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Preface

This is the second edition of a book first published in 2007. The editors,
authors and co-publishers were delighted with the reception of the first
edition. It has been reviewed very positively in 25 academic journals, and
has been adopted as a core text for courses in comparative education in all
continents of the world. The book has been translated into Chinese, Farsi,
French, Italian, Japanese and Spanish, and presented in multiple confer-
ences of member associations of the World Council of Comparative Ed-
ucation Societies (WCCES). As such, the book has contributed to dis-
courses in a wide range of locations and languages.

This second edition of the book in turn benefits from these dis-
courses. The book has been updated and elaborated, particularly with a
new chapter on race, class and gender in comparative education. For
reasons of length, some parts of the first edition have been omitted, but
they can of course still be located in the original version.

Feedback from students, professors and reviewers in academic
journals has indicated that the discussion of different units for compari-
son has been considered especially valuable. A starting point for the book
and for some chapters has been a cube presented by Bray and Thomas
(1995) which stressed in three-dimensional form the value of multi-level
analyses. Both the first edition and this second edition of the book
re-evaluate the cube in the context of developments in the field of com-
parative education. The discussions show that indeed the cube remains
useful, though — as recognised originally by Bray and Thomas — it cannot
embrace all types of comparative studies and many alternative ap-
proaches are desirable.

One of the most detailed reviews of the book was written by Sultana
(2011), who explained that he approached the volume from the perspec-
tive of the academic leader of a Masters course in comparative education.
He had encountered difficulties in selecting a core book for the course,
since many comparative education texts adopt either a thematic approach
or are country- or region-focused. The present book, he felt, was “re-
freshingly different” (p.329). He appreciated the framing chapters in Part

XV



xvi Preface

I and the concluding remarks in Part III, and especially valued the Units
of Comparison in Part II. This, indeed, has been much welcomed by other
readers (e.g. Kubow 2007; Langouét 2011). It has therefore been retained
in this second edition.

The contributors both to the original and this second edition of the
book are all in some way linked to the Comparative Education Research
Centre at the University of Hong Kong. The Centre was established in
1994, and is proud to have established a significant reputation. Partly
because of the Centre’s geographic and cultural location, many chapters
give examples from East Asia. At the same time, the book has a global
message that also draws on examples from all other regions of the world.
This also was among the features that particularly attracted Sultana (2011,
p-330), and we hope will prove equally attractive to other readers.

The field of comparative education is dynamic and is evolving in
significant ways. We hope through the second edition of this book both to
reflect and to contribute to such dynamism.

The Editors

References

Bray, Mark & Thomas, R. Murray (1995): ‘Levels of Comparison in Edu-
cational Studies: Different Insights from Different Literatures and
the Value of Multilevel Analyses’. Harvard Educational Review, Vol.65,
No.3, pp.472-490.

Kubow, Patricia K. (2007): Review of Comparative Education Research: Ap-
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Sultana, Ronald (2011): ‘Review Article - Comparative Education: Initi-
ating Novices into the Field’, International Journal of Educational De-
velopment, Vol.31, No.3, pp.329-332.

The original version of the book was revised. An erratum can be found at
DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-05594-7_16



Introduction

Mark Bray, Bob ADAMSON & Mark MASON

Approaches and methods have naturally been a major concern in the field
of comparative education since its emergence as a distinct domain of
studies. Different decades have witnessed different emphases, and the 21t
century has brought new perspectives, tools and forums for scholarly
exchange. The new perspectives include those arising from the forces of
globalisation and the changing role of the state. The new tools include
ever-advancing information and transportation technology; and the new
forums for scholarly exchange include the internet and electronic jour-
nals.

Setting the scene for this book, this Introduction begins with histor-
ical perspectives. It highlights some classic works in the field, and notes
dimensions of evolution over time. Although many different categories of
people may undertake comparative studies of education, these remarks
focus chiefly on the work of academics, since that is the main concern of
the book. The Introduction then turns to patterns in the new century, ob-
serving emerging dynamics and emphases. Finally, it focuses on the con-
tents of the book, charting some of its features and contributions.

Some Historical Perspectives

At the beginning of his classic book, Comparative Method in Education,
George Bereday (1964, p.7) asserted that from the viewpoint of method,
comparative education was entering the third phase of its history. The
first phase, he suggested, spanned the 19t century, “was inaugurated by
the first scientifically minded comparative educator, Marc-Antoine Jullien
de Paris in 1817”, and might be called the period of borrowing. Bereday
characterised its emphasis as cataloguing descriptive data, following
which comparison of the data was undertaken in order to make available
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the best practices of one country with the intention of copying them
elsewhere.

Bereday’s second phase, which occupied the first half of the 20
century, “interposed a preparatory process before permitting any trans-
plantation”. Its founder, Sir Michael Sadler in the United Kingdom (UK),
stressed that education systems are intricately connected with the socie-
ties that support them (see especially Sadler 1900). Sadler’s successors,
among whom Bereday identified Friedrich Schneider and Franz Hilker in
Germany, Isaac Kandel and Robert Ulich in the United States of America
(USA), Nicholas Hans and Joseph Lauwerys in the UK, and Pedro Ros-
sell6 in Switzerland, all paid much attention to the social causes behind
educational phenomena. Bereday named this second phase the period of
prediction.

Bereday’s third phase was labelled the period of analysis, with
emphasis on “the evolving of theory and methods, [and] the clear for-
mulation of steps of comparative procedures and devices to aid this en-
largement of vision”. The new historical period, Bereday added (1964,
p-9), was a continuation of the tradition of the period of prediction, but it
postulated that “before prediction and eventual borrowing is attempted
there must be a systematization of the field in order to expose the whole
panorama of national practices of education”. Bereday’s book itself
greatly contributed to this analytical approach. The book remains core
reading in many courses on comparative education, and still has much to
offer. Indeed one contributor to this volume (Manzon, Chapter 4) com-
mences with Bereday’s four-step method of comparative analysis.

However, even at that time not all scholars agreed with the catego-
risation of periods that Bereday presented. Nor, if they did accept the
categorisation, did they necessarily agree that the phases were sequential
in which the period of prediction had followed and displaced the period
of borrowing, and in turn the period of analysis had followed and dis-
placed the period of prediction.

Similar remarks may be made about the set of five stages in the de-
velopment of the field presented in 1969 in another classic work entitled
Toward a Science of Comparative Education (Noah & Eckstein 1969, pp.3-7).
The first stage was travellers’ tales, in which amateurs presented infor-
mation on foreign ways of raising children as part of broader descriptions
of institutions and practices abroad. The second stage, which became
prominent from the beginning of the 19t century, was of educational
borrowing; and was followed by the third stage of encyclopaedic work on
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foreign countries in the interests of international understanding. From the
beginning of the 20t century, Noah and Eckstein suggested (p.4), two
more stages occurred, both concerned with seeking explanations for the
wide variety of educational and social phenomena observed around the
globe. The first attempted to identify the forces and factors shaping na-
tional educational systems; and the second was termed the stage of social
science explanation, which “uses the empirical, quantitative methods of
economics, political science, and sociology to clarify relationships be-
tween education and society”.

The characterisation was widely agreed to have been useful, but the
presentation of stages as sequential, with later ones displacing earlier
ones, was less widely affirmed. To be fair, Noah and Eckstein did them-
selves state (p.4) that the stages were far from being discrete in time, and
that “each of these types of work in comparative education has persisted
down to the present and may be observed in the contemporary literature”.
However, their characterisation of different historical periods had greater
emphasis than this remark about the co-existence of different stages. With
the benefit of a few more decades of hindsight, it is apparent that all five
categories remain very evident in the literature. For some individual
scholars they might provide roughly distinguishable stages in personal
career development, with gradation from simplistic notions to more so-
phisticated analyses; but the field as a whole remains eclectic and dispar-
ate in approaches and degrees of sophistication.

Nevertheless, with this pair of books and related works in the 1960s
(e.g. King 1964; Bristow & Holmes 1968), the field of comparative educa-
tion embarked on a period of considerable debate about methodology.
The debate was not conducted evenly in all parts of the world, and pat-
terns in English-speaking countries were very different from ones for
example in Arabic-speaking, Russian-speaking or Chinese-speaking
countries (Benhamida 1990; Djourinski 1998; Wang 1998). Yet scholarship
in English-speaking countries exerted significant leadership, and thus
deserves particular comment. Moreover, even in that era — a pattern
which has become even more visible during the present century — English
was asserting itself as a language of international discourse for scholars
from multiple linguistic traditions. Thus, for example, another important
work in English emerged from a 1971 meeting of international experts at
the UNESCO Institute for Education in Hamburg, Germany. The meeting
was convened by Tetsuya Kobayashi, a distinguished Japanese scholar of
comparative education who at that time was Director of the Institute, and
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brought together participants from Germany, France, Israel, Poland,
Sweden and Switzerland, as well as from such English-speaking countries
as Canada, the UK and the USA.

The resulting book, entitled Relevant Methods in Comparative Educa-
tion (Edwards et al. 1973), both illustrated and contributed to the debates
about methodology in comparative education, and can be considered
another milestone. For example, Barber (1973, p.57) attacked Noah and
Eckstein’s notion of a science of comparative education as being too posi-
tivist and controlled; Halls (1973, p.119) described comparative educators
as having an identity crisis with their multiple labels such as ‘inductive’,
‘problem-solving’, and ‘quantificatory’; and Noonan (1973, p.199) argued
for the alternative paradigm represented by the emerging work of the
International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement
(IEA).

Similar diversity was evident in the 1977 special issue of the US
journal Comparative Education Review on “The State of the Art” (Vol.21, Nos.
2 and 3, 1977); and the parallel special issue of the UK journal Comparative
Education on ‘Comparative Education: Its Present State and Future Pro-
spects’ (Vol.13, No.2, 1977). The editors of the UK journal would no doubt
have agreed with the introductory statement by their US counterparts
(Kazamias & Schwartz 1977, p.151):

Uncertainties about the nature, scope, and value of comparative
education were sounded in the mid-1950’s when the foundations
were laid for its promotion as a respected field of study. Yet at that
time it was still possible to identify individuals who were recog-
nized as authoritative spokesmen for this area and writings (texts)
which defined its contours and codified its subject matter. Such was
the case, for example, with I.L. Kandel and his books Comparative
Education (1933) and The New Era in Education (1955), and Nicholas
Hans with his Comparative Education: A Study of Educational Factors
and Traditions (1949). Today such identifications are no longer pos-
sible. There is no internally consistent body of knowledge, no set of
principles or canons of research that are generally agreed upon by
people who associate themselves with the field. Instead, one finds
various strands of thought, theories, trends or concerns, not neces-
sarily related to each other.

A decade later, a follow-up collection of papers that had been published
in Comparative Education Review since the 1977 State of the Art issue sug-
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gested that the field had broadened yet further. The editors (Altbach &
Kelly 1986, p.1) observed that:

There is no one method of study in the field; rather, the field in-
creasingly is characterized by a number of different research orien-
tations. No longer are there attempts to define a single methodology
of comparative education, and none of our contributors argues that
one single method be developed as a canon.

For example, within the book Masemann (1986) argued for critical eth-
nography; Theisen et al. (1986) focused on the underachievement of
cross-national studies of educational achievement; and Epstein (1986)
discussed ideology in comparative education under the heading ‘Cur-
rents Left and Right’. The final chapter by the editors of the book (Kelly &
Altbach 1986, p.310) asserted that four kinds of challenges to established
research traditions had emerged:

e challenges to the nation state or national characteristics as the
major parameter in defining comparative study;

e questioning of input-output models and exclusive reliance on
quantification in the conduct of comparative research;

e challenges to structural functionalism as the major theoretical
premise under-girding scholarship; and

¢ new subjects of enquiry, such as knowledge generation and uti-
lisation, student flows, gender, and the internal workings of
schools.

The editors also asserted (Altbach & Kelly 1986, p.1) that scholars had
begun to address intranational comparisons as well as transnational ones.
However, the book did not provide strong evidence to support this
statement. Certainly the field has moved to embrace much more intrana-
tional work, some of which is remarked upon in the pages of this book;
but in general this was a feature of the 1990s and after, rather than the
1980s and before.

Perspectives for the New Century

In 2000, the UK journal Comparative Education published another special
issue entitled ‘Comparative Education for the Twenty-First Century’
(Vol.36, No.3, 2000). It appraised the development of the field since the
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1977 special issue mentioned above, and in that connection the opening
paper by Crossley and Jarvis (2000, p.261) observed that:

The significance of continuity with the past emerges as a core theme
in the collective articles and many contributions echo a number of
still fundamental issues raised previously in 1977. Most notably
these include: the multi-disciplinary and applied strengths of the
field; ‘the complexities of this kind of study’; the dangers of the
‘misapplication of findings’; the importance of theoretical analysis
and methodological rigour; the (often unrealised and misunder-
stood) policy-oriented potential; and the enduring centrality of the
concepts of cultural context and educational transfer for the field as
a whole.

At the same time, Crossley and Jarvis noted that the world had changed
significantly. They noted (p.261) that most contributors to the special is-
sue in 2000 saw the future of the field in a more optimistic but more
problematic light than had been the case in 1977. This was attributed to a
combination of factors, and in particular to:

the exponential growth and widening of interest in international
comparative research, the impact of computerised communications
and information technologies, increased recognition of the cultural
dimension of education, and the influence of the intensification of
globalisation upon all dimensions of society and social policy
world-wide.

Indeed these factors had become of increased importance, and the trajec-
tory has continued into the present decade.

The ever-advancing spread of technology has greatly improved ac-
cess to materials and, despite concerns about the “digital divide’, has re-
duced the disadvantages faced by scholars in locations remote from li-
braries and other sources of data. As observed by Wilson (2003, p.30):

The advent of web pages at international organisations and national
statistical services has revolutionised how basic research is under-
taken in our field. The development of Internet search engines ...
has also transformed our research capabilities.

At the same time, technology has spread the influence of the field, making
the findings and insights from comparative educators available to a much
larger audience than was previously the case through electronic journals,
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websites and other media. The internet does, however, bring its own
baggage, including an emphasis on English that contributes to the domi-
nance of that language (Mouhoubi 2005; Tietze & Dick 2013).

Also of particular significance are shifts in the global centres of
gravity. The main roots of the field are commonly considered to lie in
Western Europe, from which they branched to the USA. Subsequently,
comparative education became a significant field of enquiry in other parts
of the world (Manzon 2011). In contemporary times, patterns in Asia are
particularly exciting. Japan and Korea have had national comparative
education societies since the 1960s, but younger bodies have emerged in
mainland China, Hong Kong, Taiwan and the Philippines; and since 1995
Asia as a whole has been served by a regional society (Mochida 2007). The
growth of activity in China, including Hong Kong, has been particularly
notable (Bray & Gui 2007; Manzon 2013). These developments are bring-
ing new perspectives based on different scholarly traditions and social
priorities.

In the millennial special issue of Comparative Education, Crossley and
Jarvis (2000, p.263) noted that new directions for the field included “new
substantive issues, and the potential of more varied and multilevel units
of analysis, including global, intranational and micro-level comparisons”.
Elaborating in his sole-authored paper in the special issue of the journal,
Crossley (2000, p.328) observed that:

While it is already possible to identify concerted efforts to promote,
for example, micro-level qualitative fieldwork ... and regional
studies ..., the nation state remains the dominant framework in
published work, and few have explicitly considered the various
levels.

Crossley then highlighted a paper by Bray and Thomas (1995) which
stressed the value of multilevel analysis and which, Crossley suggested,
deserved further attention. At the heart of the Bray and Thomas paper
was a cube which presented a set of dimensions and levels for comparison.
Several chapters in this book refer explicitly to the Bray and Thomas pa-
per, and indeed in many respects it provides a core theme within the
volume. The concluding chapter reassesses the cube in the light of the
contributions by the various authors in the book.

A further milestone in the literature came with the publication of the
International Handbook of Comparative Education (Cowen & Kazamias 2009a).
The Handbook comprised two thick volumes with 80 chapters. The edi-
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tors placed much of the historical material in Volume 1, and focused on
emerging themes in Volume 2. Their Editorial Introduction stressed
(Cowen & Kazamias 2009b, p.4) that:

Both volumes argue that what is judged to be ‘good’ comparative
education has changed over time. They analyse the shifting aca-
demic agendas, the changing perspectives of attention, and the dif-
ferent academic languages used to construct ‘comparative educa-
tion’. They ask why this happens — why does ‘comparative educa-
tion’ change its epistemic concerns, its reading of the world, and its
aspirations to act upon it? They show the ways in which compara-
tive education responds to the changing politics and economics of
real events in the world as well as to the intellectual currents that are
strong in particular times and places.

One major section in Volume 2 was about postcolonialism, and another
major section was about cultures, knowledge and pedagogies. The former
included chapters on curriculum, human rights and social justice; and the
latter included chapters on religions and values. Chapters in the subse-
quent sections included focus on mapping of comparative education,
intercultural studies, the importance of context, and unit ideas in com-
parative education. Yet, even this two-volume Handbook could not cover
the whole field; and in any case, as the editors added in their Conclusion
(Cowen & Kazamias 2009c, p.1295):

A Handbook is not intended to freeze a field, to fix a canon, but to
rehearse and then release a field of study.... New comparative
educations not imagined in this Handbook can — and will — be
created.

Part of the purpose of the present book is to provide tools to new genera-
tions of researchers so that indeed they can extend the boundaries and
undertake endeavours not previously imagined.

The Bray and Thomas Cube

Figure 0.1 reproduces the cube presented by Bray and Thomas (1995,
p-475). It was contained in a paper entitled ‘Levels of Comparison in Ed-
ucational Studies: Different Insights from Different Literatures and the
Value of Multilevel Analyses’. The paper commenced by noting that dif-
ferent fields within the wider domain of educational studies have differ-
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ent methodological and conceptual emphases, and that the extent of
cross-fertilisation was somewhat limited. The field of comparative edu-
cation, for example, was dominated by cross-national comparisons and
made little use of intranational comparisons. In contrast, many other
fields were dominated by local foci and failed to benefit from the per-
spectives that could be gained from international studies. The paper then
pointed out that although the field of comparative education had been
dominated by cross-national foci, many other domains lacked such per-
spectives. The authors argued that stronger relationships between dif-
ferent fields would be to the benefit of all.

Figure 0.1: A Framework for Comparative Education Analyses
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Source: Bray & Thomas (1995), p.475.

On the front face of the cube are seven geographic/locational levels for
comparison: world regions/continents, countries, states/provinces, dis-
tricts, schools, classrooms, and individuals. The second dimension con-
tains nonlocational demographic groups, including ethnic, age, religious,
gender and other groups, and entire populations. The third dimension
comprises aspects of education and of society, such as curriculum, teaching
methods, finance, management structures, political change and labour
markets. Many studies that are explicitly comparative engage all three di-
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mensions, and thus can be mapped in the corresponding cells of the dia-
gram. For example, the shaded cell in Figure 0.1 represents a comparative
study of curricula for the entire population in two or more provinces.

An overarching point of the Bray and Thomas article was their call
for multilevel analyses in comparative studies to achieve multifaceted
and holistic analyses of educational phenomena. The authors observed
that much research remained at a single level, thereby neglecting recog-
nition of the ways in which patterns at the lower levels in education sys-
tems are shaped by patterns at higher levels and vice versa. While re-
searchers can often undertake only single-level studies because of con-
straints dictated by purpose and availability of resources, Bray and
Thomas suggested that researchers should at least recognise the limits of
their foci and the mutual influences of other levels on the educational
phenomena of interest.

The Bray and Thomas framework has been extensively cited, both in
literature that is explicitly associated with the field of comparative edu-
cation (e.g. Arnove 2001, 2013; Phillips & Schweisfurth 2008; Watson 2012;
Brock & Alexiadou 2013) and in broader literature (e.g. Ballantine 2001;
Winzer & Mazurek 2012). It has generally been seen as useful, and some
authors have endeavoured to take it further by making explicit what was
already implicit in the framework. For example, Watson (1998, p.23)
highlighted an alternative grouping of countries and societies according
to religion and colonial history. Such alternative categories are in fact
already represented in the ‘nonlocational demographic’ dimension of the
framework, though rather than being ‘nonlocational’ they might perhaps
be more aptly termed ‘pluri-locational’ or ‘multi-territorial’. The final
chapter of this book draws on the other chapters to comment on ways in
which the cube could be refined and supplemented to extend conceptu-
alisation in the field.

The Features of this Book

Some features of this book have already been mentioned. They deserve
elaboration so that readers can see the context within which the book was
prepared and the contributions which it makes.

Beginning with the earlier point about shifting centres of gravity,
this book is part of the increased strength of the field in East Asia. All
contributors to the book are associated in some way with the Compara-
tive Education Research Centre (CERC) at the University of Hong Kong.
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Its three editors have been Directors of that Centre; most of the contribu-
tors are or have been academic staff or research students associated with
the Centre; and the other contributors have been visitors for various
lengths of time. Because of this, the book to some extent has an East Asian
orientation. However, all authors also select examples and employ mate-
rials from other parts of the world, and the book is global in its messages
and relevance.

A second feature is a mix of dispassionate and of personalised
chapters. Thus, some authors have sought to portray their perspectives in
an objective way, while others have been subjective and even autobio-
graphical. Both genres, it may be suggested, contribute usefully. Perhaps
especially in a field such as comparative education, the backgrounds and
perspectives of the analysts are of major significance. These accounts fit a
tradition in which scholars have recounted their own career histories and
the ways in which personal circumstances have shaped their subsequent
thinking about the field (e.g. Postlethwaite 1999; Jones 2002; Hayhoe 2004;
Klees 2008; Sultana 2009). The approach shows how scholarship can
evolve within the careers of specific individuals, and indicates that
methodological choices adopted by researchers reflect personal circum-
stances as well as more academic criteria.

In structure, the book has three main sections. First comes a group of
chapters which comment on the nature of the field. Within this group, the
first chapter identifies major purposes for undertaking research in com-
parative education, and remark on the different perspectives that may be
held by different actors. The second chapter relates the field of compara-
tive education to other domains of enquiry, both within the broad arena
of educational studies and within other disciplinary areas. The third
chapter compares quantitative and qualitative approaches, showing the
strengths and limitations of each and taking studies of literacy as a theme.

The second section turns to specific units for analysis. This section is
the longest in the book, and forms its core. Within the field, examples may
readily be found of comparative study of each of these units for analysis;
but it is less common for academics firmly to consider the strengths and
limitations of their approaches. The various chapters, taken separately,
show multiple facets for viewing their subjects; and together they form a
mosaic which represents a significant proportion of the total field. Eleven
chapters focus on a wide range of units for comparison, commencing with
places and ending with educational achievements.
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The concluding section returns to the wider picture. It charts some
of the continued diversity in the field and the trends and issues that have
become apparent. The discussion then highlights some of the lessons to be
learned from comparison of approaches and methods in comparative
education research.

Preparation of the first edition of this book was a major exercise of
teamwork and coordination, and the experience was echoed in prepara-
tion of the second edition. Updates and refinements in analysis have
benefited from the inputs of students and of peers around the world.
Most chapters have been presented in conferences and/or CERC seminars
at the University of Hong Kong. The editors and contributors hope that
readers will find the book as stimulating as were the processes of prepa-
ration. At the same time, just as the editors and contributors viewed the
first edition of the book as a stage in the ongoing development of the field,
they have a similar view of the second edition. Indeed the field has many
more dimensions to be explored and developed.
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1: Directions



1

Actors and Purposes in
Comparative Education

Mark Bray

The nature of any particular comparative study of education depends on
the purposes for which it was undertaken and on the identity of the per-
son(s) conducting the enquiry. This first chapter begins by noting differ-
ent categories of people who undertake comparative studies of education.
It then focuses on three of these groups: policy makers, international
agencies, and academics. Although this book is chiefly concerned with the
last of these groups, it is instructive to note similarities and differences
between the purposes and approaches of academics and other groups.

Different Actors, Different Purposes
Among the categories of people who undertake comparative studies of
education are the following:

e parents commonly compare schools and systems of education in
search of the institutions which will serve their children’s needs
most effectively;

e practitioners, including school principals and teachers, make
comparisons in order to improve the operation of their institu-
tions;

e policy makers in individual countries examine education systems
elsewhere in order to identify ways to achieve social, political and
other objectives in their own settings;
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e international agencies compare patterns in different countries in
order to improve the advice that they give to national govern-
ments and others; and

e academics undertake comparisons in order to improve under-
standing in many domains, including the forces which shape
education systems and the roles of education systems in social
and economic development.

When parents undertake comparisons, their concern is practical and
tied to the evolving needs of their children. If their children are about to
reach or have reached kindergarten age, the parents” main focus is on
kindergartens; if the children are about to reach or have reached primary
school age, the parents’” main focus is on primary schools; and so on.
Parents may undertake systematic comparisons on carefully-identified
criteria; but their purposes and approaches are rather different from those
of other groups on the list, and they are not the main focus of this book.

Practitioners such as school principals and teachers are in some re-
spects similar. Their interests are less likely to progress to higher levels of
the system in a linear way as the years pass (i.e. from kindergarten to
primary to junior secondary, etc.); but they also have practical concerns,
and their attention to particular problems is likely to diminish once those
problems have been solved.

Related remarks might be made about policy makers. They are
given more attention in this book because they are more likely to place
their findings in the public domain for external scrutiny; and partly be-
cause of the likelihood of such scrutiny, policy makers are more likely to
pay attention to methodological issues. Valuable insights may be gained
from analysing both the types of comparisons that policy makers com-
monly undertake, and the types of conclusions that policy makers draw
from their comparisons. Sometimes the comparisons are undertaken to
inform future decisions, but comparisons are also commonly undertaken
to justify decisions that have already been made. Around the world, dif-
ferent cultural and political factors become evident in the ways that policy
makers make comparisons.

The comparisons made by international agencies are even more
squarely within the focus of this book. Some agencies are explicitly con-
cerned with education, and are mandated to undertake comparison as
part of their reason for existence. The United Nations Educational, Scien-
tific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) is an obvious example. Other
important international bodies in education include the World Bank and



Actors and Purposes in Comparative Education 21

the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).
These bodies each have their own emphases, but the similarities in the
ways that they undertake comparisons are perhaps more obvious than
the differences. Like practitioners and policy makers, international agen-
cies undertake most of their comparisons with practical aims in mind,
though international agencies may also contribute to broader conceptu-
alisation.

Academics may also be concerned with practical aims, especially
when undertaking consultancy assignments and applied research. How-
ever, perhaps the main part of academic work is concerned with concep-
tualisation. Many theories abound within the academic arena. Fashions
change over time, and different parts of the world have different empha-
ses. Indeed the field of comparative education itself differs in emphasis in
China and Bulgaria, for example. Thus, even with its dominant focus on
academic study of education, this book has multiple perspectives.

Policy Makers and Comparative Education

From a practical perspective, much of the field of comparative education
has been concerned with copying of educational models. Policy makers in
one setting commonly seek information about models elsewhere, fol-
lowing which they may imitate those models with or without adaptation.
In some settings this practice has been described as “educational policy
borrowing” (see e.g. Steiner-Khamsi 2004; Phillips & Ochs 2007; Steiner-
Khamsi & Waldow 2012). However, borrowing is perhaps a misnomer
since it implies that the models will be given back after use, which is very
rare.

When policy makers seek ideas worth copying, they first have to
decide where to look for the ideas. Review of patterns around the world
reveals biases in the types of places that policy makers consider worth
investigating. One influence arises from language: policy makers who
speak and read English are likely to commence with English-speaking
countries, their counterparts who speak and read Arabic are likely to
commence with Arabic-speaking countries, etc.. Another influence arises
from political linkages, for example within the European Union, the As-
sociation of Southeast Asian Nations or the Caribbean Community. A
third influence arises from perceptions of hierarchy: less developed
countries tend to look at more developed countries, and countries that are
already economically advanced tend to look at others that are similarly
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advanced. Policy makers in industrialised countries do not often look for
ideas and models in less developed countries, though it is arguable that
sometimes they should do so.

Turning to specific examples, clear evidence of importing may be
found in the United Kingdom (UK). Beginning with an example from the
1980s and 1990s, some UK reforms were at least partially inspired by ex-
perience in the United States of America (USA). They included student
loans for higher education, magnet schools, Training & Enterprise Coun-
cils, education-business compacts, community colleges, licensed teachers,
and Employment Training (Finegold et al. 1992, p.7).

Space constraints preclude detailed analysis of each of these, but
some insights may be taken from the first, i.e. student loans. The UK
Secretary of Education made three trips to the USA to discuss student aid
programmes, and made repeated references in speeches and in print to
the benefits of US models (McFarland 1993, p.51). The loan schemes sub-
sequently launched in the UK were part of a package related to the overall
government vision for radical reform of education, and the momentum of
the political motives caused and permitted policy makers to overlook
many details first of how loans had actually worked in the USA and sec-
ond how they might be expected to work in the UK. Nevertheless, the
tools of comparative education were considered useful by these policy
makers. The USA was considered an appropriate source for educational
models because of personal relationships between the top politicians and
because it was perceived to be successful in the global marketplace
(Whitty 2012).

Many other countries have also looked to the USA as a source for
models. Among them is Switzerland, in which the authorities have not
only explicitly referred to models in the USA but also hired US consult-
ants to develop a reform package for schools (Steiner-Khamsi 2002, p.76).
As in the UK, the moves were strongly shaped by domestic political forces;
and as the domestic political scene changed, so did the strategy for im-
porting models. After a period of heated debate and protest by the
teachers’ unions, the Ministry of Education publicly distanced itself from
US models. Instead, the authorities used references to European reforms,
especially in the Netherlands and Denmark. According to Steiner-Khamsi
(2002, p.79), this new orientation suited policy makers because the Euro-
pean models were less known in the Swiss education community and
were thus less subject to criticism and controversy. In this case, compara-



Actors and Purposes in Comparative Education 23

tive education was being used not only as a source of ideas but also to
legitimate the government in actions that it wished to undertake.

During the colonial era, it was standard practice for models of
schooling to be imported, albeit usually with some modification, either
from the colonising country itself or from other colonies of the same
power (Gifford & Weiskel 1971; Altbach & Kelly 1978; Thomas &
Postlethwaite 1984). Thus throughout the British empire, for example,
many common features in education systems reflected the political
frameworks in which the colonies operated, and led to differences from
school systems in the French, Portuguese, Spanish and other empires. For
instance, whereas secondary schools in UK colonies commonly led to
school certificate examinations, in French colonies they lead to the bacca-
lauréat. Other differences ranged from the roles (or lack of roles) for ver-
nacular languages as media of instruction to policies on class size and
teachers’ pay.

During postcolonial eras, some of the old ties have remained while
new ties have developed. This is evident in Hong Kong, which was a UK
colony until it reverted to Chinese sovereignty in 1997. The external
sources to which policy makers have turned for inspiration may be illus-
trated by the following four reports published shortly after Hong Kong’s
political change:

e A 1999 consultation document on the aims of education included
an annex on developments elsewhere (Hong Kong 1999, Annex 4).
The other locations were China, Japan, Singapore, Taiwan, the
UK and the USA.

e Attached to the reform proposals in a 2000 consultation docu-
ment was an appendix entitled ‘Reforms in Other Places’ (Hong
Kong 2000, Appendix I). The other places were Shanghai, Taipei,
Singapore, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Chicago, and the USA.

e A 2002 report on higher education contained an appendix entitled
‘International Examples of Institutional Governance and Man-
agement’ (Sutherland 2002, Appendix D). The examples were the
University of Pennsylvania (USA), the University of Wisconsin-
Madison (USA), the University of Warwick (UK), the University
of Melbourne (Australia), and the Imperial College of Science,
Technology & Medicine (UK).

e A 2003 document on teacher competencies by the Advisory
Committee on Teacher Education & Qualifications (ACTEQ)
contained an appendix focusing on Continuing Professional De-
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velopment (CPD) and entitled ‘“Teachers” CPD Policies and Prac-
tices in Selected Regions’ (ACTEQ 2003, Appendix C). The se-
lected regions were Scotland, England and mainland China.

These lists contain an interesting mix of locations from which data were
collected. The colonial legacies remained evident, with the UK (and two
of its component parts — Scotland and England) still very prominent; but
the lists also included many other parts of the world. Reflecting the bi-
lingual nature of Hong Kong, in which the two official languages were
English and Chinese, the majority of places on the list were either English-
speaking or Chinese-speaking societies. The additional societies were
advanced industrial countries in Asia — Japan and the Republic of Korea —
which were considered to have some cultural affinity and were respected
because of their economic successes. Also worth noting is the mix of units
for comparison. In some cases comparisons were with countries (Singa-
pore, Japan, Scotland, the USA, etc.); but also on the list were three cities
(Shanghai, Taipei and Chicago) which were arguably parallel to Hong
Kong in its identity as a city. The report on higher education selected a
number of institutions for comparison. In this case, all were from pros-
perous English-speaking countries — Australia, the UK and the USA.

Instructively, while Hong Kong and its East Asian neighbours
looked to such countries as the UK and USA for models, sometimes the
UK and USA looked to East Asia for models. An example from England is
a report commissioned by the government’s Office for Standards in Ed-
ucation (OFSTED) which made a strong case for cross-national study of
education, and was taken seriously by a wide audience (Crossley &
Watson 2003, pp.2, 6; Alexander 2008, p.9). Particular emphasis in the
report was placed on the high achievement scores of pupils in Japan,
Hong Kong, Korea and Singapore. In part, the report noted, these scores
reflected cultural factors which could not be replicated in the UK; but the
report also noted dimensions of systems, schools and classrooms which
could be shaped by policy decisions.

Policy makers in the USA have also at times sought to learn from
East Asia. In 2009, for example, US President Barack Obama praised the
education system of South Korea, telling US educators that “our children
spend over a month less in school than children in South Korea every
year” (Korea Times 2009). He called for Americans “not only to expand
effective after-school programs but to rethink the school day to incorpo-
rate more time”. His remarks surprised Koreans who felt that their school
system was too pressurised and would have preferred a more relaxed
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system along the lines US patterns (e.g. Park 2012). Nevertheless, US ed-
ucators have also looked carefully at international studies of educational
achievement, particularly to see why scores have been higher in parts of
Asia and what can be learned (e.g. OECD 2011; Tucker 2011).

While the above paragraphs stress cross-national comparisons, pol-
icy makers also learn much from intranational comparisons. This may be
especially obvious in federal systems in which major differences exist
between states or provinces in the structure and content of education. In
India, for example, an Annual Status of Education Report has regularly
shown data on enrolments, facilities and children’s learning in the major-
ity of the country’s 35 states and union territories (e.g. Pratham 2013). It
has noted wide variations in available resources for education, and has
recommended measures to improve equity and quality. In a rather dif-
ferent economic and social context, Canadian statistics have shown en-
rolments, expenditures and curriculum variations among the 13 prov-
inces and territories (e.g. Statistics Canada 2013).

In contrast to comparisons across space are comparisons across time.
The Canadian report mentioned above (Statistics Canada 2013) made
explicit comparisons across time; and this report has many counterparts
elsewhere. Policy makers are particularly inclined to make comparisons
with the work of their predecessors, usually with the goal of showing
how much society has benefited or will benefit from the policies that the
contemporary policy makers have devised; but sometimes policy makers
also learn from history about obstacles to avoid and the dangers of
over-ambition.

Academics are sometimes dismissive of much of the comparative
work of policy makers. They may argue that the work of policy makers is
excessively governed by ideology, and that it is sometimes weak in design
and interpretation. Policy makers may be equally dissatisfied with the
work of academics, especially when it fails to lead to clear recommenda-
tions that are delivered in a timely manner. However, both groups can
learn from each other; and international agencies may be a third group
with approaches that are again different and also instructive.

International Agencies and Comparative Education
Because of space constraints, it is necessary to select just a few examples

from the huge number of international agencies concerned with educa-
tion. The three bodies that have been selected are UNESCO, the World
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Bank, and the OECD. Each of these bodies has internal variations, and
patterns have evolved over time. The variations and evolutions cannot be

examined in detail here, but are addressed by such authors as Jones
(2006), Rizvi & Lingard (2009), and Singh (2011).

UNESCO

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
was founded in 1945 in the context of reconstruction following World
War II. The authors of its constitution referred to the need to advance
mutual knowledge and understanding of peoples, and commenced with
the declaration that “since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the
minds of men that the defences of peace must be constructed” (UNESCO
1945). The constitution added that the purpose of the body was:

To contribute to peace and security by promoting collaboration
among the nations through education, science and culture in order
to further universal respect for justice, for the rule of law, and for the
human rights and fundamental freedoms which are affirmed for the
peoples of the world, without distinction of race, sex, language or
religion, by the Charter of the United Nations.

Contflict around the world has remained a major problem, and UNESCO
has remained strongly committed to this goal.

UNESCO'’s headquarters are in Paris, France, in addition to which
the organisation has a global network of National Offices, Cluster Offices,
Regional Bureaus and Liaison Offices. It also has a number of specialist
Institutes, among which those having functions specifically concerned
with education are the:

¢ International Institute for Capacity-Building in Africa (IICBA), in
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia;

e UNESCO Institute for Lifelong Learning (UIL), in Hamburg,
Germany;

e International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP), in Paris,
France and Buenos Aires, Argentina;

¢ International Institute for Higher Education in Latin America and
the Caribbean (IESALC), in Caracas, Venezuela;

¢ International Bureau of Education (IBE), in Geneva, Switzerland;

e Institute for Information Technologies in Education (IITE), in
Moscow, Russia;



Actors and Purposes in Comparative Education 27

e Mahatma Gandhi Institute of Education for Peace and Sustaina-
ble Development (MGIEP) in New Delhi, India; and
e UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS), in Montreal, Canada.

UNESCQO'’s overarching objectives, and the specific priorities for the
education sector, have been set out in its Medium-Term Strategy 2014-
2021 (UNESCO 2013). The overarching objectives are “Contributing to
lasting peace”, and “Contributing to sustainable development and the
eradication of poverty”. These objectives were set with awareness of the
gap between rich and poor and the need for sustained focus on equity and
inclusion. The three strategic objectives for the education sector are:

¢ Developing education systems to foster quality lifelong learning
opportunities for all;

¢ Empowering learners to be creative and responsible citizens; and

¢ Shaping the future education agenda.

The Medium-Term Strategy stated (UNESCO 2013: 21) that education:

is both a basic human right and a vector to realize other human
rights and achieve international development objectives. Education
has a direct impact on poverty reduction, health promotion, gender
equality and environmental sustainability. It is at the heart of social
inclusion and social transformation and it is widely acknowledged
that no country can improve the living conditions of its people
without important investments in education.

In order to achieve its goals, UNESCO undertakes comparative
study of education to identify practical ways to extend the quantity, im-
prove the quality, and appropriately orient the direction of education
around the world. Thus, to some extent the comparative work of
UNESCO resembled that of policy makers, commented on above. Indeed
UNESCO has a strong policy advisory role, particularly for national gov-
ernments. The emphasis on the national level reflected the fact that
UNESCO is a member of the United Nations in which the nation (coun-
try) is by definition the basic building block. UNESCO’s membership
includes both industrialised and less developed countries, but its main
work is focused on the latter.

UNESCO’s emphasis on countries as the unit of analysis may be
seen in its statistical yearbooks. Table 1.1 illustrates this observation with
statistics on lower secondary education. Each country was allocated one
line, and in this sense appeared to be equal in status even though the
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countries displayed vast differences in population and other indicators.
Thus China, which had a population of 1,300,000,000 and 3,658,000 lower
secondary teachers, was allocated the same amount of space as Maldives,
which had a population of 200,000 and 3,000 lower secondary teachers.
Countries are also commonly treated as equal units in official meetings
convened by UNESCO, with each member state having a single vote.

Table 1.1: Statistics on Lower Secondary Education, Selected Asian Countries

Country Gross graduation ratio Teachers Pupil/
Total Male Female Number % Teacher
(*000) Female rafio
Azerbaijan 93 95 91
Bangladesh 205 20 31
Bhutan 67 67 67 2 41 22
Cambodia 35 38 32 25 36 24
China 89 86 93 3,658 49 15
India 1,913 42 31
Indonesia 76 74 77 915 49 13
Kazakhstan 112 113 112
Maldives 3 41 8
Mongolia 103 100 105
Myanmar 47 45 48 60 86 36
Pakistan 35 41 29
Philippines 69 62 77 136 76 39
Republic of Korea 103 68 19
Thailand 76 71 81 129 56 22
Uzbekistan 98 100 96
Vietnam 314 69 17

Notes: (1) The gross graduation ratio is defined as the total number of graduates, re-
gardless of age, from a given level of education (in this case lower secondary) ex-
pressed as a percentage of the population at the theoretical graduation age for that
level of education. (2) Most data are for 2010, but some are for other years. (3) ... =no
data available

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2012), pp.98-103; 118-120.

However, UNESCO is of course aware of other units for analysis.
Thus, although the report from which Table 1.1 was extracted contained
no analyses at sub-national level, it did present some supra-national
analyses. Figure 1.1 is an example, showing by world region the estimated
number of children of primary school age who were out of school. It
identifies proportions of children in this age group who had already left
school, who were likely to enter school in the future, and who were un-
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likely to ever enter school. The regions were defined on a combination of
geographic and political criteria. Thus, the countries of North Africa were
included with the Arab States rather than being grouped with Sub-
Saharan Africa; Western Europe was grouped with North America rather
than Central and Eastern Europe; and Mexico was grouped with Latin
America rather than North America.

Figure 1.1: Children of Primary School Age who were Out of School, by World
Region
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Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2012), p.10.

While much of UNESCO’s work is practical, aiming to expand the
quantity and improve the quality of education in its member states, the
organisation also plays a conceptual role. This is evident in the analytical
publications produced not only by the headquarters and regional bureaus
(e.g. Ho 2012; UNESCO 2012) but also by its Institutes (e.g. Schiefelbein &
McGinn 2009; Bray & Varghese 2011; Nafukho et al. 2011).

In addition, UNESCO contributes to the field of comparative edu-
cation through two important journals. One is the International Review of
Education (IRE), edited at the UNESCO Institute for Lifelong Learning.
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This journal has International rather than Comparative in its title, but
describes itself (IRE 2013) as “the longest-running international periodical
on the comparative theory and practice of formal and non-formal educa-
tion”. It was established in 1931, but went through various periods of
turbulence before being “reborn” in 1955 under the aegis of what was
then called the UNESCO Institute of Education (Roche 2013, p.153). Most
articles are in English; but the journal also publishes articles in French,
and until a 2013 editorial change (Roche 2013, p.154) was willing to pub-
lish articles in German.

The second journal is entitled Prospects: Quarterly Review of Compar-
ative Education, and is edited at UNESCQ'’s International Bureau of Edu-
cation in Switzerland. When the journal was established in 1969, it was
edited at the UNESCO headquarters in France, and entitled Prospects in
Education: A Quarterly Bulletin. In 1972 it was renamed Prospects: Quarterly
Review of Education, and the word Comparative was added to the title in
1995. In contrast to the International Review of Education, which can have
articles in two languages within a single issue of the journal, Prospects
may be translated into several languages in its entirety. When the journal
was launched, it appeared in English and French; and then in due course
other languages were added. The editorial office moved to the Interna-
tional Bureau of Education in 1993, and at that time the journal was ap-
pearing in six languages: English, French, Spanish, Arabic, Chinese and
Russian. For financial and logistic reasons full publication in all six lan-
guages could not be maintained, but the journal always appears in Eng-
lish and sometimes also appears in other languages.

The World Bank

During World War 1II, financial experts recognised that the post-war world
would greatly need international cooperative arrangements to address
monetary and financial problems. After several preliminary meetings,
representatives of the 44 Allied Nations met in Bretton Woods in the USA
in 1944, and established the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD). Today, the
IBRD is better known as the World Bank. The longer name reflected the
institution’s original purpose: to lend money to help reconstruct the
war-torn countries of Europe. After this reconstruction had been achieved,
the Bank turned to the less developed countries of the world. This change
of emphasis explains why the full name is no longer so commonly used.
The year after the Bretton Woods meeting, 1945, world leaders formed the
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United Nations (UN). In 1947 the Bank joined the UN family, and thus is
strictly speaking a UN body. However, it operates under a different
structure of governance from UNESCO and most other UN bodies.

The World Bank is multisectoral in focus, with projects ranging from
agriculture to water supply. The initial decades did not include projects
on education, but after the early 1960s the sector gained increasing
prominence (Jones 2006, pp.101-131). In 2013, the World Bank described
itself as one of the largest external financiers for education in developing
countries, adding that it managed a portfolio of US$9 billion and had op-
erations in 71 countries (World Bank 2013). In the decade to 2012, 64 per
cent of new projects were devoted to basic education, 17 per cent to upper
secondary or vocational education, and 19 per cent to tertiary education
(World Bank 2012, p.3). Like UNESCO, particular focus was placed on the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the Education for All (EFA)
objectives.

The World Bank headquarters are in Washington DC, USA, and Eng-
lish is the dominant working language. However, multiple languages are
used for specific projects, and in 2013 the website (www.worldbank.org)
offered some information in 17 languages: Arabic, Bahasa Indonesia, Bul-
garian, Chinese, English, French, Khmer, Japanese, Mongolian, Portuguese,
Romanian, Russian, Spanish, Thai, Turkish, Ukrainian and Vietnamese.
The World Bank has multiple country offices, and employs over 10,000
people worldwide.

Like UNESCO, the World Bank is primarily concerned with the prac-
tical application of comparative education, and again much of its analysis
has a country focus. Nevertheless, the World Bank presents many analyti-
cal studies of education, both in its policy documents (e.g. World Bank
2011) and in research on particular themes (e.g. Patrinos et al. 2009;
Majgaard & Mingat 2012; Sondergaard et al. 2012). In line with its mandate,
the majority of these studies focus on less developed countries. Eastern and
Central Europe has also gained increasing prominence since becoming a
focus of World Bank work in the 1990s.

The World Bank does not operate any specialist journals in education,
but it does publish articles on education in The World Bank Research Observer
and The World Bank Economic Review (e.g. Dang & Rogers 2008; Cigno 2012;
Van de Sijpe 2013). Since the World Bank is a bank, the emphasis in much
of its comparative education research is on matters related to economics
and financing rather than to such themes as pedagogy and curriculum
(Collins & Wiseman 2012; Klees et al. 2012). Again, the country is the
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dominant unit of analysis.

One membership survey of the US-based Comparative and Interna-
tional Education Society (CIES), which is the largest society of its type in
the field, asked respondents to list what they considered to be the most
influential governmental and non-governmental organisations impacting
on the field of comparative education (Cook et al. 2004, pp.140-141).
Among the 188 different organisations listed by the sample, the World
Bank was identified as having the most influence and received 19.7 per
cent of responses. The other organisations in the top six were UNESCO
(15.8%), the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) (7.8%), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) (5.0%),
the United Nations (3.7%), and the OECD (3.5%). The fact that the 69.3%
of the 419 respondents were resident in the USA must be taken account,
since it implied a bias towards institutions that were prominent in that
country and which produced a lot of material in English. Nevertheless,
nearly one third of the respondents were resident elsewhere in the world,
so the sample was not restricted to US perceptions.

The OECD

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development is
younger than UNESCO and the World Bank, having been created in 1961,
but owes its origins to the same period of history. It is the successor to the
Organisation for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC), which was
set up in 1947 with support from the USA and Canada to help rebuild
European economies after World War II. The OECD has been described as
a “rich man’s club” of wealthy nations (Woodward 2009, p.1). The OECD
to some extent accepts such a description, though in an official publica-
tion (OECD 2008, p.8) has added that:

The OECD is a group of like-minded countries. Essentially membership is
limited only by a country’s commitment to a market economy and a
pluralistic democracy. It is rich, in that its 30 members [which ex-
panded to 34 in 2010] produce almost 60% of the world’s goods and
services, but it is by no means exclusive. Non-members are invited to
subscribe to OECD agreements and treaties, and the Organisation
shares expertise and exchanges views on topics of mutual concern
with more than 100 other countries and economies.

The OECD headquarters are in Paris, and its principal working languages
are English and French.
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Like the World Bank, the OECD has a multisectoral focus. The
Economic Department addresses the core business, and is the largest part
of the organisation; but other sections focus on the environment, tech-
nology, food, communications and employment. The OECD’s semi-
autonomous bodies include the Nuclear Energy Agency, the International
Energy Agency, and the European Conference of Ministers of Transport.

Education also features on this list, and has gained increased
prominence. The Directorate for Education (later named the Directorate
for Education and Skills) was created in 2002 as a successor to a previous
sub-division within the organisation. According to an official statement
(OECD 2008, pp.19-20), it “helps member countries achieve high-quality
learning for all that contributes to personal development, sustainable
economic growth and social cohesion”. Specific foci include ways to
evaluate and improve outcomes from education, promote quality teach-
ing, and build social cohesion through education.

Particularly well-known among the OECD education publications is
the annual Education at a Glance. The first edition was published in 1992,
and subsequent editions both extended the scope and improved the reli-
ability and comparability of data. This task has not been easy. As ob-
served by Henry et al. (2001, p.94):

National data can often be incomplete, unreliable and out of phase
in terms of timing and methods of data collection .... [Flederal states
like the US, Australia, Canada and Germany provide data in terms
of weighted means, a process that cannot be assumed to have been
carried out in any uniform fashion. Even aggregations are not al-
ways reliable because of changes in definitions and methodology.
This is particularly so in collecting data on participation in tertiary
education, where reforms in the post-secondary sector often change
the ways students are classified for the purposes of allocating grants
and benefits.

The OECD has nevertheless persisted with methodological refinements. It
has devised techniques of aggregation and approximation to moderate
the data supplied, and it has used powers of persuasion to encourage its
members to collect data in a common format. The OECD Handbook for
Internationally Comparative Education Statistics (OECD 2004) charted some
of the improvements.

Most parts of Education at a Glance take the country as the unit of
analysis, with the exception that some tables and charts show Belgium'’s
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Flemish education system separately from its French education system.
Figure 1.2 reproduces a chart in which this separation is made. The chart
also shows England separately from Scotland, though shows the United
States as single entity despite the diversity among its 50 states. Other ta-
bles and charts in the same publication (OECD 2013a) showed both the
United Kingdom and Belgium as single units, despite their internal di-
versity.

Figure 1.2: Teachers’ Salaries in Lower Secondary Education, in equivalent US$
Converted using Purchasing Power Parities
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1. Salaries after 11 years of experience; 2. Actual base salaries; 3. Salaries of teachers with typical qualification instead of

minimum; 4. Year of reference 2010.
The chart shows annual statutory salaries in 2011 for teachers in public institutions
with 15 years of experience and minimum training.

Source: OECD (2013a), p.378.

From a methodological perspective, it is instructive to note that
Figure 1.2, needing a common currency, uses US dollars — not in raw form
according to prevailing official exchange rates, but according to pur-
chasing powers (i.e. recognising that US$1 may purchase more in some
settings than in others). This calculation relies on the accuracy of pur-
chasing-power estimations, and still glosses over variations between dif-
ferent cities and regions within countries; but it is clearly preferable to
unmodified exchange rates.

Also worth noting is the way that Figure 1.2 ordered the countries
and systems. As noted by Henry et al. (2001, pp.95-96):

Inevitably, the establishment of a single playing field sets the stage
for constructing league tables, whatever the somewhat disingenu-
ous claims to the contrary. Visually, tables or figures of comparative
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performance against an OECD or country mean carry normative
overtones.... To be above, below or at par with the OECD average
invites simplistic or politically motivated comment, despite the
pages of methodological and interpretative cautions which abound
in the annexes.

Further, the OECD has in some publications expanded its focus
considerably beyond its own member states. For example, the 2013 edi-
tion of Education at a Glance stated (p.21) that coverage included “two
non-OECD countries that participate in the OECD Indicators of Education
Systems programme (INES), namely Brazil and the Russian Federation,
and the other G20 countries that do not participate in INES (Argentina,
China, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa)”. Again, such
data were mostly presented on a country-by-country basis, despite the
internal diversity which might have been especially notable in such
countries as China, Indonesia and Russia.

Related observations are applicable to another activity in the educa-
tion sector, namely the Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA). Under this programme, assessments of the achievements of
15-year-olds in mathematics, science and reading have been undertaken
every three years. In the first assessment, the survey was implemented in
43 countries and education systems. The number dropped to 41 in 2003,
but grew to 58 in 2006, 65 in 2009, and 67 in 2012.

As explained by the OECD (2013b, p.13):

The PISA assessment takes a broad approach to measuring
knowledge, skills and attitudes that reflect current changes in school
priorities... PISA focuses on competencies that 15-year-old students
will need in the future and seeks to assess what they can do with
what they have learnt — reflecting the ability of students to continue
learning throughout their lives by applying what they learn in
school to non-school environments, evaluating their choices and
making decisions.

The document added (OECD 2013b, p.14) that PISA results “allow na-
tional policy makers to compare the performance of their education sys-
tems with those of other countries”. The results have commonly been
presented, especially in newspapers and other media which seek to distil
essential messages, in country rankings. The OECD has frequently
stressed that interpretations of the data should go beyond simplistic
messages of country rankings, but some of its own reports have priori-
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tised this feature. For example, Table 1.2 reproduces the first table in the
Executive Summary of the OECD’s report on PISA 2009. Countries (and
sub-national units, such as Shanghai and Hong Kong) were ranked ac-
cording to overall scores, which were compared not only with each other
but also with the OECD average.

Table 1.2: Rankings on PISA Results in Reading, Mathematics and Science

Reading Maths Science Reading Maths  Science

Shanghai-China 556 600 575 Czech Republic 478 493 500
Korea 539 546 538 Slovak Republic 477 497 490
Finland 536 541 554 Croatia 476 460 486
Hong Kong-China 533 555 549 Israel 474 447 455
Singapore 526 562 542 Luxembourg 472 489 484
Canada 524 527 529 Austria 470 496 494
New Zealand 521 519 532 Lithuania 468 477 491
Japan 520 529 539 Turkey 464 445 454
Australia 515 514 527 Dubai (UAE) 459 453 466
Netherlands 508 526 522 Russian Federation 459 468 478
Belgium 506 515 507 Chile 449 421 447
Norway 503 498 500 Serbia 442 442 443
Estonia 501 512 528 Bulgaria 429 428 439
Switzerland 501 534 517 Uruguay 426 427 427
Poland 500 495 508 Mexico 425 419 416
Iceland 500 507 496 Romania 424 427 428
United States 500 487 502 Thailand 421 419 425
Liechtenstein 499 536 520 Trinidad & Tobago 416 414 410
Sweden 497 494 495 Colombia 413 381 402
Germany 497 513 520 Brazil 412 386 405
Ireland 496 487 508 Montenegro 408 403 401
France 496 497 498 Jordan 405 387 415
Chinese Taipei 495 543 520 Tunisia 404 371 401
Denmark 495 503 499 Indonesia 402 371 383
United Kingdom 494 492 514 Argentina 398 388 401
Hungary 494 490 503 Kazakhstan 390 405 400
Portugal 489 487 493 Albania 385 377 391
Macao-China 487 525 511 Qatar 372 368 379
Italy 486 483 489 Panama 371 360 376
Latvia 484 482 494 Peru 370 365 369
Slovenia 483 501 512 Azerbaijan 362 431 373
Greece 483 466 470 Kyrgyzstan 314 331 330
Spain 481 483 488

[ statistically significant above the OECD average
[ Not statistically different from the OECD average
[ statistically significant below the OECD average

Notes: The data refer to the PISA 2009 assessment. The countries with names in bold
were OECD members at the time of the publication of the report.

Source: OECD (2010), p.15.
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In addition to country-level rankings, the PISA studies permit anal-
ysis of students’ motivation to learn, beliefs about themselves, and their
learning strategies. The analyses also permit comparisons by gender,
socio-economic group and many other units of analysis. PISA has become
highly influential among policy-makers (Andere 2008; Pereyra et al. 2011;
Breakspear 2012; Meyer & Benavot 2013). In some cases, PISA reports
have led to major upheaval, and in other cases they have led to much
self-congratulation. Examples of the former include the “PISA shock” in
Germany, where policy makers had been complacent about their educa-
tion systems and were confronted by rankings that were much lower than
expected (Waldow 2009). By contrast, Finland has attracted a steady
stream of visitors seeking to understand how and why its PISA scores
have been consistently at or near the top (Simola & Rinne 2011; Varjo et al.
2013); and since the release of PISA 2009 results, Shanghai has attracted
similar attention (Sellar & Lingard 2013).

While PISA is a powerful tool, it also has limitations. Meyer and
Benavot (2013, p.21) have pointed out that:

The fact that this apparatus relies on numbers and statistics does
not mean that it is anchored in transparent, objective, uncontestable
truth. In fact the ‘cloud of data’ produced by PISA may easily
[permit] anyone [to] find support for any preconceived idea. It cre-
ates the opposite of transparency because key assumptions and key
decisions about categorization and the construction of measures are
black-boxed by a complex array of behind-the-scene judgments and
decisions.

Defenders of PISA might rightly retort that it provides a great advance on
previous tools. Nevertheless, the comparisons in PISA have sometimes
lacked the methodological insights that could have been brought by the
tools and traditions of the field of comparative education. These include
qualitative judgements that emphasise context and history (Pereyra et al.
2011).

Academics and Comparative Education

Less space will be devoted here to the nature of the work of academics in
the field of comparative education since Chapter 2 elaborates on this
theme — and indeed the whole book is principally devoted to the aca-
demic domain. Nevertheless, while again noting that academics com-
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monly undertake consultancies and other practical assignments in which
their purposes for comparative study of education may be similar to those
of practitioners and policy makers, in general academics are concerned
with conceptual and theoretical work. Sometimes they collaborate with
policy makers and international agencies in the analysis of data, but an
alternative role — evident in some of the critiques of international agencies
noted above (Singh 2011; Collins & Wiseman 2012; Klees et al. 2012;
Meyer & Benavot 2013) — is to highlight ideological and methodological
biases.

Most people see comparative education as an interdisciplinary field
which welcomes scholars who are equipped with tools and perspectives
from other arenas but who choose to focus on educational issues in a
comparative context (Manzon 2011). The questions then are how the field
would be defined, where its boundaries lie, and how it is changing over
time.

One simple way to define the field is by the membership and work
of professional societies. The US-based Comparative and International
Education Society (CIES) was mentioned above. With 2,300 individual
and institutional members and a history dating from 1956, it is the oldest
as well as the largest in the field. Comparable societies exist in other parts
of the world, some being national in focus (e.g. serving China, Czech Re-
public and India), some being sub-national (e.g. serving Hong Kong), some
being regional (e.g. serving Europe and Asia), and two being language-
based (serving speakers of French and Dutch). Most of these societies are
members of the World Council of Comparative Education Societies
(WCCES), which was created in 1970 as an umbrella body and which in
2013 had 39 constituent societies (Masemann et al. 2007; WCCES 2013).

In addition, much academic work in the field of comparative edu-
cation is undertaken by individuals and groups who are not members of
these professional societies. Many academics identify more strongly with
their parent disciplines, such as psychology, mathematics and sociology,
and present their work in the conferences and journals of those disciplines
rather than in the conferences and journals of comparative education.
Thus, the scale of comparative study of education is much broader than
that encompassed by the professional societies which explicitly label
themselves as being concerned with the field.

Nevertheless, much can be learned from analysis of the characteris-
tics and inclinations of academics who do choose to identify themselves
with the field of comparative education. The survey of CIES members



Actors and Purposes in Comparative Education 39

mentioned above (Cook et al. 2004) revealed a diverse and highly eclectic
field which was “relatively centerless” (p.136). However, the authors did
perceive “a constituency unified around the objectives of understanding
better the traditions of understanding one’s own system of education by
studying those of others” and assessing educational issues from a global
perspective” (p.130). Among the themes on which scholars indicated that
their work focused, the most frequently-named were globalisation (7.9%
of all responses), gender in education (7.6%), education and development
(4.6%), equality in education (4.0%), and multiculturalism, race and eth-
nicity (3.7%); but a huge number of additional themes were named. Di-
versity was also apparent in methodological approaches and in geo-
graphic foci for study.

If patterns in the CIES were to be set aside patterns in other com-
parative education societies, the picture would show even greater diver-
sity. This observation is elaborated upon in Chapter 2.

Conclusions

This chapter has sketched some of the diversity in actors and purposes in
comparative study of education. Parents have very different purposes
and therefore approaches from policy makers, and international agencies
have very different purposes and approaches from academics. In addi-
tion, changes are evident over time.

This book is primarily concerned with the work of academics, and
thus with matters of conceptualisation and understanding. Nevertheless,
a general point is applicable to all categories, and links to the quotation
above from Cook et al. (2004, p.13), namely that people who undertake
comparative study of education commonly find not only that they that
learn more about other cultures and societies but also that they learn more
about their own. This was eloquently expressed by one of the great-
grandfathers of the field, Sir Michael Sadler, who wrote in 1900 (reprinted
1964, p.310), that:

The practical value of studying, in a right spirit and with scholarly
accuracy, the working of foreign systems of education is that it will
result in our being better fitted to study and understand our own.

The emphasis in this quotation is of an individual looking outwards,
identifying another society and then comparing patterns with those in
that individual’s own society. Sadler suggested (p.312) that the compari-
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son might encourage appreciation of domestic education systems as well
as heightening awareness of shortcomings:

If we study foreign systems of education thoroughly and sympa-
thetically — and sympathy and thoroughness are both necessary for
the task — I believe that the result on our minds will be to make us
prize, as we have never prized before, the good things which we
have at home, and also to make us realise how many things there are
in our [own education systems] which need prompt and searching
change.

Once the analyst has identified problems, the next logical step is to solu-
tions. Isaac Kandel was a key figure in the generation which followed
Sadler’s. Kandel’s 1933 book (p.xix) listed a set of problems which, he sug-
gested, raised universal questions. Kandel then pointed out that:

The chief value of a comparative approach to such problems lies in
an analysis of the causes which have produced them, in a compari-
son of the differences between the various systems and the reasons
underlying them, and, finally, in a study of the solutions attempted.

The tone of such a statement is more closely allied to theoretical goals; and
Kandel’s book to some extent established a tradition into which the present
book fits. However, the field of comparative education has evolved in very
significant ways since Kandel wrote those words. Some ways in which it
has evolved, and some valuable ways to promote understanding through
the use of different units for comparison, will become evident in the chap-
ters which follow.
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2

Scholarly Enquiry and the Field of

Comparative Education

Mark Bray

The previous chapter noted that the field of comparative education is by
nature interdisciplinary. This chapter elaborates on this theme, and ex-
amines ways in which the field relates to other domains of academic
study.

A useful starting point is a 1989 book written by Tony Becher. It was
published in second edition in 2001 under the co-authorship of Tony
Becher and Paul Trowler, with the title Academic Tribes and Territories:
Intellectual Enquiry and the Culture of Disciplines. Both editions lucidly an-
alysed dimensions of the academic arena, with the second edition ex-
tending analysis and updating it to take account of several powerful in-
fluences on the size and shape of higher education. Although both edi-
tions were primarily concerned with the United Kingdom (UK) and the
United States of America (USA), they also had considerable relevance to
other countries. The domain of educational studies was given only pass-
ing attention in the books, but patterns and trends in educational studies
can be mapped against those in other domains fairly easily. This chapter
is chiefly based on the second edition of the book, together with a sequel
edited by Trowler et al. (2012a). The chapter also draws on the works of
many other scholars, and particularly the conceptual schema presented
by Olivera (1988).
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Defining Tribes and Mapping Territories

The tribes to which Becher and Trowler referred are academic communi-
ties as defined in part by the members of those communities and in part
by the institutions which employ them and which locate them in de-
partments, centres or other units. The territories are the academic ideas on
which they focus. This includes methodological approaches, subject mat-
ter, and modes of discourse.

The subtitle of the book referred to the culture of disciplines. Cul-
tures were defined (Becher & Trowler 2001, p.23) as “sets of taken-for-
granted values, attitudes and ways of behaving, which are articulated
through and reinforced by recurrent practices among a group of people in
a given context”. The primary focus of the book was on “practitioners in a
dozen disciplines whose livelihood it is to work with ideas ... [which]
lend themselves to sustained exploration, and which form the subject
matter of the disciplines in question”.

This statement raises a question about the definition of disciplines.
Many authors (e.g. Furlong & Lawn 2011; Manzon 2011; Bridges 2014)
have noted that the concept of an academic discipline is not altogether
straightforward. Becher and Trowler (2001, p.41) also recognised the
point, observing that:

There may be doubts, for example, whether statistics is now suffi-
ciently separate from its parent discipline, mathematics, to consti-
tute a discipline on its own. The answer will depend on the extent to
which leading academic institutions recognize the hiving off in
terms of their organizational structures (whether, that is, they number
statistics among their fully-fledged departments), and also on the
degree to which a freestanding international community has emerged,
with its own professional associations and specialist journals.

Nevertheless, Becher and Trowler asserted (p.41) that “people with any
interest and involvement in academic affairs seem to have little difficulty
in understanding what a discipline is, or in taking a confident part in
discussions about borderline or dubious cases”.

Within these parameters, various disciplinary groupings have dif-
ferent characteristics. Table 2.1 presents a classification into four catego-
ries based on a hard/soft and pure/applied matrix. The boundaries are not
sharp, but the classification is nevertheless useful. The table places edu-
cation in the soft-applied category, describing it as functional and utili-
tarian, and “concerned with enhancement of [semi-] professional prac-
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tice”. This contrasts with the hard-pure sciences, for example, which are
described as cumulative and atomistic, and concerned with universals,

quantities and simplification.

Table 2.1: Disciplinary Groupings and the Nature of Knowledge

Disciplinary groupings

Nature of knowledge

Pure sciences (e.g.
physics): *hard-pure’

Humanities (e.g. history)
and pure social sciences
(e.g. anthropology):
‘soft-pure’

Technologies (e.g.

mechanical engineering,

clinical medicine):
‘hard-applied’

Applied social science
(e.g. education, law,
social administration):
‘soft-applied’

Cumulative; atomistic (crystalline/tree-like); concerned
with universals, quantities, simplification; impersonal,
value-free; clear criteria for knowledge verification and
obsolescence; consensus over significant questions to
address, now and in the future; results in discovery/
explanation.

Reiterative; holistic (organic/river-like); concerned with
particulars, qualities, complication; personal, value-
laden; dispute over obsolescence; lack of consensus
over significant questions to address; results in under-
standing/appreciation.

Purposive; pragmatic (know-how via hard knowledge);
concerned with mastery of physical environment; ap-
plies heuristic approaches; uses both qualitative and
quantitative approaches; criteria for judgement are
purposive, functional; results in products/techniques.

Functional; ufilitarian (know-how via soft knowledge);
concerned with enhancement of [semi-] professional
practice; uses case studies and case law to alarge
extent; results in protocols and procedures.

Source: Becher & Trowler (2001), p.36.

Becher and Trowler also distinguished between emphases in disci-
plines by framing an analogy between urban and rural ways of life
(p-106):

[We] may liken specialisms which have a high people-to-problem
ratio to urban areas, and those with a low one to rural areas. In the
first, there is alongside a densely concentrated population a gener-
ally busy — occasionally frenetic — pace of life, a high level of collec-
tive activity, close competition for space and resources, and a rapid
and heavily used information network. By and large, the rural scene,
though it may offer frenetic and competitive moments, occasions for
communal and involvement and a potential for spreading rumour
and gossip like wildfire, displays the opposite characteristics.
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In this categorisation, urban and rural specialisms differ not only in the
communication patterns but also in the nature and scale of the problems
on which their inhabitants are engaged, in the relationships between
those inhabitants, and in the opportunities they have for attracting re-
sources. Urban researchers typically select narrow areas of study, con-
taining discrete and separable problems, while their rural counterparts
commonly cover a broader stretch of intellectual territory in which the
problems are not sharply demarcated or delineated. Competition in urban
life can become intense, even cut-throat: an all-out race to find the solution
to what is seen as a seminal problem. In rural life it makes more sense to
adopt the principle of division of labour — there are plenty of topics, so
there is no point in tackling one on which someone else is already en-
gaged. Teamwork is another feature more common in urban than rural
settings. Publications in urban fields are typically short and have multiple
authors and rapid turn-around times. In rural areas, authors commonly
wait over a year, and sometimes considerably longer, for their articles to
appear. Books are more important in rural disciplines than in urban ones.

While many of these features are durable, the decades have brought
what Becher and Trowler (2001, p.xiii) called “major geomorphic shifts”.
These shifts have continued significantly during the present century to
such an extent that Trowler et al. (2012b, p.257) at least partly agreed with
Manathunga and Brew (2012) that the metaphor of tribes and territories
might usefully be changed, e.g. to focus on oceans which have tides and
in which “spaces ‘flow” into each other, merging to form different times of
knowledge groupings as problems and needs arise” (Manathunga &
Brew 2012, p.51). Yet whatever the metaphor, most analysis would agree
that important changes include the increasingly intrusive role of the state,
demands for performance, and an increasing need for academics to ‘chase
the dollar’. The demands of funding bodies have changed the nature of
the products produced by academics, and Research Assessment Exercises
and similar schemes have extended processes of accountability and
heightened anxieties within the academic world. These changes have af-

fected education, including comparative education, alongside other
fields.
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Education, and Comparative Education, in Relation to

Other Domains of Enquiry

Although Table 2.1 explicitly names education as inhabiting a disciplinary
territory, its disciplinary basis is not undisputed. The field of education
does have departments, degrees and specialist journals, but its intellectual
substance tends to draw on other disciplines and rather rarely to assert
distinctive characteristics which are unique to the study of education
(Furlong & Lawn 2011).

If it is doubtful whether the whole domain of education could be
considered a discipline, it is even more doubtful whether comparative
education could be considered one. A few people have described com-
parative education as a discipline (e.g. Youngman 1992; Higginson 2001;
Wolhuter & Popov 2007), but most see it as a field which welcomes
scholars who are equipped with tools and perspectives from other arenas
and who choose to focus on educational issues in a comparative context
(Manzon 2011). Such a view has been presented for example by Lé Thanh
Khoi (1986, p.15), who described comparative education as “a field of
study covering all the disciplines which serve to understand and explain
education”.

Olivera has examined this matter in more detail in a pair of works.
The account below draws chiefly on his 1988 foundational paper which he
elaborated two decades later in a volume written in Spanish (Olivera
2009). First, he noted (1988, p.174), most knowledge of a scientific level
about education consists:

of a heterogeneous collection of contributions coming from philos-
ophy, psychology, sociology, economics, politics ‘of education’.
Their authors, usually not personally involved in the education
system, naturally bring to these studies the bias of their particular
disciplines. The economist worries about the degree of real abilities
of the ‘human resources’ produced by education, and tries to eval-
uate the cost of their acquisition; the sociologist wants to know
whether education prepares people to adapt themselves to their so-
cial environment, or perhaps to foster change and revolution; the
philosopher, from a wider perspective, inquires into the general
meaning and the goals of education, what such goals are and should
be in today’s world.

Olivera noted that all these contributions of the plural ‘sciences of educa-
tion’ are valuable and even indispensable; but he suggested that they
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remain on the fringes of the specific features of the day-to-day processes
of growth and development, the interpersonal relationships between ed-
ucators and educated, and the corresponding frame of institutional ar-
rangements. Olivera then declared that the domain of education does
have a unique disciplinary body of knowledge, and that it deserves a label
to reflect that. Existing commonly-used labels, he suggested, are inade-
quate. Thus Pedagogy is misleading because it does not refer to a
knowledge but to an action — that of ‘leading’ children, first to their
teacher and later to learning as such. Olivera also rejected as inadequate
the terms Didactics, Sciences of Education (in the plural), and Science of
Education (in the singular); and he declared (p.176) that “simply to say
‘education’ is a semantic nonsense: education is an activity not a
knowledge — just as society is not sociology, language is not linguistics,
and animals are not zoology”.

To overcome this difficulty, Olivera drew on the proposals previ-
ously made by Christensen (1984) and Steiner Maccia (1964), and asserted
that there was no better word than ‘educology’. The word, he declared,
“clearly designates all educational knowledge, and nothing but that
knowledge, whether scientific or pragmatic, acquired through any disci-
pline”. He added that the word might initially look strange, or even pe-
dantic, just as ‘sociology” — another Graeco-Latin hybrid — did in its time;
but, he claimed, “it brings to educational science such clarity and preci-
sion that it should be generally adopted”.

Olivera recognised that more important than the name was the basic
theoretical structure of the contents of educology, that is, of the whole
field of educational knowledge into which every new piece of research
could find its place and be tested for congruence with already existing
knowledge. Olivera proposed such delineation with the aid of a diagram
which separated the human sciences on the one hand from the sciences ‘of
education” on the other hand, and located educology between them. In
turn, these were linked to object-realities as shown in Figure 2.1.

The question then for the present chapter is where comparative ed-
ucation fits into this schema, for it is notably absent from Figure 2.1. To
answer this question, Olivera began by noting (p.179) that at the level of
common or pre-scientific knowledge, comparison between objects, and
therefore the establishment of mental relationships among them, lies at
the very origin of concepts and ideas. A refined form of the same mental
processes is used at the scientific level for establishing definitions, meas-
uring phenomena, or building models. Thus each component in Figure
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2.1 is based on comparison, and the distinctions between the sciences are
themselves the results of comparison (between their objects, viewpoints,
methods, etc.).

But if comparison as a method is universal, Olivera continued
(p-180), a ‘comparative’ science only deserves this name when it carries
comparison to a higher level of abstraction — becoming in effect a ‘com-
parison of comparisons’. Thus, particularly in social disciplines, “the ad-
jective ‘comparative’ can only be used when the comparison is applied to
previously elaborated sets of theoretical statements referring to realities of
a similar kind pertaining to discrete social groups”. In many comparative
fields, including comparative education, one common such social group
is a nation or a country; but any case, being ‘discrete’ these units can al-
ways be approached as ‘systems’. Since each of those previous sets of
knowledge is in itself partially the result of comparison, comparative
fields of enquiry in effect present a sort of second-degree use of the com-
parative method.

In turn, this explains why comparative education was not included
in Figure 2.1: it would have required a third dimension to the diagram,
since comparative education represents in effect a higher epistemological
level. As explained by Olivera (p.181):

Its approach to truth covers all the particular objects of the disci-
plines mentioned in the central section of the diagram. But strictly
speaking, it does not tackle any of them directly, for it is not inter-
ested in any single educational situation, but in two or more at the
same time. In order to manage several real objects simultaneously,
each of these situations must have been rendered manageable, that
is, comparable, through a first level of abstraction.

Thus, commencing with a plurality of these abstract models and using its own
theoretical and methodological tools, comparative education produces its own
second-degree data and reaches its own conclusions. Such conclusions may be
of many kinds, including laws or quasi-laws, provisional theories, confirma-
tions or refutations of previous theories, new hypotheses for future research,
and so on. As Olivera concluded (p.181), these products, now of a truly com-
parative nature, “may of course be used for action on any of the systems orig-
inally studied; but above all they enlarge and eventually modify the data and
the conclusions of the specific studies, and provide feed-back to individual
disciplines”.
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Methodology and Focus in Comparative Education

As explained above, the disciplines which have had the greatest impact on
comparative education are clustered in the social sciences. To some extent,
therefore, shifts in dominant paradigms within the social sciences have led to
shifts in the field of comparative education. This includes the rise of positivism
in the 1960s and 1970s, particularly in Europe and North America, the popu-
larity of post-modernism in the 1980s and 1990s, and the ubiquity of globalisa-
tion as a lens in the 2000s and 2010s (Epstein 1994; Paulston 2000; Cowen &
Kazamias 2009a; Davies 2009; Larsen 2010). However, comparative education
scholars have tended to use a fairly limited set of tools from the social sciences.
This is partly for the reasons explained above, i.e. that much (or even most)
comparative education is in a sense a second-level comparison which relies on
units which have already been identified through comparison. Books and
journal articles in the field of comparative education contain many commen-
taries based on literature reviews, but relatively few studies based on survey
research, and almost no studies based on experimental methods.

In order to gain a deeper understanding of this phenomenon, Foster et al.
(2012) analysed articles published between 2004 and 2008 in four major
English-language journals. One was a US journal, namely the Comparative
Education Review; and the others were UK journals, namely Comparative Edu-
cation, Compare: A Journal of Comparative Education, and the International Jour-
nal of Educational Development. Foster et al. found (p.712) that the articles
“addressed education in society (social context) nearly a third more often
than education administration and governance (direct education context),
and more than twice as often as direct teaching and learning (education
content).” Education policy and planning were the focus of 41 per cent of the
articles, followed by education theory (24%), attitudes and values (21%), and
globalisation (20%). Information and communication technology, education
leadership, examinations, and textbooks each attracted only 2 per cent of the
articles. Geographically, 24 per cent of articles focused on Africa, 23 per cent
on Asia, 17 per cent on Europe, and 21 per cent on more than one region.

Foster et al. (2012, p.728) also examined the methods. Over half (53%) of
the articles employed document review and historical analysis, 35 per cent
on survey/quantitative analysis, and 27 per cent on interviews/focus groups.
Only 1 per cent used experimental or quasi-experimental methods, and an-
other 1 per cent tracer or longitudinal studies.

This survey to some extent built on an earlier survey by Rust et al. (1999).
They had taken a longer time span, namely 1957 to 1995, and focused on
Comparative Education Review, Comparative Education, and the International
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Journal of Educational Development. Concerning the 1960s, Rust et al. found
(p.100) that 48 per cent were mainly based on literature review and 15 per
cent were historical studies. For the 1980s and 1990s, Rust et al. found a
marked drop in the two categories — to 26 per cent mainly based on literature
review, and 5 per cent historical studies. Reviews of projects had increased,
as had participant observation and research based on interviews and ques-
tionnaires. In this respect, the field had increased its use of at least some
standard social science instruments.

However, dominant themes and methodological approaches have
been very different in different parts of the world at particular periods in
history. McGrath (2012, p.709), writing an Editorial about the Foster et al.
(2012) article was careful to remark that the analysis was conducted on
English-medium journals published in a pair of countries that had related
research cultures. Such cultures are not necessarily found elsewhere.
Along this line, Cowen and Kazamias (2009b, p.4) highlighted the co-
existence of multiple comparative educations. Their observation on the
one hand applies to different groups within particular countries who
have different methodological approaches and domains of enquiry, and
who may or may not communicate with each other. It also applies to
groups in different countries who operate in different languages with
different scholarly traditions, and who also may or may not communicate
with counterparts in other countries and language groups.

Beginning with the first of these two groups, it is useful to note the
maps of the field produced by Paulston (1997; 2000; see also Weidman &
Jacob 2011). Figure 2.2 reproduces one of these maps, showing paradigms
and theories in international and comparative education. While it por-
trays some overlap in the perspectives of humanists and functionalists, it
also shows domains in which they operated entirely independently of
each other. A similar point could be made from review of bibliographies:
many scholars in the field simply ignore others who have different
viewpoints, and are nevertheless able to get their work published either
because the journals in which they publish are eclectic in focus or because
the journals serve different audiences. Epstein (1992, p.23) is among
scholars who have pointed out that certain rival epistemological orienta-
tions in the field of comparative education are fundamentally incompati-
ble.
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Figure 2.2: A Macro-Mapping of Paradigms and Theories in Comparative and
International Education
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Source: Paulston (1997), p.142.

To the differences which arise between scholars who work in dif-
ferent paradigms within particular countries, and who do not communi-
cate with each other despite being nationals of the same countries and
writing in the same languages, may be added the differences between
scholars who live in different countries and who write in different lan-
guages. Scholars may of course use similar paradigms even though they
operate in different languages; but the probability that they will use dif-
ferent paradigms is increased when they do not even share common
languages. Concerning this matter, it is instructive to compare the work of
Harold Noah and Max Eckstein during the three decades from the
mid-1970s with that of Gu Mingyuan. Sets of collected works by these
authors have been published by the Comparative Education Research
Centre at the University of Hong Kong, and thus may easily be placed
side by side (Noah & Eckstein 1998; Gu 2001). Among the major concerns
of Noah and Eckstein, who were based in the USA and who operated
mainly in the English- speaking arena, were methodological issues in the
positivist framework and oriented to First World concerns. Gu, by con-
trast, operated mainly in the Russian- and Chinese-speaking arenas. His
writings, particularly during the early part of his career, were couched
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within a Marxist-Leninist framework, and he was especially concerned
with the lessons that China could learn from industrialised countries.
Especially during the 1970s and 1980s, the comparative education world
in which Gu lived was a very different environment from that in which
Noah and Eckstein lived.

Everywhere, one domain in which the fundamentals of the field of
comparative education could be challenged concerned the extent to which
the writings in the field were actually comparative. A longstanding com-
plaint by many scholars in the field (e.g. Cummings 1999; Little 2000;
Wolhuter 2008) has been that many articles even in journals which ex-
plicitly include the word Comparative in their titles, such as Comparative
Education and Comparative Education Review, contain large numbers of
single-country studies in which the nature and extent of comparison is
open to question. In conferences devoted to the field, in which the
screening processes are usually much more lax than for publication in
journals, the conceptual looseness is even more pronounced. Thus, as
noted by Olivera (1988, pp.166-167), for example:

The list of papers presented to the last two World Congresses of
Comparative Education Societies (Paris, 1984; Rio de Janeiro, 1987:
over 350 papers in all) is ... very revealing. Only a minority (19 per
cent in Paris, 26 per cent in Rio) are genuinely comparative studies,
dealing either with worldwide educational problems or with spe-
cific issues studies in two or more countries. Another 13-17 per cent
attach themselves to problems of theory, epistemology or method-
ology. On the other hand, about half of the papers (45 per cent in Rio)
are case-studies, which do no more than describe and sometimes
analyse a system, a historical process, an innovation or a special na-
tional situation. Not only is there no comparison here, but they
make no attempt to draw any conclusions or at least to suggest some
hypothesis which could be useful in other contexts. Then, a sizeable
number (7 per cent in Rio) propose some reflections on education or
describe some innovation in a general way, without reference to any
concrete situation.

Part of the reason for this looseness arises from alliances between the field
of comparative education and the field of international education, which
Wilson (1994) described as Siamese twins. The term international educa-
tion means different things to different people. For example, some indi-
viduals describe it as the process of training people to see themselves as
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international in orientation (e.g. Gellar 2002); while others have used the
term international education to mean “the various types of educational
and cultural relations among nations” (Scanlon & Shields 1968, p.x). The
distinction drawn by Rust (2002, p.iii) is that comparative education co-
vers more academic, analytic and scientific aspects of the field, while in-
ternational education is related to cooperation, understanding, and ex-
change elements. In the US, the Comparative Education Society (CES),
which had been founded in 1956, was renamed the Comparative and In-
ternational Education Society (CIES) in 1968 (Swing 2007), though the
official journal of that society retained its name as the Comparative Educa-
tion Review. Other professional societies in which the twin fields are
placed together include the Comparative and International Education
Society of Canada (CIESC), the British Association for International and
Comparative Education (BAICE), and the Australian and New Zealand
Comparative and International Education Society (ANZCIES).

The ambiguities reflected in these names contribute to the ambigui-
ties in the field. The editors of the CIES journal find it difficult to reject
articles which could be described as part of international education rather
than comparative education, since the former is as much a part of the
name of the CIES as is the latter, even though the title of the journal re-
flects only the comparative side of the society’s name. For some time a
similar remark applied to the BAICE journal, which was entitled Compare:
A Journal of Comparative Education, but in 2009 the problem was resolved
by making the sub-title A Journal of Comparative and International Education
(Bray 2010). The CIESC journal has the opposite bias, because it is entitled
Canadian and International Education and thus does not mention compari-
son in its title. The ANZCIES journal has a different configuration as the
International Education Journal: Comparative Perspectives.

The World Council of Comparative Education Societies (WCCES)
does not contain the word International in its title, and in that sense is less
constrained by the ambiguities that confront the four above-named na-
tional societies. However, these four bodies are among the 39 constituent
societies of the WCCES, and the world body is thus also influenced by the
ambiguities — especially because the US-based Comparative & Interna-
tional Education Society (CIES) has always been the largest and most ac-
tive of the WCCES constituent societies (Masemann et al. 2007). Thus,
when World Congresses of Comparative Education Societies are organ-
ised on behalf of the WCCES, loose definitions of the field are always used.
In the specific cases of the 1984 Paris Congress and the 1987 Rio de Janeiro
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Congress mentioned above, the organisers, as noted by Olivera (1988,
p-168), did not feel entitled to refuse any of the papers to which Olivera
referred since there seemed to be no accepted criteria to define what was
and what was not comparative education. The same issue has recurred in
each subsequent Congress.

Geomorphic Shifts

As noted above, Becher and Trowler (2001) observed major changes in the
domain of higher education, particularly in the UK and the US. These
changes brought what Becher and Trowler called “major geomorphic
shifts” in the landscape on which the academic territories lay. Among the
causes were the increasingly intrusive role of the state, demands for per-
formance, and an increasing need for academics to ‘chase the dollar’. The
impact of these changes has been felt in the field of comparative education
as well as in other fields. However, the nature of the geomorphic shifts
has been different in different parts of the world; and despite the geo-
morphic shifts, many continuities are evident.

In the UK and the US, one way in which the state has affected the
field of comparative education has been through foreign aid policies. In-
deed the paper by Foster et al. (2012) originated in work commissioned by
the UK government’s Department for International Development (DFID),
which wished to support planning for research funding within the
framework of UK foreign aid. Similarly, Rust et al. (1999) found that
during the 1980s and 1990s, reviews of projects were more prominent
than in earlier years in the three journals that they surveyed. Many of
these projects were conducted under the auspices of DFID or its prede-
cessors, and of the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID). The projects commonly employed academics as consultants,
and the types of projects on which those government bodies chose to fo-
cus in turn influenced the field of comparative education. Insofar as pro-
jects focused on primary rather than secondary education or vocational
education, for example, academic papers were written about those do-
mains. Also, many papers in UK and US journals have been concerned
about the role of external assistance per se, including the work not only of
bilateral agencies but also of multilateral ones such as the World Bank and
UNESCO.

The policies of multilateral agencies and of governments in both rich
and poor countries have also influenced the extent to which particular
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countries have been given prominence in the field. This point may be
illustrated by contrasting the visibility in the comparative education con-
ferences and literature of Nigeria and China. During the 1970s and 1980s
Nigeria was relatively visible, first because of the foreign aid projects in
Nigeria, second because Nigeria used its oil-generated revenues to recruit
many foreign nationals for its education system, and third because the
Nigerian government funded many Nigerians to go abroad for higher
education. By the 1990s, the oil boom had evaporated and external bodies
were less interested in Nigeria. Also, conditions for research in Nigeria by
non-Nigerians became even more difficult than they had been, in part
because of social unrest. By contrast, before the 1990s very few papers on
China were presented in the conferences and journals of the UK and US
comparative education societies. This was chiefly because the Chinese
government operated a relatively closed-door policy, neither letting for-
eign researchers in nor encouraging Chinese scholars to go out. Related to
this, the UK and US governments operated few projects in China. By the
2000s, however, this picture had changed dramatically. Many Chinese
scholars were studying in UK and US universities, and had brought their
insights and data with them. Foreign nationals found it much easier to
visit China through a range of programmes, including aid and interna-
tional exchange projects financed by foreign governments. A further sig-
nificant element was the increase in the number of Chinese scholars who
learned English and who therefore on the one hand had access to litera-
ture in English and on the other hand were able to communicate with
outsiders in that language.

Another geomorphic shift of great significance to the field of com-
parative education was the break up of the Soviet Union. Insofar as
countries were a major unit of analysis, the division of the USSR into 15
sovereign states greatly increased the visibility of those states in the field.
As in China, moreover, the English language became much more widely
spoken than had previously been the case.

Concerning performance, which was another element identified by
Becher and Trowler, the UK became well known for its Research As-
sessment Exercises, which had counterparts in Hong Kong and various
other places. These Exercises increased pressure on academics to publish,
and in the field of comparative education contributed to the expansion of
existing journals and to the launching of new ones. Expansion may be
illustrated by the facts that:
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e in 1992, the Netherlands-published International Review of Educa-
tion increased from four to six issues a year;

e in 1993 the UK journal Compare: A Journal of Comparative Education
increased from two to three issues a year, in 2003 it further ex-
panded to four issues, in 2007 to five issues, and in 2009 to six
issues.

e in 1998, the UK journal International Journal of Educational Devel-
opment increased from four to six issues a year; and

e in 2002, the Chinese journal Comparative Education Review in-
creased from six to 12 issues a year.

New journals appearing since the turn of the century include:

o Comparative and International Education Review, launched in Greece
in 2003;

e Research in Comparative and International Education, which was
launched in the UK in 2006; and

o the Journal of International and Comparative Education, which was
launched by the University of Malaya in 2012.

In addition, of course, many comparative education scholars published in
journals which were not specifically dedicated to the field. They also
published books and contributed chapters to edited works. The expansion
in publication outlets partly reflected general growth in higher education,
and thus in the number of academics working in universities, but also the
increased pressure on academics to conduct research and publish their
findings.

The third element in the geomorphic shift identified by Becher and
Trowler (2001) was the increased pressure to generate income. This
pressure was chiefly caused by a general tendency of governments to
reduce the extent to which they funded higher education institutions, and
was coupled with higher education expansion which intensified compe-
tition between institutions. Many institutions sought to increase their
non-government revenues through recruitment of fee-paying overseas
students. This trend was especially evident in Australia, where higher
education for overseas students became a major industry (Ninnes &
Hellstén 2005; Zipin & Brennan 2012). In the process, the institutions and
their staff members became more outward-looking. This internationalisa-
tion further contributed to the field of comparative education.

Related to this phenomenon, and forming a further major geo-
morphic shift, has been the advent and impact of globalisation. Easton
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(2007, pp.7-8) has pointed out that globalisation is in many respects an old
concept with deep roots, but the scale, nature and impact of globalisation
during the 1990s and initial decades of the present century has certainly
been new. In some respects, globalisation has revitalised the field of
comparative education by emphasising the need for cross national per-
spectives and by providing new themes for analysis. However, in another
sense it has diluted the field because large numbers of academics consider
themselves to have international and comparative perspectives but have
weak or non-existent grounding in the methodologies and traditions of
the field (Crossley & Watson 2003, pp.1-11; Mitter 2009, p.98).

Finally, geomorphic shifts have been brought by technology. One
component of this has been increased access to inexpensive air travel,
which has facilitated the work of scholars who wish to undertake research
outside their own countries. Perhaps even more significant has been the
advent of the internet, which has greatly increased access to information.
Accompanying the internet, e-mail permits academics dispersed around
the globe to communicate with each other almost instantaneously at low
cost. New technologies have also brought changes in the publishing in-
dustry. Many new journals are solely internet-based; and among the tra-
ditional journals, most have moved to electronic publication in parallel to
their paper versions.

Partly because several of these geomorphic shifts were global in
scope, the geographic differences in the field, highlighted above by con-
trasting the book written by Noah and Eckstein with that written by Gu,
tended to narrow. Enlarging on this example, as China opened up and as
English became more widespread, scholars in China paid more attention
to the literatures and methodological approaches of Western countries.
Academic interchange between the two cultures increased, facilitated by
translations of materials and by cross-national visits by both sides.

Nevertheless, despite these geomorphic shifts, some characteristics
of the field of comparative education have remained as pronounced in the
present century as they were in previous eras. Thus, referring back to
Olivera’s comments about the lack of disciplinary coherence in the offer-
ings at the Paris (1984) and Rio de Janeiro (1987) World Congresses of
Comparative Education Societies, it is unlikely that analysis of offerings at
the subsequent World Congresses would have done much to change his
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perspective.! Despite attempts in some quarters to circumscribe the field
of comparative education more tightly, it remains very loosely defined in
all regions of the world. The journals written in Chinese, German, English,
French, Japanese, Korean and Spanish may differ from each other in their
methodological emphases and in the themes chosen by their contributors,
but are broadly comparable in their eclecticism and in the fact that they
are methodologically much less rigorous than most purists in the field of
comparative education would desire.

Conclusions
The extent to which education would be considered a discipline could be
disputed. Becher and Trowler (2001) did consider it a discipline, albeit in
the soft and applied categories. Other observers would consider it to be a
field of study which welcomes scholars who have been trained in other
domains. The field has developed significantly over the decades and
centuries but, as noted by Olivera (1988, p.174), “an educator is not easily
accepted as a member of the scientific community, unless he or she has
had formal training in some other social discipline”. Nevertheless, Oli-
vera made a case for asserting the disciplinary identity of education more
strongly, and proposed the more widespread use of the label ‘educology’.
If education cannot easily be described as a discipline, the field of
comparative education is even further from that status. The academic
tribe which operates under the label of comparative education is a fairly
loose grouping of individuals. It is related to another tribe which operates
under the label of international education and which to some extent in-
habits the same territory. There has been considerable inter-marriage
between members of these tribes, leading to corresponding mixes in the
characteristics of offspring (Wilson 1994, p.450; Turner 2010, pp.268-270).
One merit of an environment in which scholars from a range of dis-
ciplines are welcome to converge is that cross-fertilisation between ap-
proaches can be permitted and encouraged. This does occur to some ex-
tent in comparative education: economists, sociologists, demographers
and political scientists meet together and illuminate each other through
their varying perspectives on education systems and processes in differ-

! The subsequent World Congresses were held in in Montreal (1989), Prague
(1992), Sydney (1996), Cape Town (1998), Chungbuk, South Korea (2001),
Havana (2004), Sarajevo (2007), Istanbul (2010), and Buenos Aires (2013).
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ent countries and cultures. However, the extent of cross-fertilisation is in
many respects disappointing. As in multi-disciplinary universities where
the Faculties of Law, Science, Architecture, Dentistry and Education do
not usually have much intellectual interflow, and instead tend to inhabit
separate intellectual territories within the same geographic space, the
field of comparative education is also compartmentalised. Positivists and
neo-Marxists do occasionally clash, and even more occasionally learn
from each other, but in general they ignore each other. Similar remarks
may be made about psychologists and anthropologists, and, moving to
area specialisms, Africanists and Sinologists, for example.

Returning to Becher and Trowler’s distinction between ‘urban’ and
‘rural’ fields, comparative education is on the whole rural in nature. Re-
searchers typically cover broad stretches of intellectual territory in which
the problems are not sharply demarcated or delineated, and the field does
not have fierce competition resembling that in microchip technology or
research on HIV/AIDS, for example. Team work in comparative educa-
tion may be considered useful, but even when the teams exist they tend to
be loosely organised. Instead it is commonly considered more sensible to
opt for division of labour, on the grounds that plenty of topics await ex-
ploration and that there is little point in tackling ones on which others are
intensively engaged. As in other rural fields of study, comparative edu-
cation tends to have quite lengthy publication lag times, and book-length
works are an important form of scholarly output in addition to journal
articles.

Like other domains of enquiry, however, the territory of compara-
tive education has undergone some geomorphic shifts in recent years.
These shifts partly arise from the increasing intrusiveness of the state in
higher education, from demands for performance, and from financial
pressures. Other factors include technological advances, and geopolitical
changes. These geomorphic shifts have altered the ways in which groups
within the field of comparative education have defined themselves and
have related both to each other and to academics in other fields. Certain
ways of thinking, such as those associated with Cold War politics, have
gone out of fashion, while others, including those related to globalisation,
have come into fashion.

However, the field continues to tolerate considerable descriptive
work of a low intellectual calibre. This is especially evident in conferences
devoted to comparative education, where screening processes are even
less rigorous than for publications. Thus, in addition to the extensive dis-
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ciplinarity and interdisciplinarity is a considerable amount of non-
disciplinarity. Alternatively, slightly adjusting the last of these words, the
field of comparative education contains considerable undisciplined
thinking, in which vague ideas and poorly thought-out methods of anal-
ysis are tolerated alongside more rigorous work. Some conference organ-
isers and publishers would defend this situation on the grounds that un-
disciplined scholars, particularly if they are neophytes in the field, may at
least have potential to inform their listeners and to become more rigorous
in their own work. Other participants and observers would consider this
eclecticism and lack of discipline to be detrimental to the field and to the
advance of intellectual enquiry (Wiseman & Anderson 2013).
Among Olivera’s (1988) pertinent observations was (p.175) that:

In principle ... only the educator is in a position to develop the sci-
ence of education (as sociology is developed by sociologists, eco-
nomics by economists or demography by demographers) with the
help of, but not subservient to, other social scientists. But on the
other hand, educators are not usually trained scientists, and anyway
the time-consuming requirements of their profession would not
leave them leisure to elaborate scientifically the data they gather in
their work.

This remark presents a strong rationale for thinking not only within but
also across disciplines. This process itself requires analysis of the nature of
disciplines, and of the factors which contribute to the development of
those disciplines.
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Quantitative and Qualitative
Approaches to Comparative Education

Gregory P. FAIRBROTHER

Among the many approaches to research, a broad classification distin-
guishes between the quantitative and the qualitative. Boundaries may be
difficult to determine, and the approaches may not be mutually exclusive.
Nevertheless, the two approaches deserve focus because they permit dif-
ferent types of insights.

The chapter begins with a description of the characteristics of the
approaches and how they differ with regard to purposes, structures and
theories. It also addresses questions of objectivity, values, and relation-
ships between researcher and researched. The chapter next turns to
quantitative and qualitative approaches to research on one prominent
topic within the field of comparative education, that of literacy. It first
reviews how researchers on literacy coming from the two traditions pre-
sent the advantages of their respective approaches. It then argues that
among the goals of both quantitative and qualitative research on literacy
is to seek answers to the same four fundamental questions while differing
in their approaches to doing so. The questions are how literacy can be
accurately defined and depicted; where variations in literacy lie; what
leads to literacy; and what the consequences of literacy are. Both quanti-
tative and qualitative approaches to answering these questions are com-
pared, using specific examples from published research.
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Quantitative and Qualitative Research Methods in

Education

In his Educational Research Primer, Picciano (2004) provided a simple
comparison of quantitative and qualitative research methods in educa-
tion. He defined quantitative research as relying on “the collection of
numerical data which are then subjected to analysis using statistical rou-
tines” (p.51). By contrast, he suggested, qualitative research relies on
“meanings, concepts, context, descriptions, and settings” (p.32). Quantity
refers to amounts, while quality refers to the essence of things.

Among quantitative types of research, Picciano mentions descrip-
tive studies, correlational research, causal comparative research, and ex-
perimental studies. Qualitative research methods include ethnography,
historical research, and case study research. To explain the differences
between these methods, Picciano compared them along the lines of pur-
pose, data sources, methods of data collection, data analysis, and report-
ing. For example, the purpose of a quantitative correlational study is to
use numerical data to describe relationships between variables and to
predict consequences following from these relationships, whereas the
purpose of a qualitative ethnographic study is to describe and interpret a
phenomenon observed in its natural setting. Different purposes are ac-
companied by specific sources of data. The correlational study relies on
quantitative data from school databases, test scores, surveys and ques-
tionnaires, while the ethnographic study is based on observations, field
notes, and even photographs and videos.

As a preface to his detailed descriptions of the various quantitative
and qualitative research methods, Picciano noted (p.32) that “a grand
debate has existed for decades on the virtues of one approach over the
other. Rather than enter this debate, we note that both approaches are
highly respected and, when done well, add equally to the knowledge
base”. Like Picciano, this chapter does not dwell on the quantitative-
qualitative debate. Instead, like others who seek to transcend the divide
(Brannen 2005; Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2005; Gorard and Taylor 2004;
Greene 2007; Howe 2003), it examines how both broad approaches ad-
dress similar fundamental questions about social and educational issues,
with specific methodological choices meeting the need to answer specific
nuanced research questions.

Quantitative Approaches
The overarching purpose of quantitative research methods in education is
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the identification of laws which contribute to the explanation and predic-
tion of educational phenomena (Ary et al. 2010; Bryman 1988; Hartas
2010). Laws of association claim a functional dependence between objects,
while laws of causation imply a fixed succession of events. The adherence
of quantitative approaches to a nomothetic mode of reasoning means that
researchers consider such laws to be universal, regardless of differences in
time or place. Laws accordingly make it possible to explain and predict
relationships between phenomena across contexts.

Bryman (1988) noted that establishing causality is one of the pri-
mary preoccupations of quantitative research. Explanations, or questions
of “‘why’, imply a search for causes, specifying certain causal factors and
ruling out alternatives. A particularly effective method for establishing
causal relationships is the experiment; but many researchers rely on cor-
relational studies, with data gathered through surveys, to argue for cau-
sation. Bryman noted that to make such an argument, these researchers
must demonstrate a relationship between variables, that the relationship
is not produced by a third variable, and that the variables are in a logically
temporal order.

Because of quantitative researchers’ commitment to nomothetic
reasoning, their research has the further purpose of generalising findings
to larger populations and other research locations. This goal is said to be
achieved through the use of random, representative samples in experi-
mental and survey research. The attempt to replicate research findings is
a further step engaged in by quantitative researchers in order to
strengthen the claim of generalisation. Scholars advocating comparative
methods draw the purposes of generalisation and explanation together,
claiming that generalisability is enhanced when greater variation is in-
troduced to the explanatory variables of interest (May 2011). The maxi-
misation of variation is said to be made possible at the level of society,
justifying the use of cross-national and cross-cultural research (van de
Vijver & Leung 1997).

A further purpose of quantitative studies is deduction, theory or
hypothesis testing, and verification. This goal leads quantitative research
to be characterised as confirmatory, and reflects the typical structure of
the quantitative research process. Such a process is said to start with a
general theory and move on to the statement of more specific hypotheses,
the operationalisation of concepts as variables for the collection of data,
and then to statistical analysis of such data.
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This structured approach to research is a defining factor of quanti-
tative traditions. Researchers using surveys and experimental methods
generally need to decide on the specific issues of focus at the beginning of
the research, before data collection instruments such as questionnaires are
designed and data are gathered. Because of this, the broad outline of
findings can often be determined from the outset. This approach means
that the research focuses on and is limited to a relatively narrow range of
concepts. In order to study these concepts, they must be operationalised,
or transformed into ‘variables’ which can be observed, measured, and
related to one another. As Bryman (1988, p.22) stated, the social world
thus “tends to be broken down into manageable packages: social class,
racial prejudice, religiosity, leadership style, aggression, and so on”.
These characteristics of the quantitative method lead it to be associated
with precision, rigour, reliability and persuasiveness. ‘Hard’ data are
collected through structured, systematic procedures and are amenable to
verification by others.

These claims are strengthened with the supposition in quantitative
methodology that the methods and data have not been affected by the
researcher. With limited, or even an absence of direct contact between the
researcher and the subjects of research, the image of a detached scientific
observer is maintained. The researcher takes on an outsider’s, ‘etic’ per-
spective, with as little involvement with research subjects as possible,
leading to the claim that quantitative research is objective and value-free.
Standardised questionnaires and concerted efforts at random sampling
are designed to reduce or even eliminate human bias.

Qualitative Approaches

The description of the qualitative research perspective on the question of
objectivity and values, as well as other questions below, demonstrates the
contrasts between the two perspectives in terms of the approach to and
purpose of research (Greene 2007; Hartas 2010). In the qualitative tradi-
tion, objectivity is challenged, and the process of research and the ‘facts’ it
reveals are seen to be laden with values. Rather than a position of de-
tachment between researcher and subjects, qualitative approaches see
researchers themselves as instruments of data collection, often with sus-
tained and intimate contact and relationships with their subjects, further
defying claims of a need for objectivity. Guba and Lincoln (1994, p.107)
maintain that “the notion that findings are created through the interaction
of inquirer and phenomenon (which, in the social sciences, is usually
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people) is often a more plausible description of the inquiry process than is
the notion that findings are discovered through objective observation”.

A related point is that a fundamental purpose of qualitative research
is to capture the research subject’s perspective and views of values, ac-
tions, processes, and events. Qualitative research presents the ‘emic’, in-
sider’s perspective, empathising with the subjects of research. Through
methods such as detailed participant observation and in-depth unstruc-
tured interviews, subjects are given far more latitude to share their own
views, with the researcher tending towards surrendering control to the
researched in the process of inquiry.

In contrast to the quantitative methodology which seeks general
explanatory laws, the qualitative approach sometimes denies that such
laws can ever be found. Qualitative researchers therefore take an ideo-
graphic rather than a nomothetic approach, meaning that they locate their
findings in specific time periods and places (Bryman 1988; Greene 2007).
Research conducted in a specific place does not have as its primary aim
generalisation to other places; instead the attention is focused on events,
processes and behaviours in the immediate context. At the same time,
rather than limited to particular variables of interest, the qualitative ap-
proach is more holistic and naturalistic, examining entire social entities
such as schools or communities at many levels and along many dimen-
sions. The goal of this approach is again an interpretive, empathetic un-
derstanding, and an attempt to capture the meanings that research sub-
jects attribute to their own particular, yet whole, situations.

Bryman (1988) noted that qualitative researchers’ attention to their
informants’ perspectives leads to an avoidance of preconceived structure
and predetermined notions. Therefore studies are characterised by
openness and flexibility. This contrasts with the work of quantitative re-
searchers, who tend towards deciding at the outset upon concepts which
can be operationalised and measured. Qualitative researchers may or may
not have specific research problems as predetermined targets of investi-
gation. Instead, the decisions on foci may be delayed well into the re-
search process, allowing for unexpected issues to be pursued. Qualitative
research can therefore be more easily characterised as inductive and ex-
ploratory, rather than deductive and confirmatory.

The same considerations apply to the position of theory in qualita-
tive research. Given their adherence to the insider’s perspective and to an
inductive, flexible, and unstructured approach, qualitative researchers do
not normally start with a theory to be tested or validated. A preconceived
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theory could be viewed as a constraint in the research process, and could
prove to be a poor fit with the revealed perspectives of research subjects.
The discovery, formulation, and testing of ‘grounded’ theoretical expla-
nations instead are conducted simultaneously with the process of data
collection and analysis.

Finally, in presenting research findings rather than explicating sta-
tistical relationships among carefully delineated and measured concepts,
qualitative researchers tend toward providing rich, deep, detailed de-
scriptions. Such detail contributes to explaining participants’ perspectives
and developing an understanding of the meanings they attach to the
phenomena of interest. At the same time, qualitative researchers go be-
yond pure description to analyse, interpret, and offer explanations of
complex situations and phenomena.

Considerations for Comparative Education

Several of the issues associated with the use of quantitative and qualita-
tive methods identified above have special salience in comparative edu-
cation research. On the one hand, there is a certain pressure within parts
of the field for the use of quantitative methods. This goes along with a
shift over time within the field of comparative education from historical,
explanatory studies towards studies employing statistical information
and quantitative data analysis procedures. Some researchers are drawn to
the quest for generalisable explanations and universal principles applica-
ble to educational phenomena across societies and cultures. Concomi-
tantly, there is an attraction for some scholars and policy-makers to the
transfer of educational theories, practices, and policies across interna-
tional borders, and a desire to seek global solutions to global problems.
Large-scale databases from international studies of educational achieve-
ment, and education statistics gathered by international agencies, can
attract both experienced and novice researchers because of their availa-
bility and influence. Finally, research commissioned by governments or
international organisations may carry a preference for particular method
and theories.

On the other hand, there is comparable pressure for qualitative
studies, sometimes in reaction to the perceived shortcomings of quantita-
tive methods. Qualitative researchers in comparative education share a
strong belief in the importance of cultural, political and social contexts,
and the position that education cannot be decontextualised from its local
culture. Qualitative research is also advocated because of an awareness of
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the shortcomings and problems associated with large bodies of cross-
national statistical data, often uncritically employed without considera-
tion of potential bias, and with units of analysis (usually nation states)
compared without considering local contexts and internal variation. With
regard to the question of the objectivity or value-ladenness of the research
endeavour, qualitative researchers draw attention to the need for sensi-
tivity to the greater potential for bias and unquestioned assumptions
when researchers work outside their own cultural contexts. They main-
tain that effort must be made to become conscious of such biases and to
question one’s own assumptions while trying to understand the assump-
tions underlying the societies and cultures which are the targets of re-
search.

Quantitative and Qualitative Research on Literacy

To deepen the discussion and compare quantitative and qualitative
methods in comparative education, this chapter turns to a description of a
range of studies on a particular theme, literacy. It demonstrates that both
types of research can seek answers to fundamentally similar questions.
Literacy has been noted as a prominent concern of comparative education
researchers, not least because of the influence on research agendas of
powerful international agencies such as UNESCO and the World Bank
(Crossley & Watson 2003). Studies on literacy abound in journals such as
the Comparative Education Review, International Review of Education, and
International Journal of Educational Development. They range from large-
scale cross-national quantitative studies of literacy achievement to small-
scale, in-depth ethnographies.

While studies of literacy vary widely as to their research methods,
contexts and specific questions addressed, they also exhibit fundamental
similarities in purpose. Specifically, they seek answers to at least four
basic questions:

1. How can literacy be accurately defined and depicted?
2. Where do variations in literacy lie?

3. What leads to literacy?

4. What are the consequences of literacy?

Some of the studies examined below identify themselves as ethnogra-
phies or as large-scale quantitative research studies. Others have em-
ployed mixed methods. For the purpose of differentiating between quan-
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titative and qualitative methods, simple distinctions have been made ac-
cording to the nature of the data reported. For the present discussion,
studies which mainly report results in the form of numbers and statistics
are treated as quantitative, and policy and historical studies are grouped
within the broad qualitative tradition.

How can Literacy be Accurately Defined and Depicted?

Both quantitative and qualitative studies seek answers to the fundamental
question of how literacy can accurately be defined and depicted, but dif-
fer in their approach to and interpretation of the question. Quantitative
studies approach this question by seeking an accurate, objective method
to measure literacy, often defining literacy from the outset. The
cross-national 2011 Progress in International Reading Literacy Study
(PIRLS), refining conceptions of literacy from previous International As-
sociation for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) literacy
studies, started with a definition of reading literacy as “the ability to un-
derstand and use those written language forms required by society and/or
valued by the individual” (Mullis et al. 2009, p.11).

Another cross-societal study, the International Adult Literacy Sur-
vey (IALS), started with a set definition of functional literacy as “the abil-
ity to understand and employ printed information in daily activities at
home, at work and in the community”, and directly measured the three
associated domains of prose, document and quantitative literacy (Darco-
vich 2000, p.369). This survey was viewed by the researchers as an inno-
vation because it measured varying degrees of literacy in each of the
domains — measures judged more accurate than the dichotomous literate/
illiterate used in numerous other studies.

Jennings (2000) similarly claimed that the 97.5 per cent adult literacy
rate for Guyana reported by the government to international aid agencies
was inflated because it was based on the percentage of enrolment in pri-
mary schools rather than on a direct assessment of literacy. On the basis of
the results of the Functional Literacy Survey of Out-of-School Youth,
which defined functional literacy as “the ability of the individual to apply
skills in reading, writing, calculation and basic problem-solving in those
activities in which literacy is required for effective functioning in his/her
own group and community”, Jennings estimated that Guyana’s actual
literacy rate was more than 20 percentage points lower.

Dealing with a similar problem, Lavy and Spratt (1997) complained
that national-level census-based statistics suffered from inaccuracy, in-
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comparability, questionable assumptions, unclear definitions, and mis-
interpretation. Solutions to these problems, they argued, were important
for moving toward the improvement of policies and programs to battle
illiteracy. The Morocco Literacy Study on which they reported directly
assessed individuals on a variety of literacy skills, and at the same time
asked respondents to make self-judgments of their reading, writing and
mathematics abilities. Based on their comparison of these two measures,
the researchers found that self-reports rarely underestimated but often
overestimated actual literacy skills, leading them to conclude (p.128) that
“healthy ‘literacy rates’ ... may in fact contain a high proportion of per-
sons with very minimal literacy skills”. In one more study comparing and
finding differences in objective (directly assessed) and subjective (self-
reported) literacy rates from samples in Ethiopia and Nicaragua,
Schaffner (2005) concluded that measures of literacy employed in
household surveys overstated actual literacy rates, especially in countries
with low average schooling levels, and that this finding had implications
for understanding of the number of years of schooling necessary to de-
velop literacy among most students.

Introducing his qualitative study, Maddox (2005, p.123) wrote:
“Processes of assessment have generally focused on narrowly oriented
tests of ability, rather than examining how people have applied such
learning in their daily lives.” This statement describes well the difference
between the quantitative and qualitative approaches in addressing the
question of how literacy should be most accurately defined and depicted.
While quantitative researchers have sought ways to assess and measure
literacy skills more accurately and objectively, qualitative researchers
have tended to look to their research subjects for insight into what literacy
means to literates themselves, judging this to be the most accurate repre-
sentation. As one example, in contrast to the idea of literacy as a public
practice associated with national development, Maddox found in his
ethnographic study of Bangladeshi women that literacy activities were
often conducted surreptitiously in private, because of the perception
among these women of associated risk and vulnerability. Maddox also
found that women who could read fluently in Arabic did not consider
reading the Quran as a form of literacy, yet that this ability could in fact
raise these women’s status within the community. Explaining his find-
ings, Maddox relied not on statistics but on descriptive case studies of
individual women and their literacy practices.
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In her ethnographic study of native Peruvians, Aikman (2001, pp.
106-107) asked the questions: “What do the Harakmbut consider counts
as literacy?”, and “How, then, do the Harakmbut use literacy for specific
development practices?”. These questions were again asked in the context
of external development discourses surrounding the Harakmbut’'s own
perceptions of literacy and development. Among her findings was that to
these people literacy in Spanish meant promoting their own self-
development and access to resources for protecting and promoting in-
digenous rights. Literacy in their own language had several implications
within the group she studied, including both a valuation of their culture
and oppositely a reinforcement of their otherness and a loss of status and
prestige in the wider Peruvian society.

In another attempt to reveal how literacy is experienced and inter-
acts with power relations in everyday lives, in contrast to professional,
social science, and government discourses of literacy as power, Rockhill
(1993) conducted life history interviews with Spanish-speaking immi-
grants in California. In response to her women interviewees who ex-
pressed a desire to learn to read and write, Rockhill asked: “Is their goal to
become empowered? To act in accord with their rights? To resist? If so,
who, what and how do they resist?” (p.163). Referring to academic and
policy discussions of the importance of literacy for empowerment in
economic, political, and cultural spheres of public activity, she answered:
“Conceptions of empowerment, resistance and rights do not capture the
way the women we interviewed talk about their longing for literacy, how
they think about their lives, what is meaningful to them, or the conflicts
they live” (pp.164-165).

These examples illustrate the contrasts between academic, political,
and economic discourses and literacy as experienced by the subjects of
these studies. Other qualitative researchers have drawn more explicit
contrasts between the intentions of literacy educators and development
practitioners on one hand, and the newly literate on the other. Explaining
how new literates in Gapun, Papua New Guinea “seize hold” of those
aspects of literacy for which they have the most use, Kulick and Stroud
(1993) noted that the concerns of the promoters of literacy, the Church
and schools, were largely peripheral to villagers themselves. They wrote
(p-55) that:

The villagers of Gapun have their own ideas about reading and
writing, generated from their own cultural concerns. It has been and
continues to be these ideas, and not externally generated and cul-
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turally foreign ones which they apply to the written word in the
village.

Dyer and Choksi (2001) also explained that their own preconcep-
tions of the literacy needs of Rabari nomads in India were contradicted by
their subjects’ insights into the meaning of literacy in their lives. Coming
from a development assistance perspective, the researchers expected the
Rabaris to use new literacy skills to help with animal husbandry, and to
appreciate a programme of literacy education within pastoralism re-
volving around their own knowledge and experience. Instead, through
ethnographic work the researchers found that literacy was perceived by
the Rabaris mainly as a way to reduce their dependence on others and as
associated with being sedentary and offering a better future for their
children in the non-pastoral economy.

In sum, both quantitative and qualitative researchers of literacy
have dealt with the fundamental question of how to define and depict
literacy accurately. In the quantitative studies described above, the goal
was to identify a more objective and reliable method for measuring liter-
acy skills, in the face of alternatively employed national-level statistics
and subjective measures. The definition of literacy itself was normally
assumed or defined at the outset based on theoretical literature. In con-
trast, the qualitative studies of individuals, also concerned with accuracy
in the face of external conceptions of literacy, privileged the meanings of
research subjects themselves and drew attention to the uses to which lit-
eracy was put. Policy studies sought to shed light on the meaning of lit-
eracy as employed by national and international actors which hold the
power to set education agendas, whether or not their conceptions of lit-
eracy were shared by the targets of their policies. In each case, it was clear
that there were differences in the measurement and understanding of
literacy, between external actors and subjects, and among subjects them-
selves. Accordingly, a second fundamental question which both quanti-
tative and qualitative research approaches both attempt to answer in their
own ways concerns the locations in which variations in literacy lie.

Where do Variations in Literacy Lie?

Papen’s (2001) ethnographic study of the National Literacy Programme in
Namibia (NLPN) compared the practices and meanings of literacy in the
various social and institutional contexts within the programme, such as
training sessions for teachers and events associated with National Liter-
acy Day. Based on her analysis of policy documents, evaluation reports,
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political speeches, and her own observations, she maintained that certain
understandings of literacy were privileged over others and influenced
which literacy practices were employed in the programme. Although
focused on one geographic entity, Namibia, her study engaged in com-
parison of different contexts, eliciting variation at several levels encom-
passed within a broader conception of comparative education (Bray &
Thomas 1995).

Other qualitative studies have examined variation in the meanings
attached to literacy in different languages and by different institutions
and actors. Reder and Wikelund’s (1993) ethnographic study of literacy in
an Alaskan fishing community in the United States, described the differ-
ent social meanings attached to, and conflict and competition between,
“Village” and “Outside” literacy practices. They found that these two
conceptions of literacy were associated with distinct institutions, with
“Village” literacy practices tied to the Orthodox Church and the fishing
industry, and “Outside” practices coming from the school and govern-
ment agencies. In a related vein, based on an ethnographic study of liter-
acy among the Mende of Sierra Leone, Bledsoe and Robey (1993) de-
scribed the different associations and advantages for pursuing social
goals attributed to literacy in Arabic and English. They maintained that
literacy in the two languages had different meanings and functions, with
Arabic associated with religion, ritual, secrecy, and supernatural power,
and English tied to government, bureaucracy, technology, and material
wealth. Finally, Robinson-Pant (2000) compared the meanings attributed
to literacy by men and women in her ethnography of literacy in a remote
area of Nepal. She found that the conceptions of literacy of educated men
in Arutar corresponded with the aid agency staff who implemented lit-
eracy classes, while women learners saw literacy in a separate light, even
in opposition to the dominant, agency, male perspective.

Quantitative researchers have also compared men and women with
regard to literacy, but rather than examining differing meanings of liter-
acy, they have focused on differences in literacy skills. Several studies
have looked at differentials in literacy achievement and rates on the basis
of gender by carrying out direct assessments and eliciting self-reports
(Fuller et al. 1994; Jennings 2000). Scholars have also used quantitative
methods to examine differentials in literacy achievement and rates based
on mother-tongue (Ezzaki et al. 1999; Gunawardena 1997); type of (urban/
rural) community (Fuller et al. 1999; Lavy and Spratt 1997); education
level (Jennings 2000; Lavy and Spratt 1997); and socio-economic status
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(Jennings 2000; Lavy and Spratt 1997). Fuller et al. (1999) also compared
literacy rates among Mexican states and in different time periods. Finally,
the IEA studies of reading literacy compared direct assessments of chil-
dren’s literacy among different nations, as well as comparing groups
based on gender, parents’ birthplace, parents’” occupation, teachers’ gen-
der, and a plethora of other factors (Elley 1994; Mullis et al. 2003; Mullis et
al. 2009).

In examining variations in literacy, the qualitative studies described
above focused on the different meanings of literacy among groups of
people and individuals, institutions, and associated with different lan-
guages and practices. They presented findings in the form of descriptions
and direct quotations. In some cases, they maintained that differences in
the meanings attached to literacy by educators and learners had implica-
tions for the outcomes of literacy programs. Quantitative researchers have
shared similar concerns in their comparisons of the literacy achievement
of numerous types of groups: the implication from the finding that certain
groups have lower levels of literacy achievement than others is that ways
should be sought to raise their achievement. This was the explicit goal in
one quantitative, experimental study which compared the achievement of
adults participating in a functional literacy programme with those in a
“classical” literacy programme, as well as comparing students’ reading
test scores before and after participation in the programme (Durgunoglu
et al. 2003). In this case, the comparison was made in order to assess the
impact of literacy classes. In numerous other quantitative and qualitative
studies, researchers have shared a similar interest in assessing the impact
of a variety of other factors on literacy, leading to a third fundamental
question to which both research traditions seek the answer: What leads to
literacy? As will be shown below, each group approaches this question in
different ways.

What Leads to Literacy?

Mangubhai (1999) conducted an experimental study to determine
whether a particular educational intervention, the Book Flood Project, led
to higher levels of reading skill among participating students in Fiji. Other
quantitative researchers have also utilised statistical methods to examine
the impact of schooling on literacy outcomes. In their study of women,
literacy, and health in rural Mexico, Dexter et al. (1998) hypothesised a
relationship between the length of women’s childhood schooling and
their performance on health-related language and literacy tasks, with data
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gathered through direct assessments and interviews and analysed
through regression analysis. Using another statistical method, Ezzaki et
al. (1999, p.184) sought answers to the questions, “Does Quranic pre-
schooling experience facilitate literacy acquisition among rural Moroccan
children in primary school? Does any initial advantage carry over into
later years of public schooling?”. With data collected from a direct read-
ing assessment and students, parents, teachers, and school records, they
employed analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine reading skill dif-
ferences between Arabic- and Berber-speaking children who had or had
not attended Quranic preschools.

In studies more focused on the characteristics and practices of
schooling, Fuller and his colleagues attempted to determine, through re-
gression analyses, the relative impact of a variety of school-related factors
on literacy in English among children in Botswana (Fuller et al. 1994) and
early literacy among children in Brazil (Fuller et al. 1999). With data
gathered from direct assessments, classroom observations, teacher and
principal interviews and questionnaires, they sought insight into the im-
pact of factors such as school size, class size, textbook supplies, teachers’
qualifications and job satisfaction, the frequency of active reading and
writing exercises in class, and student time engaged in and disengaged
from learning tasks.

In dealing with the question of what leads to literacy, these quan-
titative studies addressed the more specific question of what interven-
tions or inputs contributed most to the acquisition of literacy. In the
evaluation study of a Turkish functional adult literacy programme, the
focus of attention was on the input of a literacy course (Durgunoglu et al.
2003). To determine whether the input was effective and gauge the rela-
tive success of the programme, the researchers compared the pre- and
post-test scores of its participants, and compared test scores of partici-
pants with non-participants. Some non-significant differences between
pre- and post-test scores were explained as a result of the insufficient
duration of the literacy programme.

In a qualitative study which also evaluated four literacy pro-
grammes in rural Mali, Puchner (2003) conducted interviews with and
observations of individuals who did or did not become literate after par-
ticipating in the literacy programmes. In this case the focus was partly on
the quality of the input. To explain the relative lack of success, Puchner
identified the shortsightedness of programme developers, weaknesses
and neglect of the programmes for women, and poor classroom condi-
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tions. At the same time, in addition to input-related factors, she identified
various social factors, including relations between men and women,
gender roles, constraints on women’s access to classes, and perceptions of
limited use for literacy in the local language, which offered insight into
participants’ reactions to and attitudes toward the programmes and their
expected outcomes. Here, the qualitative researcher’s approach to the
question of what leads to or hinders literacy was to ask how the attitudes
of potential literates toward literacy and literacy education affected their
relative success in becoming literate.

This approach to the question is shared by researchers conducting
other qualitative studies. Betts (2003) reported extensively on and inter-
preted the views of rural people in El Salvador with regard to their par-
ticipation in literacy programmes. Moving beyond explanations of low
participation rates in terms of barriers to access and lack of motivation,
she detailed the “politics of absence”, characterised by resistance to and
co-optation of dominant discourses of literacy as power. Other qualitative
studies privileged the views of informants in offering explanations for
participation, or lack thereof, in literacy programmes. Rockhill (1993)
learned from her interviews with Mexican immigrants in Los Angeles that
women'’s efforts to become literate were hindered by the power their
husbands held over them in the form of allowing or disallowing them to
go to school, and that becoming educated and literate may have repre-
sented a form of resistance to this power.

Finally, several qualitative policy studies have examined the effects
of international-level influences on the relative success of national-level
literacy policies. Mpofu and Youngman (2001) maintained that the dom-
inance of a traditional approach to literacy in international discourse
which heavily influenced national-level policies in Botswana and Zim-
babwe resulted in relatively ineffective literacy programmes. Mundy
(1993), in her analysis of literacy policies in southern Africa, argued that
literacy efforts and outcomes could not be understood without taking into
consideration external determinants, including changes in the world
economy and Africa’s worsening position within this economy, as well as
the influence of the aid and expertise of international agencies on the de-
velopment of national literacy policies.
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What are the Consequences of Literacy?

Qualitative studies dealing with the question of the consequences of lit-
eracy have described the uses to which literacy is put, presented the per-
spectives of new literates themselves, and interpreted outcomes from
literacy based on a holistic picture of the contexts surrounding literacy
use. Aikman (2001) found that her Harakmbut informants in Peru con-
sidered that among the outcomes of literacy in Spanish were an ability to
promote their programme for self-development and greater access to re-
sources to promote their indigenous rights. The Nepali women in
Robinson-Pant’s (2000) study felt that they had gained a new form of
public identity as “educated”. At the same time they had gained a social
space (the classroom) and a private space and individual voice, as repre-
sented by their writing for private and public purposes. The Hmong im-
migrant men observed and interviewed by Weinstein-Shr (1993) in the
USA gained from literacy a tool for negotiating with new public institu-
tions, a tool for mediating between Hmong and American cultural
groups, a new social status, and a tool for studying Hmong oral tradition.
Similarly, Maddox (2005) interpreted that the literacy of his Bangladeshi
women informants represented a challenge to patriarchy as it strength-
ened women’s position relative to men and allowed them to establish
their rights. At the same time, literacy created for women new forms of
risk and vulnerability related to their new ability to engage with public
institutions and conduct private correspondence.

Robinson-Pant (2001) attempted to explore, through ethnographic
methods, how women’s literacy was linked to health outcomes among
participants in a literacy programme in Nepal. She reported similar re-
sults as Puchner, that despite differences on a test of health knowledge,
the health seeking behaviour of participants and non-participants was
quite similar. Explaining the results, she wrote (pp.161-192) that:

Detailed lifeline interviews showed a very complex picture in rela-
tion to how health decisions were made. Rather than demonstrating
women’s lack of awareness, the interviews revealed a catalogue of
poor health services, inadequate family planning counselling, hus-
bands’ or in-laws” opposition to family planning and the low value
attached to the birth of a girl which forced women to keep trying for
a son.

In contrast to the holistic picture of literacy and health behaviours gained
from Robinson-Pant’s interviews, several quantitative studies looking at



Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches 87

the consequences of literacy narrowed their focus to a fixed number of
objective, operationalised, measured factors. Dexter et al. (1998) took the
number of years of schooling of their rural Mexican women subjects as a
measure of literacy to examine whether correlations existed with a direct
assessment of health-related spoken and written language tasks. Schnell-
Anzola et al. (2005) were interested in determining whether literacy skills
mediated the relationship between schooling and health. With data from
interviews with 161 Venezuelan mothers and direct assessments of their
literacy and health-related communication skills, the researchers hy-
pothesised that the path from mother’s schooling to child’s health out-
comes consisted of four steps: years of mothers” schooling would affect
literacy and language skills, which in turn would affect health-related
skills such as understanding health messages, which in turn would affect
mothers” utilisation of health services, which in turn would affect chil-
dren’s health outcomes.

Other quantitative studies sought to investigate the economic con-
sequences of literacy. Data from the International Adult Literacy Survey
revealed relationships between the Survey’s direct assessment of func-
tional literacy and individual economic success as measured by individ-
uals’ earnings. As Darcovich (2000, p.375) wrote:

Workers with higher literacy skills generally earn more than those
with lower literacy skills, although this effect is not consistent across
all levels and countries. Where the effect of literacy on income is
present, it is evident even when accounting for gender, parental
education and respondents” education.

Here the researchers utilised statistical controls to simplify the type of
complex situation Robinson-Pant observed in her small-scale but holistic
qualitative study.

Conclusions

The studies of literacy presented above exemplify the basic characteristics
of their respective methodologies. Among the quantitative studies, in
particular those that engage in cross-national comparison, are those that
seek generalisable explanations across contexts. Some of them seek to
identify relations of association and causation through experiments and
statistical models and techniques. Their research questions and hypothe-
ses tend to be clearly stated at the outset, followed by methods carefully
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described: sampling, sources of data, measurement of variables, and data
analysis procedures. Theoretical concepts, including literacy itself, are
operationalised as variables which researchers attempt to measure accu-
rately. Data come from direct assessments, reading tests, structured
questions, and detached observations. The voices or opinions of the re-
search subjects are rarely heard.

The qualitative studies, on the other hand, tend to be based more
fully on the views of the subjects of research, including the meanings they
attach to literacy and the reasons and explanations they themselves pro-
vide. The qualitative studies focus more on specific, small-scale contexts.
Rather than being limited to particular variables, they try to provide a
holistic picture of the meanings, uses and practices of literacy. They tend
to be exploratory and expository, with reports of the research not fol-
lowing a fixed structure or stating questions or hypotheses at the outset.
Descriptions are detailed and infused with interpretation and theorisa-
tion.

Despite these differences, both approaches are concerned with at
least four basic questions regarding literacy, with their differences con-
tributing to more complete answers. How can we accurately define and
depict literacy? Quantitative researchers answer that we need a way to
measure literacy skills more accurately. Qualitative researchers answer
that we need to find out how people themselves actually use and practice
literacy, not relying only on what external actors say about how literacy
skills should be used.

Where do variations in literacy lie? Quantitative researchers answer
that to address this question we should measure differences in literacy
skills among groups and determine whether these differences occur by
chance or are significantly different. Qualitative researchers answer that
we should examine how the meanings and uses attributed to literacy by
one individual or group differ from others.

What leads to literacy? Quantitative researchers answer that we
should try to determine what inputs (which may or may not be altered)
can improve literacy skills or literacy rates. Qualitative researchers, as-
suming the input of literacy education, answer that we should find out
how the attitudes towards literacy and literacy education of participants
may facilitate or hinder their acquisition of literacy. Qualitative policy
researchers answer that we need to find out what policy inputs contribute
to or hinder effective literacy promotion efforts.
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What are the consequences of literacy? Quantitative researchers
answer that we need to determine whether and how literacy contributes
to the betterment of other aspects of personal and social life. Qualitative
researchers answer that we should not neglect the question of whether
new literates experience adverse consequences in addition to the benefits
of literacy.

From this chapter’s focus on one issue and the comparison of studies
taking one or the other approach to researching this issue, what can be
added to the methodological debate between quantitative and qualitative
methods and on the question of whether these methods are compatible?
To answer this, a hypothetical question may be posed: What if we only
had the insight into literacy of one or the other of these methods? What if,
for example, we only knew what literacy meant to literates themselves
and how they made use of their perceived literacy skills, but did not have
insight into whether based on their own judgment of their skills they
could perform the tasks society expects of literates? What if we knew only
of what educational inputs contributed to increased literacy, but not of the
subjective factors which influence people’s decisions about whether or
not to attend school or whether they consider the content of literacy ed-
ucation appropriate or relevant and therefore worth retaining? Thought
of in this manner, it becomes clear that despite differences, or the
strengths and weaknesses of each approach, only with both approaches
can scholars come to a more complete understanding of important edu-
cational issues.

A final question addressed in this chapter is how both quantitative
and qualitative approaches have been used with respect to explicitly
comparative educational research. Of the literacy studies surveyed in this
chapter, the ones which to a large extent dealt with comparisons across
countries were cross-national quantitative studies of literacy achievement.
Quantitative approaches were also used to compare literacy rates, skills,
and achievement across places below the national level. Even when lim-
ited to one place, quantitative studies did engage in explicit comparisons
on a variety of types, including ways of measuring literacy skills, innova-
tive and classical teaching methods, schooling experiences, curricula,
language groups, and inputs and outputs. The qualitative studies de-
scribed above, with their attention to context, focused mainly on one place,
often down to the district and village level. However, as with quantitative
studies, these qualitative studies also dealt with comparisons along var-
ious dimensions at the levels of policy, culture, and individuals, including
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the various meanings of, uses of, values attached to, inputs to, and out-
comes of literacy.
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Comparing Places

Maria MANZON

Comparative education analyses have traditionally focused on geo-
graphic entities as the unit of comparison. As this book demonstrates,
comparisons can be made across many other units of analysis, including
cultures, policies, curricula and systems. Nevertheless, even these alter-
native domains are inextricably bound to one or more places. In this re-
spect, examining geographic entities as foci of comparative inquiry is an
essential step for comparative study of education.

Bray and Thomas (1995) designed a cube for classifying comparative
studies in education by level and type. They emphasised that the classi-
fication was not exhaustive, and that additional units could be identified.
This chapter focuses on the geographic/locational dimension of that cube,
and explores other units that are not explicitly identified in it. Using the
Bray and Thomas article as a benchmark, the author examines literature
that has appeared since publication of the article. This exercise has three
main objectives: first to trace the discourse about units of analysis since its
publication; second to make explicit some of the units that were implicit
in the Bray and Thomas model; and third to select examples of the uses of
places as units of comparison, at single levels and at multiple levels, in
order to identify methodological issues.

The chapter has four sections. The first comments on some general
approaches to comparative inquiry in education, and is followed by fur-
ther remarks on the Bray and Thomas model. The third and longest sec-
tion focuses on the locational dimension, presenting illustrations of geo-
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graphic entities as units of analysis. The final section summarises some
methodological points for scholars to consider when comparing places.

General Approaches and Tools for Comparative Education
Analyses

Firstly, a conceptual observation needs to be made about the term “unit of
analysis’. In social science research, the unit of analysis refers to the major
entity that is being studied. It answers the question ‘who’ or ‘what’ is
being analysed. The most common units of analysis are individuals,
groups, organisations, social artefacts, and social interactions. The com-
parative sociology literature further distinguishes between the two
meanings of unit of analysis: observational and explanatory (Ragin 2006).
Observational unit refers to the unit used in data collection and data
analysis, while explanatory unit refers to the unit that is used to account
for the pattern of results obtained. In this chapter, geographic units of
analysis are used in both senses. On the one hand, they indicate the level
at which data is collected and, on the other hand, the various levels (e.g.
individual, institutional, national, regional or multilevel) at which theo-
retical explanations may be couched.

Comparative studies in education have principally been locational
in nature, examining educational phenomena in different places. Tradi-
tionally, these studies have taken as their unit of analysis large macro-
social units and in particular the nation-state (e.g. Sadler 1900; Kandel
1933; Bereday 1964; Fafunwa & Aisiku 1982; Gu 1986).

Table 4.1: Comparative Case Study Analyses

Most similar systems

Most different systems

(msS) (mdS)
Most similar outcomes msS-msO mdS-msO
(msQO)
Most different outcomes msS-mdO mdS-mdO

(mdO)

Source: Berg-Schlosser (2001), p.2430.

Among the various purposes of comparison (see e.g. Phillips &
Schweisfurth 2007, pp.7-25), two are noted here because of the ways in
which they shape research methods. One is interpretive, and the other is
causal-analytic. Interpretive studies seek to understand educational
phenomena, while causal-analytic studies seek to elucidate causation and
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causal complexity and to identify configurations of causal conditions that
produce similar/different outcomes. Ragin and Amoroso (2011) noted that
comparative methods may be used to explain either commonality or di-
versity in outcomes. Table 4.1 classifies four types of comparative case
studies, distinguishing between systems/cases and outcomes.

Concerning interpretive studies, Bereday’s approach deserves com-
ment. Bereday’s (1964) classic book, Comparative Method in Education,
conceived the field in terms of area studies (in one country or region) and
comparative studies (i.e. simultaneous comparison of several countries or
regions). Of particular interest is his four-step method of comparative
analysis (Figure 4.1), consisting of description, interpretation, juxtaposi-
tion, and simultaneous comparison. The purpose of juxtaposition, he
suggested (pp.9-10), was to establish “the criterion upon which a valid
comparison can be made and the hypothesis for which it is to be made”.

Figure 4.1: Bereday’s Model for Undertaking Comparative Studies

L DESCRIPTION IC. INTERPRETATION
Pedogogica! Data Evaluation of
Only Pedogogical Data
Historical
Couniry C:: Political
A A — Economic
Social
—1 Historical
Country —] Polltical
B B 1 Econornic
Social
OI. JUXTAPOSITION I, COMPARISON
Establishing Similarities Simultoneous
and Differences Comparison
Criteria of Hypothesis
camparability
A 8
f— L N _
A | <] < 8 <]
(— <]
Hypothesis for Conclusion
comparative analysis

Source: Bereday (1964), p.28.



100 Maria Manzon

A prerequisite for any comparative study is to establish the param-
eters for initial comparability of the chosen units of analysis. In general,
instructive analysis can be made when the units for comparison “have
sufficient in common to make analysis of their differences meaningful”
(Bray 2004, p.248). Thus, establishing a specific dimension of commonal-
ity against which two or more cases/contexts can be compared is a pre-
requisite for a valid comparison (Steiner-Khamsi 2009). Rather than a
mechanical identification of similarities and differences between two or
more places, attention should be paid to the underlying context of these
commonalities and differences and to their causal relevance to the educa-
tional phenomenon being examined. In other words, any meaningful
comparative study should be able to identify the extent and the reasons
for commonalities and differences between the units of comparison, ex-
amining the causes at work and the relationships between those causes.
Kubow and Fossum (2007) provided a useful tool with “boxed” juxtaposi-
tions of comparisons of featured countries with respect to demographic,
geophysical and socio-political factors shaping education (Figure 4.2).

In the case of comparisons which seek to understand the cause-effect
relationship in two or more cases, the identification of parameters of
comparability is taken a step further, emphasising their causal relevance
to the educational issue being examined. Ragin (1987, pp.45, 47-48) iden-
tified three basic steps in case-oriented research:

e a search is undertaken for underlying similarities among the units
for comparison displaying a common outcome;

¢ the similarities identified are shown to be causally relevant to the
phenomenon of interest; and

e on the basis of similarities identified, a general explanation is for-
mulated.

In some cases, the units for comparison are apparently different but
the educational phenomena in both units manifest a common outcome
(see ‘mdS-msO’ in Table 4.1). As Ragin (1987, p.47) explained:

Investigators must allow for the possibility that characteristics
which appear different (such as qualitatively different systems of
incentives) have the same consequence. They are causally equiva-
lent at a more abstract level ... but not at a directly observable level.
Thus, there may be an ‘illusory difference’ between two objects that
is actually an underlying common cause when considered at a more
abstract level.
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Figure 4.2: Points of Convergence in Different Settings

BRAZIL SOUTH AFRICA
Attribute: Three main ethnic groups Attribute: Around three fourths of
have influenced Brazilian culture: the South African population is of
the indigenous peoples or ‘Indi- African descent, and 10.9% are of
ans’, the Portuguese Europeans, European descent (chiefly British or
and the Africans, owing to Brazil's Dutch), 8.9% of mixed descent, and
former use of slaves especially in 2.6% are Asian, primarily Indian.
coastal plantations. Demography
Response: Centuries of infermar- and Response: The doctrine of racial
riage and racial and cultural mix- educational |separation became particularly
ing have shaped the Brazilian implications | pronounced beginning with the
population. A more unified and apartheid-minded Nationalist Par-
distinctly Brazilian ‘race’ has ty’s rise to power in 1948, the 1953
emerged as aresult. In spite of the How have creation of a system of ‘Bantu ed-
fact that few Brazilians have an- atfributes of | ucation’, and, later, a school system
cestry strictly of one particular the population | for mixed race or ‘coloured people’
group, over half of the Brazilian affected in 1963 and for Indian people in
population describes itself as white. | education?g | 1945,
Educational Implication: Though Educational Implication: Apart-
evidence points to limitations in the heid’s formal system of separation
educational opportunities of less within these four distinct school
privileged races, since most Brazil- systems adopted differential access
ians claim the identity of the dom- and opportunity into its most fun-
inant or high-status race, there has damental formal structures until
been a general lack of ac- dissent, mounting in the 1970s and
ceptance that racismis a pro- 1980s, led to the dismantling of the
nounced problem and a lack of system and Nelson Mandela's elec-
recognition for its negative effects tionin 1994 as the first South African
in terms of differentiated educa- president from the racial majority.
tional access.

Source: Kubow & Fossum (2007), p.129.

Ragin also cited cases which appeared very similar, i.e. manifesting
an ‘illusory commonality’” (1987, p.47), but which experienced different
outcomes (see msS-mdO in Table 4.1). In these situations, the compara-
tivist should try to identify the causally significant difference that ac-
counts for contradictory outcomes between relatively similar units. In
conclusion, Ragin indicated (p.49) that “by examining differences and
similarities in context it is possible to determine how different combina-
tions of conditions have the same causal significance and how similar
causal factors can operate in opposite directions” (see also Ragin & Am-
oroso 2011). In this respect, Crossley (2009), who has extensively argued
for the centrality of context in educational research, hails the Bray and
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Thomas (1995) framework as a useful model in enabling the juxtaposition
and comparison of different levels of contexts.

These methodological points may find resonance in comparative
studies not only of places, but also of other units of analysis discussed in
this book. For the purposes of this chapter, the methodological ap-
proaches serve as a lens through which the illustrative cases of studies
comparing places will be viewed and evaluated. Geographic entities offer
a variety of foci for comparative inquiry in education, ranging from the
macro level of world regions down to the micro level of classrooms and
individuals.

The Bray and Thomas Framework for Comparative

Education Analyses
The Bray and Thomas cube presented in the Introduction to this book
(Figure 0.1) provides a three-dimensional approach to categorising vari-
ous foci of comparative studies. The first dimension is geographic/locational,
within which seven levels are identified. The second dimension corre-
sponds to nonlocational demographic groupings; and the third dimension
comprises aspects of education and of society. These different dimensions
address the questions ‘where’, “‘who” and ‘what’ in comparative analyses.
Scholars have increasingly addressed the notion of space since the
1970s (e.g. Sobe & Fischer 2009; Symaco & Brock 2013), suggesting a ‘spa-
tial turn’ in scholarship outside of comparative education. For example,
Lefebvre (1991) conceptualised space as a social production based on
values which affect social practices and perceptions. These scholars view
space from a social cultural lens, rather than from a natural and locational
perspective. This resonates with the view of those who, recognising the
impact of geopolitical shifts on the field of comparative education, have
brought to light additional units of analysis and spaces for comparison
(e.g. Cowen 2009a; Crossley & Watson 2003; Welch 2008). Aside from the
cultural dimension, they have suggested focusing on political and eco-
nomic dimensions relevant to education when grouping places for com-
parison. Rappleye (2010, p.74) posited that space “must be understood
vis-a-vis the collective international space and the socio-specific space of
relations between countries”. These varied modalities of spaces, which
could be inserted across the locational dimension in the Bray and Thomas
cube, include geographic classification based on colonial history, religion,
economic alliances, and epistemic culture. With respect to colonial history,
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for example, territories in Sub-Saharan Africa may be categorised as for-
mer British, French or Portuguese colonies, and offer fertile terrain for
comparison. As for a shared religious belief and political history, the
study by Silova et al. (2007) of six newly independent nations of Central
Asia and Azerbaijan is illustrative. Alternatively, regional economic
blocks provide instructive units for comparison. As explained by Cowen
(2002, p.275):

These blocks have emerged in West and Central Europe, in North
America, in East and Southern Asia, and in South America. They
speak to educational equivalencies, mobile professional labour, new
links between universities and research and development industries,
as well as new forms of hybrid identity for individuals. They may
lead to the convergence of some aspects of education, such as cur-
riculum and evaluation, in former national and separated educa-
tional systems.

Regional blocks can be incorporated in the cube fairly easily at the level of
world regions. Despite these emerging social units of convergence, there
is an opposite trend towards divergence manifested in the formation of
social groups with a strong sense of sub-national identity, e.g. among the
Bretons, Catalans and Scots (Cowen 2000a, p.5). These likewise open up
other foci for comparison. Cowen thus concluded that comparative
scholars are now invited to “play chess in at least eight or nine dimen-
sions” (2000b, p.340).

Related to the effects of economic globalisation is the contemporary
phenomenon of ‘knowledge diaspora’ (Welch 2008), leading to the
formation of new epistemic communities that cut across national and
regional boundaries. Another development that poses alternative land-
scapes for comparative analysis is the growth of ‘virtual” universities (e.g.
Guri-Rosenblit 2001) and classrooms as a result of developments in
information and communications technology. These virtual entities are
not located in a physical place, but in ‘cyberspace’. While the school/
classroom remains the unit of analysis (levels 5 and 6 of the cube), the
virtual mode of teaching and learning introduces new elements and
forces into the comparative experiment.

The above discussion has brought to light some alternative perspec-
tives on the use of geographic entities as a unit of analysis. Scholars have
identified derivative spatial units that have emerged as a result of geopo-
litical, economic, socio-cultural and technological shifts. These include
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cultural groupings (by religion, language, ethnicity), political/economic
clusters, and epistemic communities. These derivative units are in fact
potentially contained in the original Bray and Thomas framework, and
are inextricably linked to one or more locations. The following section
explores concrete examples of comparative education analyses, taking the
different locational levels of the cube as foci of comparison and using both
traditional and alternative spatial units of analysis.

Geographic Entities as Units of Analysis

This section focuses on the geographic/locational dimension of the Bray
and Thomas cube. The discussion commences with the seven geographic
levels represented on the front face, from the highest level of world
regions/continents to the lowest level of individuals. Illustrative examples
of comparative studies are discussed with a view to identifying their im-
plications and evaluating their methodological effectiveness in elucidat-
ing the subjects being compared.

Level 1: World Regions/Continents

Bray and Thomas (1995, p.474) explained the nature of comparisons at the
level of world regions and continents, the assumptions that underlie them,
and the challenges faced by comparativists when undertaking them:

A substantial literature focuses on the nature of educational provi-
sion in different regions of the world. Typical terms identifying re-
gions are the Balkan States, the European Community, the Carib-
bean, and the South Pacific. Allied macro-level work takes the con-
tinent as the unit of analysis and focuses on such locations as Africa,
South America, or Asia.

A key assumption underlying most regional comparisons is
that certain shared characteristics differentiate one region from an-
other in educationally important ways. The unifying characteristics
of any particular region may include language, political organiza-
tion, colonial history, economic system, national ambitions, and/or
cultural origins. Three particular challenges face authors of cross-
regional comparisons. They must convince readers that the charac-
teristics cited as unifying a region are truly shared by the region’s
members; demonstrate that two or more regions are substantially
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similar or different in the nature of their unifying features; and show
that such similarities and differences are educationally important.

These observations serve as a guide for the discussion below. The fol-
lowing examples show various ways in which regions may be used as
units of comparison. The first example discusses a qualitative comparison
of regional economic blocks, while the second involves a quantitative
study of ‘constructed’” world regional groupings.

This first study takes three regional economic groupings as its focus
of analysis: the European Union (EU), the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC).
Dale and Robertson (2002) analysed them as subjects of globalisation, and
examined their effects on national education systems. The study crossed
three continents and adopted a qualitative approach.

Supranational bodies like the EU, NAFTA and APEC are formed as
a result of the deliberate decisions of national governments to grant these
entities some autonomy in order to achieve certain common goals. Thus,
although they share common geographic bases, albeit constructed ones,
the unifying and binding force of each regional entity is the political will
of its constituent members, the intensity of which could downplay the
importance of intra-regional disparities. In this sense, regional organisa-
tions provide a manageable and interesting window through which re-
gions could be viewed.

Dale and Robertson nevertheless noted that regional organisations
are nested in a complex web of institutional relations, cultural and polit-
ical practices, and global developments (2002, p.18). Among the obvious
differences are the size and diversity in the member states of each regional
organisation. In 2013, NAFTA had three members, the EU had 28 mem-
bers, and APEC had 21 members including several located outside the
Asia-Pacific region. Dale and Robertson further explained (2002, p.29)
that:

The diversity of its membership distinguishes APEC from the other
two organisations. The membership covers the whole range of na-
tional wealth, from the United States to Papua New Guinea. There
are distinct cultural and religious differences among the members,
and many of them have education systems that continue to bear
(rather different) traces of their colonial histories, so that, overall,
there is a correspondingly broad diversity of educational systems
and provisions.
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Figure 4.3: Mapping the Dynamics of Globalisation through Regional Organisations

Variables to determine external EU NAFTA APEC
influences on education policy and Form and Form and | Form and
practice purpose purpose purpose
Dimensions of power (soft or hard):

« decisions

¢ agenda setting
o rules of the game
Nature of effect (direct or indirect) on:
o politics of education
o education politics

Processes/means of influence:
o strategies
o tactics
o devices

Scope - the extent of influence on
different levels of education — measured
through:

* sovereignty

o autonomy

Source: Dale & Robertson (2002), p.19.

This example is instructive in terms of its comparative method. Its
approach reflects to some extent the Bereday method of juxtaposition to
establish a basis for comparison. The authors described and examined the
purpose and form of the three regional organisations and their impact on
education, as determined by key variables such as the strength, scope,
and mechanisms employed (Figure 4.3). Simultaneous comparison was
done gradually. First, NAFTA was examined as a single case. The EU case
that followed was then contrasted with NAFTA, and finally APEC was
compared and contrasted with the two preceding bodies. The article de-
serves emulation in its systematic analysis of issues following its guiding
framework in Figure 4.3.

An underlying theme in the comparison of the three organisations is
that the greater the diversity among the members forming a regional
grouping (in economic wealth, religion, culture, and nature of educational
systems), the looser the coupling among them. This is evidenced by the
divergent approaches adopted by APEC member states on education
policy in contrast to the harmonisation approach of the EU and the
rules-based approach of NAFTA. A regional study of this nature and
magnitude opens the door for further research examining the contexts of
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the different member states/economies so as to tease out the factors that
account for their divergent or convergent 