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Ilampicia K. Ky6oe (Patricia K. Kubow) —

npogpecop 3 MHHAPOOHOI Ma NOPIBHATILHOT 0cBimU Kageopu 0CEiMHbO-
20 nidepcmea ma 00CTiOHEeHy NOTIMUKU i KYPUKYIYMY Ma HABUAHHS 6
Yuisepcumemi Indiana Bnyminemon. Taxox soa € dupexmopom Llenmpy
MidcHApOOHoT ocsimu, pozsumky ma docnioxncerv (Center for International
Education, Development and Research (CIEDR)) npu neoazoeiuromy ga-
kymvomemi (School of Education) ynisepcumeny.

Ii naykoei docnioxnceHHs choKyCco8aHO HA NOPIBHANLHUX KOHCHPYKMAX HA-
8uanHs demoxpamii ma gpomadsincokoi oceimu y Cy6-Caxapniti Appuui
ma Ha bnusvkomy Cxo00i. Bona HazopodseHa nodecHumu 6i03HaKamu 3a
HAYK06i 00CTIONEHHS AMEPUKAHCOKOI0 ACOUIAUIEI Y 2army3i 0c8imHix 0o-
cnidxcery ma Acoviauiero suumenie-nedazoeie CIIIA. 3a ceoio midHapoory
OisbHiCMb 60HA OMPUMANA HAUIOHATIHE 6USHAHHS 3 00Ky IIpesudenma
CIIA, binoeo [Jomy ma Hauionanvhoi azenuii 3 MidcHAPOOH020 PO3BUMKY.

Ion (DOCC)’M ( Paul R. Fossum ) ompumas ounsiom baxanas-
pa eymanimaprux nayk (BA) 6 Yuisepcumemi Monmana, ounniom mazicmpa
eymanimaprux Hayx (MA) y BocmoHcokomy yHisepcumemi, 3aXucmus ou-
cepmauito doxmopa ginocogii (PhD) 6 Yuisepcumemi Minnecoma, ﬂena‘g—
mameHmi 0CeiMHLOI NOTIMUKY Ma AOMIHICIPYBAHHS, AKUeHMYIOUL 00CTI0-
HUUpKY y8aey Ha acnekmax couianvHo-ginocodcukux 3acad, nopisHAnLHOY
nedaeoeiku ma uujoi oceimu. Ilicns 3aeepuieHHst dokmopcoKkoi pobomu ma
Odismvrocmi nicas it axucmy 6 Incmumymi 3 iHmeepauii epomad 30cepeous
6010 POOOIY HA CUCTEMHUX 3MIHAX 6 IHKTIO3UBHUX WIKONIAX, Ma ni3Hide
HA THCMUMYUITIHUX KOHMAKMAX MA MIKOUCUUNTIIHAPHUX OOCTIONEHHAX 6
Ynigepcumemi wimamy Miuuear.

B Yuisepcumemi Miuuean-Ilipbopr npogecop Ilon ©occym obiiimas
nocaou Mum4acos020 0eKaHa, 3acMynHuKa O0ekaxd, KoOpouHamopa npo-
2pam 3 nide0MosKYU MAiCMpPie 3 BUKIAOAHHS 2yMAaHImapHux nayx y Konedi
0CBiMu, 0XOPOHU 300p06 5T | COUIATLHIX czzyafc6.)/ Bin 6ys cniskepisHuxom 2pam-
mosoeo npoexmy Jlenapmamenmy 3 ocsimu CIIA na cymy $ 1.800.000, uso 6ys cnpsmosanuti Ha noinuieH-
HS1 30amHocmell 64UMenié NoHaMKoB0i Ma cepedHbOl 0CBIMU BUKOPUCIIOBYBAMU HABHATILHI MEXHONO0Z.
Hoeo dismvricmo 6 yHisepcumemi maxkodi 0X0Nmoe pobomy y Kinvkox 000amKosux Komimemax sk y Kam-
nyci [lip6opH, max i 8 ueHmpanvHomy kamnyci yuisepcumeny 6 Ann-Apoop (Miuuean).

Joxmop ITon Poccym € asmopom HU3KU Npauy 3 NOPIBHANbHOT nedazoziku / MinHAPOOHOT oceimu,
ynpasniHKa y cpepi oceimu ma euusoi oceimu. Voeo npaui dpykyeanucs 6azamoma Moeamu ma y 6azamvox
kpainax ceimy. Joxmop Ion Qoccym makos 00cnioxnye ma nyonikye npaui 3 npobnemu nomeHuiany ma
00MedceHb HABUATLHUX MeXHOmORil Y KIAC.

YAK 37.013.74
COMPARATIVE EDUCATION IN THE USA’

The article is devoted to the establishment and development of comparative educa-
tion in the United States. In this paper the history of comparative education is highlighted in
detail as a separate scientific field. This work explores the place of comparative education
in American educational science and identifies current trends of its development. The arti-
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Comparative Education at Universities World Wide. Third Expanded Edition (2013). Wolhuter Charl, Popov Nikolay,
Leutwyler Bruno, Skubic Ermenc Klara (Eds.). With an introductory chapter by Erwin H. Epstein. - Sofia: Bulgarian
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cle also discusses the most important comparative education texts, curricular sources and
instructional emphases about its place in the world of science.

Educators worldwide face similar challenges in helping policy makers understand
the interactions among societal aims and globalizing factors that influence formal schooling’s
purposes. In the United States, education has moved in a problem-focused and solution-
driven direction due to an accountability movement that demands the measurement of
educational outcomes through standardized test assessments.

Classic analysis of Comparative Education depicts the field’s progress in terms of
its different historical stages of development. The first stage has been called “the period
of travelers’ tales” where people’s interest in the unknown led to exploration around the
world. Comparative educators in the 20th century were concerned with identifying the
forces shaping foreign educational systems and used quantitative methods to explain the
factors impacting formal education and society and to establish cause-effect patterns of
influence. The third stage of Comparative Education is characterized as one of international
cooperation, peace, and understanding.

Comparative Education as a subject area can be found in some schools and colleges
of education throughout the United States. The Council of Learned Societies in Education
has identified Comparative Education as a major academic approach that helps to define
foundations of education.

Keywords: comparative education, history of comparative education, American
education, contemporary directions in comparative education, the USA.

Introduction. Educators worldwide face similar challenges in helping
students, communities, and policy makers understand the interactions among societal
aims, personal aspirations, and globalizing factors that influence formal schooling’s
purposes. In the United States, education has moved in a problem-focused and solution-
driven direction due to an accountability movement that demands the measurement
of educational outcomes through standardized test assessments. A lack of genuine
dialogue between educators and external stakeholders has contributed to a culture of
compliance in the U.S. where teachers, and increasingly professors, are challenged
to develop critical aims amidst accountability policies and legislative mandates such
as the No Child Left Behind Act. Education accountability reforms have defined the
American public’s view of education since at least the 1980s, and schools have come
under increasing scrutiny to justify that the things they teach are relevant to social
needs. It is within this turbulent and dynamic educational climate that Comparative
Education is positioned.

Comparative Education is generally defined as the cross-national, cross-cultural
study of education. Comparative research often involves “a study of responses in other
societies to problems that appear very [much] like the ones” experienced in one’s “own
educational system” [30, p. 2]. The ability to inquire comparatively is increasingly
important for citizens in pluralistic environments because it enables them to suspend their
judgments of unfamiliar people, places, and systems so as to understand and learn from
those similarities and differences. Comparison — a study of how things are alike or different
by giving attention to certain aspects through the copresence of the other [14, pp. 311—
322] - can help people analyze their home cultures and systems with a better understanding
of how social and cultural factors impact schooling and society.
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As we argued in Comparative Education: Exploring Issues in International
Context [24], Comparative Education helps educators, students, policy makers, and
community members consider the kind of formal education that is appropriate for the kind
of society desired and well-suited to the society that exists. Comparative Education has an
important role to play, therefore, in helping educators to ask enduring social questions and
to consider the kinds of relationships to be nurtured between schools and their respective
communities. Because Comparative Education is not solely an academic exercise but
has practical usefulness in reforming schooling [15, pp. 3-29], it is crucial that increased
attention be given to Comparative Education in primary, secondary, and post-secondary
settings in the U.S. This is especially important in light of evidence revealing a vast
international knowledge gap between American students and their counterparts in other
nations in relation to basic understanding of world geography, world history, and cultural
diversity. Greater attention to Comparative Education in the U.S. could stimulate people’s
curiosity of other nations, cultures, and social systems and, in turn, enable Americans to
examine different cultures and values at a time when accountability and standards-based
reform threatens to make educators more parochial in focus. For educators, the benefit
is the realization that educators worldwide wrestle with similar issues impacting formal
schooling and can gain insights from the global community of education professionals.
Comparative Education’s practical value is that it can help educators decide what issues are
of primary importance and facilitate their efforts to increase students’ cultural knowledge
and classroom experiences [15, pp. 3-29].

History of Comparative Education as a Field

Because Comparative Education draws from a host of disciplines such as
political science, sociology, and anthropology in its examination of educational issues and
phenomena, the skill of comparative perspective taking can play a central role in nurturing
the critical aims of schooling. Comparative Education encourages educators to use multiple
disciplines in posing questions that inform understanding of education and its influencing
factors. Adherence to a single discipline and its specific analytical methods would limit
understanding that can be gained from a host of disciplines. Thus, education is the
unifying factor in Comparative Education, and the disciplines “come within the purview
of Comparative Education only insofar as they are relevant to education and schools” [5].

Classic analysis of Comparative Education depicts the field’s progress in terms of
its different historical stages of development. The first stage has been called “the period of
travelers’ tales” where people’s interest in the unknown led to exploration around the world
[28]. People observed social patterns and cultural communities to familiarize themselves
with sociocultural practices in other locations. During the 19th century, a second stage
of Comparative Education emerged called the period of educational borrowing [17, 18].
Educators themselves traveled to different countries to observe and describe foreign
education systems in terms of organizational structure and methods to delineate what
practices and approaches might be useful in their own schools and classrooms. The
difficulty with their descriptions was that they were often based on personal impressions
and judgments of the societal values they encountered. The well-known pioneer of the
American common school movement, Horace Mann, visited a number of countries,
including Germany (then Prussia), England, Scotland, Ireland, France, and Holland. Of
particular interest to Mann was the Prussian system of education, which he felt might help
to improve American education [30]. Although Mann provided descriptions of the techniques
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and approaches encountered in each of the Prussian schools he observed [19], he provided
“limited discussion of cultural contexts in which attractive ideas or practices had developed
and into which they would be transplanted” [30].

Comparative educators in the 20th century were concerned with identifying the
forces shaping foreign educational systems and used quantitative methods to explain
the factors impacting formal education and society and to establish cause-effect patterns
of influence [28]. However, Michael Sadler argued that an educational system was
“not readily detachable but...intricately connected with the society that supports it” [5].
This led to concerns about the limitations of educational borrowing and often resulted
in a reluctance to study nations outside the West due to the assumption that historically
similar backgrounds and cultures could be more easily controlled and quantified. Many
comparative educators restricted their investigations to studies in Western nations of school
achievement, educational standards, and teacher qualifications. Throughout the century,
comparative educators took the view that wholesale adoption of education from one
country to another was shortsighted and that one must consider observed practices and
interpretations of those practices strictly in light of the differing social, political, economic,
and cultural contexts in which they occur.

The third stage of Comparative Education is characterized as one of international
cooperation, peace, and understanding [4]. Comparative Education’s goal is to improve
the quality of citizens’ lives through the sharing of educational knowledge, structures,
and pedagogy with the aim of expanding educational provision and educational quality
worldwide. However, the extent to which cross-cultural sharing has been mutual and
reciprocal between countries is debatable. Colonial legacies and homogenizing tendencies
of Westernization in schooling worldwide suggest that education may be more a reflection
of the policies and practices of developed nations than opportunities for self-realization and
self-determination in developing country contexts. Certainly curiosity about the unfamiliar
and unknown, the quest for best educational practices, and the need for international
cooperation are all motivations driving the field of Comparative Education today.

Although such classifications (e.g., traveler’s tales, educational borrowing, and
international cooperation) may delineate different eras in the field’s development, these
stages often occur simultaneously [24]. Moreover, there may be other ways to characterize
Comparative Education’s progress historically or to describe the field in less historical
terms. For instance, Armove (2001) stressed Comparative Education’s co-existing
dimensions (i.e., the theoretical/analytical, the ameliorative, and the international/global).
These kinds of classifications, however, may be perceived as linear and bounded and may
therefore unnecessarily constrain comparative educators in seeking new understandings
of the field’s progression and potential. Moreover, the work of comparing education
is not restricted to scholars who align themselves with the field’s primary professional
community, namely the Comparative and International Education Society (CIES). Although
scholars most closely associated with the field have readily critiqued the limitations of
transporting educational practices across cultures, in reality pursuit of precisely this kind
of borrowing is demonstrated in projects such as the Trends in International Mathematics
and Science Study (TIMSS), which provides data on student achievement in these subject
areas. However, by extension, this has generated ranking of American education in relation
to education systems elsewhere. Achievement findings like TIMSS are then promulgated
through federally supported avenues (e.g., the U.S. Department of Education’s National
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Center for Education Statistics), reflecting a centralized impetus toward accountability, and
also legitimizing such findings and implicating the need for local and state responsiveness as
a national priority. In light of the competitiveness demonstrated by this use of international
comparison, it is reasonable to argue that “international cooperation and understanding”
is more a vision of the way things ought to be than it is an established stage. Educational
comparison in the U.S. is articulated in terms of international economic competitiveness
and as a measure of economic standing relative to that of other nations. Comparative
perspective taking [24] is an end for which the field of Comparative Education is uniquely
suited and that is supportive of mutual cross-cultural learning. Yet, the most persistent and
visible contemporary use of educational comparison in the U.S. is competitive rather than
reciprocal in nature.

Comparative Education’s Place in American Education

Comparative Education as a subject area can be found in some schools and
colleges of education throughout the United States. The Council of Learned Societies in
Education [11] has identified Comparative Education as a major academic approach that
helps to define foundations of education. Thus, many programs and courses in Comparative
Education are often housed within educational foundation units or departments at American
universities. The objective of Comparative Education, like other courses in the foundations
(e.g., philosophy of education, history of education, and sociology of education), is to
help students to critically examine educational policies and practices and to develop “an
awareness of education and schooling in light of their complex relations to the environing
culture” [11]. Comparative Education, however, is often missing as a course requirement
in many education degree programs in American higher education institutions. Without
this option, it is unlikely that instructors in the other foundations courses will incorporate
cross-national, cross- cultural dimensions in their curricula. This stance is supported by
evidence that when international perspectives are found in general foundations texts, they
are often relegated to one chapter or drawn upon intermittently, “leaving the comparative
perspective undefined and unintegrated as a conceptual tool for interpreting educational
assumptions and practices” [24]. American comparativists such as Isaac Kandel and Robert
Ulich were attentive to the foundations of education and concerned with “the social causes
behind the pedagogical scene” [5, pp. 7-8]. Thus, the systematic analysis of broader social
and cultural factors and policy aspects that Comparative Education provides is generally
missing from undergraduate teacher certification programs. When Comparative Education
is found in graduate schools or colleges of education in the U.S., it may not be required but
offered instead as one of several options in the foundations of education.

The accountability movement, and the attendant market demands to produce a
steady supply of teachers, has resulted in teacher preparation curriculum that is limited in
duration and scope and that is increasingly shaped by externally imposed standards and
characterized by measurable teacher “competencies.” Within such a curriculum, there
is little room for educators to consider who benefits from formal education and whose
knowledge and culture are valued and not valued in schools. Because Comparative
Education is marginalized, if not entirely excluded from the curriculum, teacher preparation
students have limited opportunity to consider schooling’s underlying assumptions
and to reflect on the gaps between stated educational objectives and actual educational
outcomes [24]. Moreover, cross-cultural perspectives and international understanding take
on greater urgency in the increasingly global world in which teachers operate. Howard

23



A INSTITy,
e o,

S

yeoev OF Tye
< 'S

%
0

YKpaiHCbKUN neparoriyHnm xypHane 2015e N2 4

2
%, S
%4, B
1. A

Gardner [16, p. 250] has contended that global issues such as ecological balance, energy
conservation, poverty reduction, disease prevention, and anti-terrorism “all require input
from the syntheses of various forms of disciplinary knowledge and methods”. The task
for educators is to foster students’ global awareness and international competence through
the development of skills in multidisciplinary analysis. The “multi-disciplinary origins
and nature” of the Comparative Education field “position it well for further advancement
in a future in which the socio-cultural analysis of global trends and developments will
require concerted attention” [12, pp. 319-332]. As Gerald Gutek [17, 18] has reminded,
two functions of teachers’ work include fostering students’ identity as American citizens
and as members of a global society — students, in short, who recognize the possibilities
for human development and who address the challenges to human survival that transcend
national boundaries. Whether the U.S. government and education policy makers will make
Comparative Education a priority of American education reform efforts and insist on its
inclusion in schools and universities is still to be acknowledged and realized.

Contemporary Directions in Comparative Education

George Bereday [5], considered the father of Comparative Education in the U.S.,
argued that Comparative Education’s “intellectual purpose” was “to search for lessons
that can be deduced from the variations in educational practice in different societies”.
Comparative inquiry not only enhances one’s understanding of other nations and cultures
but also helps one to know oneself. For Bereday, “It is self-knowledge born of the awareness
of others that is the finest lesson comparative education can afford”. By the late 1970s,
a number of comparative educators were influenced by the work of Michael Apple [1]
who examined the internal workings of American schools and discussed how curriculum,
pedagogy, and other schooling processes served to maintain social inequities and even hide
the particular economic and political interests of the dominant culture. The educational
excellence and education accountability movement that started in the 1980s drew greater
attention to the study of educational expansion and reform efforts in different nations
with some attention given to educational opportunities and lack of opportunities afforded
learners around the globe. Thus, socioeconomic, ethnic group, and school-society concerns
were studied by comparative educators [22, pp. 505-533]. Comparative studies of nation-
states, social movements, educational centralization and decentralization, and conceptions
of equity continue to receive attention from scholars in the field [2, pp. 477-503].

Presidential remarks offered during annual meetings of the Comparative and
International Education Society (CIES) — the established North American professional
organization of comparativists — provide a window into the contemporary status and
direction of the field. An overview from the past decade highlights a few recurring emphases,
including the primacy of the comparativist’s role as researcher, the field’s dedication to
global justice and equity, and the tension between the local (particular) and the global
(general). First, presidential addresses have clearly tended to appeal to the comparativist’s
identity as researcher at the relative exclusion of the comparativist’s instructional role.
Thus, university faculty, whose work is judged within the institution in terms of knowledge
discovery, dominates the professional organization’s membership. Emphasis on the
researcher role of the CIES membership is mirrored by the nature of CIES conferences
themselves, given their focus almost exclusively on the findings emanating from research
studies or methodological concerns related to the research process. The external public,
however, views teaching rather than research as the hallmark of higher education.
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The second common thread, regarding organizational commitment to global justice and
equity, is reflected, for example, in the presidential remarks of Carlos Torres [31] who exhorted
comparativists to develop theories and perspectives that might help lessen or eliminate social
difference and inequity. Robert Arnove[2] encouraged the comparative education community to
harness insights and specialized perspectives in order, for instance, to positively influence the use
of information technology to ensure the inclusion of “views from ‘the margins’ and grassroots
initiatives that challenge existing power structures” (p. 481). Heidi Ross, addressing the CIES
in 2002, encouraged the membership to consider relational theory as a means for gaining better
understanding of “the space between us” (p. 407), thus enabling us to address and undo “the ease
with which we dehumanize each other” (p. 411). To the extent that democratic processes are a
corrective to social injustices, Noel McGinn [27, p. 342] reminded the CIES membership of the
lessons that international democratization efforts might offer to the American domestic context,
given diminishing participation in democratic processes such as elections and the general spirit
of distrust observed in the U.S. toward “all forms of collective action”. And, Karen Biraimah [6,
p- 432] noted that societal transformation is dependent on comparative educators returning
their research interests to the classroom setting because “dependence on quantitative/economic
assessment measures may limit a true understanding of schooling, equity, and appropriate
educational outcomes”.

Finally, in the CIES presidential addresses reviewed, a third strand concerns the
tensions within the field about the purpose of comparative research. The identification of
comparable educational situations, structures, approaches, and results are often pitted against
an overriding interest in the particular, local, and unique contexts of education. As Arnove [2,
p. 478] argued in his own retrospective of CIES commentaries and contributions, “calls have
come from comparativists working within different and at times competing paradigms” to urge
both “improvements in large-scale quantitative cross-national studies ... [and] refinements in
smaller scale qualitative case studies”. And, Arnove noted the efforts of Bray and Thomas [7]
to include the individual, classroom, and school contexts as units for geographical/locational
analyses. In general, however, the recent tilt of the research published by members of the
comparative education community in the U.S. has been toward the local side of this debate.
This tilt has long-standing historical antecedent in U.S. government-supported area studies
programs [20]. However, American school curriculum and the Comparative Education field
as a whole have largely neglected attention to ecological perspectives that would enable the
identification of patterns that engage (connect) or disengage (destroy) human possibilities [23].
Although indigenous perspectives often link the personal and sacred to the environment, Victor
Kobayashi [23] has argued that cultures may fall apart due to ignorance of local ecosystems.
Comparative educators, therefore, should consider the biological universe to inform studies of
education and society. To encourage attention to the global side, William Cummings [13, p. 413]
challenged members of the society to “Compare, compare, compare!”, and, Ruth Hayhoe [21,
p. 423], in her presidential address a year later, asserted the need for “metanarratives™ that might
provide coherent frameworks for understanding multiple observed phenomena.

Comparative Education Texts, Curricular Sources, and Instructional
Emphases

In the past several years, a number of books have become available for use in
comparative education courses. In Comparative Education: The Dialectic of the Global and
the Local (1999 and 2003), Arnove and Torres and their contributing authors illuminate local,
national, and regional responses to “the workings of a global economy and the increasing
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interconnectedness of societies” [23], which raise common problems for schools, societies,
and educators around the world. To pursue better understanding of the interaction between
global and local tendencies and the often-contradictory nature of this interaction, the
selected essays generally undertake broad aspects such as women’s education, educational
control, and centralization and decentralization of school governance, which are explored
in terms of a particular region or country.

Other recent texts include pedagogical features more typical of a textbook format. Among
these, both Education in a Global Society: A Comparative Perspective [25] and Schooling Around
the World: Debates, Challenges, and Practices [26], are similar to Arnove and Torres’ book to the
extent that they consist of chapters contributed by many authors. These books are also comparable
in that each chapter tends to focus on a single national context. Each chapter in Schooling Around
the World seeks to bring to the fore a particular contemporary educational challenge within a
single country (e.g., shifting policy within the changing post-Soviet Russian Federation and
capitalization and economic competitiveness in China). Gutek, author of American Education
in a Global Society (1993 and 2006), maintains a similar single-country focus, but, similar to
the Mazurek, Winzer, and Marjorek [26] compilation, tends to center attention upon the systems
and structures of the selected countries rather than upon a specific trend or issue. In a separate
segment of his book, Gutek dedicates considerable additional attention to international education
and globalization as a contemporary phenomenon, and he provides particular contextualization
in terms of the American perspective.

Our own textbook, Comparative Education: Exploring Issues in International
Context [24], combines some of the attributes mentioned above. Like Mazurek and
Winzer [25] and Arnove and Torres [4], we undertake contemporary concerns such as
globalization. In addition, however, we explore educational issues that are, we argue,
fundamental wherever formal education is undertaken, such as achieving educational
access and opportunity and clarifying the multiple and often contradictory purposes of
schooling. Each of the major chapters of the Kubow and Fossum text draws two countries
into simultaneous focus, providing treatment that is more overtly comparative in nature and
thus distinguishing this text from the other recent books discussed.

Erwin Epstein and his graduate students at Loyola University of Chicago have conducted
an ongoing study (i.e., Comparative and International Education Course Archive Project or
CIECAP) of the position of the field of Comparative Education in the United States. Their work
suggests that the curricular materials chiefly employed in the classrooms of comparativists are
eclectic in nature, diverse in focus, and abundant in number. As such, a textbook is rarely an
anchoring feature of the curriculum, even in introductory classes where textbook use might
be most expected. Among books mentioned here, Arnove and Torres’ text is in widest use, but
articles from a vast array of authors tend to comprise course readings, sometimes complementing
a selected textbook but more often than not substituting for a course textbook. One CIECAP [9,
10] analysis lists nearly 2,000 sources in use by well over 500 authors and authorship teams. The
number of journals from which classroom materials are drawn totals over 65 [9, 10], although the
journals most regularly used as currucular sources include the three English-language journals
strictly dedicated to comparative education, namely Comparative Education Review, Compare,
and Comparative Education.

Like the curricular materials used, the topics emphasized in comparative education
classes further reflect the diversity of instructors’ interests, research emphases, and areas
of geographic, thematic, or methodological expertise. Coverage of theory and international
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development tend to be prominent in course syllabi. Gender and women’s issues are chosen
as a thematic focus in over half of the introductory comparative education classes, while
globalization and the organization of schools and national education systems continue to
receive substantial attention [9, 10].

Conclusion. Comparative perspective taking on educational issues enables
people to recognize that fundamental challenges transcend national boundaries and that
every country, in addressing these challenges, wrestles with the contradictions within and
between its societal ideals and its educational realities. Presently, American students lack
knowledge, information, and skills to effectively wrestle with philosophical questions and
social issues. This is due, in large part, to the climate of surveillance that accompanies the
accountability movement in the U.S. — an outlook that has shifted public attention toward,
and held it upon, measurable outcomes as opposed to more philosophical and nuanced
discussions. Comparativists are in a position to adopt a more prominent role in working
with primary and secondary teachers on the integration of philosophical, sociological,
political, and global dimensions in American classrooms and schools. To address this need,
the professional organization, CIES, will need to encourage shifts in its members’ roles
from the present strictly researcher-centered identity to an identity that is more dual in
character — one that acknowledges members’ roles as instructors as well as researchers.
This will require that comparativists rethink their future direction in light of this dual
identity, pursuing and accommodating environments for sustained discussion about issues
of instruction, teaching practice, and teaching roles, as well as continued research and
knowledge discovery. Toward that end, comparative educators in the U.S. will need to
clearly articulate the usefulness of the field at the grassroots level. Primary and secondary
teachers need to know the potential that Comparative Education holds in their development
as thoughtful education professionals. “As its final aim, Comparative Education hopes to
relax national pride to permit events and voices from abroad to count in the continued
reappraisal and re-examination of schools” in the U.S. and elsewhere [5, P-7].
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Hampucina K. Ky6oe, Ilon P. @ocym
MNOPIBHAJBHA MEJATOI'TIKA B CLIIA

CTarTIO PUCBSIYEHO MUTAHHIO CTAHOBJICHHS T PO3BUTKY ITOPIBHIILHOT NIEIATOTIKH Y
Cnonyuenux [lltarax AMepuky; y poOOTi IPYHTOBHO BUCBITIIEHO MPOOIEMH iCTOpii KoMIapa-
TUBHOI IEJIATOTIKK SIK OKPEMOI HAyKOBOI TUIOIIMHHE; JOCIIHKEHO MICIIE MOPIBHUIHHOI Me/1aro-
riKM B aMEPUKAHCHKIH MeNarorivHiii HayIll; BA3HAYSHO CYYacHI HAMpsIMU 1l PO3BHUTKY; IPOaHa-
J30BaHO HAMBAXKIIMBIII HAYKOBI TEKCTH Ta HABYAJIbHI JDKEPEIa, 10 CTOCYIOTHCS TOPIBHSIIBHOT
TIEIATOTIKH Ta i1 MICIIS Y CBITOBOMY HayKOBOMY MPOCTOPI.

Knwowuoei cnosa: MOpiBHsJIbHA TENArorika, iCTOPisl MOPIBHSUIBHOI IIEAArOTiKH,
MicIle IOPIBHSJIBHOT MeAaroriku B aMepuKaHChKiit ocBiTi, CLLIA.

Hampucus K. Kyéos, Ilon P. @ocym
CPABHUTEJIBHASA NEJATIOI'UKA B CHIA

Crarbs MOCBAIICHA BOIIPOCY CTAHOBJICHUA U Pa3BUTUA CpaBHHTeHLHOﬁ neaaroru-
ku B Coenunennbix IllTarax Amepuku. B paboTe neTaibHO OCBEIIEHBI IPOOJIEMBI HCTO-
pYU KOMITApaTHBHOM MENaroruki Kak OTIC/IbHOW HaydHOU 00JIaCcTH; MCCIIE0BAHO MECTO
CPaBHUTEIBHOH I1E€arOTMKH B aMEPUKAHCKOM MeJaroriueckoi HayKe; OTpeIeICHbI COBPE-
MCHHBIC HAIIpaBJICHUSA €€ pa3BUTHUSA, IPOAHAIU3UPOBAaHbI BaykKHEHIIINE HAY4YHBIC TCKCThI U
y‘-IeGHLIe HUCTOYHHUKH, KaCaroIuecs CpaBHI/ITeHLHOﬁ NneJaroruku u €€ MeCta B MUpOBOM
HAy4YHOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE.

Knrwoueeswle cnosa: cpaBHUTEIbHAS NIEIaTOTHKA, UCTOPHUSI CPABHUTEIBHOW MEaro-
TUKH, MECTO CPaBHUTEILHOMN MEIarOrMKK B aMepruKaHCKoM oOpazoBanuu, CIIIA.
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