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ABSTRACT

The paper begins with the broad analysis of the nature of academic enquiry and the
culture of disciplines. It then turns to the work of scholars who have classified compo-
nents of study in the field of educational sciences and who have located the place of
comparative education. The paper notes that comparative education is an interdisci-
plinary field of study which therefore welcomes inputs of many types. However, it also
observes that parts of the field of comparative education are poorly defined and lack-
ing in focus. The paper remarks on the extent to which comparative education learns
from the major disciplines which contribute to it. It also notes ways in it would be
desirable to strengthen the field of comparative education.

The field of comparative education is by nature interdisciplinary, and purports to
be both wide-ranging and able to offer perspectives which are of value to most other
fields in the domain of educational studies. This was among the observations of Edmund
King, from whose seminal textbook, Other Schools and Ours, the title of this paper is
to some extent an echo. However, the field of comparative education suffers from
various constraints and shortcomings. The commentary which follows outlines some
features of the field and of its mode of operation.
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A useful starting point for this paper is a 1989 book written by Tony Becher. It was
published in second edition in 2001 under the coauthorship of Tony Becher and Paul
Trowler, with the title Academic Tribes and Territories: Intellectual Enquiry and the
Culture of Disciplines. Both editions lucidly analysed dimensions of the academic are-
na, with the second edition extending analysis and updating it to take account of sev-
eral powerful influences on the size and shape of higher education. Although both
editions were primarily concerned with the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States
(US), they also had considerable relevance to other countries. The domain of educa-
tional studies was given only passing attention in the books, but patterns and trends in
educational studies can be mapped against those in other domains fairly easily. This
paper is based more strongly on the second edition of the book than on the first, since
the second edition is not only more recent but also even more penetrating than the
first. The paper also draws on the works of many other scholars, and particularly the
conceptual schema presented by Oliveira (1988).

Defining Tribes and Mapping Territories

The tribes to which Becher and Trowler referred are academic commu-
nities as defined in part by the members of those communities and in
part by the institutions which employ them and which locate them in
departments, centres or other units. The territories are the academic ideas
on which they focus. This includes methodological approaches, subject
matter 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 articulat-
ed through and reinforced by recurrent practices among a group of people
in a given context”. The primary focus of the book was on “practitio-
ners in a dozen disciplines whose livelihood 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.
The concept of an academic discipline, Becher and Trowler pointed out
(2001, p. 41). is not altogether straightforward:

There may be doubts, for example, whether statistics is now
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sufficiently separate from its parent discipline, mathematics, to
constitute 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 jour-
nals.

In some of the typical instances of dispute, Becher and Trowler added,
institutions may have decided to establish departments in particular fields
but may find that the intellectual validity of those departments is under
challenge from established academic opinion. The examples presented
were black studies, viniculture and parapsychology. As the authors
explained (p. 41):

Disciplines are thus in part identified by the existence of rele-
vant departments; but it does not follow that every department
represents a discipline. International currency is an important cri-
terion, as is a general though not sharply defined set of notions of
academic credibility, intellectual substance, and appropriateness of
subject matter.

Becher and Trowler nevertheless asserted that despite such apparent
complications, “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 dubi-
ous cases”.

Within these parameters, various disciplinary groupings have differ-
ent characteristics. Table 1 presents a classification into four categories
based on a hard/soft and pure/applied matrix. The boundaries are of
course not sharp, but the classification is nevertheless useful. The table
places education in the soft-applied category, describing it as functional
and utilitarian, and “concerned with enhancement of [semi-] professional
practice”. This contrasts with the hard-pure sciences, for example, which
are described as cumulative and atomistic, and concerned with univer-
sals, quantities and simplification.
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Table 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. mechani-
cal engineering, clinical
medicine): “hard-applied”

Applied social science (e.g.
education, law, social admi-
nistration): “soft-applied”

Cumulative; atomistic (crystalline/tree-like);
concerned with universals, quantities, simplifi-
cation; 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 understanding/appreciation.

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

Functional; utilitarian (know-how via soft know-
ledge); concerned with enhancement of [semi-]
professional practice; uses case studies and case law
to a large extent; results in protocols/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-prob-
lem ratio to urban areas, and those with a low one to rural areas.
In the first, there is alongside a densely concentrated population a
generally busy —occasionally frenetic— pace of life, a high level of
collective 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, occa-
sions for communal and involvement and a potential for spreading
rumour and gossip like wildfire, displays the opposite characteris-
tics.
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On 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 resources.
Urban researchers typically select narrow areas of study, containing
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 multi-au-
thored, and have rapid turn-around times. In rural areas, authors com-
monly wait over a year, and sometimes considerably longer, for their
articles to appear in print. Books are more important in rural disciplines
than in urban ones.

While many of these features are durable, Becher and Trowler ob-
served major changes in the late 1980s and the 1990s. These changes
brought what they called (2001, p. xiii) “major geomorphic shifts” in
the landscape on which the territories lie. The most important changes
were in the increasingly intrusive role of the state, demands for perfor-
mativity, and an increasing need for academics to ‘chase the dollar’. As
a result, academics made adaptations to their lifestyles, “sometimes re-
luctantly, occasionally enthusiastically and often unconsciously”. The de-
mands of funding bodies have changed the nature of the products pro-
duced by academics, and Research Assessment Exercises and similar
schemes have extended processes of accountability and heightened anx-
ieties within the academic world. These changes have affected educa-
tion, including comparative education, alongside other fields.

Education and Comparative Education, in Relation to Other Domains of
Enquiry

Although Table 1 does explicitly name education as inhabiting a disci-
plinary territory, its disciplinary basis is not undisputed. The field of
education does have departments, degrees and specialist journals, but
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its intellectual substance tends to draw on other disciplines and rather
rarely to assert distinctive characteristics which are unique to the study
of education.

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 do describe compara-
tive education as a discipline (e.g. Sutherland, 1997, p. 42; Chabbott,
2003, p. 116), 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. Such a view has
been presented for example by Lé Thanh Khoi (1986, p. 15), who de-
scribed comparative education as “a field of study covering all the dis-
ciplines which serve to understand and explain education”.

Oliveira (1988) examined this matter in more detail. First, he noted
(p. 174), most knowledge of a scientific level about education consists:

of a heterogeneous collection of contributions coming from phi-
losophy, 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 social
environment, or perhaps to foster change and revolution; the phi-
losopher, from a wider perspective, inquires into the general mean-
ing and the goals of education, what such goals are and should be
in today’s world.

Oliveira noted that all these contributions of the plural ‘sciences of
education” are valuable and even indispensable; but he suggested that
they remain on the fringes of the specific features of the day-to-day
processes of growth and development, the interpersonal relationships
between educators and educated, and the corresponding frame of insti-
tutional arrangements. Oliveira then declared that the domain of educa-
tion does have a unique disciplinary body of knowledge, and that it
deserves a label to reflect that. Existing commonly-used labels, he sug-
gested, are inadequate. 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. Oliveira also rejected as in-
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adequate 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 activ-
ity not a knowledge - just as society is not sociology, language is not
linguistics, and animals are not zoology”.

To overcome this difficulty, Oliveira drew on the proposals previ-
ously made by Christensen (1984) and Steiner Maccia (1964), and as-
serted 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
discipline”. He added that the word might initially look strange, or even
pedantic, just as 'sociology’ —another Graeco-Latin hybrid— did in its time;
but, he claimed, “it brings to educational science such clarity and pre-
cision that it should be generally adopted”.

Oliveira 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. Oliveira 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 1.
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Figure 1: Oliveira’s System-Based Classification of Education-
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The question then for the present paper is where comparative education
fits into this schema, for it is notably absent from Figure 1. To answer
this question, Oliveira began by noting (p. 179) that at the level of com-
mon or pre-scientific knowledge, comparison between objects, and there-
fore 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, mea-
suring phenomena, or building models. Thus, each component in Fig-
ure 1 is based on comparison, and the distinctions between the sciences
are themselves the results of comparison (between their objects, view-
points, methods, etc.).

But if comparison as a method is universal, Oliveira 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
adjective ‘comparative’ can only be used when the comparison is applied
to previously elaborated sets of theoretical statements referring to real-
ities of a similar kind pertaining to discrete social groups”. In many com-
parative fields, including comparative education, one common such so-
cial group is a nation or a country; but any case, being ‘discrete’ these
units can always be approached as ‘systems’. Since each of those previ-
ous sets of knowledge is in itself partially the result of comparison, com-
parative fields of enquiry in effect present a sort of second-degree use of
the comparative method.

In turn, this explains why comparative education was not included
in Figure 1: it would have required a third dimension to the diagram,
since comparative education represents in effect a higher epistemologi-
cal level. As explained by Oliveira (p. 181):

Its approach to truth covers all the particular objects of the dis-
ciplines mentioned in the central section of the diagram. But strict-
ly speaking, it does not tackle any of them directly, for it is not
interested in any single educational situation, but in two or more at
the same time. In order to manage several real objects simultaneous-
ly, 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
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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, confirmations or refutations of previous theories,
new hypotheses for future research, and so on. As Oliveira concluded
(p. 181), these products, now of a truly comparative nature, “may of
course be used for action on any of the systems originally studied; but
above all they enlarge and eventually modify the data and the conclu-
sions of the specific studies, and provide feed-back to individual disci-
plines”.

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 scien-
ces 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, and the popularity of post-modernism in the 1980s and
1990s (Psacharopoulos, 1990; Epstein, 1994; Crossley, 2000; Paulston,
2000). 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 display many com-
mentaries based on literature reviews, but relatively few studies based
on survey research, and almost no studies based on experimental meth-
ods.

In order to gain a deeper understanding of this phenomenon, Rust et
al. (1999) analysed articles in three major English-language journals in
the field, namely Comparative Education Review published in the US, Com-
parative Education published in the UK, and the International Journal of
Educational Development published in the UK. Reviewing articles in the
1960s, they found (p. 100) that 48.5 per cent were mainly based on lit-
erature review and 15.2 per cent were historical studies. For the 1980s
and 1990s, Rust et al. found a marked drop in the two categories — to
25.7 per cent mainly based on literature review, and 5.0 per cent histor-
ical studies. Reviews of projects had increased, as had participant ob-
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servation and research based on interviews and questionnaires. In this
respect, the field had increased its use of some standard social science
instruments.

Rust et al. also scrutinised the qualitative/quantitative biases of the
articles. Their survey of 427 articles published in 1985, 1987, 1989, 1991,
1993 and 1995 found that 71.2 per cent were based on qualitative meth-
ods, 17.3 per cent were based on quantitative methods, 10.8 per cent
were based on a combination of qualitative and quantitative, and 0.3 per
cent were based on other strategies. Commenting on this, the authors
suggested (1999, p. 106) that scholars in the field of comparative edu-

cation:

tend to rely on similar philosophical assumptions. Concerning
the nature of reality, comparative educators would tend to see real-
ity as somewhat subjective and multiple, rather than objective and
singular. Epistemologically, comparative educators would tend to
interact with that being researched rather than acting independent-
ly and in a detached manner from the content. Axiologically, com-
parative educators would tend not to see research as value free and
unbiased; rather, they would accept the notion that their research
is value laden and includes the biases of the researcher.

However, the nature of the themes and the methodological approaches
have been very different in different parts of the world at particular
periods in history. Thus, although Rust et al. (1999) referred through-
out their article to ‘the field” of comparative education, their analysis
focused only on English-language journals, and only on ones published
in the US and UK. Cowen (2000, p. 333) has highlighted the co-exist-
ence of multiple comparative educations. His observation on the one hand
applies to different groups within particular countries who have differ-
ent 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.
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Figure 2: A Macro- Mapping of Paradigms and Theories in
Comparative and International Education
Source: Paulston (1997), p. 142.

Beginning with the first of these two groups, it is useful to note the
maps of the field produced by Paulston (1997; 1999; 2000). Figure 2
reproduces one of these maps, showing paradigms and theories in inter-
national and comparative education. While it portrays 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 apparent by review of bibliographies: many schol-
ars in the field simply ignore others who have different viewpoints, and
are nevertheless able to get their work published either because the jour-
nals 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 orientations in the
field of comparative education are fundamentally incompatible.

To the differences which arise between scholars who work in differ-
ent paradigms within particular countries and who do not communicate
with each other despite being nationals of the same countries and writ-
ing in the same languages, may be added the differences between schol-
ars who live in different countries and who write in different languages.
Scholars may of course use similar paradigms even though they operate
in different languages; but the probability that they will use different
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paradigms is increased when they do not even share common languag-
es. 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 positiv-
ist framework and oriented to First World concerns. Gu, by contrast,
operated mainly in the Russian- and Chinese-speaking arenas. His writ-
ings, particularly during the early part of his career, were couched 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, however, 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 long-
standing complaint by many scholars in the field (e.g. Eliou, 1997; Cum-
mings, 1999; Little, 2000) has been that many articles even in journals
which explicitly 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 com-
parison 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 concep-
tual looseness is even more pronounced. Thus, as noted by Oliveira (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
methodology. On the other hand, about half of the papers (45 per
cent in Rio) are case-studies, which do no more than describe and
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sometimes analyse a system, a historical process, an innovation or
a special national 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 reflec-
tions on education or describe some innovations 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) has described as Siamese twins. The term interna-
tional education means different things to different people. For exam-
ple, some individuals describe it as the process of training individuals to
see themselves as 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 covers more academic, analytic and scientific
aspects of the field, while international education is related to coopera-
tion, understanding and exchange elements. In the US, the Comparative
Education Society (CES), which had been founded in 1956, was renamed
the Comparative & International Education Society (CIES) in 1969 (Alt-
bach, 1986, p. 6; Wilson, 1994, p. 450), though the official journal of
that society retained its name as the Comparative Education Review. Oth-
er professional societies in which the twin fields are placed together in-
clude the Comparative & International Education Society of Canada
(CIESC), the British Association for International & Comparative Edu-
cation (BAICE) and the Australia & New Zealand Comparative & Inter-
national Education Society (ANZCIES).

The ambiguities reflected in these names contribute to the ambigu-
ities 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
reflects only the comparative side of the society’s name. A similar re-
mark applies to the official BAICE journal, which is entitled Compare: A
Journal of Comparative Education. The CIESC journal has the opposite
bias, because it is entitled Canadian and International Education and thus
does not mention comparison in its title. ANZCIES does not have an
official journal, so it does not face this particular problem.
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The World Council of Comparative Education Societies (WCCES), it
must be admitted, 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 national societies. However, these four bodies are
among the 30 constituent societies of the WCCES, and the world body
is thus also influenced by the ambiguities — especially because the US-
based Comparative & International Education Society (CIES) is the largest
and most active of the WCCES constituent societies (Bray, 2003). Thus,
when World Congresses of Comparative Education are organised 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
Congress mentioned above, the organisers, as noted by Oliveira (1988,
p. 168), did not feel entitled to refuse any of the papers to which Olivei-
ra referred, since there seem to be no accepted criteria to define what is
and what is not comparative education.

Geomorphic Shifts

As noted above, Becher and Trowler (2001) observed major changes in
the domain of higher education during the late 1980s and 1990s, partic-
ularly 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 intru-
sive role of the state, demands for performativity 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. How-
ever, the nature of the geomorphic shifts has been different in different
parts of the world; and despite the geomorphic 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.
Rust et al. 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
the UK government’s Department for International Development (DfID)
or its predecessors, and of the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID). Many of the projects employed academics as
consultants, and the types of projects on which those government bod-
ies chose to focus in turn influenced the field of comparative education.
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In so far as projects focused on primary rather than secondary educa-
tion or vocational education, for example, academic papers were written
about those domains. 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
countries have been given prominence in the field. This point may be
illustrated by contrasting the visibility in the comparative education
conferences 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 reve-
nues 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. Furthermore, 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 foreign researchers in nor encouraging Chinese
scholars to go out. Related to this, the UK and US governments operated
few projects in China. By the 1990s, however, this picture had changed
dramatically. Many Chinese scholars were studying in UK and US uni-
versities, and had brought their insights and data with them. Foreign
nationals found it much easier to visit China through a range of pro-
grammes, including aid projects financed by foreign governments. A
further significant element was the increase in the number of Chinese
scholars who learned English and who therefore on the one hand had
access to literature in English and on the other hand were able to com-
municate with outsiders in that language.

Another geomorphic shift of great significance in the field of com-
parative education was the break up of the Soviet Union. In so far 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.

IYTKPITIKH KAl AIEONHX EKTAIAEYTIKH EMNIOEQPHIH m TEYXOX 3



76 m MARK BRAY

Concerning performativity, 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 pub-
lish, and in the field of comparative education contributed to the expan-
sion of existing journals and to the launching of new ones. Expansion
may be illustrated by the facts that:

* 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 issues a year to three issues a year, and in 2003
it further expanded to four issues a year;

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

¢ in 2002, the Chinese journal Comparative Education Review increased
from six to 12 issues a year.

New journals appearing during the 1990s and initial years of the 21%
century included:

* Educazione Comparata, an Italian journal which commenced publi-
cation in 1990;

e the German journal, Tertium Comparationis: Journal fiir Internation-
al und Interkulturell Vergleichende Erziehungswissenschaft, which was
launched in 1995;

e the Journal of Comparative Education, a Chinese-language publica-
tion which began as a newsletter published in Taiwan in 1982 and
which in 1997 evolved into a full journal;

¢ the Revista Espafiola de Educacion Comparada, which was launched
in Spain in 1995;

o Current Issues in Comparative Education, which commenced publi-
cation in the USA in 1998;

e Politiques d’Education et de Formation: Analyses et Comparaisons
Internationales, which was launched in France in 2001;

e In Focus: Journal of Comparative, International and Intercultural
Education, which was launched in the USA in 2002; and

o Comparative and International Education Review [i.e. the journal in
which this article is published], which was launched in Greece in
2003.

COMPARATIVE AND INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION REVIEW m No 3



OTHER FIELDS AND OURS m 77

In addition, of course, many comparative education scholars also pub-
lished 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 high-
er education, and thus in the number of academics working in univer-
sities, but also the overall climate of 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 ‘chase the dollar’. 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
competition between institutions. Many institutions sought to increase
their non-government revenues through recruitment of fee-paying over-
seas students. This trend was especially evident in Australia, where
higher education for overseas students became a major industry (Welch,
2002). In the process, the institutions and their staff members became
more outward-looking. This internationalisation further contributed to
the field of comparative education.

Related to this phenomenon, and forming a further major geomor-
phic shift, has been the advent and impact of globalisation. Held et al.
(1999) have pointed out that globalisation is in many respects an old
concept with deep roots, but the scale, nature and impact of globalisa-
tion during the 1990s and initial years of the present century has cer-
tainly been new. In some respects, globalisation has revitalised the field
of comparative education by emphasising the need for cross national
perspectives and by providing new themes for analysis. However, in
another sense it has diluted the field because large numbers of academ-
ics consider themselves to have international and comparative perspec-
tives but have weak or non-existent grounding in the methodologies and
traditions of the field (Crossley, 2000; Crossley & Watson, 2003).

Finally, geomorphic shifts have been brought by technology. One com-
ponent 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 informa-
tion. Accompanying the Internet has been the invention of e-mail, which
has permitted academics dispersed around the globe to communicate with
each other almost instantaneously at low cost. New technologies have

IYTKPITIKH KAl AIEONHX EKTAIAEYTIKH EMNIOEQPHIH m TEYXOX 3



78 m MARK BRAY

also brought changes in the publishing industry. Among the new jour-
nals listed above, Current Issues in Comparative Education and In Focus:
Journal of Comparative, International and Intercultural Education are sole-
ly Internet-based; and among the traditional journals, several 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 contrasting
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 En-
glish 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 remained as pronounced in the 1990s
and initial years of the present century as they had been in the 1980s and
before. Thus, referring back to Oliveira’s comments about the lack of dis-
ciplinary coherence in the offerings at the Paris (1984) and Rio de Janeiro
(1987) World Congresses of Comparative Education, it is unlikely that
analysis of offerings at the subsequent World Congresses in Montreal
(1989), Prague (1992), Sydney (1996), Cape Town (1998) and Chung-
buk, South Korea (2001) would have done much to change his perspec-
tive. Despite attempts in some quarters to circumscribe the field of com-
parative education more tightly, it remains very loosely defined. It does
so, moreover, in all regions of the world. The journals written in Chi-
nese, German, English, French, Japanese, Korean and Spanish may dif-
fer from each other in their methodological emphases and in the themes
chosen by their contributors, but are broadly comparable in their eclec-
ticism 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 the field of education would be considered a disci-
pline 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 Oliveira (1988, p. 174), “an ed-
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ucator 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, Oliveira 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 oper-
ates under the label of international education and which to some extent
inhabits 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).

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 extent
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 different
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 do 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.
Researchers 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 tech-
nology or research on HIV/AIDS, for example. Team work in compar-
ative education 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 exploration and that there is little point in tackling ones
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on which others are intensively engaged. As in other rural fields of study,
comparative education 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 comparative
education has undergone some geomorphic shifts in recent years. These
shifts partly arise from the increasing intrusiveness of the state in high-
er education, from demands for performativity and from financial pres-
sures. Other factors include technological advances and geopolitical
changes. These geomorphic shifts have altered the ways in which the
various sub-tribes within the field of comparative education have de-
fined 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
disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity, there is a considerable amount of
nondisciplinarity. 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 orga-
nisers and publishers would defend this situation on the grounds that
undisciplined 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.

Among Oliveira’s (1988) pertinent observations was (p. 175) that:

In principle ... only the educator is in a position to develop the
science 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 any-
way the time-consuming requirements of their profession would
not leave them leisure to elaborate scientifically the data they gath-
er in their work.
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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 develop-
ment of those disciplines.
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MEPIAHWH ITA EAAHNIKA

Ta yvwoTtikd media Twv dMwv kat To diké pag: O akadnpaikég Adyog kat o
xapaktipag ¢ XuykpiTikig Exmaideuong*

H optoBémon g Zuykprrikrig Maidaywyikrg wg kKAadou Twv MotV TG ekmaideu-
ong, oto eupUtepo pdAloTa med(o TWV KOIVWVIKWV EMIOTNHWV, Ol EMOTHOAOYIKEG Kal
peBodoloyikég dlaotdoeig Tou eyyelpriparog, kabwg kat ot duokoAieg Tou kat ot mapd-
yovTeg Tou Tig Tpoadlopilouv, amoteholv éva amé Ta makaidtepa {nrripara oto Ywpeo
™G 2uykpiTikrg Madaywyikrig. To dpBpo karamdveral i’ autd To mdvra emikaipo 600
kat duoyepéc Gimua amd pia véa omiky, Tou otnpilerat oto épyo Twv Tony Becher kat
Paul Trowler Academic Tribes and Territories: Intellectual Enquiry and the Culture of
Disciplines. Ot «pulég», katd Toug Becher kat Trowler, avadpépovrart orig akadnpai-
KEG KOIVOTNTEG, OTTWG auTég Tpoadlopilovral amé 1a péAn Toug aAhd kal amé 1a 1dpu-
para ora omoia epydlovrat. Ot «emkpdreleg» adpopouv Ta Bépara ora omoia auTég eoTid-
Couv T0 gpeuvnTikd Toug evdiadépov, evid ol KouhTolpeg TiG akadnpaikég a&ieg, otd-
og1g Kal kavoveg mou diémouv T dpdon Twv peA@V kdBe emaTnpoVIKIG KOVOTNTAG.
Me Bdon 1o Ta&vopnTiké autd oyrpa, n ekmaideuor) TomoBeTeiTal oTig ehpappoopié-
VEG KOLVWVIKEG EMIOTIEG, Ol omoieg YapakTtnpilovral HANoTa WG «PaAakécy, uTré TV

* H eAnvix] tepiindm tou ayyAxol xetpévou mpaypatomombnxe arnd ) Xopd
Moatbaiov, mruyLtovyo tov Mowdaywyixod Tufuoatog AE tov Iaveriotnuiov Abnvody
O LETOTTTUYLAXY QOLTNTEL TOL iStov Tunuatog.
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évvola 1600 TG Yahaprig oploBémong Tou Bepatikol Toug medlou kat TG €EApTNOTIG
TOUG a6 dA\a dpopa YvwoTlkd avTikeipeva, 600 Kat TG SeKTIKOTNTAG EMNPEACHOU TOUG
amd To eupUTEPO KOIVWVIKS TOUG OUYKeipevo. Ta yapaktnplotikd autd epdavifovral
akopn evrovdTtepa otnv mepimrwon g Zuykpitikig MNaidaywyikrig, omv omoia diarn-
peiral avalol{wtn kal 0apwg evioyupévn n mapddoon g Stabeparikic mpoagyylong,
NG EUTTAOKTG «DUALIV» AT YEITOVIKOUG XWPOUG —KOVWVIOAGYWV, 0IKOVOHOASYWV, KOl-
VWVIKWV avBpwmoAdywv, MOATIKWOV EMOTNHOVWY KTA.—, TNG autheydpevng Umapéng
ouykekplpévou Kat kaBoAikd amodekTou og uTEPTOTIKG €M{TTES0 OWUATOG EKTTAIOEUTI-
KjG yvong kat Tou moAuemimedou yapaktpa g olykplong (oUykplon wg epyaieio
€VVOLOAOYIKT|G oploBémnong/amocadriviong Kat wg HEGO TEKUNPIWONG YEVIKEUOEWV i€
unAé emimedo apaipeong, 6mwe ol olovel vépol, ol Bewpieg, ot umoBéaelg mpog Sie-
pelvnon K.0.K.).

Z1o 4pBpo mapariBevral pia oelpd MEPITTWOEWY TTOU TTLOTOTTOLOUY Ta TApamdvw
yapakmnptorikd. Kar’ apydg emonpaiverat 61t al\ayég ora kupiapya mapadeiypara twv
KOWVWVIKWV EMOTNUWY onparodotolv péoa oto Ypévo avdhoyeg alayég ora mapadeiy-
para g Zuykpttikig Madaywyiknig. ‘Etot, amd o BeTikiopd Twv dekaetiwv Tou *60 kal
Tou '70 mepdoape oto perapovtepviopd Tou 80 kat Tou *90. Avdloyn fitav kat n petd-
Baon amd TIG TOCOTIKEG OTIG TIOLOTIKEG EPEUVEG, AV KAl ONUELWVETAL T) TIEPLOPIOPEVN
€VaoyOANon TwV OUYKPITOAGYWV TNG eKTTA{OEUONG [E TV EUTTELPIKT) €pEUVa YeVIKA.

‘Eva deltepo yapakmnploTikd yvwpLopa g xaiapig oploBEmmong Tou ouyKeKpLpE-
vou yvwoTikoU medlou avadéperal otnv avdnTuén meploadTePWY TNG HIAG OUYKPITIKWOV
Tpooeyyloewyv, TO00 evTdg Twv oplwv Hlag Ywpeag 1 pHiag yYAwoolkig kowvétnrag (T.y.
TWV ayyAddwvwv xwpwv) 600 kal, kupiwg, perall SlapopeTikOV Ywpwy Kal mepide-
pelwv, oe Pabpd mou o R. Cowen va pIAG yia «GUYKPITIKEG aVT{ YIaQ «GUYKPITIKT» TTal-
daywytkn. Qg Tpito oToIXElO TTOU TTLOTOTOLEL TN XQAAPGTNTA TG EMIOTNOAOYIKTG OplO-
Bémong pvnpovederal n amouoia g dlag TG olykplong amd MoAEG epyaoies mou
xapakmnpiCovral katd Ta dANa wg ouykpITIkéG —av Kal dev eival T{TroTa TepLoodTePo amné
HEAETEC TTEPITITWOEWV [LAG OUYKEKPLPEVNG XWPAG, Ywpi¢ pdhiora T duvarémra alo-
mo{nong g peBodoAoyikig omTikr¢ Toug Kat o dANeg avdhoyeg TePITTWOEIG— KAl
dnpoatedovral ota emoTnpovikd meptodikd Tou KAGdou 1, Kupiwg, avakolvwvovral ota
emionpa d1edvr| ouvédpla mou ol diddopot popeic Tou opyavivouv. Mia amé Tig artieg
ToU daivopévou autoy evromiCeral otny udpyouoa WOoPWOT HeTa&l CUYKPITIKAG TTal-
daywytknig, mou gival €& oplopoU TEPLOGETEPO AVAAUTIKT| KAl EQUNVEUTIKT] OTLG TIPOTEY-
yioelg g, kat ot diebvny exmaibeuon, n omoia yapaktnpilerat amd Ty éudacr mou &i-
VEL 0TIV TrEpLypadr) kat oty utmpémnon Tou atéyou TG dieBvolg ouvepyaoiag.

Téhog, n diamepardtnra Tou kKAGSou amodiderat kat oty (6ia v 1dlocucTacia Tou:
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oto d1ebvr] yapaktipa g Beparikrig Tou, Tou amd Tn pia emMTPEMEL KAl TPOOKAAE( TV
eumAokT) 61EBVIV 0pyaviopwv kat I6pUpdTwy oTo £pyo Tou —oL oTTolol Kal avdhoya e
TIG ekdoToTe TpoTEPALOTNTEG TOUG TO emKkaBopilouv — kat amé v dA\n epdaviletal
avoiyrég ora diebvry 1deohoyikd pedpara kat Tig oATikég Tdoelg atn dieBvry oknvr.
Xapakmptotikd mapadelypara amoredodv n epmiokn} TG Unesco, Tng AeBvoig Tpd-
meCag, aAhd kat Tou Bperavikou v Tou Apepikavikou AieBvouc padeiou AvdnTuéng, ot
XPNHATodATNON CUYKPITIKWV HEAETWV yla TG YWpeg Tou Tpitou Kdapou, 1j To evdladé-
poV Kal AAwv opyaviopwv yla TV ekmaideuon oTig VEEC XWPES TTou TTpoékuav amod
™ S1dAuon g ZoPietikrg ‘Evwong. Xapakmplotikd mapddetypa amotehel emiong n
peTaTdTmion Tou eviladEPOVTOS TWV CUYKPITIKWV HEAETTWY TPOG Ta {nrijpara TG Ael-
TOUPYIKOTNTAG Kat TG amodoTikéTnTag TG ekmaideuong, mou Eekivnoav amd Tov ay-
yhooa&ovikd kupiwg kdopo, kal To ouvadég mpog autr| T veo-piheAetBepn Bedpnon
TOU pOAoU Tou ekmaldeuTikoU oUOTAPATOG «KUVjyl Tou dohapiou, Tou avaykdlel Ta
avyrara ekmatdeuTikd 1dpupara va mpooavaroAilouy To epeuvnTikd TOug £pY0 OTIG avd-
YKEG TNG ayopdg, am’ dmou kal avrholvral Ta amapaimra kepdiala ypnuarodomong
TOU.

‘O\eg autég ol dlamoTwoelg katateivouv otnv KaAltepn karavonon tng StakexTi-
ki oxéong mou utrdpyel avdpeoa otn Zuykpitikn MNatdaywyikr| kal Toug dpopoug ex-
matdeutikolg kAddoug, am’ dmou autr avtAel kard mapddoon peBodoroyikd epyakeia
Kal EPEUVNTIKEG TEXVIKEG, Yla va TTPoohEpel o avTdAAaypa TO TEKUIPLO TNG YEVIKEUE-
VNG 1oYU0G TWV TTOPLOUATWY TNG.
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