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Introduction

I would like to thank the convenors of the conference for inviting me to give this talk. When I look at the list of presenters, it is indeed a singular honour to have been invited. I am not a ‘gender’ expert, although I have a passionate commitment to equity and social justice. I am not, in essence, a regional person – I come from Australia:  a European outpost on the periphery of the region. I have lived in Hong now for almost five years but this does not make me an expert on the region – just an observer, and, in reality, an outsider. It is against these backgrounds that I come to speak with you this afternoon.
I would like to share with you this afternoon some research that I have been conducting over the past few years. It is related to my interests in civic and citizenship education. This area of the school curriculum is universal, although in different countries it will be called different things: here in Hong Kong we refer to it as “moral and civic education”; in the United States, it is more likely to be called “civic education”; in England it is referred to as “citizenship education” and in China the terms “political education” and “moral education” are used. Whatever it is called and wherever it is taught, its function is to educate young people about the values that the state thinks are important, the actions expected of citizens and the general dispositions citizens are expected to possess. It is an important part of the school curriculum and one that I would argue deserves much more attention than it currently receives.
 I would like to do four main things this afternoon:

1. Review a range of literature related to gender in civic and citizenship education, including my own work in this area.

2. Explore what it means when “gender differences” have been identified in young people’s civic attitudes. 
3. Assess the implications of gender differences in civic attitudes for classroom practice. 
4. Demonstrate how quantitative research, in the form of an international survey, can be used to address qualitative questions. In an important sense I would like to rehabilitate quantitative research because I think it doesn’t always get a fair hearing these days:  thus the title of this paper, “making the numbers dance”.
Gender Issues in Civics and Citizenship Education

The picture of gender issues in civics and citizenship education is complex and only part of it can be dealt with directly in this paper. One way to think about these gender issues is to categorize them in terms of a “gender gap” understood as “attitudinal differences which exist between men and women” (Mercedes, 2002, p.1). It is possible to think in terms of an “old gender gap” that has been recognized for some time based on civic knowledge and that appears to be undergoing change; and a “new gender gap” based on student attitudes to minority groups. Both are important and literature relating to both will be reviewed below. Yet the subsequent focus of the paper will be on the “new gender gap” since it takes on a particular relevance in these times of social fragmentation and international conflict.

The ‘old gender gap’

The ‘old gender gap’ in civics and citizenship education has traditionally been associated with the differences in civic knowledge between boys and girls. Schuur and Vis (2000) identified a range of national and cross national studies from 1974 onwards involving students from primary school to university all of which indicated that when it comes to political knowledge, from a relatively young age onwards, boys had more of it than girls. The first IEA Civic Education Study (Torney, Oppenheim & Farnen, 1975, p.148) found significant gender differences in civic knowledge in four out of the eight countries with boys in these countries doing better than girls. Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswald and Schulz (2001, p.45) have pointed out that similar gender differences were found in the United States’ National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) of Civics in 1988. 

Yet more recent studies have started to tell a different story.  The second IEA Civic Education Study dealing with a sample of 14 year old students (Torney-Purta et al., 2001, p.62) seemed to reverse the “old gender gap” all together with a  lack of statistically significant  gender differences in students’ cognitive performance in all but one of the twenty eight countries, Slovenia, in which  females actually  outperformed males. This trend was also observed in the 1998 NAEP where gender “differences were either very small or showed females to have slight superiority” (Torney-Purta et al., 2001, p.45).

The apparent reversal of the gender gap in civic knowledge, however,  was not repeated in the sample of 17-19 year olds tested in the second IEA Civic Education Study (Amadeo, Torney-Purta, Lehman, Husfeldt & Nikolova, 2002). On the civic knowledge scale there were gender differences in 11 out 14 of the countries and on the economic knowledge scale there were gender differences in every country [1]. It seems that maturity does not necessarily bring stability of knowledge and understanding with some boys at least making greater gains than some girls.  This remains a key issue for the teaching of civics and citizenship. Yet it is not the only gender issue that deserves consideration as I shall show in the next section.  

The ‘new gender gap’

Some research I conducted (Kennedy, 2004) based on a secondary analysis of the IEA Civic Education Study (Torney-Purta et al., 2001) has suggested there is “a new gender gap’ in civic education. This “new gender gap” is related to students’ civic attitudes. On scales related to student attitudes to minorities (attitudes towards immigrants, support for women’s political rights) females in the majority of countries held more positive attitudes than males. A colleague and I  explored this phenomenon at some length using the Australian IEA data with particular attention being paid to the implications for political socialisation (Kennedy & Mellor, 2006). Husfeldt (2004) also conducted a secondary analysis of IEA data relating to students’ attitudes to immigrants using national samples from England, Switzerland, Denmark and Germany. She found that in three of these countries, Switzerland, Denmark and Germany, females had more positive attitudes to immigrants than males but that there were no gender effects in England. She also found that students who had negative attitudes to women’s rights also had negative attitudes to immigrants, thus suggesting a socialisation effect relating to negative social attitudes.  

My own further research involving secondary analysis of IEA Civic Education data (Kennedy, 2005a, 2005b) has shown that the gendered nature of students’ attitudes to immigrants and women is also reflected in other scales relating to Ethnic Minorities and Anti Democratic Groups. First, the general pattern of results relating to the Women and Immigrants’ scales was repeated with the Ethnic Minorities’ scale.  Overall, students were supportive of extending rights to Ethnic Minorities. Similar to the other scales, there were also gender differences on this scale. Across all participating countries, there were statistically significant differences between girls and boys with girls being more supportive of the extension of rights than boys (Kennedy, 2005b). The results for the Attitudes to Anti-Democratic Groups’ scale were different in one very significant way but similar in another way.

They were different in as much as many students, both boys and girls, found it difficult to extend rights to anti-democratic groups – defined as groups who were opposed to democracy. The mean scores for all items on this scale were the lowest for any of the attitudinal items (Kennedy, 2005b) suggesting that these were very difficult items for students. On the other hand, the gender pattern on this scale was the same as for the other scales. There were statistically significant gender differences on this scale. Girls were more inclined to extend rights to anti-democratic groups than boys, but they were not as supportive of these groups as they were of ethnic minorities, women or immigrants.   
I have suggested (Kennedy, 2005a) that this reluctance might be interpreted as intolerance on the part of both boys and girls towards anti-democratic groups, whereas their attitudes towards women, ethnic minorities and immigrants are more likely to be tolerant. This tolerance/intolerance dimension seems to me to be an important one since it suggests that gender differences in these circumstances reflect an important social construct. In certain contexts, both boys and girls are girls can be seen to be tolerant – e.g. in relation to women, immigrants and ethnic minorities but in other circumstances e.g. in relation to anti-democratic groups, both boys and girls can be shown to be intolerant.     While it is true that in general, boys are more likely to be intolerant than girls,  this should not mask the issue of female intolerance.  Of course,  intolerance may not always be viewed negatively – especially when it is directed at anti-democratic groups. A Republican view of freedom (Pettit, 2001), for example, that values freedom for citizens to pursue their everyday lives as distinct from valuing the absolute freedom of individuals, would argue that intolerance of anti-democratic groups is an important feature of democracy.   In any case, student attitudes to anti-democratic groups have served to problematize further the gender issue in civic education. They have shown that students are capable of differentiating between different groups to whom they are willing to extend rights and that while girls in general remain more tolerant than boys in relation to anti-democratic groups,  some girls nevertheless demonstrate a certain level of intolerance as well.   

The findings of the IEA Study are not unique, since similar gender differences have been identified in other surveys (Frindte, Funke & Waldzus, 1996; Living History Forum and Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention, 2004) and other studies that focused on community groups (Adler, 1996; Watts, 1996; Sotelo & Sandgrador, 1997). These findings are important and deserve further attention, since they also highlight the importance of the ‘new gender gap’. As a colleague and I (Kennedy & Mellor, 2006) have shown, such research is concerned with the values that affect social cohesion and stability in democratic societies. This is a key issue to consider at a time when many societies are under pressure from external threats and when responses to these threats can exacerbate an already fragile social consensus. In this context, it is important to understand what these gender differences actually mean and what might be done in terms of teaching and learning to address them. That is, theory needs to be translated into practice. I shall discuss this issue in the following section with reference to some specific results from the IEA Civic Education Study.

What Do these Gender Differences Mean?

At one level, the identification of statistically significant gender differences in student attitudes to minority groups simply means that there is some certainty, within prescribed confidence levels, that this result is not random. The differences are real ones. While this statistical response is important, it needs to be taken further:   what is the substance of these differences? That is the question I shall now explore in some detail in relation to attitudes to ethnic minorities and anti-democratic groups.
The question can be explored empirically by looking closely at how students responded to the survey questions they were asked. Tables 1 and 2 contain three main pieces of information: the questions that were asked and that make up each scale (Column 1), the average or mean scores obtained by an international sample of boys and girls for each of the questions [2]
 (Columns 2 and 3) and the distribution of responses for boys and girls on each of the response categories (Strongly Agree/Agree/Disagree/Disagree) (Columns 4-11). Scoring procedures gave 4 for the most tolerant response and 1 for the least tolerant response. Thus the higher the scores on both scales, the greater the level of tolerance. 
Table 1: Item Means, Standard Deviations and Frequencies by Gender for Attitude toward Political Rights for Anti-Democratic Groups   
	Item
	Mean
(SD)
	Frequencies by Gender (%)

	
	M
	F
	SA
	A
	D
	SD

	
	
	
	M 
	F 
	M
	F 
	M 
	F 
	M
	F  

	Anti-democratic groups [3]  should be prohibited from hosting a TV show talking about these (their) ideas    
	2.50
(.91)
	2.63
(.80)
	16
	10
	32
	26
	39
	54
	14
	10

	Anti-democratic groups   should be prohibited from  organizing peaceful[non-violent] demonstrations or rallies 
	2.70
(.89)
	2.78
(.78)
	10
	6
	28
	27
	43
	52
	18
	16

	Anti-democratic groups should be prohibited from running in an election for political office  
	2.49
(.93)
	2.61
(.83)
	16
	10
	33
	32
	37
	45
	14
	13

	Anti-democratic groups should be prohibited from making public speeches about these[their]ideas  
	2.60
(.90)
	2.77
(.78)
	13
	6
	28
	25
	43
	53
	16
	15


Table 2: Item Means, Standard Deviations and Frequencies by Gender for Attitudes toward Opportunities for Ethnic Minorities  
	Item
	Mean
(SD)
	Frequencies by Gender (%)

	
	M
	F
	SA
	A
	D
	SD

	
	
	
	M 
	F 
	M
	F 
	M 
	F 
	M
	F  

	All ethnic [racial or national] groups should have equal chances to get a good education in this country.  
	3.22
(.74)
	3.40
(.64)
	37
	47
	51
	47
	9
	4
	3
	1

	All ethnic [racial or national] groups should have equal chances to get good jobs in this country 
	3.15
(.77)
	3.36
(.66)
	36
	45
	50
	48
	10
	6
	4
	2

	Schools should teach students to respect members of all ethnic [racial or national]groups  
	3.11
(.84)
	3.33
(.72)
	37
	45
	46
	45
	12
	7
	5
	2

	Members of all ethnic [racial or national] groups should be encouraged to run in elections for political office.
	2.79
(.85)
	2.96
(.76)
	20
	20
	49
	56
	22
	18
	8
	4


It is clear from a cursory examination of the results for both scales that that all students, both boys and girls, found it easier to extend rights to ethnic minorities (the usual abbreviation for this scale is MINOR) than they did to anti-democratic groups (the usual abbreviation for this scale is  ADGR). The means of the item scores [4] for ADGR ranged from 2.55 to 2.75, the lowest means for any of the attitudinal scales in the IEA Civic Education Study, and for MINOR from 2.86-3.28.        

It is also clear that across both scales, girls found it easier to extend rights to both ethnic groups and anti-democratic groups than did boys. This was also true on scales related to immigrants and women (Torney-Purta et al., 2001, p.115). This is one important aspect of the gender dimension relating to student attitudes to minorities: girls appear to be more tolerant than boys. Yet it is not the only dimension.

Another dimension revealed in these tables is that girls’ tolerance to ethnic minorities is not wholly generalizable, as shown by their attitudes to anti-democratic groups. The lower mean scores on the ADGR scale suggest that girls are less positive about extending rights to anti-democratic groups – perhaps more intolerant towards those groups - than they are towards ethnic minorities.  While girls’ scores relating to anti democratic groups are higher that that of the boys’, they nevertheless indicate some reluctance to extend rights to this group compared to ethnic minorities. Thus girls can also be intolerant when they judge that a particular group, for whatever reason, is not as deserving as other minority groups. This is an important issue for civic education since it indicates that the intolerance of both boys and girls, even when they represent a small minority, needs to be addressed  

A closer examination of the distribution of responses for boys and girls on each of the response categories (Strongly Agree/Agree/Disagree/Strongly Disagree) reveals further the complexity of the gender dimension of student attitudes to minorities. As shown in Tables 2 and 3, the weight of the responses on both scales is in favour of extending rights. For MINOR, on average, 77% of boys   and 85 % of girls agreed to the extension of rights to ethnic minorities. The weight of the responses for boys was in the ‘agree’ category rather than the ‘strongly agree’ category’ suggesting some hesitation on the part of the boys. For girls, the weight of responses is more evenly distributed over both categories except for the last item where the weight is clearly in the ‘agree’ category. In terms of the negative responses, there is a more convergent pattern of weights between boys and girls. The responses for both boys and girls are predominantly in the ‘agree’ category suggesting reluctance to adopt an extreme position.  Yet on average across items there are about 5% of boys and just over 2% of girls in the ‘strongly disagree’ or negative category. This story is therefore largely positive, although the small percentage of negative response cannot be ignored and will be returned to later in this paper. An analysis of student responses to the questions on the ADGR tells a somewhat different story.

The weight of positive responses for ADGR for both boys and girls was in the ‘disagree’ category accounting on average for 51% of girls and 40% of boys [5]. When the ‘strongly disagree’ category is included the weights for positive responses increases to 64% and 55% respectively. Only a small number of both boys and girls were willing to express an extreme position of support for anti-democratic groups on this scale – 15% of boys and 13% of girls. At the negative end of the scale the weight of responses for both boys and girls was in the ‘agree’ category with boys being slightly more negative than girls – 30% and 27% respectively. When the ‘strongly agree’ frequencies are added to these, the negative response for ADGR account for 44% of boys and 35% of girls. This means that 14% of boys and 8% of girls were willing to take the most extreme position against anti-democratic groups. While the weight of positive responses for ADGR came from girls and the weight of negative responses came from boys, it is important to note the relatively large numbers of girls who expressed negative attitudes towards anti-democratic groups. Boys may well be more negative than girls, but on this particular scale, the numbers of girls who are negative cannot be ignored. This has important implications for responding to the gendered nature of student attitudes to minority groups.

In drawing this section to a close, the main point to note is that while on the whole, girls are more tolerant than boys, this  by itself this does not explain the complexities of gender differences in relation to minority groups. Some girls can be intolerant, as indicated by negative female responses on both MINOR and ADGR, just as many boys can be tolerant. What is more, female intolerance seemed to increase in relation to anti-democratic groups whose values were perhaps seen to be outside the mainstream.  Thus generalizations about male and female tolerance seem to be deeply embedded in specific contexts. This point has also been made in relation to right wing groups and authoritarianism in Germany (Frindte, Funke & Waldzus, 1996). Intolerance and being male are not synonymous, just as tolerance and being female are not. At the same time, the majority of both boys and girls appeared reluctant to take extreme positions of either support or opposition to either ethnic minorities or anti democratic groups. The majority preference is always for the less extreme option even though that option might be negative.  Nevertheless, a minority of both boys and girls do express extremely negative attitudes towards both ethnic minorities and anti-democratic groups and this is a cause for concern. These are a much more nuanced gender issues than revealed by “statistically significant differences between males and females” and they require further exploration. Overall, this analysis, based on mean scores and actual student responses to questions on both scales, has shown the complexity that lies beneath statistically significant gender differences suggesting that these differences are substantial and important.  

Implications for Educational Practice 
What teachers need to know 

Teacher education programmes need to acknowledge that just as there are gender issues in school subjects such as Mathematics, Science and English, so too there are gender issues in learning associated with civics and citizenship. This paper has referred to gender differences in both civic knowledge and civic attitudes and the focus has been on the latter. Teachers need to have a basic awareness that boys and girls may respond differently to issues of diversity and difference in their society. Based on the evidence used in this paper, they can assume that the majority of both boys and girls are more than willing to extend rights to certain groups such as women, immigrants and ethnic minorities’ but that a minority of students are not. This minority is more likely to contain boys but it also contains a small number of girls. At the same time, there are some groups in society to which students, both boys and girls, find some difficulty in extending rights.  Although their general attitudes to such group are still positive, they are less positive than they are towards the other groups that were included in the IEA Civic Education Study. A key question to be pursued in school contexts is whether there are any other groups in specific local communities towards whom students may have similar reservations. For example, other studies have shown that students are often reluctant to extend certain rights to groups such as gays (Sotelo, 2000). Thus tolerance as an issue needs to be made a central part of the education of citizenship teachers so that they are equipped with understandings and values that will help them develop relevant and appropriate school based programmes of civic and citizenship education.

What needs to happen in classrooms 

Classrooms are microcosms of the broader society of which they are apart. Very often they will reflect the diversity that is in society and this means they may also reflect the diversity of attitudes that exist within society. This means that some students will have negative attitudes to minority groups – both in the classroom and within the broader society. It is likely that more boys than girls will have such attitudes, but there will be a small number of girls as well.  Such   attitudes threaten social cohesion both in classrooms and society at large and they require the development of pro-active strategies that will help all students, to understand and re-evaluate their attitudes.

If such attitudes are not confronted, they could well deepen. Thus civics curriculum and its assessment need to focus on engaging students in such a way that they can consider the contribution of minority groups in a multicultural society. This might be done at a local, national and global level. Given that a minority of students will have negative attitudes, then additional thought needs to be given to differentiated curriculum and assessment to meet the special needs of these students. It cannot be assumed that “one size fits all” in terms of the civics curriculum. This means that the monitoring of student learning becomes all the more important since this is the only way of identifying negative attitudes that require alternative approaches to both curriculum and assessment. 

What needs to happen in schools

Violence and bullying in school contexts needs to be addressed in a comprehensive way since they create contexts where discriminatory behaviours can easily be considered normal. There is often a gender dimension to bullying although it is not always an easy one to disentangle since same sex harassment is often as common as that involving boys and girls. All forms of intolerance need to be opposed in schools since intolerance can reinforce negative attitudes. It can also be the case that groups rather than individuals can become the targets of bullying and this has the potential to exacerbate exiting negative attitudes towards those groups.

Teachers also need to be alert for the occurrence of domestic violence since violence in the home is seen to be a powerful determinant of negative social attitudes. This is an important point to make since schools are just one part of the social environment that affects young people and very often the problems being dealt with in schools have been created elsewhere. Schools can do much to alleviate those problems but they cannot do everything. When students come to school with negative social attitudes that are reinforced by the home, peers, media or other influences on socialization, schools and teachers have a very difficult task confronting such attitudes. At the very least, however, schools should not exacerbate these attitudes and this might be seen as their major contribution to the development of social cohesion.

What teacher education can do

Teachers of citizens need themselves to be exemplary citizens not only in terms of what they know but also in terms of their values and attitudes. Husfeldt and Barber (2005) have started to explore the relationship between teacher and student attitudes to citizenship issues. While they did not explicitly examine attitudes to minority groups they have indicated in a preliminary way that at least some of the variance in student attitudes to different kinds of citizenship might be accounted for by teachers’ attitudes. They also indicated that most of the variance is at the individual level rather than the teacher level. Nevertheless, in terms of teacher education, it seems important to ensure that teachers themselves do not have negative social attitudes that can be transmitted to students.  

At the programme level, therefore, it seems important that teacher education programmes adopt an explicit multicultural dimension so that tolerance rather than intolerance becomes a core value. Within such programmes gender issues need to be addressed in all curriculum areas but most importantly in citizenship curriculum classes. The complexity of these gender issues needs to be highlighted as they have been in this paper – small numbers of both boys and girls can be intolerant and it is this group of students for whom teachers need to find positive solutions.

Within teacher education programmes, this may mean highlighting pedagogies that enable students to learn in small groups, where cooperative and peer learning can be utilized and where teachers can intervene at key points to focus discussion on the key expected learning outcomes. Yet it may also mean searching for new ways to think about teaching, and organizing classrooms for learning. Lo, Pong and Chik (2005) have recently described a process whereby teachers work together using a ‘learning studies’ (a modification of the ‘lesson study) approach to improve learning in their classrooms for all students. Such an approach is much more holistic that just focusing on particular pedagogies. It utilizes action research, collaborative teacher development and a focus on what students already know and how they can best be facilitated towards expected learning outcomes. Given the traditional isolation of teachers, such an approach seems to be well worth exploring when it is known that students will approach a learning task with different attitudes and understandings about it. It would be useful to apply learning study to citizenship education to see how it can assist in the development of positive social attitudes. This is an important area of work for future study 

Conclusion
There is mounting evidence about gender differences in student attitudes towards minorities and the evidence comes from a range of studies. Given t the implications of such studies for social cohesion within societies, the differences need to be considered carefully. The Living History Forum and Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention (2004) made the point in a quite graphic way:

According to a rough estimate, the twelve percent of students with the highest scores on the measure of general intolerance account for almost three-quarters of the total acts of threats and violence that are reported to be linked to victims of foreign background, religion or sexuality (p.10).

Husfeldt (2004) and Torney-Purta and Amadeo (2004) have called for more research into the area of gender differences in student attitudes. The main issue to be considered is the form that this research should take. Much of the research to date has made generic recommendations relating to such elements as the macro level environment (Pettersson, 2003), school and classroom environments (Torney-Purta & Barber, 2004; Husfeldt, 2004) and the need to develop positive civic attitudes (Torney-Purta & Barber, 2004; 2005; Husfeldt, 2004). Yet these generic recommendations do not directly address gender issues.   This paper has been an attempt to move the agenda forward by examining in more detail what these gender differences actually mean and examining the implications for practice.

This paper has argued that special attention needs to be made to those students, both boys and girls, who are likely to develop negative social attitudes. More needs to be known about how these attitudes develop, what kinds of policies are needed to meet the special needs of students with such attitudes and what kind of curriculum and teaching will be the most useful to address the problem. Of course, these are not just issues for schools, but for the whole of society so solutions need to be found in the macro environment as well as in schools.  The suggestions made in this paper now need to be taken forward into practice so that the negative social attitudes that some students, both boys and girls, bring to the classroom, can be addressed in a systematic way. This is an important contribution that schools and teachers can make to the development of a caring and just citizenry at a time of great uncertainty. Schools cannot solve the problem of social fragmentation on their own but they can try to ensure that they do not contribute towards it.  

 
NOTES

[1]
Not all differences were statistically significant.

[2]
The standard population of 14 year olds used in the IEA Civic Education Study was used for these calculations).

[3]
Defined as “groups that are against democracy”.

[4] 
It should be noted that raw scores are being used in this analysis rather than the IRT scale scores reported in Torney-Purta et al. (2001)

[5] 
Notice that the “Disgree/Strongly Disagree’ category on ADGR is regarded as positive because the question was phrased negatively when the word ‘prohibited’ was used (See Table 1 for the actual questions)
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