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PREFACE

On Friday, May 14, 1971, the Library School of the University
of Wisconsin sponsored a meeting at the Wisconsin Center devoted
to a discussion of aspects of comparative librarianship. This
volume is a report of that meeting.

The planning for the one-day workshop served as a focus for
the 1971 offering of a Seminar in Comparative Librarianship
(Library Science 865). This Spring was the fourth successive year
during which the seminar has been presented. During 1971, the
members of the seminar agreed to read their papers at a public
meeting rather than to limit their audience to their fellows
alone. We also took advantage of the occasion to recruit two
members of the Univaersity's faculty from outside the Library
School to bring us insights from their disciplines.

Working on a tight schedule, we needed to announce the meeting
as early as possible, with the result that the general title
selected does not represent the content of the meeting as accurately
as it might have done. Once the meeting was announced, however, we
decided to keep the original title rather than to compound confusion
by changing it. A second failing that arose from inadequate fore-
sight is that. we did not tape~record any of the meeting except for
the two papers presented by the outside faculty members. Only
later did I realize that we had thus missed recording the question
periods following the four student papers. We found it impossible
to reproduce adequately from our memories the lively discussions
that did occur, but we do present in this volume the transcript
of the question periods that was preserved.

These papers have been only slightly changed from the oral
presentations of the day. For their contributions to the day and
for their generous agreement to allow their informal words to be
published virtually as they were spoken, I am grateful tc the six
speakers, Professor James Krikelas is also due my thanks for
serving as moderator during the afternoon session and for joining
the members of the seminar during most of our meetings of the
semester. He made very considerable contributions that are inade-
quately credited in the proceedings that follow, in particular in
helping us to understand the technical problems of scalogram
analysis. Finally, my gratitude goes to those who attended the
day's sessions and contributed to a lively and rewarding day.

August, 1971 W. L. Williamson




INTRODUCTION

William Landram Williamson
Professor of Library Science

Anyone who examines the recommendations of foreign advisers
who have visited developing countries will reach a very interesting
conclusion: there is a remarkable tendency for the recommended first
priority in library development to coincide with the background of
thevisitor. If he is an American librarian, he is very likely to
discover that the first thing the developing country should do is
to adopt an American pattern of librarianship. If he is a public
librarian, he seems usually to find that the developing country
should put at the top of its list the establishment of a network
of public libraries. If he is a university librarian, it seems

magically to happen that the country needs, first of all, univer-
sity libraries.

In these observations, I am making a point, rather than giving
a complete assessment of needs or doing complete justice to the
foreign advisers. Of course it is true that few, if any, have been
so simplistic as to conclude that one kind of library development
excludes other kinds of libraries as well. But the main point is
nevertheless valid: that conclusions tend very strongly to reflect
the background of the particular librarian making the recommendations.

Now if this point is valid, something is wrong. We have to
assume that a particular nation with distinctive characteristics
has its own distinctive needs for libraries. We have to assume
further that, with limited amounts of money, there is indeed a par-
ticular combination of libraries that is best and most important.
We must assume, in other words, that there is an order Of priority
for library development. And it is too much to believe that this
order or priority invariably coincides with the background of the
library adviser making the recommendations.

This point may be stated differently: what particular mix of
librarianship is best suited to a nation with some particular mix
of social characteristics? What kinds of nations need what kinds
of libraries? We know almost nothing about this question. Most of
us would agree that a society in which no one can read probably has
little need for public libraries. But we ought to be able to begin
to make our knowledge more precise than that. What level of literacy
is required in a community before that community should allot some
of its scarce resources to support a public¢c libirary? Wwhat total
cconomic capacity should a community have Lefore it begins to spend
money to establish a library? What nther factors besides literacy

and economic capacity are importan. in deciding what libraries are
needed first?
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In mentioning objective factors such as literacy and per capita
annual income, I do not mean to overlook the importance of other
natters such as the influence of vigorous leaders -- our own history
shows that the energetic man of vision has often been decisive in
the creation and survival of libraries. Other qualitative differences
cf this kind are undoubtedly important. For example, both in Latin
America and in Africa, library schools have been established in the
hope that they could serve whole regions, rather than just single
countries. Very substantial amounts of money have been allotted
by foundations on the basis of this assumption of regional service.
But, is it not true that these schools have, to a large extent,
served only the one country where they are located? Why, for example,
must Nigeria have not only a school at Ibadan in the south but also
a school at Zaria in the north? Among the reasons is a very strong
tribal sense and a reluctance of a member of the Hausa tribe to
leave the north. Why has the Inter-American Library School at
Medillin had 150 Colombian students and only 28 students from all
the other Latin American countries? Is there not a strong influence
here of nationalist sentiments that makes students from other countries
reluctant to go to Medellin? While we look at vbjective, quantitative
factors, we must not forget qualitative matters such as nationalist
and psychological barriers.

These questions are difficult to answer, but the answers can
apply not just to developing countries but to us here in Wisconsin
as well. If we knew with some precision the kinds of library service
best associated with what social characteristics, we might be able
to improve our own libraries. And this kind of knowledge can be
useful in many different contexts. In our work in the Inner Cities,
for example, we tend to accept, at least to the extent of lip service,
the generalization that the people concerned must have a very large
part in making plans and decisions. So far as I can see, this prin-
ciple is often neglected in our foreign aid projects. And yet, I
would suggest as the best hypothesis the statement that the permanence
of Indonesian library development has been associated much more
closely with the degree of Indonesian involvement in management than
with any other single factor, not omitting the amount of money spent.
The single most important factor is the presence of Indonesian librar=-
ians, not the number of dollars. If that hypothesis were proved,
the conclusion would suggest an increase in the amount of noney spent
on educating librarians and, if necessary, a decrease in thLa amount
spent on buying books, at least in the beginning. Ideas do have
consequences and we must seek answers to questions like these.

For the past four years, the students in our seminar on com-
parative librarianship have been wrestling with questions of this
sort. It is probably true that we have gotten rather more exercise
than results, but the exercise has been good for us.

Today, we shall be considering some topics of this kind. Our
two faculty guests will be responding to questions of general appli-
cation. Professor Koehl this morning will discuss the kinds of evi-
dence that scholars in comparative studies have used and how they
have handled that evidence. Professor Elmendorf this afternoon will

|
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speak from the rerspective of the applied anthropologist about the
problems faced by a person of one cultuxe who goes into another
culture -- the problems of obtaining trust and access to information
and the problems of divnsting himself of the cultural biases that
limit his vision. For the rest, several students in the seminar will
present some of the fruits of this semester's study. Mr. Birdsall
this morning will talk of the contrasting characteristics of librarian-
ship in Gemeinschaft (or traiitional) and in Gesellschaft (or modern
industrial) societies. Mr. Jchnson will report the results of a
methodological experiment in measuring library development in Latin
America. This afternoon, the two student papers will consider
librarianship in specific societies, Miss Spear among the countries
of West Africa, with particular attention to Ghana, where she has
studied, and Mr. Whitmore in France as compared with the United
States, with some observations about the usefulness of the two
patterns of librarianship when applied in developing nations.
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METHODS AND EVIDENCE IN COMPARATIVE STUDIES

Robert. L. Koehl
Professor of History and Educational Policy Studies

The current popularity of comparative studies seems to date
back only to the early 1960's, merging with the older enthusiasm
for interdisciplinary or cross-disciplinary studies =-- the hallmark
of the 1950's. Faddism in intellectual matters, especially where
it concerns methodology, can be very dangerous. Fortunately, there
is a great deal of sound tradition and effective criticism in the
realm of comparative studies to help us sift and winnow the truth
from the bulky chaff found in every social science bibliography.
Perhaps a more serious caveat should head up these essentially
favorable and optimistic remarks: Comparative studies are not
really a new approach at all; in fact, the term is an elegant way
to express a very simple common-sense apprcach to understanding --
that of collating apparently related "examples" of phenomena. Some

~ purists might go so far as to claim that the so-called comparative
method is really a prescientific, unmodern -- "Aristotelian" --
approach.

Wwhen we locate the various comparative methodologies on a sort
of continuuwa (see figure 1), it is apparent that the familiar "case
study” approach of clinical medicine is quite similar to the taxonomic
approach of geologists and biologists. VYet on the continuum it is
possible to travel much farther toward the limit of pure mathematics
and stay within the range of rigorous taxonomy -- for example in
organic chemistry and molecular biology. Somewhere in this range
of disciplines -- and before we reach experimental physics -- we
have probably left comparative methods behind. Moving toward history
from clinical psychology on the other hand, ethnography is still
rlearly an approach dealing with classes of data: artifacts such as
tools and weapons; kinship systems; languages. Indeed only the
historian as chronicler car claim to fall beyond the pale of com-
parison. Much of history-writing has always been precisely that.
common-sense kind of collation and sampling that has recently been
christened "comparative history". Indeed attention was drawn to
parallels between Hippocratic medicine and Thucydides' handling
of the Peloponnesian War in the nineteenth century long before the
phrase "comparative history" was coined. My point here is that an
enthusiasm for comparisons is not science, that comparison as an
element of rational inquiry is extremely widespread if not ancient,
and that when seen in the context of the so-called scientific revo-
lution, in which abstract mathematical models of process are the
chief tools of prediction, all comparative methods look immature P
and weak. '




As aids to further refinement of predictive models, as descrip-
tive shortcuts, as teaching devices, comparative methodologies seem
to have taken a new lease on life in the sixties. Perhaps one reason
for their popularity is their appeal to the inductive, systematizing
drive which is so much a part of our ever-increasing industrialization
of life. Without too much mathematics and often with virtually no
statistical sophistication, comparative studies are now appearing in
every conceivable field of inquiry. The kind of errors Aristotle
used to make in his system-building from small evidence, the problems
of distorted classification inherent in all simplifications of evi-
dence because of quantity and secondary derivation, and lastly the
biases implicit in schemes of classificaticn == all the foregoing
are reasons for terming the methodology of comparative studies im-
mature and unscientific.

Yet the comparative approach owes much to empiricism. Essen-
tially inductive, the technique of comparing similar phenomena with
real rigor and honesty dates back to the eighteenth century. while
Montesquieu deserves some credit for improving on Aristotle's rigor
in comparing constitutions, his didactic purpose got too much in the
way, and the rationalistic bias of the Enlightenment swamped his
empiricism. In Linnaeus, however, the Swedish biologist, we have a
perfect example of genuine comparative method. Growing out of the
Renaissance mania for collections, especially curios, anomalies and
exotica, the late eighteenth century life sciences as well as geology
were built up on close observation, careful discrimination, and open-
mindedness. The gap between Baconian science, with its naive worship
of observation, and nineteenth century positivist materialism, view-
ing classification and abstraction merely as conveniant tools of
prediction may be said to be bridged by the ¢laasifying trend in
eighteenth century rationalism. From collecting biological and
rock specimens out of enthusiasm for variety of searching for
representative specimens based on some principle of arrangement,
scientists and amateurs laid the foundations for a comparative
anatomy as well as the applied sciences of animal breeding, agronomy,
and geology. The lore of miners and metallurgists was similarly
rationalized and subjected to experimental tests to open up the
science of chemistry. We do not usually think of chemistry toduy
as an example of the comparative method, but one has merely to
glance at the periodic table of elements to recognize the pedigree
of this laboratory science.

Two things are noteworthy here: 1. The comparative methodology
of biology and geology evolved very considerably in a context of
application by practical men working in association with intellectuals
who were making comparisons for fun. 2. Much of the real "truth"
to be laid bare by the comparative approach was only discovered when
laboratory tools and especially the tools of measurement were per-
fected. Working from appearances, and subjected to the popular demand
for "systems" and "explanations", late eighteenth and early nineteenth
century scientists perpetrated some famous boo-boos, such as the
phlogiston and caloric theories, the geological doctrines of inun-
dationism, catastrophism, and Vulcanism, while nineteenth century
life science blundered along with the Lamarckian error about the
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inheritance of acquired characteristics. It was not merely more
careful sorting and collecting which scotched these mistakes: it

was the balance, the testtube, and the microscope. Honest efforts
to get along without spurious and pretentious generalizations, over-
reaching systems, and metaphysics paid off in the development of
middle-range hypotheses which helped determine what to look for in
geology, chemistry, anatomy, and microbiology.

The well known principle that appearances can be deceiving,
that genuine similarities may be due to wholly different causes or
processes, has been so thoroughly documented in geology, biology,
and medicine that we tend to forget how hard previous generations
fought against giving up easy and convenient systems of classifi-
cation: which rested on honest observation, the comparative approach,
and a certain logic. In fact even middle-range hypotheses in the
comparative methodology of nineteenth century geology, chemistry,
and medicine often had to rest on rough parallelism, analogy, mechan-
istic abstraction, and even anthropomorphic language. I am:not
poking fun at Goethe's "elective affinities", John Dalton's "invisible
atom", Foucault's "ether-waves", or Darwin's "natural selection”.
Rather, I am drawing a parallel of my own: twentieth century social
scientists are under immense pressure to come up with useful, applied
sciences of behavior and society. We should help them shrug off the
demand for pretentious generalization, recognize the likelihood that
their applications of analogy and anthromorphic models ("model"
itself is a metaphor) may lead astray as often as not, and that tools
of measurement are so vital that comparativists working with what usually
passes for statistical data resemble eighteenth century chemists
working on oxidation problems.

After a promising beginning in the eighteenth century, the com-
parative study of societies receded before the onslaught of two very
powerful rival approaches. Nineteenth century historicism replaced
the naive "universal history" of the Enlightenment with its pseudo-
scientific cycles, stages, and "laws". Although comparison persisted
in history, it often went underground, serving as a literary or didac-
tic device. The shibboleth of uniqueness, never far from the critic's
reach, was applied to all but the most cautious and rigorous searches
for parallels. The injunction to "compare and contrast" -- still so
familiar in the history preliminary examination -- always concealed
a snare: no "comparison" was complete without "contrast;" no com-

- parison was complete without a disquisition on the pitfalls of com-
parison. Yet of course, the comparative approach persisted in a
slightly disguised fashion. Historians have traditionally been
especially beguiled by continuity. Now the search for the continuous
has certain similarities to the search for parallels. Indeed, the
phenomenon of change necessitates a very good eye for hidden features
that "indicate" the presence of what supposedly has vanished forever
(vestiges of royal prerogative in the powers of a prime minister), or
has not yet come into existence (the origins of feudalism in late
Roman patronage.) In fact, the mid-nineteenth century's introduction
of a multiplicity of abstractions to stand for supposedly "continuous"
political and social institutions such as vassalage, fief, feudalism,
dynasty, state, constitution, and common law, illustrates the results

10




of an irrepressible drive toward comparisons. The "unique event"
survived, of course, in the footnotes, and there were plenty of
them!

The other approach to the study of human behavior was classi-
cal economics. While vestiges of a comparative approach persist
in the writings of Adam Smith, by mid-nineteenth century the econo-
mists had moved away from discussions of anomalies and historical
processes (Marx would retain the historical process by erecting it
into a principle). Instead, by rigorously excluding all but the
specific kinds of human behavior which could be measured, collec~
ting their data with great care and sophistication, and applying
as much mathematical ingenuity as possible, Alfred Marshall as
well as the "Austrian" school perfected a group of theoretical
tools such as marginal utility. Although an institutional and
historical movement in economic thought reappears before 1900,
notably at this university, the chief consequence of this abstracting
and mathematizing trend in economics was to reinforce the Newtonian
ideal of science by "demonstrating” the applicability of its prin-
ciples to social science. It is hardly surprising that nineteenth
century sociology -- and, of course, experimental psychology =--
aspired to similar clarity and universal applicability. Here too
vestigeg Qf comparison remained, and because sociology and psychology
did not lend themselves as soon to sophisticated measurement as
econonics, the necessity to order emprical information somehow led
inevitably to typologies, hierarchies, and classificatory schemes
which were often mutually contradictory. There is little wonder
that scholars and practitioners alike dreamed not of a better com-
parative methodology but of precise and universal tools of measure-
ment, clear analytical concepts --:in short of sociometrics and
psychometrics.

Nonetheless the comparative approach had its successes. Indeed,
the careful study of historical documents made possible and popular
by the historical enthusiasm and scholarship of the Romantic period
gave rise to a comparative school of law and jurisprudence which
sponsored journals, societies, and conferences throughout Europe
by the 1870's. Again the study of ancient texts and of folklore
and folksongs, prompted by the Romantic thirst for historical
origins, readily gave rise to a successful and highly critical
comparative science of philology ~- not without, unfortunately,
perpetrating. the Aryan myth. Comparative literature and comparative
folklore date back to the same generations, those historically con-
scious Europeans not yet overwhelmed by the machine age which insiated
on interchangeability, uniformity, and quantification. Burdened by
hierarchial theories about the superiority of Ancient Greece and the
naive evolutionary conceptions of the Enlightenment, comparativists
took until the very end of the Victorians' rule, before they dared
to include "primitive" culture and patterns of social organization
in a truly taxonomic system of human behavior. The civilizations
of India and China, however, became popular subjects of comparison
much earlier, and "comparative religion" also evolved earlier as a
discipline than ethnography or anthroplogy. The study of eastern
philosophies, too, became fashionable in the nineteenth century,
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largely drawn from Indian and Chinese experience, with the result
that both a comparative ethics and a comparative esthetics were
attempted -- with practical effects on university curricula and on
artistic criticism. Besides aiding the rise of a fuzzy-minded rela-
tivism, which is still with us, these efforts at constructing taxon-
omies of morals ar% values have not had much success of late, over-
borne as they are Ly the reductionist movement of logical positivism
and the mathematizing scientism of symbolic logic. Imaginative works
such as Susan Langer's have not multiplied.

It will be obvious that comparative studies in th¢ aforementioned
areas are of quite different character from either comparative endo-
crinology or comparative politics, two very current disciplines of
the seventies. On the face of it, this would appear to be due to
the contrast between ideas and values on ¢he one hand, and either
physical objects or behavior on the other. However, beneath the
surface, there are more profound scientific distinctions in method,
evidence, and results as well as a few remarkable similarities.

There appear to be three basic analytical methodologies in all
comparative studies: 1. structural-functional analysis; 2. develop-
mental or time-sequence analysis; 3. configurational or pattern
analysis. The purpose of a systematic analytical approac)h i3, of
course, the "ordering" of the potential universe of data cospared,
the selection of a limited body of data for comparison, and implicitly
the erection of a hypothesis concerning regularities in the subject-
matter. As the formal varieties of comparative studies have evolved,
the three methodologies have become explicit, and so have the sys-
tematizing purposes. No self-respecting comparativist would attempt
to include all phenomena in a comparative scheme, or merely present
a random collection of “case studies" for consideration, or, finally,
ignore the problem of vaiidation of his systematizing principle
altogether. In order to validate a principle of selection, of course,
an operation independent of the selection process itself must be
employcd; prediction is a familiar example of such an operation.
Because prediction is not only difficult, but also inapplicable to
many aspects of comparison,.the commonest validating device is the
application of configurational tests to either structural-functional
analysis or to time-scquence or devclopmental data. As taxonomies
evolved in anatomy, linguistics, and ethnography, for instance, the
principle of "closeness of fit" also ovolv'd_;ndopcndontly in each
discipline. Occasionally, quite elegant substitutions for the
"predictability test" could be invented, such that unknown “"cases"
could be extrapolated from the schema, by combining the analytical
model with configurational data. Examples might be the decipher-
ment of ancient scripts by computer, using a variety of hypothetical
language structures; the "description" of certain theoretical
zoological and botanical species before their actual identification;
and the well-known "prediction" of rare chemical elements and par-
ticles long before their isolation.

More often, of course, comparativists have been content to work
out more or less effective pigeon-holing matrices, with the aid of
which they sort out "causes" for further study. 1If the matrix is
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"effective" the cases in the same or logically reiated pigeon-hole
will offer at least some common characteristics which can be isolated
and generalized by suitable tools. PFrom a simple sorting box of two,
three, or four compartments to a statistical matrix of so many dimen-
gions that it is not capable of visual reproduction, matrix analysis
can be and is applied to structural and functional data, developmental
data, and to other collections of information even when such collec-
tions have no recognizable principle of selection. Taking the last
point first, I am referring to the increasingly popular multiple re-
gression analysis, an elaboration of the familiar use of covariancy
whereby it is possible to "drop out" statistically unrelated phenomena
from a universe of data and pin-point by successive approximations

a pattern of covariancy of quite a number of independent variables.
If there is a "rub" in this new technique, it lies in the tendency
toward solipsism: all validating checks are internal, so that the
more beautiful and elegant the pattern becomes, the “"truer" it
appears to be. Now that comparativists are leaping on the band-
wagon of multiple regression analysis, they may add a corrective
factor merely due to the fact that the very act of comparison

implies checking one universe of data against another universe.
However, the much heralded interdependency of the modern world intro-
duces the other danger: covariance is becoming more and more likely
between two cultures or civilizations, and even diseasvs are becom-
ing universalized. The discovery of some "perfect" pattern or other
among widely scattered societies or individuals may become less use-
ful as it becomes wmore and more technically possible!

On a less global note, the newer adherents to the comparative
approach, notably the behavioralist political scientists, the system
theorists of all kinds, from economics to education and library
science, usually combine the structural-functional model with a
developmental one to form a "system" of rather precise limits and
describability. Thus their use of configurational tests occurs at
either end of their research, but does not replace the extensive
preoccupation with "rounding=-out" descriptive wholes, whether they
be states, educational "systems", “library systems" or "marketing
units". At the beginning of their work, comparative behavioral
scientists use configurational studies to identify dynamic and
forceful elements in the observed data. At the end of their work,
they use patterning to check on and confirm "predictions" made
from the model of behavior they have built up. In between, in the
course of elaborating the hypothetical tools of comparative systems
analysis however, the characteristic processes of analysis appear
to be borrowed from the older methodologies of comparison, notably
the tools of the institutional historian, the anthropologist, the
clinician, and the engineer.

I believe that I detect five major problem areas in regard to
the evidence used in current comparative studies. The first of
these is that of comparability. Both structural=functional analysis
and developmental theory offer a positive basis for attacks on this
problem, while configurational tests offer very high reliability in
negative application. The second problem area is that of sampling,
by which I do not mean quantification. By sampling, I mean the
efficient selection of information from a huge body of knowledge.
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There is no substitute here for an effective theory of' comparison.
Quantification, the third problem area, since it is so intimately
related to the study of patterns, must be tackled, even where it
seems 4t first glance, quite antithetical to much of the "humane"
and verbal-subjective material of interest to mankind and to
humanistic scholars. Far more effort along the lines of imagina-
tive item-analysis is required to make scientific comparison possible
in many "case-study" fields such as social work, pedagogy, psychiatry,
and the arts. Advertisers and political campaign management firms
have just scratched the surface here, but they have scratched the
surface. Probably their sampling is bad, based on naive theory.

The fourth problem area is what I call the evidence-marshalling
problem in cosmparative studies. It is not unrelated to the problem
of data retrieval in library and archival work. Older styles of
marshalling evidence based on a literary and rhetorical scheme,
often supplemented by fairly crude chronological narrative style

(a usage ranging far beyond the field of the historian proper),

have given way to the no less bulky and often illogical reference
work, the compendium, the computerized print-out of key-words from
the titles of articles and research reports, the specialized journal,
each issue of which is devoted to a different facet of the field,
and the like. Lack of a widely accepted division of labor, a common
scheme of analysis, and a canon of scientific inquiry has genersted
additional problems of sampling quite aside from the mere absence

of data.

Last of all, I wish to close with the most intractidble of evi-
dential problems: the tendency to lose hidden variables in systematic
comparison. It was the merit of historiciem to preach completeness
and insist on scholars sticking with their specialties through thick
and thin, because there was always more to learn about x or y.

While the open-endedness of the multivariate regression approach has
some restorative powers here, in contradistinction to the rigbep of
comparative approaches limited to, say, demographic or econmmic indi-
cators, there is still a very strong presumption in most studies of
comparative politics, comparative development, and comparative
education that selection of indicators for multivariate regression
should be precisely the familiar and admittedly, at least slightly
validated, economic and demographic indicators. Much more can be
done, and certainly must be done to keep from throwing our baby out
with the bath. Comparisons should bring out and not obscure differences
at the level of motivation, insight, and creativity. Here I believe,
the older comparative disciplines dealing with values and meaning
may ultimately be of use.

As an example of the elusiveness of important traits I will
describe an international research project which is still in the
discussion stage in comparative education. It concerns the role of
indigenous patterns of socialization in modifying "borrowed" educa-
tional institutions in former colonial areas. The hypothesis thus
far is that educational institutions in former French colonies will
differ from the nominal "model" of the same institution in France
to some degree because of alternative indigenous patterns of sociali-
zation, and that the difference in institution will in some fashion

14




reflect the indigenous pattern of gocialization. We need at least
two sets of French colonial schools and preferably "controls" in

the form of French institutions that served as models for the

colonial examples. Above all, we need a pilot investigation of

colon classroom culture from which to derive a narrower and more
precise hypothesis, such as: Koranic school traditions of rote
memorization and oral practice have deflected French classroom style.
At least one set of cases would then ultimately have to be drawn

from non-Muslim areas, e.g., the Malagasy Republic. How do we quantify
the deflections? Does Koranic school tradition affect British school-
room culture in the same fashion? What is it about the French class-
room that remains the same in Indochina, New York City and Bamako?

I believe that I have suggested one kind of agenda for the seventies
in comparative studies that is capable of imaginative develomment,

and is as full of the pitfalls I mentioned earlier as any you could
name.

Thank you.

QUESTION PERIOD

KRIKELAS: I find it somewhat difficult to see the difference between
the comparative method and what might be called the experimental
method in the social milieu as opposed to the laboratory setting.

KOEHL: I really think they are not all that different. I view science
as a sort of continuum on which the basic characteristics of all in-
ductive reasoning is comparative and that what has actually happened

in the development of many of the sciences is that when they were
relatively un-mathematized and when there was a great deal of uncer-
tainty as to what to look for, people tended to use a kind of case
approach. This approach is often a crude, stylized way of making
comparisons. Then, when they had a better understanding of the material
they were working with, they were able to design some very nice experi-
ments which had implicit in them a background of comparative approach
but which, for all practical purposes, had ceased to be comparative.
For example, about ten years ago, some organic chemists were merely
running through the same experiments with a quite large number of
organic compounds, taking each compound in succession rather like

beads on a string. They were quite important experiments and produced
some very significant findings, but the theoretical chemists criticized
these experiments on the ground that, with sufficient understanding of
the chemical mechanisms involved, one could design experiments with
considerable predictive value that would eliminate what.these theo-
retical chemists called "cooking chemistry." 1In defense of the organic
chemists, it was argued that their approach was not unlike the work of
Linnaeus or the early workers in other fields. Within the past ten
years though, it appears that a great deal more theory has evolved

in organic chemistry to the point that, while today a master's student
might do the earlier kind of experiment, no professor would need to do
one because he now has better tools. If I suggest therefore that com-
parative study is really an immature form of science I don't mean to
sneer. I simply think that's where we are, and we are much better off




to acknowledge that these are things we don't understand very well

and to use these kinds of approaches, always being very rigorous and
wishing that we could design experiments that would be much more clean
and neat. And we would hope to be able to do so after having done the
earlier and less elegant studies.

BUNGE: You spoke of the desirability of hypotheses of the middle

range. I had the impression that you were implying that these middle-
range hypotheses might contradict the grand theory, but I find diffi-
culty with this idea because it seems that the middle-ranye hypotheses
are usually profoundly influenced by the grand theory. It is hard to
conceive, for example, how hypotheses concerning biological phenomena
can develop in contradiction to the evolutionary grand theory. 1In fact,
this is a complaint of some religious groups. Can you give us some idea
about how these contradictory hypotheses of the middle range have been
developed, breaking through the pre-conceptions of the grand theory?

KOEHL: I have really the feeling that it is contradictions in the
grand theory itself t