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	It was with a mixed feeling of uneasiness and eagerness that I learned that globalization was the conference theme I was to address today.  No word seems more widely used at conferences, and yet no word is more loosely defined or more emotionally laden.  The phenomenon it describes is indeed too pervasive and far-reaching to ignore, but the word globalization tends to reduce this complex reality to a specific set of consequences, often negative, and often limited to the economic.  





	Perhaps it is because the early gains in affluence and equity brought about in the fifties and the sixties by transnational markets and an emerging global economic order in many countries has since given way to a situation where, in these same countries, the trends have reversed and the poverty and equality gap has widened.  Studies show that in 49 out of 77 countries (77% of the world’s population) there was rising capital share, falling labor share, and an increasing inequality ratio since 1975. 





	Perhaps it is because the word globalization itself carries with it the implication that the effects and hoped for benefits flow in basically one direction, from West to East (or North to South), as if, like that discredited word colonization, where there are colonizers and the colonized, so also the world is divided into the globalizers and the globalized.  Who wants that?





	And yet the increasing volume and speed of flows--of persons, goods and ideas--is not only inevitable, it is irreversible. Its effects are all pervasive, affecting not just markets and economic exchanges, but also political realities and alignments and, as our conference theme emphasizes, also culture and education.





	I therefore prefer an alternative and more neutral phrase to describe the globalization phenomenon.  I prefer to look at it as a phenomenon of increasing multi-dimensional interdependence, not just among nations, but also within various scales of community, from regional alliances, to ethnic and religious groups, to families themselves.  This interdependence permeates all spheres--political, economic, socio-cultural--and there is no turning back to a less interdependent world.  The challenge is to assure that this momentum leads, not to injustice, exploitation, intolerance, or violence, but to mutual respect, understanding and the benefit of all concerned.





	In November of last year, the East-West Center here in Honolulu launched an initiative to explore the ways in which changing forces of society have changed, or ought to change, the way education takes place.  The Center felt, as I am certain all of you do, that whereas such sectors of today’s world as finance, communication, health care, media, and transportation have undergone paradigmatic shifts in the way their activities are conducted, the education paradigm has remained impervious to the changing demands of the society or the future it claims to serve.  A small group of thirteen individuals, some of them CIES members, convened in Honolulu two months ago to see in what ways education could re-invent itself to better serve an increasingly interdependent (or globalized) world.  





	The group recognized that prevailing education paradigms were shaped in the past by the political, economic, and social world it operated in:  The emergence of the nation state demanded a common national experience and institution that could engender a sense of national identity and unity; the industrial workplace demanded a trained and specialized skilled work force; and the social institutions of family, church, and community demanded a structure and venue for the engendering of their values and common understandings.  But when the political, economic, and socio-cultural paradigms of society shifted, the education paradigm failed to adjust.  The once monopolistic control of the state over the educational process was irremediably weakened by a proliferation of international, community-based, industry-provided, and private educational venues, as demand for education spaces grew faster than government budgets could provide for.  The post-industrial workforce became less hierarchical, specialized, and rigid, requiring ever-new sets of skills that the education is never quick enough to provide.  The former anchoring influences of church and extended family ties have been weakened by an increasingly secular society and nuclear, often working-parent or single-parent families.  





	To respond to this changing globalizing world, what is needed is clearly a new vision for education, not just for information dissemination, or for skills development, or for citizenship, but for empowering individuals and communities to thrive in and contribute to greater, more equitable and sustainable interdependence among communities and countries—in political, economic, and socio-cultural spheres.  The November meeting ended with trying to articulate this new vision, but far more interesting were the attempts to spell out the concrete implications of how this vision would change the way ministries would be structured, how different education goals would be translated into exit learning outcomes and then into learning programs (and what that meant in terms of new content and new pedagogy), how differently credentialing, sequencing, and assessing various educational activities would take place.  But this may not be the place to go into detail on all of the above.





	Perhaps more relevant for us today is what the impact of an increasingly interdependent world should be on the field of comparative education.  Already there are a number of perceptible shifts of emphasis in the way comparative education is now being conceived and conducted.  Let me point out a few of them:





Because globalization has resulted in the blurring or at least the de-emphasis on national boundaries and the homogenization of bureaucratic systems, the pristine form of comparative education which looks at similarities and differences among country education systems in now giving way to looking at comparisons of different settings within the same country, or of different particularized target groups within countries.  Indeed, the contrast between what goes on in classrooms in Delhi and the villages in Rajastan, for example, is far greater than the contrast between what goes on in Delhi and, say, Jakarta.  To cite another example, it has become less useful to compare educational systems in Thailand and the Philippines, than to compare the way education takes place in rural vs. urban settings of either country, or to compare the development and different policy frameworks governing the madaris (madrasa schools) for the Islamic communities in both countries.





Many of you will recall that the coalition of UN and other agencies undertook a herculean effort about four years ago to develop a set of reliable statistical indicators on basic education in preparation for the World Education Forum in Dakar, Senegal in the year 2000.  Tired of citing often unreliable or non-comparative data, and armed with user-friendly technology and the political will of UNESCO’s education ministers, the coalition set about forging agreements on the definition and the mathematical calculation formulas for 19 key indicators for basic education, and then underwent a three-year process to build or strengthen national capacity in over one hundred and fifty countries, in sub-regional clusters and orientation sessions, to come up for the first time in history with reliable, uniformly derived, and comparable data on basic education for the countries of the world.  





I cite this experience because a number of lessons emerged from it.  In the first place, although it was originally conceived to provide a reliable global picture of relative progress (or lack of it) of specific countries, what proved far more useful and valuable than an academic league table (or “educational Olympics”) was the use that was made of the data within individual countries.  For example, in the process of deriving reliable national data, all data gathering was broken down by sex, by sub-regions of the country, or by other determinants as considered useful to that country.  In many cases, the Ministers themselves were astounded by the disparities within regions of their own countries, and this led to fundamental shifts in policy and in resource allocation.





A second fundamental shift resulting from the avalanche of greater flows of information made possible by technology is the shifting of emphasis from the seeking of information to the analyzing of it.  Painstaking research and seeking for primary data are giving way to mining the analytical insights already imbedded in the wealth of data available.  To be sure, there will always be need for first-level pure research, as UNESCO Director General Mayor used to say, there can be no applied research if there is no research to apply.  But there is already so much available, and so easy to access, that one must avoid the temptation of re-inventing the wheel, or being unaware of research already undertaken.  The exhaustive data gathered for the World Education Forum in Senegal, for example, is a veritable treasure trove of information waiting to be explored, both within countries and across countries, for analytical insights and policy recommendations.





The belated but welcome greater interdependence between policy makers and researchers has led to a shift from researcher-initiated work to policy maker-requested work, whether the work has been requested explicitly or implicitly by policy makers or practitioners.  Again because of technology and greater interconnectedness, the researcher’s task of prioritizing research agendas is much easier.  





	Universities and institutions that rely on external funding recognize that donor sources are increasingly more explicit in what they want studied.  The E.C. commission on research only two weeks ago announced a much larger budget for human resource development (now 990 million Euros), but specified particular areas of priority such as educational mobility and science/society dialogue.  USAID has likewise increased aid funds for education projects dramatically, but specifies the priority countries where projects should be.  The U.S. Department of Education, in releasing information two months ago on its $5.2 million fund for international education, likewise specified, for obvious reasons, the Middle East, Central Asia, and South Asia as priority areas.





 	Even when funding is not explicitly attached, priority areas of inquiry for comparative education are not difficult to identify.  To cite just one rich source for this type of information:  Later this month, the National Institute of Education Research in Tokyo is convening the principal education planning and research officers of the Ministries of Education of about 25 Asian countries to a meeting, and asking each one of them to identify for the meeting the two highest priority areas for policy research that their Ministries urgently want studied.  Even before the meeting takes place, I would imagine that this list would help many of us and our students in identifying areas of focus.





There is a shift from a predominantly Eurocentric discourse and exchange of scholarship to a truly international dialogue on comparative education.  The literature is becoming more and more from developing countries rather than about developing countries.  It is true that the WCCES, as a federation of societies of comparative education around the world, has long pioneered in fostering a more balanced-two way exchange, beyond merely meeting each other annually at international conferences in various exotic locations.  But recently more substantive exchanges and joint studies across regions in genuine partnership is increasing, and the emergence of such groups as the Asia-Pacific Educational Research Association or APERA, itself a federation on national associations of educational researchers, is but one example.  They meet regularly, and publish a comprehensive education research handbook, a series of books on specific themes, and a periodical journal called “Educational Research for Policy and Practice.” 





Comparative education is premised on comparisons across geographical settings.  But if comparative education is redefined to foster comparisons, not across space, but across modalities or themes, then there would be fertile ground for further meaningful studies, often directly related to pressing information needs to guide policy making and practice.  One could compare, for instance, learning efficiencies of formal and non-formal modalities, or the comparative weight of media versus formal education in attitude/value formation.  In reference to our culture theme, one could compare the extent to which formal education in specific countries works to undermine rather than strengthen cultural identities and roots, becoming in effect “extractive education” as Prof. Thaman calls it, a tool and a passport to leave the cultural and often rural setting for an urban or even a foreign setting, instead of a tool to empower the individual with a pride in his or her community and a commitment and necessary skills to improve and enrich it.





Finally, there is the shift from studying how systems are improved, to how they are re-created.  A lot of what is studied in educational management and administration, educational policy, funded research projects, comparative education even, is how to improve existing systems—better textbooks, more classrooms, further teacher training, more efficient supervision, and so on.  But as the study group at the East West Center last November emphasized, when the changing world needs a quicker and faster way to get some place, it is no longer sufficient to just keep improving the “car;” sooner or later one must invent an “airplane.”  On the other hand, it is true that in some contexts the car continues to be valuable and in fact in other contexts what is needed may be neither a car nor a plane but a bicycle or a sled.  And it is also true that new paradigms for education will not emerge from study groups or conferences.  The seeds for the new paradigms, the innovations that point to the future, are already planted in the educational systems that gave birth to them.  Unfortunately these are not often recognized or given a chance to flourish in rigid bureaucracies.  Here, comparative education has a definite role to play in identifying, evaluating, and clustering these and bringing them to the spotlight of policy making.





Let me conclude.  In an increasingly interdependent and culturally diverse world, those in the comparative education field are strategically positioned to be of greater service then ever before.  





	First, because comparative education is international by its very nature and global in its perspective, it is in a unique position to lead the way and enable other fields and sectors of education to include an international dimension as a matter of course in all they do, something for which Education Secretary Rod Paige made an impassioned plea during the recent Education Week.  International education, as he is well aware, could be the only long-term way to counter racial and ethnic prejudice and the resulting conflicts.  Secretary General Kofi Annan of the U.N. puts it succinctly, “Education is, quite simply, peace building by another name.”





	Second, perhaps more importantly, comparative education is in a strategic position to influence and assist the fundamental reforms that are taking place or will soon take place in educational systems and processes around the world.  When I was in UNESCO, I often heard it said that we were mandated, not just to study and analyze problems, but to solve or to assist in solving them.  We were not a university or research institute, we were told, but an interagency mandated by its ministers to actively make a difference.  I often countered that we could not solve a problem that we did not first understand and analyze.  Today I stand before you as an academic among academics looking at the other end of the spectrum.  But just as action without reflection can be dangerous, so also reflection without action can be sterile.  In these globalized, fast changing times, those in comparative education have the opportunity, indeed the obligation, not just to understand and analyze learning systems and processes around the world, but to assist in improving or re-conceptualizing them.
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