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Welcome to the New Look IOWME Newsletter

Hello and welcome to the first issue of the new-look IOWME newsletter. Hilary and I got together to talk about what the newsletter should be like and we hope that you like the new format and will contribute to future editions. 

**We really want the newsletter to be a place for discussion about gender and mathematics with items, short and long, from all around the world**

We plan to produce three newsletters each year in March, June and November but do send me items of news or for discussion (or cartoons and quotations) at any time.

Best wishes, 

Heather 

E-mail address: heathermendick@yahoo.co.uk

Postal address: 58A Newington Green, London N16 9PX, England 

Introductions

We thought we’d start by introducing ourselves…

Hilary Povey, NEW Convener

Hilary Povey is a reader in mathematics education at Sheffield Hallam University where she teaches mathematics to initial teacher education students.  She previously taught mathematics in secondary schools for a number of years and has also worked as an advisory teacher.  At one time, Hilary directed the SMILE mathematics project and has retained an engagement with mathematics curriculum development throughout her career.  In both her teaching and research she is committed to addressing social justice issues, both those associated with gender and more widely.
Heather Mendick, NEW Newsletter Editor

After doing a degree in mathematics Heather worked as a mathematics teacher in England for 7 years. She worked mostly with students after the end of compulsory schooling (so 16-years-old and over). After this she went back to university and studied Gender Studies. About a year ago Heather finished her PhD looking at how young people in England come to choose mathematics and the role of gender in this. For the last year she has been working at Lancaster University in the UK. She has just finished there and is soon to start as a researcher of education policy at London Metropolitan University. Meanwhile she is working on a book about gender and mathematics based on her PhD and teaching part-time.
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The taste for the abstract sciences in general and, above all, for the mysteries of numbers is very rare: this is not surprising, since the charms of this sublime science in all their beauty reveal themselves only to those who have the courage to fathom them. But when a woman, [who] because of her sex, our customs and prejudices, encounters infinitely more obstacles than men in familiarizing herself with their knotty problems, yet overcomes these fetters and penetrates that which is most hidden, she doubtless has the most noble courage, extraordinary talent, and superior genius.

From one mathematician, Carl Friedrich Gauss, to another, Sophie Germain

Note: the newsletter editor likes this quote and finds it thought-provoking but would like to distance herself from the views on mathematical truth advocated by Gauss.

Conference report

The IOWME papers presented at ICME and people’s responses to them will be printed in our newsletters. The first of these, by Coleen Vale, Helen Forgasz and Marj Horne, appears in this issue and the others will follow in the next 4 issues. If you can’t wait to get hold of them then here’s all the details plus e-mail addresses if you want copies.

Towards gender equity in education: how early childhood research can inform the greater mathematical community

Anna Rogers, University of South Australia 

Contact e-mail: anna.rogers@unisa.edu.au

This paper contains a discussion of the role of play in early years mathematical learning, the gendering of this and the possibilities of pedagogical interventions.
Showcasing recent Australian research in gender and mathematics

Coleen Vale, Victoria University


Helen Forgasz, Monash University

Marj Horne, Australian Catholic University

Contact e-mail: colleen.vale@vu.edu.au

Gender Imbalance in engineering mathematics courses: can we increase female representation be introducing collaborative learning methods?

Sabita D’Souza, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia

Contact e-mail: sabita.dsouza@uts.edu.au 

This paper discusses a quantitative study of gender differences in learning style preferences and attitudes to group work among Australian engineering undergraduates.

‘I can do it, but it’ll be a battle’: finding her place as an undergraduate mathematician

Corinne Angier, Sheffield Hallam University, UK

Hilary Povey, Sheffield Hallam University, UK

Contact e-mail: h.povey@shu.ac.uk

This paper intertwines diary entries and theorising to explore the experiences of a mature woman studying for a degree in mathematics education.

Increasing women’s participation in mathematics: the role of networking

Barbro Grevholm, Agder University College, Sweden

Contact e-mail: barbro.grevholm@mna.hkr.se

This paper reports on the work of the Women and Mathematics network in Sweden.

Showcasing recent Australian research in gender and mathematics

Colleen Vale 


Helen Forgasz 

Marj Horne

Victoria University
 
Monash University
 
Australian Catholic University

In this paper findings from a recent review of Australian research on gender issues in mathematics education (Vale, Forgasz & Horne, 2004) are presented
. 

In Australia (and New Zealand) the progress towards achieving gender equity in mathematics has been mapped in a series of reviews (Leder, 1984; Barnes, 1988; Leder & Forgasz, 1992; Barnes & Horne, 1996; Forgasz, Leder & Vale, 2000; Vale et al., 2004). In earlier reviews, the research was informed by developments in feminist scholarship (Forgasz, et al., 2000; Barnes & Horne, 1996). The theoretical perspectives present in the literature included deficit and assimilationist theory, difference theory, liberal feminism, radical feminism and social feminism (Jungwirth, 2003; Kaiser & Rogers, 1995). In recent research, difference theory and inclusive teaching strategies continued to be used to inform studies in which affective factors or the experience of students, especially adult women (e.g., Brew 2003; Leder & Forgasz, 2002; Watt, 2002; Wood, Viskic & Petocz, 2003), were investigated. Some researchers, however, were influenced by post-modern (post-structural) theorists who questioned the homogeneity of girls and boys (Jungwirth, 2003; Walshaw, 2001). They investigated within-gender differences and the role of discourse in the social construction of gender (e.g., Barnes, 2000; Chapman, 2001; Vale, 2002). 

At the turn of the century, Forgasz et al (2000) reported a trend towards an absence of significant gender differences in mathematical performance. This included an absence of significant gender difference in achievement for Australian students aged 9 and 13 years in the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) (Lokan, Ford & Greenwood, 1996, 1997). Fewer and smaller gender differences in participation and achievement that favoured males than in earlier times, and research on affective variables revealing some changes in gender-related beliefs and attitudes towards mathematics were also reported by Forgasz, et. al. (2000). Claims of the educational “disadvantage” of boys had begun to gain currency in the media and teachers with experience of teaching in all male classrooms were adopting strategies to support boys in coeducational mathematics classrooms. Socially and politically there was a sense that gender equity in mathematics education had been achieved and that the feminist perspective was no longer required; we were in a post-feminist era, according to the Prime Minister. In 2002, the Australian government concluded a parliamentary inquiry into the schooling of boys (Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, 2002).

In the first section of this paper, we set the scene by providing a summary of studies that have investigated gender differences in mathematics performance. An analysis of the media’s interpretation of the mathematics achievement literature is also included. Vale et al. (2004) noted that the gender differences in primary mathematics and in the use of technology for mathematical learning appeared to contradict other trends; the studies that illustrated these findings are described in the subsequent sections.

Mathematical performance

In their review of the most recent Australian studies of performance at all levels of schooling, Vale et al (2004) found that gender differences in mathematics achievement were inconsistent. In some studies no gender differences were found (Collins, Kenway & McLeod, 2000; Doig, 2001; Lokan, Greenwood, & Cresswell, 2001; Yates, 2000), whilst in others gender differences that favoured either males (Forster & Mueller, 2001, 2002; Mullis, Martin, Fierros, Goldberg & Stemler, 2000; Rothman, 2002) or females (Forgasz & Leder, 2001; Siemon, Virgona & Corneille, 2001) were noted. 

In the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) conducted in 2000 with 15 year old students in 32 countries, there were no significant gender differences in performance for Australian students in mathematical literacy in any of the categories of mathematics items (Lokan et al., 2001). PISA measured students’ ability to apply mathematics knowledge and skills to real-life situations. In contrast to the results of TIMSS for 9 and 13 year old students (Lokan et al., 1996, 1997), TIMSS data for Australian Grade 12 students showed that boys were significantly ahead of the girls in mathematical literacy (Mullis et al., 2000).

Boys continue to be more highly represented than females in extreme achievement scores in primary and post-compulsory mathematics (Collins et al., 2000; Forgasz & Leder, 2001; Leder, 2001a). Males performed significantly better than females in their use of strategies for addition and subtraction in the early years (Horne, 2002, 2003), Grade 9 mathematics (Rothman, 2002), items requiring interpretations of diagrams in the middle years (Lokan et al, 2001) and when using graphic calculators in post-compulsory mathematics (Forster & Mueller, 2001, 2002). 

In one study of students in the middle years, girls performed better than boys on numeracy tasks (Siemon et al., 2001). Since girls generally out-perform boys in literacy, Siemon et al. (2001) postulated that the significant difference in favour of girls may have been due to the increased focus on the discourse elements of the middle years numeracy program. Two studies of boys in mathematics classrooms supported this conjecture. Barnes (2000), using post-modern theory, illuminated two distinct masculine constructions of gender in a secondary mathematics classroom. She argued that the hegemonic behaviour of one group and the poor communication skills of the other limited the boys’ learning in the small group problem solving settings used in this classroom. Chapman (2001) analysed mathematical discourse in mathematics lessons to show how some boys are excluded. She argued that teachers needed to use a language sensitive approach.

The Australian government’s report into the education of boys (Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, 2002, p.18) noted that “it is important to remember that while improvements to education outcomes for some groups of girls are real they have eluded many other girls.” Teese (2000) showed how the mathematical outcomes for girls and for boys in Grade 12 mathematics were related to gender differences in participation and to social class.

Contradictory findings for students of similar ages highlight that the direction of gender differences in mathematics achievement are sensitive to the content of the assessment tasks, the nature of mathematics knowledge and the mathematical skills being assessed, the methods used to assess students, and the conditions under which assessment is completed.

The media

Forgasz et al. (2000) claimed that societal attitudes on issues related to gender and mathematics were reflected in the print media, and that the themes explored in the popular press paralleled those in the research literature. An analysis of newspaper articles concerning gender and mathematics education for the period 2000-2003 was conducted by Vale et al. (2004). The content of the newspaper articles surveyed concerned stories of individual achievements or reports of findings from research studies or government reports. It was found that there was balance in the number of media reports about male and female students. However, it appeared that the highest mathematics achievements were still associated with males, and women with careers associated with mathematics still needed to prove themselves worthy of entry into the field. A range of perspectives on whether boys or girls are better at mathematics and why participation rates in higher level mathematics and related careers differ were evident. Vale et al. (2004) argued that readers in search of simplistic answers to questions about gender equity and mathematics learning could emerge with the view that girls are now doing better than boys in mathematics; the more discerning reader would pick up on the complexities involved. The authors indicated that a study of parents’ gender-related attitudes to mathematics would be timely.

Performance in the Early Years
In studies of mathematics performance in the primary years of schooling, significant gender differences are generally not found (Collins et al., 2000; Doig, 2001; Yates, 2000). In Australia, as elsewhere in the western world, there has recently been an emphasis on mathematics teaching and learning in the early years of primary schooling. In some programs implemented in Australia, new instruments for monitoring mathematics performance have been developed, providing opportunities for large-scale studies of gender differences.

Findings from the Early Numeracy Research Project (ENRP) (Clarke 2000, 2001), which involved more than 13.000 students over the three year period 1999-2001, reveal that on arrival at school, there were few gender differences in mathematics performance. Boys were ahead of girls in addition and subtraction for one of the three years that the study was conducted and one cohort of girls was ahead in properties of shape. However, after three years at school, that is, at the end of Grade 2, when performance in mathematics was compared by gender with the entry performance as a covariate, the boys had moved significantly ahead in the domains associated with number concepts (Horne, 2002). In the measurement and space domains there were no significant gender differences. Horne (2003) looked at the domains of addition and subtraction at the end of Grade 3 and also found significant gender differences favouring the boys. These differences did not show up in the TIMSS Grade 3 data, nor do gender differences appear in the National benchmarks assessment at Grade 3 level (Doig, 2001). Horne (2003) suggested that the gender differences she found related partly to the nature of the assessment. For national benchmarks the focus is on outcomes and a written test is used; for the ENRP, the child’s mental solution strategies were a key aspect of the assessment and an interview was used. The gender differences found in the ENRP support a study in the US (Fennema et al., 1998) in which it was found that the boys used fewer counting strategies and more derived strategies than the girls, although the achievement levels were the same for boys and girls. In the ENRP, however, the differential use of such strategies would result in the students attaining different performance ratings. The ENRP findings highlight critical aspects of all performance comparisons - the nature of the assessment instrument, and the mode of its use. 

Technology and mathematical learning 

Forgasz et al. (2000) identified the use of technology in mathematical learning settings as an issue for further research. More recent research in this field has involved students in primary, secondary and tertiary classrooms using technology for the learning of mathematics. The technology used in these studies included mathematics specific and generic software, with computers in laboratory and laptop settings, as well as the use of graphic calculators. Some researchers have investigated gender differences in attitudes towards the use of computers in mathematics learning at the secondary and tertiary levels.

The primary level

Yelland (2001) was interested in gender differences when young children work in pairs using technology for mathematics learning. She presented the results of a study of Grade 3 children (N=30) who worked in pairs on two mathematical tasks with Logo software. The students worked in girl-girl, boy-boy, or boy-girl pairs. Data were gathered and interpreted to compare the performance and problem-solving strategy use of students in these three different gender-pairings. Two components of problem-solving were considered: accuracy and efficiency. Evidence to support the finding that girl pairs were more efficient in their problem solving and more likely to collaborate than other groups were presented. Yelland argued that girls were the initiators of the interactive style observed in mixed-gender pairs. The strategies used by girls in this study were indicative of higher level thinking and reasoning. Yelland argued that the findings showed that girls, through their interactive behaviours, were able to demonstrate technological expertise that is often assumed to be the skill of boys.

The secondary level

Vale (2003a) described the cultures of a Grade 8 and a Grade 9 mathematics classroom in which computers were regularly used, and investigated how boys’ and girls’ identities were positioned in the discourse of computer-based mathematics. During the period of observation the students in the Grade 8 classroom used generic software while in the Grade 9 class the students had laptop computers and used dynamic geometry software. Vale (2003a) described both these classrooms as male domains; the learning environments were individualised and competitive. Within these environments boys shared their knowledge of software and computers or, in a few cases, collaborated on mathematics tasks. These behaviours enhanced the individual and collective knowledge of the boys about the software, computers and related mathematics. At the same time, the boys excluded other boys and girls. In general, the girls felt ‘overpowered’ by the boys. 

Vale (2002) presented six cases studies of girls from the same two classes to show how the interactions in the classroom contributed to the social construction of identities. The identities included the passive high achieving girls (the ‘outsiders’), the girls who remained outside the masculine discourse of the classroom but who took risks and interacted with the computers in ways more usually associated with masculine culture (‘outsiders/within’ or ‘geek girls’), and the ‘bad girls’. The teachers thought that these girls had a ‘bad’ attitude, whereas the girls were dissatisfied with the pedagogy, resisted ‘geek girl’ identity, or challenged the passive, ‘good girl’, feminine identity. Vale argued that the girls in these classrooms were marginalised and that their achievements in computer-based mathematics were not acknowledged. In these two studies Vale argued that the teachers’ methods and attitudes, the use of laptop computers in one class, and the gender imbalance in the number of girls and boys in the classes (especially in the Grade 9 class) contributed to these findings. She concluded that teachers needed to be aware of possible gender-stereotyped views of computer competence and to design tasks that provide an appropriate balance between learning mathematics and computing skills. It could be argued that Vale’s findings are hardly surprising given the gender imbalance in the Grade 9 class (boys out-numbered girls almost two to one), yet similar patterns of gender imbalance are common in some senior secondary and tertiary mathematics settings (see the section below on participation). 

Changes in gender-related beliefs towards girls being viewed as more mathematically competent than boys that were previously reported (Forgasz, et al., 2000) were confirmed in follow up studies of the construct ‘mathematics as a male domain’ (Forgasz, 2001; Forgasz & Leder, 2000; Leder, 2001b; Leder & Forgasz, 2002; Leder & Forgasz, 2003). Forgasz & Leder (2000) reported that most Australian Grade 7-10 students in their study did not gender stereotype mathematics. However, in some respects mathematics could now be considered the domain of females. On average, girls, for example, were considered more likely than boys to be good at mathematics and to enjoy it. Boys, however, were still regarded as more likely than girls to distract others in mathematics classes and to tease classmates who were good at mathematics. Watt (2000), however, found that Grade 7 boys had more positive self-concepts of mathematics ability and greater interest in mathematics than Grade 7 girls. Findings from studies of attitudes to mathematics in computer based learning settings suggested that the trend away from stereotyped beliefs was also not evident.

Using an instrument with ten items tapping students’ stereotyped beliefs about using computers for mathematics learning, Forgasz (2002) investigated differences in a range of equity factors within a large sample of Grade 7-10 students. The equity factors included gender, socio-economic factors (home location, school location, and school type attended), and ethnicity (language background and aboriginality). Overall, the sample held views that were fairly consistent with expected stereotypes – boys taking control and girls less competent with the computer. Gender was the equity category with the largest number of items (8) with statistically significant differences in mean scores. Students from higher SES backgrounds, those attending schools in high SES locations, and those enrolled in Independent schools held the most traditional beliefs; Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students (small sample), and those attending Catholic schools, schools in medium-level SES locations, and rural schools held the least stereotyped views. 

Based on data from the same study, Forgasz (2003) examined students’ and teachers’ beliefs about whether using computers helped mathematical understanding. A much higher proportion of teachers (about 60%) than students (about 30%) believed that computers helped. When students’ beliefs were examined by a range of equity factors, statistically significant differences were noted by gender, with more males agreeing that understanding was aided by using computers. Other equity factors for which differences were noted included: school type, school location and Grade level; gender, however, produced the greatest number of noteworthy differences.

Vale (2003b) developed an Attitude to Computer-based Mathematics scale. The scale and four self-rating items were administered to students in one Grade 8 and one Grade 9 classroom in which computers were used regularly; laptops in Grade 9 and desktops in Grade 8. The data were analysed by gender and class grouping. No gender or class grouping differences were found on the four self-rating items: mathematics and computing self-efficacy and aspirations. Grade 8 students were more positive about computer-based learning than Grade 9 students and, at each grade level, the males were more positive than the females. Based on correlational analyses, Vale (2003b) concluded that for boys, the opportunity to enhance their computer skills was valued, irrespective of the effects on their mathematics learning. However, only girls with high perceptions of computing achievement were likely to value computer-based mathematics learning. Interestingly there was no relationship found between perceptions of mathematics achievement (or aspirations to achieve well) and attitudes to computer-based learning.     

The post-compulsory level

Forster and Mueller (2001, 2002) investigated responses on the Grade 12 calculus examination in WA with particular attention to the impact of graphic calculators. They found that the girls do better on questions requiring solely algebraic methods and where marks (grades) related to analytic reasoning. The two questions where the boys significantly out performed girls were graphical questions requiring visualisation and use of the graphic calculator with high demands on graphical interpretation. Haimes (2000) found that graphic calculators appeared to have an impact on the results of some examination questions. There was a general tendency for girls to outperform the boys on the calculus questions, while in other areas of mathematics the boys outperformed the girls on the graphic calculator advantage questions. 

In Australia at Grade 12, the gap between the participation of girls and boys in mathematics has been decreasing but still exists (Parliament of Commonwealth of Australia, 2002). However boys continue to be more highly represented in the most demanding mathematics subjects (Collins et al., 2000; Fullarton & Ainley, 2000; Teese, 2000). Forster and Mueller (2001) wondered whether the use of hand-held graphing technologies was one of the factors contributing to the falling participation of girls in the most demanding mathematics subjects in Western Australia. The role of technology in mathematics was not included in studies in which gender-stereotyped self perceptions and career interests were found to be the main factors influencing students’ intentions to study mathematics or pursue mathematics-related careers (Bornholt, 2001; Watt 2002).

The tertiary level

Galbraith, Pemberton and Cretchley (2001) explored attitudes related to the use of two mathematics software packages, Maple and Matlab, among first-year undergraduate mathematics students at two universities. The instruments used at the two institutions were different but tapped similar constructs. Both instruments included measures of mathematics confidence, computer confidence, and attitudes involving the interaction of mathematics and computers. The scales involving mathematics and computers/technology were more strongly correlated with computer confidence than with mathematics confidence. It was found that females were more confident than males about mathematics, and that males more confident than females about computers.

In their study of gender differences in the use of technology in tertiary mathematics, Wood et al (2003) speculated whether the new technological tools were merely “toys for boys”.  Participants in the study were students from three different tertiary or pre-tertiary mathematics subjects. The three researchers claimed to have used inclusive practices in terms of the learning environments they created, the assessment methods and teaching materials used, and in the monitoring of their teaching. Students in the three classes used different software packages: Mathematica, a statistics package (Minitab), or the Internet. Using different methods for each group, data were gathered on students’ attitudes towards the use of computers in their classes. No gender differences were found in the use of, or attitudes towards, computers. In their explanations, the authors were careful to point out that their practices may have differed in substantial ways from other tertiary teachers. The findings, however, indicate that using inclusive practices may be a contributing factor in eliminating gender differences in attitudes to the use of computers. All three teachers encouraged students to work together in groups. The authors speculated that the use of group work might have been a contributor to the findings of more positive attitudes among the females. 

Conclusion

In Australia, gender differences in achievement and in attitudes towards mathematics that have favoured males in previous decades are now small or non-existent, and in a few cases favour girls. However Vale et al. (2004) reported that these differences were not consistent across socio-economic groups, levels of education, assessment instruments and the mathematics content and skills being assessed, or in the meanings of the attitude items and scales used. It appears that whether boys or girls benefit more and which particular girls and boys are disadvantaged in classrooms depend on the mathematical discourse, the teaching methods, the use of technology, the attitudes of teachers, and the type of assessment used.

The gender-related differences in achievement in primary mathematics and in attitudes towards mathematics at the tertiary level reported in this paper indicate a need for studies aimed at investigating these learning environments more closely. In contexts where technology is used for mathematics learning, gender differences in attitudes towards mathematics may be widening in favour of males rather than closing, teachers’ gender-stereotyped views of students’ ‘ability’ were evident, gender differences in spatial reasoning may be re-emerging, and girls may be rejecting the use of technology. The need for further research to understand the factors contributing to these findings and to identify equitable curriculum and teaching approaches when using technology for mathematics learning at all levels of education is clear.

It is important that it is not assumed that there are no gender differences to be found in media reports. The findings from recent reviews of research in Australia suggest gender and mathematics is a complex matter. At a time when other researchers have identified conservative social trends in Australia, for example Summers (2003) has proclaimed the current political period as “the end of equality”, it is imperative that research into gender and mathematics continues.
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Questions…

**What did you think of this paper? There are some questions below designed to stimulate discussion among IOWME members. Send your thoughts on any or all of these questions or any other responses to the paper so that they can be included in the next newsletter**

1. Where should we focus gender equity research in mathematics: achievement, attitudes, participation or teachers' practice and pedagogy? 

2. Do you think the use of digital technology threatens gender equity in mathematics? 

3. If the current era is “the end of equality” as Anne Summers has claimed what strategies should we be using to make sure that research into gender equity in mathematics continues and is funded? 

4. Australia is one of the few countries where gender differences in mathematics achievement have not been identified in some of the large international studies. What evidence is there that there have been improvements in educational outcomes for girls in mathematics and for which girls? 

5. A range of meanings of gender equity are evident in Australasian research. How is the theory developing and what are useful directions to pursue?


Reflections on the conference and initial thoughts for Mexico

There was a really good discussion at the conference about the way the IOWME sessions had been organised. Below is my, inevitably subjective, summary of this.

In terms of working within ICME there were questions raised about whether our main strategy should be directed at mainstreaming gender into the conference rather than having separate sessions. Many felt these should be parallel aims and were enthusiastic about the higher than normal proportion of women among the plenary speakers, regular lecturers, and chairs of the discussion groups and the topic study groups 

There was a general dissatisfaction about the way that the first two IOWME sessions had been scheduled against the discussion groups and some discussion about the role of the IOWME sessions as compared with that of Topic Study Group 26 on Gender and Mathematics. 

In terms of the IOWME sessions themselves the balance between research and practice was explored, as was the shift in focus from participation to quality of participation. Relating to this, questions were raised as to whether we should be encouraging girls into mathematics given the current 'masculine' subject cultures. 

Some people felt that the call for papers for the IOWME sessions sounded "elitist and exclusive" because of the way that papers were to be selected on the basis of peer review. Parallel sessions would solve this by enabling more papers to be presented. This raised the question of why do the sessions have to be structured around papers? There was a discussion of whether the organisers had got the right balance between papers and discussion given the fact that IOWME only meets at ICME and performs an important function as a support group for those working on gender and mathematics.

In terms of working for Mexico:

· We will stress the need for dedicated space for the affiliated groups at ICME in Mexico: individual members and the new coordinator and newsletter editor will protest about the scheduling of the IOWME sessions against the discussion groups 

· Given the financial difficulties that many coordinators have in getting to ICME, IOWME should have an active role in nominating people for financial assistance to go to ICME-11. Someone from IOWME should sit on the Solidarity Action group that is under the responsibility of the ICME-11 Grant Committee. 

· In future we need flat rooms – not lecture theatres – for the sessions to facilitate a different kind of interaction. 

· IOWME sessions should be jointly planned with any of the discussion or topic study groups focused on gender and mathematics and links made between them in the programme.

Issues about communication 

There were also discussions at ICME about the ways that IOWME members communicate with each other. Given that we only meet once every four years at ICME and that most people cannot get to these conferences, other forms of communication are really vital. 

Communication is also important because there is a challenge for IOWME to stay together across all the differences between countries, North and South, rich and poor. In terms of gender and mathematics, some countries are just beginning feminist research and interventions while others are caught in the throws of a backlash against feminism. 

With this is mind, it is worrying that people reported the problem of newsletters not getting out to individual members. Changing e-mail addresses obviously add another difficulty to maintaining communication. People stressed that national coordinators need to be proactive. It was suggested that the newsletter editor collect membership lists from individual coordinators and e-mail the newsletter directly to members. The exclusiveness of e-mail was noted.

Hilary is currently negotiating with her university about the IOWME website. More news about this (hopefully!) in the next newsletter.

These sections were written by Heather Mendick

I rose early, played on the piano, and painted during the time I could spare in the daylight hours, but I sat up very late reading Euclid.  The servants, however, told my mother, “It was no wonder the stock of candles was soon exhausted, for Miss Mary sat up reading till a very late hour”; whereupon an order was given to take away my candle as soon as I was in bed.  I had, however, already gone through the first six books of Euclid, and now I was thrown on my memory, which I exercised by beginning at the first book, and demonstrating in my mind a certain number of problems every night, till I could nearly go through the whole.  My father came home for a short time, and, somehow or other, finding out what I was about, said to my mother, “Peg, we must put a stop to this, or we shall have Mary in a strait jacket one of these days”.
Mary Somerville, Personal Recollections, from Early Life to Old Age, p.54, 1874
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News


Below is some news about ICME studies and a couple of forthcoming conferences. **Please send any news that might interest IOWME members for future issues**

ICME studies

We have been sent information from Bernard Hodgson, the Secretary-General of ICMI, about some recent ICME studies and the next few currently being planned.  ICMI Study 16, Challenging Mathematics in and beyond the Classroom, and ICMI Study 17, Technology Revisited, both clearly need a gender sensitive approach.  We hope some IOWME members will think about contributing.

ICMI Study 12

The Study Volume resulting from the 12th ICMI Study ("The Future of the Teaching and Learning of Algebra") has recently appeared in the New ICMI Study Series (NISS, vol. 8) published by Kluwer.  The book is edited by Kaye Stacey, Helen Chick and Margaret Kendal, all from the University of Melbourne.  Information about the book can be found on Springer website

www.springeronline.com/sgw/cda/frontpage/0,11855,5-40414-22-35266968-0,00.html
(Kluwer has recently merged with Springer and will eventually be renamed Springer.)

ICMI Studies 13 and 14

The editorial work on these two studies ("Mathematics  Education in Different Cultural Traditions: A Comparative Study of East-Asia and the West" and "Applications and Modelling in Mathematics Education") is on-going and the books are expected to appear within approximately one year.

ICMI Study 15

The deadline for contributions to ICMI Study 15 on "The Professional Education and Development of Teachers of Mathematics" has passed.  Decisions will be returned by December 5 and the Study conference will take place in Aguas de Lindoia, Brazil, on May 15-21, 2005.

ICMI Study 16

The 16th ICMI Study is devoted to the theme "Challenging Mathematics in and beyond the Classroom" and the International Programme Committee has recently started the dissemination of the discussion document. This document can also be accessed (in various languages) via the  ICMI website www.mathunion.org/ICMI/
It should be noted that the deadline for submissions of proposals is AUGUST 31, 2005.  Invitations to the Study conference will be issued no later than January 31, 2006, with the conference taking place in Trondheim, Norway, from June 27 to July 3, 2006.

ICMI Study 17

This theme of this Study is "Technology Revisited" and the discussion document is expected to appear in a few months.  The Study conference should be held before the end of 2006 in a location to be announced in the discussion document.

ICMI Study 18

The ICMI Executive committee plans to announce soon the topic of the 18th ICMI Study.
Conferences

Maths Education and Society 4

This is the fourth international meeting of the Mathematics Education and Society group - the first meeting to be held outside Europe. The first conference took place in Nottingham, Great Britain, in September 1998. The second conference was held in Montechoro, Portugal, in March 2000. The third conference was held in Helsingor in July 2002. On these occasions, people from around the world had the opportunity of sharing their ideas, perspectives and reflections concerning the social, political, cultural and ethical dimensions of mathematics education and mathematics education research in present world societies.

As a result of the success of the first three meetings, it was decided to have a fourth conference in the southern hemisphere. This will be held in The Gold Coast, Australia between July 2nd and 6th, 2005. The conference precedes the key national Australian conference (MERGA) and PME both of which are to be held in Melbourne. Sufficient travel time has been allowed for participants to travel from the Gold Coast to Melbourne in order to attend these conferences.

The deadline for submitting papers is January 29th, 2005.

There is a conference scholarship fund available.

More information is available on the conference website: http://www.griffith.edu.au/text/conference/mes2005/
Gender and Education Fifth International Conference

This conference will be held in Cardiff University between 29th and 31st March, 2005. The theme of the conference will be: Gender Power and Difference.

The main conference will be preceded by a Feminist Research Methodology Workshop for postgraduates and new post doctoral researchers.

More information is available on the conference website: http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/sexualitiesandgender/gpd/home.html
Publications

Recent publications of members

The first newsletter of each year will include a list of recent publications from members of ICME. 

**Send details of a maximum of two recent publications relating to gender and/or mathematics to Heather (the newsletter editor) for the next newsletter**

Book review: Helle Alrø & Ole Skovsmose: Dialogue and Learning in Mathematics Education:  Intention, Reflection, Critique

2002, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands

ISBN 1-4020-0998-4

This delightful and provocative book sets out to address an alternative vision for mathematics education.  This vision is expressed in the assertion that “learning is rooted in the act of communicating itself, not just in the information conveyed from one party to another” (pp.1-2).  It is worked out through a model that the authors call the Inquiry Co-operation Model which contains the following aspects:  getting in contact, locating, identifying, advocating, thinking aloud, reformulating, challenging and evaluating.  These dimensions of the model are exemplified and explored in classroom cameos, transcripts of dialogue in the context of particular inquiries that took place in Danish classrooms where the research was developed; these dialogues sometimes take place between secondary-aged pupils and sometimes include their teacher.  The “landscapes of investigation” that are thus explored provide evidence of different kinds of communicative dialogue from those experienced in the traditional school mathematics classroom.  In this way, the text of the book moves seamlessly between the reality of the classrooms where the conditions of the Inquiry Co-operation Model have been developed, and the theorising about such classrooms, their impact on learning, their advantages, and disadvantages.

In exploring the nature of dialogue in Chapter 4, the authors discuss the necessary conditions for dialogic inquiry.  These include a shift from certainty to curiosity, and call out aspects of research behaviour such as having genuine questions, exploring participants’ perspectives, involving the suspension of commitment to a perspective so that there is a willingness to shift, taking risks and maintaining equality.  In subsequent chapters, they address Intention and Learning (Chapter 5), Reflection and Learning (Chapter 6) and Critique and Learning (Chapter 7). 

From the perspectives of those reading this Newsletter, two issues pervade this book that bear on relations, including gender relations, in classroom learning.  One is the notion of being critical.  In the words of the authors:

the task of mathematics education is more than to provide students with an understanding of the logical architecture of mathematics.  Critical mathematics education is concerned with how mathematics in general influences our cultural, technological and political environment, and the functions mathematical competence may serve.  For this reason, it not only pays attention to how students most efficiently get to know and understand the concepts of, say, fraction, function and exponential growth.  Critical mathematics education is also concerned with matters such as how the learning of mathematics may support the development of citizenship and how the individual can be empowered through mathematics. (p.9)

The second issue is the notion of equality.  Dialogue, in the sense of these authors, is dependent upon equality – there can be none of the exercise of power implicit in the traditional roles of teacher and pupils.  But, “maintaining equality does not mean that diversity and differences are negated…[it] refers to ways of dealing with diversity and difference, and the principal concept is fairness” (p.124).  How to do this is exemplified in the book, both theoretically and through the classroom transcripts.

It can be seen from this, that gender, as such, is not the focus of attention in this book but is subsumed in the overall approach to the politics of mathematics education in the kinds of classrooms discussed, classrooms that promote this form of learning.  In these classrooms, gender inequities, or indeed any kind of inequity, must be addressed and eradicated.

There is a great deal in this book to provoke thought, reflection and, indeed, changed approaches.  My enthusiasm for the book led me, as soon as I had read it, to start working on how I could incorporate the thinking of these authors into my own work, the synchronicities and the necessary adjustments.  The book is written in the language of exploration.  Not for these authors is there a fixed position, or an assertion of how things are.  They are reflective about what they observe, what might be the explanations for these observations, and what remains unexplored.  They end by pointing out “An epistemology that contains terms like dialogue, intention, reflection and critique as fundamental concepts, all of them explosive, may miss descriptive precision, but hopefully it can illuminate educational possibilities” (p.262).  I certainly believe that they do so, and I heartily recommend this book to you in the confident belief that it will be as successful for you, as it has been for me, in this respect.

Leone Burton, King’s College, London, UK.

**If anyone would like to review a book for a future copy of the newsletter then please contact Heather and she can contact the publishers and arrange for a free review copy to be sent out to you**

National Coordinators

New National Coordinators

There are lots of new coordinators; France, the Netherlands, Iceland, South Africa, the United States, and Cyprus all have new coordinators. 

Jenneke Krüger, the new coordinator for the Netherlands, writes:

I work for the Dutch National Institute for Curriculum Development (SLO), in the department for Secondary Education, Mathematics and Sciences. Before that I taught in a number of schools in the Netherlands and a bit in universities. I lived in the Netherlands, Australia and the UK (London). My work involves developing national curricula and supporting schools.

Rita Panaoura, the new coordinator from Cyprus, writes: 

I work at the Department of Education at the University of Cyprus, as Special Educational Staff.  My work involves the teaching of Mathematics, Mathematics Education, and New Technologies in Mathematics at students and future teachers of primary education. Before my work at the University and actually my postgraduate studies (M.A and Ph.D in Mathematics Education), I taught for two years in elementary schools as teacher.  
Getting in touch

Below is the list of the National Coordinators with whatever contact details I have for them.

	Argentina
	Maestripieri Alejandra
	Rio de Janeiro 670-4oC

1405 Buenos Aires

	Australia
	Leigh Wood

Tel: +61 2 9514 2268
Fax: +61 2 9514 22488


leigh.wood@uts.edu.au
	Mathematics Study Centre 
University of Technology, Sydney 

Broadway, Australia 2007

	Austria
	Helga Jungwirth

hejun@t-online.de
	Wistrasse 39a

81539 Munchen, Germany

	Belgium
	Francine Grandsard


Tel: 02/629 34 94 (00 32 2 6293494)



Fax: 02/629 34 95 (00 32 2 6293495)

fgrands@pop.vub.ac.be
	Vrije Universiteit Brussel

Pleinlaan 2

B-1050 Brussel


	Botswana
	Topayame D. Mogotsi
	Teacher Education Dept

Ministry of Education

Private Bag 005

Gaborone



	Brasil
	Gelsa Knijnik

gelsak@portoweb.com.br
	

	Burkino Faso
	Yabre Habibou


	CETF

BP 2720

Ouagadougou

	Republic of Cameroon
	Babila-Njingum Ghogomu Emilia

Tel: 237 36 25 62

Fax: 237 36 22 09
	B.P. 5109 Nkwen Bamenda North West Province 


	Canada
	Tasoula Berggren

tasoula_berggren@sfu.ca


	Mathematics Dept.

Simon Fraser University

Burnaby BC, V5A 1S6, 

	Cyprus
	Rita Panaoura

edrita@ucy.ac.cy
	University of Cyprus

	Czech Republic
	Barbora Batikova

babatikova@yahoo.com
	Husinecka 14,

130 00 Praha 3

	Denmark
	Ulla Kurstein Jensen
	Blegdalsparken 33 ltv

DK-9000 Aalborg

	Republica Domenica

	Sarah Gonzalez de Lora


	Centro ed Investigaciones

Pontigicia Universidad Catolica

Madre y Maestra

Apartado Postal 822


Santiago

	Finland

	Sinikka Lindgren
lindgrens@mail.htk.fi
	University of Tampere

	France
	Marie-Helene Salin 

mh.salin@club-internet.fr
	


	
	Gabriele Kaiser 

Tel: +49 40 4123 5320 (sekretariat-5321)

Fax: +49 40 4123 4459 

gkaiser@erzwiss.uni-hamburg.de
	University of Hamburg

Department of education

Institute 9

Von Melle Park 8

20146 Hamburg

	Greece
	Maria Chionidou-Moskofoglou

Tel: (0030-1) 6001 004

Fax: (0030-1) 6219 929

mchion@pi-schools.gr
	Pedagogical Institute

Ministry of Education

25 Martiou 6

145 65 Drosia

Athens

	Hungary

	Zsuzanna Berenyi bermatsz@freemail.c3.hu
	H-1072 Kiraly utca 27

1072 Budapest


	Iceland
	Gudbjord Palsdottir 

gudbjord@khi.is
	

	India


	Surja Kumari

surja_45@yahoo.com
	Dept. of Educ. in Science and Maths

Nat. Council of Educ. Res & Training


Sri Aurobindo Marg.

New Delhi 110016

	Israel


	Miriam Amit

Tel: +972-7-6461901


Fax: +972-7-6472847

amit@mail.bgu.ac.il

	Center for Science and Technology Education

Institute for Applied Research

Ben-Gurion University of the Negev

P.O. Box 653

Be'er-Sheeva 84105

	Italy


	Litizia Jengo

enrico.stefanini@next.it
	via Antonio Labriola 32

00136 Roma

	Ivory Coast
	Josephine Guidy–Wandja

Tel: +39-06-3251259


	National University 08

BP 217

Abidjan 08

	Japan
	Hanako Senuma

hanako@nier.go.jp
	NIER

6-5-22 Shimomeguro

Meguroku, Tokyo 153

	Jordan

	Liliana  Atanassova Al- Zboun 

lilian_zboun@yahoo.com
	

	Kenya


	Teresia W. Mwaniki
	Kenya High School

Box 30035

Nairobi

	Republic of Korea






	Hei-Sook Lee


	Mathematics Dept.

Ewha University

Seoul


	Malaysia


	Munirah Ghazali

munirah@usm.my

munirah_ghazali@yahoo.com
	School of Educational Studies

University Sains Malaysia

11800 USM Penang

	Mexico
	Guillermina Waldegg C.


	Seccion de Matermatica Educativa

Centro de Invest, y Estudios Avanzados

Instituto Politecnico Nacional

Dakota 379, Col. Napoles

C.P. 03810

	Morocco




	Habiba El Bonazzaoni


	32 Place Rabea Al Adauouga #D

Agdal, Rabat


	The Netherlands


	Jenneke Krüger 

Tel: +31 53 4840631

Fax: +31 53 4307692

j.kruger@slo.nl
	SLO 

Postbus 2041 

7500 CA Enschede

	New Zealand


	Prue Purser 

Tel: +64-03-3145101

Fax: +64-03-374 5101
pr@ccc.school.nz
	Christchurch College of Computing

PO Box 13 336

Christchurch 8001

	Nigeria



	C.F. Oredugbo


	10 Ladele Close

Box 7694

Secretariat B.O.

Ibada, Oyo State

	Northern Ireland


	Sally McClean

si.mclean@ulster.ac.uk
	Faculty of Informatics

University of Ulster at Coleraine

Cromore Road Coleraine

Co. Londonderry, BT 52 1SA


	
	Bjorg Kristin Selvik 

Fax: +45-5-205809

bks@hib.no
	Hogskolen i Bergen
Landaassvingen 15
N-5096 Bergen

	Pakistan
	Anjum Halai

anjum.halai@aku.edu




	Aga Khan University

Institute for Educational Development

IED-PDC 1-5?B VU

F.B. Area Karimabad

P.O. Box 13688

Karachi

	Papua New Guinea


	Neela Sukthankar

Tel: +675-434801

Fax: +675-457458


sukthankar@yahoo.com
	University of Technology

Dept. of Mathematics & Statistics

Private Mail Bag Service

Lae

	Portugal



	Maria Graciosa Veloso
	Faculdade de Ciencias de Lisboa

Av 24 de Julho 134-4

1300 Lisboa

	Russia

	Emanuila G. Gelfman

Tel: +382-2-443766

gelfman@mpi.tomsk.ru

	Department of Algebra & Geometry



Faculty of Physics & Mathematics

Tomsk 634041


	Spain
	Maria Jesus Luelmo

mluelmo@roble.cnice.mecd.es


	OECOM Ada Byron

Almagro 28, bajo derecha

28010-Madrid

	South Africa
	Renuka Vithal

Tel: +27 (031) 260 7587

Fax: +27 (031) 260 7866/7003

vithalr@ukzn.ac.za
	School of Educational Studies, University of KwaZulu-Natal

Pivate Bag X54001

Durban 4000

	Sweden
	Barbro Grevholm
Tel: +4646143826

Fax: +46-46-147294

barbro.grevholm@mna.hkr.se
	Stilgjutaregatan 15

SE227 36 Lund


	Switzerland
	Nicoletta Sala 

nsala@arch.unisi.ch
	Universita' della Svizzera italiana (University of Lugano)
Largo Bernasconi
6850 Mendrisio

	Trinidad & Tobago


	Margaret Bernard 


	Dept. of Mathematics

The University of West Indies

St. Augustine

	Ukraine
	Nina L. Tregub

Tel: (0622) 581294
	Artioma 140

Donetsk 340140

	United Kingdom
	Sue Pope

SAPope@ucsm.ac.uk.
	St Martins College

Lancaster 

	United States of America
	Olly Steinthorsdottir

steintho@email.unc.edu
	

	Zimbabwe
	Chipo Tsvigu

Tel: 263-4-795990


ctsvigu@yahoo.com


	Zimbabwe Open University

Science and Mathematics Department

Box MP1119

Mount Pleasant

Harare











� Research studies and performance and participation data concerning gender and mathematics in New Zealand were also included in the review conducted by Vale et al (2004). In this paper we focus on Australian research and data. 
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