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Abstract: 
Introduction
Students’ access to meaningful career education (CE) varies widely worldwide, influenced by the terminology systems use to define and frame it. In Australia, CE is shaped by terminology that is used inconsistently across jurisdictions, producing a fragmented policy landscape. Terms such as career education, transitions, and pathways are used interchangeably, yet each term carries distinct assumptions and implications (McCarthy and Borbély-Pecze, 2020; Bacchi, 2009). This inconsistency fragments the policy landscape, undermining coherence and complicating implementation, contributing to inequitable student experiences. Drawing on a preliminary audit of CE policy documents, this Australian case study examines how inconsistent terminology functions as a structural barrier to coherent and equitable CE policy. 
Objectives
This presentation examines terminology used within CE documents across Australian jurisdictions and how distinct terms reflect economic, equity‑focused, and wellbeing‑oriented framings. It considers the implications of this inconsistency and explores how shared terminology could strengthen coherence and equity in CE policy, offering empirical insight into an under‑examined structural issue.

Theoretical Basis
The analysis draws on two key perspectives. Ball’s (1993, 2021) view of policy as discourse shows how language constructs meaning and shapes what is recognised as legitimate practice. Bacchi’s (2009) What’s the Problem Represented to Be? framework positions terminology as central to policy problems, showing how different terms frame assumptions about purpose, responsibility, and outcomes. International research further demonstrates that fragmented terminology produces fragmented practice, inconsistent expectations, and evaluation challenges (McCarthy & Borbély Pecze, 2020). Together, these perspectives support understanding terminology as policy infrastructure that shapes coherence, equity, and enactment.
Methodology 
A preliminary audit of publicly available CE policy was conducted across federal, state, and territory jurisdictions using qualitative document analysis (Morgan, 2022). Documents included curriculum frameworks, strategic plans, and guidelines. Terminology was extracted and examined using Bacchi’s (2009) approach to identify the conceptual assumptions embedded in different terms. Three conceptual clusters emerged: economic/workforce, equity/access, and personal/wellbeing. These were mapped across jurisdictions to identify divergence and overlap. This preliminary audit forms the foundation for a deeper doctoral‑level analysis currently underway, contributing conceptual and empirical clarity to an emerging area of international research.
Results
The audit revealed no shared national vocabulary and fragmentation across jurisdictions. Terms such as pathways and transitions, tended to reflect an economic framing, emphasising preparation for jobs and alignment with labour‑market needs. Others, such as career education or capabilities, leaned toward equity and access, supporting diverse learners and inclusive practice. A third group of terms, including identity and agency, pointed to personal development, wellbeing, and identity formation. Terms were used interchangeably across jurisdictions carrying different assumptions and implications depending on context which had direct implications for practice. For teachers, this inconsistency creates uncertainty about expectations and responsibilities, especially where CE is not embedded in curriculum or is framed narrowly through transitions or planning. Students experienced inequitable access to CE depending on their location (Austin et al., 2020; National Youth Commission Australia, 2022). For researchers, this inconsistency creates difficulties building cumulative evidence with studies using the same terms to describe different practices and outcomes. At the system level, fragmented terminology can obscure policy intent, weaken coherence, and complicate national alignment (McCarthy and Borbély‑Pecze; 2020). These patterns highlight that terminology clarity is not only a policy concern but a foundational element of best practice in building coherent, sustainable CE systems.
Conclusion
Inconsistent terminology in CE policy is a structural issue with implications for coherence and equity. Fragmented language makes it difficult to establish common goals, align curriculum, evaluate outcomes, and build cumulative research. Developing shared terminology, or at minimum conceptual clarity, would strengthen policy coherence, support educators with clearer expectations, and enable more equitable access to meaningful CE. 
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