sources of influence. In other words the person is able to
control his or her own cognitive processes and actions and therefore make
alterations in his or her environment. By altering one’s environment and one’s
self-beliefs, one can also alter future performances. This is the foundation of
Bandura’s (1986) conception of triadic reciprocal determinism in that humans
operate within (a) internal personal behavior in the forms of cognitive, affective
and biological events, (b) behavior and (c) external environment. Hence, Bandura
felt that these were the beliefs that individuals had about themselves not only as
products but also as producers of their own environments and social systems.
Bandura (1986) also wrote, that through this process of self-reflection, these
individuals will evaluate their experiences and thought processes. In other words,
previous outcomes and skills that people posses are not necessarily good
predictors of future attainments. How people act may be mediated more by their
beliefs about their capabilities than the results of previous performances.
Self-perceptions of capabilities help determine what individuals do with the
knowledge and skills they have. Even more important is that self-efficacy beliefs
are critical determinants of how well knowledge and skill are acquired in the first
place (Bandura, 1986).

The process individuals go through for creating and using these
self-beliefs is an intuitive one. First they engage in a behavior, then interpret the
result of their actions. Next they use these interpretations to create and develop
beliefs about their capability to employ succeeding behaviors in similar areas and
behave in accordance with the beliefs created. In a school situation, for example,
the beliefs students develop for themselves concerning academic capabilities will
determine how they use the knowledge and skills they have acquired. They come
to recognize not only what they have accomplished but also what they can

accomplish (Bandura, 1986).



12

Since self-efficacy beliefs are focused on the individual’s perceived
capabilities to achieve a designated goal, they differ from similar related
conceptions of personal abilities which form core constructs of other theories. For
example, self-efficacy is more task or situation specific. Perceived self-efficacy is
concerned with judgments of personal capabilities, whereas self-esteem is
concerned with judgments of self-worth (Bandura, 1997). In order to understand
the attributes of self-efficacy beliefs it may be helpful to look how they are
obtained and how they influence motivation and self-regulating processes.
Sources of Self-Efficacy Beliefs

There are four sources from which self-efficacy beliefs are developed.

The first and most influential source is the mastery experience (Bandura, 1986).
This is the result of an individual’s purposive performance. This is how
individuals judge the effects of their actions and the interpretations of these effects
create the self-efficacy belief. Results interpreted as successful raise self-efficacy
beliefs, while those deemed as failures lower self-efficacy beliefs. In the
educational setting it is believed that to increase student achievement, the
emphasis should be placed on raising self-efficacy beliefs through altering the
student’s belief in his/her self-worth or competence. In the traditional school
environment this is done through verbal persuasion methods. However, according
to Pajares (1996), a social cognitive theorist, a more effective way to raise levels
of self-efficacy is by providing opportunities to be exposed to genuine mastery
experiences.

The second source of efficacy information is referred to as the vicarious
experience. This means how an individual is effected by the actions of others.
Schunk (1981) explains that a significant model in an individual’s life can have an
effect on one’s own self-efficacy beliefs by influencing and helping shape the

direction of the individual’s life. This source is not as strong as the first source,
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but does play a significant part when making comparisons with other individuals
by developing self-perceptions of competence.

Individuals also form self-efficacy beliefs through verbal persuasions.
This is the third source but much weaker than the first two. Verbal persuasions
are developed through the exposure to verbal messages delivered by outside
sources. These messages can play an important part in self-efficacy beliefs.
These messages are sincere encouragement not condescending, empty “that is a
good job” type of praises. These positive, empowering verbal persuasions are
given in sync with the idea that the individual has a belief in their capabilities to
achieve success. Bandura (1993) states, “It is usually easier to weaken
self-efficacy beliefs through negative appraisals than to strengthen such beliefs
through positive encouragement™ (p. 120).

The fourth and last source of self-efficacy is physiological states. This
includes anxiety, stress, arousal, fatigue, and mood states which can initiate
information about efficacy beliefs. Individuals have been empowered with the
ability to change their own thinking. Self-efficacy beliefs can also be influenced
by physiological states. Bandura (1997) observed that individuals live within an
environment which is largely their own creation. People are able to understand
themselves and come to conclusions about themselves through the emotional
states they are experiencing as they contemplate an action. Emotional reactions to
a given task can provide information toward the anticipated success or failure of
the outcome of the task.

Effects of Self-Efficacy Beliefs

The four sources of self-efficacy beliefs do not directly dictate the outcome
of competence. It depends on how an individual interprets the information and
then attends to and uses the information to make efficacious judgments. The

effects of self-efficacy beliefs influence the choices people have and the courses
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of action they will follow. It is this understanding that leads to the realization that
individuals exercise control over the events that affect their lives. It is through
self-efficacy beliefs of personal competence that people are able to expand energy
into an activity, persevere when meeting obstacles, and remain resilient. How
much stress and anxiety an individual can endure is also influenced by the level of
efficacy beliefs (Pajares, 1996).

An individual’s sense of accomplishments and personal well-being is
influenced by strong self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1986) has stated that beliefs
of personal efficacy constituted the key factor of human agency. He believes that
when people tackle difficult tasks with a sense of challenge to be mastered,
instead of tasks to be avoided because it is a challenge, are able to meet these
goals. Individuals with high self-efficacy are able to recover more quickly when
faced with an obstacle and will move forward with confidence through difficult
tasks and activities. High self-efficacy aids in creating feelings of security when
attempting these tasks and activities. Low self-efficacy creates the opposite; ideas
can develop, causing a task to appear more difficult than it actually is, leading to
one’s failure to even attempt the task.

In an educational setting, students who expect to be successful in a
particular area will more likely be successful in that area. Students who are
confident in their academic skills expect to receive high grades and meet their
goals successfully. However, if students do not have confidence and doubt their
abilities, they often expect low grades even before the test takes place or a project
is completed. As already mentioned self-efficacy beliefs can be instrumental in
the course or direction students take for their future life endeavors and career

paths.
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sl § Coadusational Sats

Much of an adolescents’ time is spent within the school setting. This
paper will discuss two specific academic settings for adolescent girls,
coeducational (CE) and single-sex schools (SS) and the possible influence the
setting has on the self-efficacy of these young women. While there is much
written on the subject the scope of this paper will provide only a brief background
on the history CE and SS schooling.

Fred A. Mael (1998) provides historical background for CE and SS
schooling in America. Girls were first allowed to attend school in the period
following the Revolutionary War. It was generally CE in the West and rural
areas. In the more affluent Northeastern cities and in the South most were SS
schools. By the 1900’s most schools became CE primarily due to financial
problems. Mael (1998) goes on to state that by the 1960’s and 1970’s there was
further movement away from SS education at the secondary and college level.
Social and economic reasons motivated these developments. Single-sex education
was increasingly viewed as being detrimental to successful adolescent cross-sex
socialization. As demand for single-sex education declined, institutions either
closed or converted to coeducation in order to stabilize enrollment (Lee & Bryk,
1986). It was during this time that two historical viewpoints were established on
the issue of CE and SS schools.

According to Marsh (1989) historically the most important research on the
issue in support of coeducational schools was conducted by Dale (1969), in
England and Wales. His voluminous research examined the SS/CE issue from the
perspective of the teachers in relation to their students’ social and academic
development. Dale’s conclusion (1974) was “A cautious summing up would be
that the progress of boys is probably improved by coeducation while that of girls

is not harmed” (cited in Marsh, 1989, p. 71). Marsh (1989) points out many other
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researchers are in agreement with Dale, namely Feather (1974), in Australia; Finn
(1980), comparing U.S. and British schools; Jones, Shellcross, & Dennis (1972),
in New Zealand; and Schneider & Coutts (1982), in Canada, and Lee & Bryk
(1986 and Lee & Marks (1990) in the United States. Much of the above research
was focused on students’ attitudes about social and psychological environments of
their schools and not on specific academic attitudes and behaviors. Also the
studies are somewhat outdated and may not reflect the change in attitudes about
sex-roles that have occurred within the last two decades (Lee & Bryk, 1986).

The opposite view was entertained by Coleman (1961). In his book, The
Adolescent Society, Coleman stated that while educators and laymen generally
assume that it is “better” for boys and girls to attend school together throughout
their adolescent years, coeducation “may be inimical to both academic
achievement and social adjustment” (Lee & Bryk, 1986). Coleman’s views have
been acknowledged by other researchers as well. In 1984, Goodlad questioned
the wisdom of coeducational secondary schooling and encouraged closer
empirical study of the issue. Those researchers who have studied the issue and are
in agreement are Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore (1982); Trickett, Castro &
Schaggner, (1982); Winchel, Fenner, & Shaver, (1974); Horner, (1972); Lockheed
(1976); Finn (1980); and Riordon (1985). The above researcher found through
their studies, many benefits single-sex schools provide and how they would be
beneficial in terms of helping girls in several ways, especially in how to reach
their full potential and achieve their dreams.

While most of the articles found are dated anywhere from the 1960’s
through the 1980’s, interest in CE and SS schooling continues to be a
controversial issue. Eight years ago, the American Association of University
Women Educational Foundation conducted a comprehensive inquiry into the

subject. The Foundation published its report in The A4UW Report: How Schools
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Shortchange Girls (1992). The report stated that schools were not doing an
adequate job of educating all students, especially equitable schooling for girls. In
1995 another report from the Foundation, Growing Smart: What's Working for
Girls in School, suggested support for short-term experiments in separate
schooling emphasizing the need for further assessment. Then in 1997, the
Foundation called together, for a roundtable discussion, leading researchers on the
issue of single-sex education. The purpose of this discussion was to look at the
available information to assist educators, policymakers, and researchers in making
well-versed decisions on the subject.

It must be mentioned here that most research conducted in the United
States has been focused on Catholic schools or private girls’ schools. Most of the
research information comes from countries that have single-sex public schools
such as England, Australia, Jamaica, New Zealand, Nigeria, and Thailand. The
United States has a limited source of data from which to draw in order to
determine whether single-sex education is beneficial in the United States and for
whom (AAUW Education Foundation, 1998).

The conclusion from the discussion is that more research is needed,
especially in the areas of: outcomes of single-sex classes in terms of the
establishment of goals, investigation of the impact of various types of single-sex
classes, and examination of the context in which single-sex classes occur. This
context includes not only the schools, but also the communities which the schools
serve. The context needs to include the intersection of class, race, and ethnicity
with gender in the school environment. This information can than be
incorporated in teaching methods, curriculum development, and other avenues to
lead to the enhancement of self-efficacy in female adolescents.

The Foundation concluded its report by stating:
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Single-sex classes are not a new phenomenon in this society. However,
interest in them today reflects very different concerns than those that
supported the single-sex classes common in schools until the early 1970’s.
Consideration of single-sex classes in the 21st century must include their
impact on the status and outlook of girls and women, and on the profound
changes in class and culture marking our society and others like it.
(AAUW Educational Foundation, 1998, p. 42).

According to Haag (1998), the “‘pros” and *“‘cons” stance toward SS
education which is covered in the popular literature may be misleading from a
research perspective. Single-sex learning has been has motivated by different and
sometimes opposing contexts both ideological and social. Some groups favor SS
because they minimize negative effects of gender stereotypes (especially in term
of math and science). Others believe that SS environments foster the students in
their normative and traditional gender roles.

While there is no research about self-efficacy, adolescent girls, SS and
CE schools, there is research on self-esteem as an independent outcome or
educational goal for girls in the two types of school environments. Haag (1998)
pointed out that interestingly many studies have found higher self-esteem for girls
in SS schools when using a multidimensional measure in the categories of
academic, athletic, and social esteem. Cairns (1990) found, “SS schools are
associated with benefits in terms of self-esteem and locus of control” (p.16).
Granleese and Joseph (1993) discovered that girls in SS schools have better
overall self-worth than girls in CE schools where physical appearance was the
determining factor for self-worth. On the other hand Foon (1988) reported no
significant difference between SS schools and CE schools in terms of female
self-esteem but found boys in SS environments had higher self-esteem.

Achievement outcomes is another factor that must be examined in terms of
the benefits of SS and CE education. Again, there is little research but what is

available has opposing viewpoints. Harvey (1985) found that there was no
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advantage to students being taught science in single-sex groups. In fact, girls in
CE schools performed higher on achievement tests than girls in SS schools.

Rowe (1988) found no significant differences in mathematics achievement. Leder
and Forgas (1994) also found no significant difference in mathematics
achievement between the two class groupings but did find an overall preference
among parents and female students for the SS classroom setting. Other studies
such as Finn (1980), Steedman (1985), Bell (1989), Young and Fraser (1992), and
LePore and Warren (1997) all found that once such variables as parents’
educational and occupational level, socioeconomic level, school selectivity, and
student attitude toward math and science were removed, there were no significant
differences between the achievement of girls in SS school from CE schools.

However, other researchers found different positive results in favor of SS
schooling. Most found that the SS schools were doing something different.
Jimenez and Lockheed (1989) conclude that “there are important managerial
incentives, teacher practices, and social interactions in SS female settings (p. 33).
Hamilton (1985) found that boys and girls in SS schools perform significantly
better than boys and girls in CE schools. Lee and Bryk (1986) found that the
positive outcome on achievement in SS schools due to school resources,
curriculum homogeneity, gender composition of the faculty or administration, and
the positive school teaching environment.

Riordon (1998) believes there are twelve reasons why SS schools are
effective, especially for minorities and white females. For example, there is a
diminished strength to youth-culture values. In place there is a greater degree or
order and control. The SS schools provide for more successful role models,
especially student role models. There is a reduction of gender differences in
curriculum and opportunities, as well as a reduction of gender bias in

teacher-student interaction. Gender stereotypes in peer interaction is also reduced.
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SS schools provide for a greater number of leadership opportunities. The school
atmosphere is more pro-academic according to parent and student choice and
provides smaller class sizes. In addition, a core curriculum emphasizing academic
subjects is offered to all students. Students, teachers, and parents have positive
relationships which lead to a shared-value community with an emphasis on
academics and equity. All of this combined, leads to active and constructive
teaching and learning (p. 97).
Self-Efficacy and Gender

The establishment of gender-role identity is very significant during
adolescence. As already mentioned, it is a time of transition and awareness of the
requirements for adult gender roles. Allgood-Mertens & Stockard (1991, p. 129)
point out that the relationship between sex role identity and psychological
well-being can be put into three models: the traditional sex-typed model (e.g.,
Abraham, 1949; Kagan, 1964; Mussen 1969), the androgyny model (Bem, 1979;
Spence & Helmich, 1978); and the masculinity model (Bassoff & Blass, 1982;
Taylor & Hall, 1982; Whitley, 1984). All of these models believe that
stereotypic masculinity is measured by traits usually analogous with self-efficacy
and femininity is measured by traits associated with expressiveness and
relationality. The traditional model infers that males’ identification with efficacy
and females’ identification with relationality are important in mental health. The
androgyny model claims that both males and females who exhibit high efficacy
and relationality will probability be more psychologically well adjusted than
undifferentiated individuals who report low identification with both or individuals
who identify themselves with only their own sex-stereotypic characteristics. The
masculinity model states that self-efficacy is the critical component in mentally

healthy males and females (Allgood-Mertens & Stockard, 1991).
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