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In Olher Schools and Ours, Edmund "King 
wriles lor lhal uncertain audience common 
in our limes, lhe inleresled layman. His work 
inlroduces comparative education lo lhe 
uniniliale. 11 is a Iively exposition, c1ear, 
lorceful, and Iree 01 unresolved difficullies. 
As Dr. King says, "sorne lines will be 
overdrawn here, perhaps, while olhers will 
be lefl indislincl." Yel whal does lhis matler? 
Those "who are dissatisfied wilh lhis 
lrealmenl will be able lo reclity matlers by 
more delailed researches laler." 

Bul can lhe overdrawn and lhe indislincl be 
left so blandly lo lhe reclification olour 
further researches? This queslion merits 
consideration, lor an inleresting 
conlradiclion is inlroduced by Dr. King's 
lechnique 01 oversimplification. 

Dr. King wishes lo convey lo his readers 
somelhing ollhe multiplicity in polenlial 
approaches lo educalion. Through essays 
on lhe educational syslems 01 six importanl 
counlries, he aims lo conlronl lhe reader in 
short compass wilh a portion 01 lhe weallh 01 
educalional realities in lhe world. 11 is hoped 
lhal lhe perceplion 01 lhis richness will open 
lhe reader's mind. Bul by lhe 
oversimplificalion used lo stage lhis 
conlronlalion, Dr. King prevenls sorne ollhe 
liberalion he seeks lo cause. 

This difficulty is lundamenlal lo our 
educalional lradilion. As educalors, we seek 
lo convey lruer, more complele ideas lo lhe 
holders 01 less lrue, incomplele ones. In 
order lo accomplish lhis, we oflen need lo 
infringe on lrulh and lorsake compleleness. 
As Plalo described il, we need lo creale 
"fictions." Owing lo lhis necessity, our efforts 
may resull in little increase 01 awareness. As 
Wa~er Lippmann mighl say, one slereotype 
is replaced by anolher. This is lhe problem 
in Olher Schools and Ours, lor lhe piclures 
Dr. King gives 01 his chosen counlries are 
slereotypes par excellence- '1he flags are 
almosl certain lo be flying in Denmark 
loday." 

Bul we should recognize, loo, lhal lhe olher 
way, lhal 01 unflinching pursuil 01 lhe whole 
lrulh, has difficulties, loo. The sell-<lelense 
01 Socrales belore his Alhenian peers 
should warn us lhal lhe uncomprornising 
popularizer will drink lhe Iilerary hemlock 01 
resting shamelully unread. The "hurried 
man" Wyndham Lewis hoped lo calch does 
nol relish reading lhose benl on proving lhal 
bolh reader and wriler know mosl when lhey 
know lhey do nol know. 

Dr. King warns lhal making comparisons is 
difficull, lor il is necessary lo preserve lhe 
conlexl 01 each differenl syslem 01 
educalion wilh which he is concerned. 
Therelore, il is besl lo look al lhe six as lhey 
sland, isolaled. This is a c1ear and useful 
caulion. Perhaps one could argue lhal 
comparative educalion is misconceived: we 
really mean lhe description 01 various 
educalions. Bul Dr. King does nol pursue 
lhis line. He prompls comparison by casually 
lranslating populalions, areas, and sorne 
lechniques inlo lerms lamiliar lo Brilons and 
Americans. Further, his very lille insislently 
calls lor comparison and lorces lhe reader lo 
make il. 

The relationship 01 "olher and ou(' is 
unavoidably comparative. By nollaslening 
upon lhe lexl any c1ear patlern 01 olher and 
our, Dr. King requires lhe reader, probably 
an amaleur, lo make lhose comparisons 
which he admits are lhe mosl difficu~ part 01 
comparalive education. On lhe relatively 
easy part, Dr. King adopts a very palernal 
atlilude, bul on lhe really difficull queslions, 
he subscribes lo complele laissez !aire. The 
basic weakness ollhe book resides in lhis 
paradox. By guiding lhe reader lhrough lhe 
easy part and leaving him hall prepared, bul 
believing himsell wholly so, lo meel alone 
lhe difficullies, Dr. King creales an illusion 01 
compelence. The average man likes il, lar 
he can more easily lhink he is deciding 
matlers lar hirnsell; bul lhere is room lo 
question lhe amounl 01 underslanding 
generaled by such a process. 



Educalors could well sludy how much oflhe leaving lhem only lhe illusion of preparalion 
generalliking for educalion and lhe elile in coping wilh lhe lough going. 
crilicism of education are due lo our frequenl 
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Teachers College, Columbia Universíty 


