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Abstract

Policy making and practice for gender in schoolsndergoing substantial change as the
focus has shifted in recent years from girls tosholy has been argued that social policy
makers in all fields need evidence from a varidtgaurces to make informed decisions
about social policy and program implementationeréshould be ways of characterising,
comparing and contrasting differing perspectivesifthe public, the media, practitioners
and researchers so that their similarities anedifices can be laid open for inspection and
therefore provide broad, deep and useful infornmatiiopolicy makers and implementers.

A relatively new approach to reviewing and syntbiegj literature has been claimed to have
the potential to provide more useful informatiorstial policy makers about ‘what works’
than traditional methods of reviewing literaturteislan ‘argument catalogue’ developed by
the Canadian Network for Knowledge Utilisation.

This paper describes a study examining a sam@alwhissions to The Parliament of
Australia, House of Representatives, Standing Cateenon Education and Training Inquiry
into the Education of Boys. A comparative analydithese submissions, which represent
views from all interested sectors, including indival parents and teachers, parent bodies,
teacher professional bodies and unions, governdegdrtments, and researchers, has the
potential to significantly inform current discusssoof boys’ education and attempts to
reform gender equity policy.

The paper outlines the methodology of developingrgument catalogue which synthesises
and codes the arguments contained in a samplebafissions to the Inquiry into the
Education of Boys. It offers the preliminary fingsfrom utilising this approach as one way
of dealing with the complexities facing researchpoticy and practice in this highly
contested field.

Background and aims of the study

Policy making and practice for gender equity in #als&an schools is undergoing substantial
change as the focus has shifted in recent yearsdrds to boys. One difficulty for policy
makers and practitioners is that concerns abowt doynot fit neatly into policies about
gender equity that were largely designed to addresserns about women and girls. Policy
making around gender equity for girls occurringha 80’s and 90’s in Australia was
informed by a wider social movement of change fome&n and a congruent social theory of
gender construction. In contrast, the public deladiout the need to address boys’
educational issues occurring during the 90’s arid B8s centred around ‘evidence’,
particularly statistical analyses of a variety chdemic and social outcomes for boys
compared to girls.
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Concern about girls’ education in Australia, asther Western countries, grew during the
1970’s from the second wave of feminist activisrd andespread social movements for
change in the status of women. One of the majuedr of the social movement was the
disparity in women’s economic and social statusgamed to men. The policy making
around girls’ education was therefore located witnguity frameworks that saw education as
a means to an end, the end being equal acces®ifoemvto the economic and social benefits
of society already enjoyed by men. Significanthe tommonwealth government took
leadership on national policy making in this aespite education largely being the
responsibility of the various state and territooygrnments in Australia. A commonwealth
reportGirls, School and Society (Schools Commission1975) argued the case foretpuit

girls and women in schooling and society that wasssquently enshrined in policy. The
National Policy for Girls was developed in1987daled by the National Action Plan for the
Education of Girls 1993-1997. An attempt was miaderoaden gender policies to include
boys in the 1996 Gender Equity Framework for AustnaSchools. This policy still stands.

In contrast to the social movement and theorislmuasocial constructs characterising the
implementation of policies for girls, the publicldge about the need to address boys’
educational issues occurring during the 90’s arid B8s centred around the ‘evidence’ or
statistical analyses of comparative data of varemedemic and social criteria, that seemed to
indicate that boys as a whole and specific grotijfmgs were not doing as well as they could
either compared to girls as a whole, or a compargécific group of girls, or compared to
their historical levels of achievement.

TheNational Action Plan for the Education of Girls laid the groundwork for this focus on
statistical evidence when national reporting frames linked to it, for the first time,
required reporting of statistical data. Literacylaaumeracy levels, performance on key
employment related competencies and student pathwase expected to be reported on in
the annual National Reports on Schooling in Augtrddaws, 1997). This focus on
‘evidence’ represented a shift in policy makingtthas been occurring in most social policy
fields throughout the last decade. The reportingfatistical data was increasingly required
of all government agencies in line with a trendaoaé a more ‘evidence-based’ approach to
social policy planning and decision making. Thent has often been associated with neo-
liberalism and the international rise of the neghtipolicy agenda (Lingard, Rawolle and
Taylor, 2005).

The data however, has revealed some interestifeyaliices between boys and girls
academic outcomes. This evidence showed thatagrésgender group have made
substantial gains in some areas and have in faetyalbeen ahead of boys in other areas.
Literacy data indicates that girls have always etfymed boys in literacy testing over the
20 year period of reporting and that the gap betvisys and girls is increasing not
decreasing over time (Australian Bureau of Stagst2004, 2007).

The National Reports on Schooling in Australia &udtralian Bureau of Statistics Data
Cubes on schooling factors also indicate that thake been significant changes to numbers
of girls choosing particular science subjects agtidr level maths subjects; to the numbers
of young women entering university and to the ramfgeourses chosen by women at
university in the past ten years (Cumpston andI§@03; DETYA, 2000). Clearly, girls
have made many gains since the inception of theh&tAction Plan and while inequalities
still exist, the national gender equity policiesl atrategies are widely considered to have
been successful for girls in a number of ways (Qa8987). Yet the hope espoused in the
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1975 Schools’ Commission report that increasedsactteand outcomes from the broadest
range of educational opportunities would resulvider social change has not yet been fully
realised.

There has also been more than a decade of govetnmeademic and practitioner activity
about boys’ education since the 1996 policy attetmbiring together issues for boys and
girls into one gender equity policy document, yetave no closer to a consensus on these
issues. The social theory driven approach to gadisication and the ad hoc experimental
approach to boys’ education, both driven by thefabdgovernment do not seem to have
produced a consistent approach to gender acrossates and territories.

The linking of gender to social disadvantage, espdby the ‘which boys’ which girls’
approach to the evidence of academic and sociabmés in the 1996 policy, has drawn
attention to important social issues such as tlgelgap between outcomes for indigenous
students and others and the importance of powersghool outcomes. However, it seems to
leave little space for a new engagement with geigelf, particularly to a nuanced
examination of gender identities.

Critics of the 2006 policy point to the lack of lasion of a post-modernist theoretical
perspective that would give more weight to an irdimal boy’s or girl's experience of gender
in their lives (Daws, 2004). One criticism of ttoeus on wider societal factors is the
inability of many of the educational programs amnacfices to move beyond a critique of
society towards actions that support boys’ ang'gobsitive educational and life choices in
concrete ways. School programs seem to have ulifficn encompassing the real life
concerns and dilemmas of modern girls and boysavadiving in a world of changing
employment opportunities and demands, jugglinggretand gender identity issues in their
decisions about careers, in the full knowledgehefrieed for two incomes for families to
afford housing and educational expenses, the mestke child-bearing and care decisions,
and to balance work and family responsibilitiesresroles of men and women become
increasingly blurred.

Emerging discussions about an emphasis on diffearcthe inter-relatedness of sex and
gender, on incorporating new knowledge of neuraalgand biological differences and on
approaches that frame difference and diversityuding gender as a positive identity
framework cannot easily be accommodated withirctiveent policy frameworks. In New
Zealand a strengths based approach to male id&astypeen suggested in government
reports on youth development (Barwick, 2004). k& t/fSA practitioners and commentators
are exploring gender differences in brain develamrtieat may influence learning and
pedagogy (Gurian and Stevens, 2007; Sax, 2006)le\&Ipositive sense of gender identity
has been suggested as important, systematic apygotx gender difference and in particular
to positive male identities have not yet been fekplored. Boys’ education remains a highly
contested field without clear policy guidance thdlly reflects recent interest in the education
of boys and with a plethora of different practipabgrams and approaches being used in
different context with a great degree of variancdemonstrated success. There appears to be
little agreement and no clear ways to incorpor@épatate approaches. There is a danger, that
without a systematic agreed way to deal with gergres in schools, that gender is by
default being removed from the policy making agealtiagether.

The boys’ education debate and gender policiegtel are inextricably linked. Two
central issues remain unresolved. The first is irelboys’ issues can be incorporated into a
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gender equity framework designed for girls. Theosel is whether the state and school
reporting and accountability requirements aroungsband girls’ outcomes could provide
useful hard evidence for practitioners of the ugrad gendered educational needs and of
successful ways to meet these.

There remains a policy vacuum in gender equityiarsystematic strategies to meet the
gendered educational needs of both boys and gidathe differing groups within each
sex. As along-term advocate for boys’ educaiiovglved in teacher professional
development to enhance boys’ outcomes without desadging girls, | am concerned that
Australian school systems still do not have gempdéicies and practices that can ensure that
all boys and girls are enabled to reach their gaken

An examination of the recent literature on the adioto of boys reveals a wide variety of
opinions, approaches and theoretical frameworksnafompeting and overlapping within
any one document. There has been prolific disonsand debate on the issues surrounding
the education of boys and its relationship to ttheécation of girls in the public, media,
practitioner, academic and policy making arenadjqudarly in the last ten years.

In seeking to make sense of this wealth of dasdamdard review of published articles in
academic journals and of published research remmappropriate, as these articles only
represent a small sector of the discussion on ¢idigdaoys. An approach that would
encompass and give weight to all views expressedtdhis public issue of concern to all
sectors of society is needed. Weaver-HightowerZp@d@lineates four types of literature:
popular-rhetorical; theoretical oriented; practiceented; and feminist and pro-feminist
responses. In categorising and identifying thengfites and weaknesses of these writings on
what he terms the ‘boy turn’, he points to the distections between public, academic,
theoretical and practitioner writings.

Weaver-Hightower and other social policy theoratdremphasised the power of the media
in shaping public opinion, educational debate avlttyp making; in creating ‘moral panic’ or
problems and then finding solutions within a paiae right-wing social agenda. Yet to date
there has been little in depth analysis of theraige of media articles or of public views on
boys’ education. For example, many theorists qoatg headlines, not the full content of
media articles.

Social policy theorists (Lingard and Douglas, 19Bckmore and Thorpe, 2003) have
highlighted the interest in boys’ education in terafi a backlash against the feminist focus
on girls’ education. Yet they also note that sottigbrists are in danger of ignoring and
alienating parents and teachers who have real oosmiebout the education of boys. Critiques
within social policy theory argue that more attentneeds to be paid to the complexities of
the real issues facing practitioner activists foliqy and practice change within policy
sociology (Gewirtz and Cribb, 2002). There is achiae an approach that could bring the
insights of policy theory, and of policy makersppa commentators, researchers and
practitioners together to shed light on ways foohar boys’ and girls’ education.

A new methodological approach

A relatively new approach to reviewing literatua@, argument catalogue, has been developed
by the Canadian Network for Knowledge Utilisati®@afKnow), in response to the need for
research to inform and provide guidance to praiwpolicy making in applied fields such

as education (Abrami, Bernard and Wade, 2006).
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An argument catalogue “is a systematic compilatibmiews on a topic from various
documented sources...”(Abrami, Bernard and Wade, 204088). The methodology of an
argument catalogue involves developing an apprtgpcading mechanism that can take
account of this variety of sources that is quaattie and also summarises the major messages
from the documents in a qualitative way. It wassidered a very useful approach to
reviewing evidence of the current and emotive issfugoys’ education which could do

justice to and shed light on the variety of viewalent in the various discourses. In applying
the methodology of argument catalogue to a reviesubmissions to the Inquiry into the
Education of Boys, this paper draws heavily onwek of CanKnow, patrticularly as

described in the 2006 paper by Abrami, Bernard\&fade.

This paper describes the processes of developiaggarment catalogue as a methodology for
reviewing recent Australian and international kiteire on the education of boys. The focus of
this paper is the processes used in the methodalodypn useful preliminary findings. In

this paper, an analysis of a representative saaf@abmissions to the 2000 Federal
government Inquiry into the Education of Boys isdiso investigate the suitability of the
methodology of an argument catalogue for an appietd such as the education of boys. The
purpose of this literature review for which thewargent catalogue may be a useful
methodological tool is: to identify the recent anarent evidence regarding outcomes for
boys at Australian primary and secondary schoolsyhthesise the major issues and
theoretical concepts raised in public, governmeifitp, practitioner and research documents
regarding these outcomes; to identify common asdaiant assumptions and gaps in these
documents; and to identify the most promising lioemquiry for addressing the issues
raised.

The federal inquiry
In response to growing community concerns abouetheation of boys, the Parliament of
Australia, House of Representatives, Standing Cdteenon Education and Training
convened an Inquiry into the Education of Boys Wieported its findings in 2002. The
terms of reference for the inquiry were to:
+«* “inquire into and report on the social, culturatladucational factors affecting the
education of boys in Australian schools, partidylar relation to their literacy needs
and socialisation skills in the early and middlangeof schooling; and
% the strategies which schools have adopted to ltelpeas these factors, those
strategies which have been successful and scoplediotroader implementation or
increased effectiveness.”
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2002, p.xi)

Two hundred and thirty one written submissionseareceived by the inquiry. These
submissions represent views from all interestetbsgdncluding individual parents and
teachers, parent bodies, teacher professional $adig unions, government departments, and
researchers. The submissions to the inquiry in 20f@0 the researcher a significant body of
evidence and a clear snapshot of public, pracgticscademic and policy making discourses
at the time. A comparative analysis of these subions, through the methodology of an
argument catalogue has the potential to inforntthreent discussion of boys’ education and
current attempts to reform gender equity policy.

This paper outlines the utilisation of the methodyl of an argument catalogue which
synthesises and codes the arguments containeshimgle of submissions to the Inquiry into
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the Education of Boys, as well as the preliminamgihgs from the initial analysis. For the
purposes of this paper, a sample of seventy thiesissions, representing approximately
twenty five percent of the written submissions reee was analysed in order to develop the
argument catalogue and undertake preliminary aisalysest the coding categories for
internal and external validation.

Methodology

Argument catalogues are a specific type of litesateview. The purpose of argument
catalogues is to identify consistencies and in&tescies between research evidence, public
policy, practitioner experience and public peraapti The processes of developing argument
catalogues can present similarities and differeaoelsbring to light multiple and discrepant
views. It has the potential to illuminate what éxis particular bodies of literature as well as
what may be missing.

“... an argument catalogue attempts to provide aptehensive and inclusive framework for
understanding by giving voice to all the key cangtincies who generate and apply what has
been learned” (Abrami, Bernard and Wade, 2006, p420

Abrami, Bernard and Wade (2006) identify at le@stes stages involved in an argument
catalogue. These are:

(1) formulating the purpose and research question(s);

(2) locating and retrieving documents;

(3) including and excluding documents;

(4) creating an Argument Catalogue codebook;

(5) coding documents;

(6) analysing and interpreting data; and

(7) disseminating the results.

The processes of steps one to six utilised in dgved an argument catalogue for a literature
review on the education of boys are describedcuigaon the processes of steps four and five
to illustrate the strengths and challenges of utiegargument catalogue methodology in this
context.

Steps 1 and 2

The purpose of this literature review of a samglsubmissions to the inquiry is: to identify
the recent and current evidence regarding outcdondsys at Australian primary and
secondary schools; to synthesise the major issuethaoretical concepts raised in public,
government policy, practitioner and research docuseegarding these outcomes; to
identify common and dissonant assumptions and igajpese documents; and to identify the
most promising lines of inquiry for addressing tbs&ues raised.

Written submissions to the inquiry are availablglmwebsite:
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/edt/eofb/dubs

For the purposes of this paper, a random sammemoximately twenty-five percent of
submissions was chosen by numerical order of #pgearance on the website. On
examination of these, it was ascertained that thi@yot proportionally represent all
categories of author types. Therefore, further ad®ivere made, simply by selecting the next
submission in the numerical order that fitted ecategory, to ensure that all source
categories of submission: public, practitioner,deraic and policy makers were represented
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in the sample proportional to their overall repréag@on in the inquiry. A total of seventy
three submissions were examined and analysedifopaiper.

Step 3 -including and excluding documents

A deliberate decision was made to undertake atitee review about educating boys which
investigated the submissions to the inquiry, ag gresented an already existing source of
rich data of views from all interested sectors|uding individual parents and teachers,
parent bodies, teacher professional bodies andhsingmvernment departments, and
researchers. All submissions were from people gamisations with enough interest in the
topic to write to the inquiry. As such, no subnossto the inquiry was excluded in the first
instance. Given that all submissions were relewiey also offered an opportunity to test
and fine tune the categories and coding criteniafober discrepancies or inconsistencies. A
twenty-five percent random sample of the submissigas chosen as a large enough sample
to be coded and analysed in the time-frame for ssgian of this paper, and which would
reveal the strengths and challenges of the metbgglolEventually, all submissions will be
included in a wider literature review, as will aage of other relevant literature from all
source categories.

Reliability is also an issue in the analysis ofraigsions to the inquiry. This study was
conducted by one researcher, the author of thisrpaphere were severe time constraints on
the study, therefore double coding of all submissiwas not possible. | developed the
coding system and subsequently conducted all tdHmgoHowever, to establish reliability

for selection and coding, it is important thatesdt two trained individuals working
independently be involved (Abrami, Bernard and Waf®6). A representative sample of 10
per cent of submissions in each author categoryclvasked against the coding of five
informed research colleagues. Both author categoding and thematic coding categories
were compared. A further four longer submissionseviieen coded by two trained
colleagues. The consistency of rating was 80%weder the discussion before and after the
blind coding by the five informed colleagues reeelah variety of interpretations of the same
data and lead to the conclusion that it would lefuldo double code a larger sample of the
submissions. The difficulty for coders in this eoise was that they were not familiar with the
range of submissions so found it difficult to judge small sample. For double coding of a
larger sample, each coder would need to be familidr the range represented in the
submissions and it would be necessary to develppesplicit criteria for each category.
Discourse analysis would be a useful approachdeep content analysis of the documents in
the full study.

Creating an argument catalogue codebook

Abrami, Bernard and Wade (2006) argue that thexe¢raee codebook possibilities when
dealing with diverse data. The three types ara:cmmon code book for all data; 2.
separate and unique codebooks for each sourcto fak differences such as length,
frequency of publication, the nature of data; and Bixed codebook with a core of codeable
items plus items to reflect differences. As it waportant to acknowledge the uniqueness of
each of the different sources, yet still have rgerand reliable methods of comparison, |
chose to develop a mixed codebook.

Quantitative coding and analysis
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An initial quantitative analysis of all submissialsthe inquiry by author type was
undertaken, which involved quantifying the numbieswbmissions to the inquiry into several
categories of author types.

No of submissions to Inquiry *
19 Academics/universities/faculties
15 Governments/departments
109  Individuals
10 Private/independent schools
62 Representative bodies

9 State schools
7 Name withheld
231 TOTAL

* Some people/institutions made more than 1 submission

Of the individual submissions, 71 were from men 46dvere from women, with some
authors making multiple submissions. To furtheegatise and code these submissions, six
author categories were identified as a reflectibthe range of groups who made submissions
to the inquiry and as a representation of the rarfigiiscourses in the area of boys’ education
at the time. The categories were: (1) public pf&ctitioner, (3) policy makers and (4)
academic. Additional categories of (5) primary egsh and (6) literature reviews, were also
identified as worthy of distinct categories repras®y a different type of discourse. Each
submission was read in full and a decision made #s most appropriate category based on
the inclusion criteria below. Submissions werentbeded into these pre-determined
categories.

Inclusion criteria for author categories

The inclusion criteria for each category are:

(1) Public: includes people or groups who are matatly involved in delivering educational
services or in the education industry. The subgmates are: individuals, parents, parent
bodies, special interest groups or lobby groups,lestitute of Men’s Studies, non-
government service organisations, e.g. Scouts Aliestr

(2) Practitioner: includes people or groups disestlolved in delivering educational
services. The sub categories are: individual taaclyeoups of teachers; individual schools;
groups or clusters of schools; professional assonmand representative bodies such as
teacher unions.

(3) Policy maker: includes people or groups diserti/olved in decision making about the
delivery of educational services. The sub categaare: federal and state government
departments of education; and submissions fronesy$tvel bodies such as Council for
Government Schools, Catholic Education Office osdsation of Independent Schools. It
also includes a submission from the Human RightsEaqual Opportunities Commission.

(4) Academic: includes people or groups directiyoired in research or research based
professional development about the delivery of atdanal services. The sub categories are:
university researchers, schools or faculties; asearch-informed commentators such as
consultants, writers in the field, professional @epment consultants and program
developers.
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(5) Primary research: includes commissioned rebeaesearch papers and reports; and peer
reviewed articles either included in or attachedubmissions.

(6) Literature Reviews: include any systematicritedon referenced review of current
literature on the topic of boys’ education.

There was considerable overlap within the first tategories, and some overlap in the other
categories. For example, many individuals idemdifas both a parent and a teacher. For
individual submissions, the inclusion criterion &ach category was the first identifier used
in the submission. So if a submission began “laamother of three boys, aged 9, 7 and 1
and | am a teacher and have been for approximatgdars...” the submission was coded as
belonging to the public group in the sub-categdrgarent. If a submission began “As a
teacher of 35 years experience in disadvantagembchnd a father of two sons”, it was
coded in the practitioner category, sub-categodyidual teacher. Some academics entered
individual submissions and some on behalf of timestitutions. Overlaps in the categories
were noted in the numerical analysis of submissions

Submission Length and Logic:

One of the challenges of an argument catalogtize issue of how to compare very different
types of documents. The length of the documernitseidirst indication of difference.
Submissions ranged from a couple of paragraphenigih to thirty five pages. Some were
lengthy and also provided attachments that werstanbal academic papers or policy
documents. The length of each paper was recorded.

After careful reading of a number of submissioratgyns in the internal logic of
submissions were identified by the researcher. dirgpsystem was devised that took
account of the internal logic of each paper, natenathat the length. In this way, the length
and type of submission became less important foinéu analysis than the internal logic and
content. This approach enabled the main concemhstaategies offered to be compared
across author categories.

The submission logic coding categories are:

Concern 0 (C0) — presented a personal view withddtessing issues or providing ideas for
strategies to address issues.

Concern 1 (C1) — raised specific issues relatinfp¢ceducation of boys

Concern 2 (C2) — raised specific issues relatintpeéoeducation of boys and offered ideas for
strategies to address issues.

Concern 2 with Expert Judgement (C 2XJ) - raisextifig issues relating to the education of
boys, offered ideas for strategies to address ssane gave an analysis of evidence for
strategies.

Submissions from the public, largely from paregenerally fell into the categories CO, C1
or C2. These submissions were often short, on gedraing one or two pages long.
Submissions from practitioners, academic contritsuémd policy makers usually fell into
category C2 or C2XJ. On average, practitioner sskions were also short, between one to
ten pages long. Academic and policy maker subomssiended to be longer, up to thirty five
pages, and/or to have attachments included.

Submission Logic
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CO Submissions that fell into the CO category preseiat personal view without addressing
issues. An example of this category was a two papdgsubmission from a separated father
who expressed anger that he was denied access ¢hiliren. Submissions in this category
were excluded from the content analysis as theelgreflected a personal story or
grievance without specifically addressing the issofethe inquiry and therefore could not be
compared for content analysis with the other caiego

C1 Submissions that fell into the C1 category raisgekific concerns or issues relating to the
education of boys, yet did not offer any suggestionstrategies to address the issues raised.
An example of this category was a one page subomg$sdm a concerned citizen who knew
of seven young men from economically and culturalyantaged backgrounds who were not
fully engaged in or able to take advantage of teducation, raising the concern that boys’
education was not exclusively an issue related¢oseconomic disadvantage (Legg, L,
2000, Submission 29). Submissions in this categane also excluded from the comparative
content analysis as although they specifically essied the issues of the inquiry, they did not
offer any suggestions for strategies to addressthues and therefore could not be compared
for complete content analysis with the other catiego They were however included in the
numerical frequency analysis of issues raised.

C2 While many members of the public did not claim &dxperts in the field, the
submissions in this category were a consideredrespto the issues, often based on
personal experience of school or school systemthér children. They outlined their
concern, raised specific issues relating to thirecemn and were able to offer possible
strategies to address their concerns that logi¢layed from and were connected to the
issues they raised. Submissions in this categdeyexf a useful comparison to submissions in
the other categories and were therefore includédemualitative comparative content
analysis. An example of this category was a susionsfrom a mother whose concern was
that her two sons were experiencing difficultyitedacy and suggested that it was very
important that appropriate programs were put ic@karly so that all boys could take full
advantage of educational opportunities (VanLangenk&, 2000, Submission 17).

C2XJ Submissions in this category raised specific issakating to the education of boys,
offered ideas for strategies to address issuegavel an analysis of evidence for strategies.
For practitioners, many submissions in this catggescribed strategies or activities
undertaken at a specific school that they constterdnad demonstrated were successful for
engaging boys. For policy makers and academicsnissions in this category usually
identified and analysed evidence of specific come@nd offered a theoretical framework for
addressing the concerns. All submissions that wiaeed in the C2 or C2XJ categories were
then further analysed using a comparative, quaddatnalysis described later in this paper.

Quantitative Analysis

Of the seventy-three submissions analysed forpiduer, thirty-nine were from the public,
twenty-five were from practitioners, four were frqralicy makers, and five were academic
contributions. Eight were placed in categories @0e in C1; twenty three in C2; and twenty
nine in C2XJ. The quantitative analysis reveads the vast majority of submissions from all
author sources: public, practitioner, policy makamnd academic had an internally consistent
logic. The majority addressed the terms of refezasfadhe inquiry; raised issues related to it
and suggested strategies for addressing the issuesy/s that were consistent with the
concerns raised. Further, many submissions frbaughor categories gave some personal or
professional analysis of the evidence discusseddar to substantiate their suggestions for
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specific strategies. This quantitative analysys ldne foundation for a further comparative
guantitative analysis of the suitable submissiotigt is all submissions in categories C2 and
C2XJ.

Table One: Author and submission logic categories

Author No. in each | Average Length of No. in each Submission
categories | author submissions Logic Category
category
Public 39 1pg 16 Co 8
2 pgs 11
3pgs 4 Ci 6
4pgs 2
5pgs 1 Cc2 18
<5 pgs 5
C2XJ 7
Practitioner |25 1pg 6 C1 3
2 pgs 7
3pgs 4 C2 5
4pgs 2
5pgs 3 C2XJ 13
<5 pgs 3
Policy 4 Under 5 3 C2XJ 4
maker Under 35 1
Academic 5 Under 10pgs 4 C2XJ 5
Under 20pgs 1

Qualitative Thematic Analysis: Categories and Codig

Comparing very different submissions again raisesas of consistency in coding for a
content analysis. How can a two paragraph plea &tanother concerned about her son’s
literacy and suggesting he would benefit from aemale model at school to model the love
of reading, be meaningfully compared with a lengihglysis of state wide statistics within a
specific theoretical framework?

First, | examined each submission with regard &iskues or concerns raised in the
submission; the underlying theory, assumptionsrzkbr explanations for the concerns
raised; the critical factors contributing to or sing the concern; and strategies suggested to
address the issue. In this way the arguments cwdan every submission could be
synthesised and compared consistently using the sateria for each. As each submission
was read in full, key words and concepts were natetla thematic coding category system
devised as similarities and frequencies in the wairtd concepts emerged. This is known as
‘emergent coding’. The advantage of emergent codirigat it represents what actually
exists in the literature, not just what was presticio exist. A disadvantage is that it can be
idiosyncratic and subject to coder bias (Abramiriaed and Wade, 2006). Reliability is
again the key issue, which was to a certain exddtessed by the cross coding of a sample
of submissions by trained colleagues. This issilidoes further addressed in the subsequent
coding and analysis of the wider literature.
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Another disadvantage of this methodology is thatamergent coding can become difficult

to deal with in the analysis, as there is almosimi to the categories that can be discerned.
This issue also emerged in this study, as sevdfateht codes were needed to adequately
capture the depth of content to enable comparismrsa author categories. However, the
process of developing the coding categories endhegd fuller appreciation and analysis of
the concerns from all author categories becamalpges<Coding of all submissions was done
manually by the author. This proved to be very tooasuming as each submission had to be
carefully read and analysed in detail.

Secondly, the four aspects of each submissiorisffues or concerns raised; the underlying
theory, assumptions behind or explanations foctreerns; the critical factors contributing
to or causing the concern; and strategies suggestdtiress the issue, were examined as to
their topic content. Initially three content catage emerged: Identity, which covered ideas
about being male; Learning, which covered ideasiateaching and learning and
Relationships, which covered ideas about the sadidlemotional or affective domains.
However, it became apparent that a further cate@ystems’ was also needed to cover
ideas about school systems. These content cadsgappeared to adequately describe two
aspects of the submissions: the issues or concaisesl and the critical factors contributing
to or causing the concern. To a certain extent #h&y described the content of the strategies
suggested. So the initial thematic content codatggories that were used for this
investigation were: ldentity, Learning, Relationshand Systems. The question asked to
categorise a submission into each category was thfge€oncerns raised and the critical
contributing factors primarily about Identity, Learg, Relationships or Systems or some
combination of these?” Themes that were coverekinvthese content categories are
outlined in Table 2 overleaf.
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Table Two: Thematic categories for Content

Topic Category | Themes within topics

Identity (1) Male characteristics

Differences between boys and girls: physical, dgwelental, interests,
social

Male role models

Gender based subject choices

Male interests

Motivation

Personal characteristics

Cultural, geographical, socio-economic identitytéas
Sexuality

Self concept

Self esteem

Learning (L) Literacy

Pedagogy

Assessment

Differences between boys and girls in learning
Male learning styles

Learning styles/teaching styles

Teacher activities

Teaching/school structures related to learning

Relationships Peers

(R) Teacher/student
Fathers

Male role models
School/community
Parents

Systems (S) School system

Government vs private
Single-sex vs co-educational
People in control of system
Gender in control of system
Systemic changes needed

Additional thematic content codes

Further coding categories were needed to more éalpture the content of two aspects of the
submissions: the underlying theory or assumptiafsral the explanations for the concerns;
and the strategies suggested. These two contegaras needed to be able to capture and
describe the arguments in the submissions thabatd explanations, reasons or underlying
causes for the issues and also apportioned regplapgor dealing with the issues or for the
suggested changes needed. Whether explicitlydstaiteot, each author was working on
some assumptions or theoretical basis when desgribe issues they raised and in
suggesting strategies to deal with the issuesthfeopurposes of future analysis, | wanted to
be able to compare the range of strategies sughegteach of the author groups and
determine where there was overlap. | was partilyuilaterested in the degree of overlap in
the suggested strategies among the authors whallffledng theoretical positions or
assumptions.
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With a focus on the content of these two aspedisithaer pattern of themes emerged in the
theoretical arguments or underlying assumptionseniadhe submissions. When raising
concerns, many submissions, particularly those fiteerpublic and practitioners, assumed as
self-evident that boys as a group, or particulaugs of boys were underachieving on key
academic indicators. Many also mentioned or asdwsueial impacts. Some mentioned
statistical or anecdotal evidence of underachievemeplicitly and some gave a detailed
analysis of statistical evidence. If evidence aticomes was either assumed or explicitly
mentioned, the submission was coded as ‘E’ forawe-based. To be categorised in this
code group a submission needed to give an anaysiescription of an observable situation.

Many submissions, particularly those from practidorepresentative bodies, policy makers
and academics explicitly stated the theoreticah&aork they were using. This was
particularly notable for those who were using thedl\known social construction of gender
theories that underpin current policy documentthefcommonwealth and all states and
territories. Some submissions, particularly frozademics, also explicitly mentioned
sociological theories of masculinity and hegemanasculinity. In contrast to these were
submissions underpinned by a critique of the widemg use of these theories and an
assumption that decision makers used these thdortke detriment of boys and boys’
educational and social outcomes.

There were also submissions that explicitly usedafoad equity framework embodied in the
Adelaide Declaration for Schooling that acknowlesitiee potential for differential schooling
outcomes for students from particular backgrounds.

All submissions with these underpinnings from ai@ogical theoretical position or explicit
critique of power relations were categorised asofj&ociological (TS). Table Three shows
the range of categories used.

Table Three — Sociological Theory Categories

Sociological Theory Description

1. social construction of gender 1. Theory of gender as a social category
which is constructed through society and
institutions, sometimes actively by
individuals. Analysis of gender power
relations in society and between men and
women.

1.a equity theory 1.a Analysis of structural inequalities in
society and education, gender linked with
race, class ethnicity, indigenous identity to
affect educational outcomes. Some analys
of relative importance of each factor to
school outcomes.

S

2. masculinity theory 2. sociological/psychological explanation of
limiting/limited nature of male identity.
‘hegemonic’ masculinity and its detrimental
effects on male identity for individuals and
groups and men as a whole.
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3. masculinist 3. Specifically anti-feminist critique of
gender regime/theories/activities in schoolg
or school systems, which suggests feminists
are in control and policies to favour girls
have been to the detriment of boys. Some
analysis of statistics as evidence that girls
strategies not needed.

4. system critique — argument of difference 4. Critique of gender policy and activities |n
schools or school systems that suggests bpth
boys and girls have differing, not necessarjly
competing needs which should be
encompassed in different ways in policy and
practice.

Also evident was a strong theme of theoretical gyonidaings or assumptions drawn from
theories of learning. In this category were theedssions of discipline specific approaches to
learning, such as specific approaches to literddyere was also a strong theme of learning
differences between boys and girls, or of learmiifiigrences amongst groups of students,
including discussions of learning difficulties qgrexial needs. Submissions using these
theories were categorised as TL.

Table Four: Learning Theory Categories

Discipline specific e.g. literacy approaches;

gender differences in maturation, development aaching
early intervention - learning difficulties, specraeds
Specific pedagogical approaches/models

Critique of specific pedagogical approaches/models

agrwbnE

To analyse the theoretical concepts or assumptibasjuestion | asked was, ‘What are the
underlying theories/assumptions/explanations ferphenomena described?’ To be coded in
a theory category a submission needed to contaamalysis or explanation based on
established theories or critiques of these theories

There were a large number of submissions partiguiienm the public and practitioners that
did not explicitly use these theories, but seemettaw upon assumptions, models of
practice, or sets of practice principles gainediftbeir personal or professional expertise or
understandings of ‘what works’. There was a stritiggne amongst these submissions that
boys themselves and the teachers, parents andnsytat supported them could deal with
the issues they faced and that there were already examples of boys doing well,
successful boys’ programs, and schools that hadatreally changed underachievement of
groups of boys for the better. It was often agsskwtithin submissions of this type that these
initiatives or personal or community strengths dtidoe drawn upon in formulating any
future policy and practice. The general assumptiorerpinning these submissions seemed
to cluster into a category of ‘strengths perspector ‘strengths based practice’ (Saleeby,
2006). This framework, widely used in social was&gial services and positive psychology
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is not widely used in educational policy and pragtibut seems to have great applicability to
the tone and content of these submissions. Theger principles of strength-based practice
identified by Saleeby (2006) were evident in a mafjsubmissions and therefore were
categorised by these, represented in Table 5.

Table Five: Strength-based Practice Categories

1. Pedagogical approaches or programs that explr@tggnise and build on
existing capacities of individuals, families andmraunities, including school
communities.

2. Consultative processes - consulting with groupseored with recognition of
ability to make decisions and change with a pasitixientation to future.

3. Holistic approaches to issues with a recognitiotrarisformation or regeneration
within personal, friendly, respectful, supportivedacollaborative relationships.

4. Critique of current pedagogy and teaching practifésing suggestions for
strategies in 1, 2, or 3.

In contrast to these approaches, some submissionsdd on the perceived deficits of the
target groups or schools described and strateggggested involved a range of activities
‘done to’ the target group in order to change graup. There was little sense of
consultation processes or involvement in decisiaking and often a focus on the negative.
These submissions were categorised as Deficit &at([3).

Finally many submissions offered approaches otegjias that were broad, with a multi-
faceted or multi-disciplinary approach to addregsioncerns raised. These were categorised
as (M)

The questions asked to determine coding were ksl
Are the strategies suggested informed by discigpeific (DS) or multi-dimensional/multi-
disciplinary theory/assumptions (M)?

Who or what do they suggest has main responsiliditghange or main need for change?
Do they identify strengths in this target groups# responsible(S)

Do they focus on deficits in this target groupsgnoesponsible (D)

Do they use strengths to address problems or pecteéeficits? (SBP)

To summarise the content coding categories, afldspects of submissions were coded
according to the content categories of identitgriéng, relationships and systems. As well
submissions were coded according to theory or gssomcategories which were:
Evidence-based, Theory-based, Strengths-basedgeractDeficit-focused. If submissions
contained suggestions for strategies, they weredcadcording to the strategy categories:
Discipline specific or Multi-dimensional/multi-digdinary; strength-based practice or
deficit-focused.

Preliminary Findings and Conclusions

There was considerable overlap in the themes #ordintified concerns and critical factors
relating to those concerns throughout all submissend across all author categories. This
overlap suggests that there were common share@imand general agreement that there
were issues in boys’ education that needed to beeasled by educational decision makers
and practitioners and were supported by the puilftese concerns were shared by the
public, practitioners, policy makers and acaderalitse. There seemed to be general
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agreement that there was substantial evidencéyuastithe concerns, although there was a
range of interpretations and analyses of this exide Literacy attainment, school retention
and early leaving, suspension and truancy, Yegetdrmance, subject choice and post
school outcomes were suggested as important acadeiigators of boys’ achievement.
Social indicators such as physical health and nhée&dth indicators, accidents, deaths,
suicide rates, drug use, assault and incarceredies were also considered important by a
section of the submissions. These indicators ateswpported by robust research indicating
that there is evidence for a justifiable concemtifi@ education of those boys who are over-
represented in these statistics. The links betveaély literacy attainment and later success
and retention at school were made by many, as therknks between school completion and
positive employment and health outcomes. Many ssdions in all categories recognised
the complexity and inter-relatedness of the istayesuggesting that a combination of
identity, learning and relationship and systemdegtvere critical.

The main themes and strategies that were identiinedsummarised by the final report to the
inquiry (Commonwealth of Australia, 2002) were antin the sample of submissions
analysed in this paper. The labour market, s@eidlgender equity policy context;
curriculum and pedagogy issues including literaay aumeracy; and the connections to
schools, teachers and male role models were abritapt themes. However, the content
analysis revealed evidence of a greater emphasisrtein themes by certain author groups.
Also evident were particular types of inter-relatesis between the themes emphasised by
some author groups. Taking into account the ptapw of the number of submissions in
each category, it was clear that there was a mdensive overlap between the public and
practitioner submissions in relation to the themm@phasised, than there was between those
groups and either the policy makers or acadentosilarly, there was a more extensive
overlap between policy makers and academic submnisshan between them and the public
or practitioner group. The public submissions segto be concerned about boys in a
holistic way, including both social and academineca@rns and linking these together as a
general concern about how boys were coping in tdenworld. The emphasis on aspects of
male identity illustrates this.

Among public submissions, there was a strong cdioremade between identity and
relationships, with many submissions suggestingttieacritical factors effecting boys’
achievement were related to identity issues anickieamost effective strategies to overcome
problems were in the relationship category. A \&rgng theme among these submissions
was that boys needed more male role models in $shaither teachers or other older men
who could model appropriate behaviour and learaimdj connect with them on a personal
level.

While the majority of concerns in the practitioggoup were a combination of factors, there
was a similar emphasis on identity factors withiis group, who tended to link identity and
learning in combination, even when addressing aipéssues such as literacy. There was
often mention of the need for male teachers toiBpaity teach boys relationships skills,
particularly those of self-control and of acceptiegponsibility.

“Schools need to help these boys discover a mastyuihat is not formed at the expense of
other people. This places considerable resporngibih schools to provide a balance in male
role modelling, quite difficult in a feminised wddtce.” (NSW Secondary Principals
Council, Sub. 51)



18 Common, distinct and differinggectives on the education of boys.

The concept of particular male learning styles aascurrent theme which was often linked
to particular teaching strategies and the needitber single sex classes or for more male
teachers as learning role models. Practitioneenamphasised the need to gather local or
school based evidence and develop local or sclassldstrategies. Several mentioned
particular programs that were demonstrated as ssftden their school.

Among policy makers, there were submissions froateStCatholic and Lutheran school
systems. All submissions acknowledged the complexithe issues and offered a
combination of identity, learning and relationshimd systems factors as critical factors.
However, there was great a diversity of approathdise issues, from a broad philosophical
discussion of education in the context of societt@nges as a whole, to a statistical analysis
of the evidence base for the current academictgituaf boys, to a Christian philosophical
approach to education. There was a wide varietii@dries and explanations offered, often
with one submission drawing on more than one thiealeosition. Generally, policy

making submissions did not tend to emphasise pdatipractical strategies or approaches
which were so evident in the public and practitiosigomissions. While four submissions is a
representative sample of the number of policy n@kbomissions received overall, it is a
small number for comparison purposes. These s represent a great diversity and
divergent views. It is not clear whether this dgence will be evident across the whole
group of policy making submissions. This diversityd divergence was also evident among
the five academic submissions, which also drew faowide range of theories. There was
general consensus about the need to gather evidedca strong theme of the need to
conduct more research in this group. One submisgiooh was an analysis on homophobia
and its effects on all boys, not only boys who tdfesd as being homosexual, clearly
identified identity concerns while the others dssed a combination of all factors.

Table Six: Author type by concern and critical facbrs

Concern/critical | Public | Pract. | Pol. Academic
factor N.39 | N.25 Maker N.5
N.4

Identity 12 5 0 1
Learning 2 5 0 0
Relationships 0 1 0 0
Systems 6 2 0 0
Combination 20 12 4 4

When a content analysis of the theory or assumpiiothe submissions was undertaken,
another division between the public and practittawdmissions and the policy and academic
submissions was evident. Public and practitionbrsssions tended to be more critiques of
current sociological theories than supporters efittand also tended to draw more on models
of practice than theory based analysis for theggested strategies. Academics on the other
hand, tended to be supporters of current theonigis these four policy makers evenly

divided between supporting and critiquing currémdries. See table Seven overleaf.
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Table Seven: Author type by Theory/assumptions

Theory/ Public Pract. | Pol. Academic
Assumption | N. 39 N. 25 | Maker N. 5
N. 4
Sociological
S1 1 1 1 1
Sla 0 3 1 2
S2 1 1 0 1
S3 3 3 0 0
S4 6 3 2 0
Learning
L1 0 0 0 0
L2 2 5 0 1
L3 0 2 0 0
L4 1 6 0 1
L5 1 3 0 0
S-b-prac
Sbpl 2 7 0 2
Sbp2 0 0 0 0
Sbp3 2 7 1 1
Shp4 1 0 0 0
DF 1 1 0 1
Evidence- 0 8 2 4
based

In summary, there was evidence of competing thealgiositions, which illustrates that the
issues involved in the education of boys are indmedentious. There is also evidence of
extremes in positions. However, there was muchdeglence of extreme views than |
expected given the propensity of policy literattrelaim ‘a moral panic’ or ‘explicit
backlash politics’. Furthermore, some interestingxpected patterns emerged. Three
submissions that took the rather extreme masctfposition (S3), when discussing concerns
and critical factors, moved to a system critiqud an argument of difference (S4), when
discussing possible strategies. This suggestshibet may be more common ground
amongst groups taking very divergent positions wheames to practical strategies and
solutions than it would first appear. Interestinglome suggestions from policy makers and
academics who urge a continuation of the currentigeequity framework are very similar
to those who urge an overhaul of the current fraatkw There is evidence that there is both
a fear of extreme positions and a rather rigid eglhee to particular theoretical positions
which is clouding the large areas of common groamdngst those holding differing
positions, particularly when it comes to practistabtegies or solutions.

Practitioners tended to utilise learning theori@gerthan any other group. Another
interesting pattern emerged when analysing data this group. Those submissions that
emphasised gender differences in maturation, dpuedat and learning (L2) when
discussing the issues and critical factors, tertdedove towards specific pedagogical
approaches or models (L4) when discussing stratedibis seems to indicate that there is a
fairly well articulated body of practitioner knovadge or beliefs about effective teaching
practices for boys as a group that is not so eviglecurrent policy documents. This was
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particularly evident when submissions linked thgsecific pedagogical approaches with a
critique of current practices (L5), as many did.

Conclusions

The methodology of the argument catalogue has pravée a very useful method for
comparing diverse sets of literature. While idigiaery time-consuming, in that it requires
reading a large number of documents before codategories and coding books can be set
up, the process of developing the categories essudetailed analysis of the data is
undertaken in the first instance. The subsequamparison revealed common themes and
areas of difference across author categories thadremely useful for further analysis.
There is a now a way forward for a more detailestalurse analysis of themes within and
between author categories to further explore compadterns and differences in discourses.
This approach could be utilised to analyse the mlitlerature on educating boys, beyond the
submissions to the inquiry.

Argument catalogues provide important ways to esgofimilarity and differences in a
variety of author categories. The use of the cantgkd uncovered areas of common ground
and areas of difference in more nuanced ways tharbien discussed in the previous
literature on boys’ education. There is a needrfore analysis of the wider literature using
this approach. The current policy and practiceuduents of state and federal education
departments and systems and the body of publistestkanic and practitioner literature in the
field can be analysed using this methodology. Hperts on the two large federally funded
programmes in boys’ education, the Boys’ Educatighthouse Schools Project and the
Success for Boys Programme have been recentlyshioli They document the types of
strategies taken up by schools and evidence af ¢fffeict on outcomes for boys. It appears
that the government took up those more specificeamsier to implement strategies, such as
literacy programs for small groups of boys, ratifi@n those more widely supported by the
public and practitioner submissions, particulangge around male identity and male role
models. An argument catalogue would shed furtigat bn this. It gives the ability to map
the overlap between the discourses and the arearg \where is no overlap. An argument
catalogue that could make sense of and draw tog#tbeimilarities and lay bare the
differences in public, practitioner, policy and demic discourses would be an important
contribution to the field.

The emergence of the category of ‘strength-basactipe’, which seems to offer nuanced
ways of recognising the importance of attentiobdth the positive qualities and the
limitations of male identities within teaching alearning relationships and draws on
community and parental resources, shows great yatdhappears that further research in
this area could bring together the disparate disasuin the field and link those legitimate
parental and practitioner concerns with the moeettétically driven policy and academic
discourses. Attention to practical ways of involyigreater numbers of appropriate male role
models towards specific socially desirable endsithprove boys’ outcomes without
disadvantaging girls could be the catalyst for.this

The field of educating boys remains highly contésténlike girls’ education, the links
between a social movement, education practice,atduncpolicy and demands for wider
social change, can not be so easily made. Therasseo clear way forward within current
policy frameworks.
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The findings of this study suggest there is a langye legitimate body of parent and
practitioner concern that link male identities tagiices and policies in schools. This has not
been adequately addressed in system responseslingchender equity policy so far. The
characterisation of advocacy for attention to b@gtication as merely or predominantly a
product of an anti-feminist, right-wing backlashstadienated some parents and practitioners
and there is evidence that some parents and [poaetis consequently and perhaps unfairly
see feminist theoretical positions as either unssar@y defensive and/or as irrelevant to the
current concerns about boys’ education. Equalbrehvas evidence of an acknowledgement
of gender as a set of relational interdependen@ésaver Hightower, 2003), which calls for
attention to differing needs at particular momentsme or context and for different
strategies to address specific gendered issussetihs possible through further research into
theoretically and empirically informed strength-bapractice to move beyond the
‘competing victim syndrome’ of boys versus girlsab ‘which boys versus all boys’ to give
agency to all boys whatever their social contegtwall as attention to the specific needs of
severely disadvantaged groups. There is potdontiaésearch that identifies the relationships
between identity, learning, relationships and systéhat will enable all students to develop
strong gender identities that do not depend omassvering others. Some research in this
area is already occurring (Mills and Keedie, 200B¢ducation is to be truly transformative
for all students, more focus should be placed ardgeidentities, as a whole school
approach. The danger of ignoring male identities thie approaches of strength-based
practices that support students to explore thettmaiswe will continue to divide boys and

girls and particular groups of boys and girls, lagwadvocates in an endless competition for
limited resources. The divide between policy aratpece and theory and practice will grow
into an impossible gulf, reducing policy to an ierent folder on the shelf while teachers are
unsupported in their complex jobs of being teachmemtor and role model to all students.
The findings of this study support the possibitliat we can address the gender identities and
learning needs of specific boys and all boys, ofstend girls; that we can be pro-feminist
and pro-boys.



22 Common, distinct and differinggectives on the education of boys.

References

Abrami, P, Bernard, R and Wade,C. (2006) Affectigicy and practice: issues involved in
developing an Argument Catalogu@, Evidence and Policy Vol 2 No 4, 2006. Pgs 417-437.
The Policy Press.

Blackmore, J. and. Thorpe, S. (2003) Media/tinghgea the print media's role in mediating
education policy in a period of radical reform ircéria, AustraliaJournal of Education
Poalicy, Vol. 18(No. 6), 577-595.

Commonwealth of Australia. (200Bpys: Getting it Right. The Report on the Inquiry into
the Education of Boys. Canberra.

Gewirtz, S. and Cribb, A. (2002) Plural conceptiohsocial justice: implications for policy
sociology.Journal of Education Policy, Vol. 17(No. 5), pp. 499-509.

Legg, L (2000)Submission 29 to the House of Representatives Standing Committee on
Education and Training, Inquiry into the Education of Boys.

Retrieved April §', 2008 from:
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/edt/eofb/dubs

Lingard, B., Rawolle, S. and Taylor, S. (2005) Glling policy sociology in education:
working with BourdieuJournal of Education Policy, Vol. 20(No.6), pp.759-777.

Mills, M. and Keedie, A. (200330oys, Productive Pedagogies and Social Justice. Paper
presented at the Australian Association of Researéducation Annual Conference, 2005.

Saleebey, D. (Ed.). (2006)he strengths per spective in social work practice (4th ed.). New
York: Longman.

NSW Secondary Principals Council (20@jpmission 52 to the House of Representatives
Standing Committee on Education and Training, Inquiry into the Education of Boys.
Retrieved April §', 2008 from:
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/edt/eofb/dubs

VanLangenberg, C (200@ubmission 17 to the House of Representatives Standing
Committee on Education and Training, Inquiry into the Education of Boys.
Retrieved April §', 2008 from:
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/edt/eofb/dibs

Weaver-Hightower, M. (2003). The 'Boy Turn' in Rasd on Gender and Educati®teview
of Educational Research, Vol 73(No 4), pp471-498.



