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In comparing Asian bilateral donor agencies with Western agencies, it was found
that agencies such as JICA or KOICA are more likely to follow the global EFA policy agenda, with Korea
learning much from Japan, while China pursues its own separate policy agenda. Korea' s development as an
ODA donor is modeled on that of Japan from the organization of KOICA to the approaches it takes to
educational development. China in comparison is less involved in the education sector and chooses to
focus its ODA on infrastructure projects. In terms of policy foundations, both Japan and Korea adhere
largely to international standards of human rights-based apﬁroaches to development while China has been
criticized for lacking transparency and not protecting the human rights of local peoples affected by its
development and investment projects in developing countries.
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Will Japan and other Asian nations lead the
global expansion of education? This study will
compare government ingtitutions from Asia (e.g.,
JCA) and “The West” (e.g., USAID) in their
roles to promote educational expansion or
“Education for All” (EFA) around the world with
a focus on a single nation case-study: Cambodia.
The researcher will attempt to determine whether
“Asian”  institutions are following the
development policies of “Western” institutions or
establishing new “Asian” or “Japanese” models
for education and national development.

Sufficient attention has not been given to
bilateral aid organizations in their efforts to
promote  global education expansion. In
comparison, there have been a number of studies
done on the role of international organizations
such as UNESCO and the World Bank for the
promotion of Education for All globally (Mundy,
1999; Heyneman, 2003). A few studies have
focused on the role of multilateral agencies in
Cambodia such as the World Bank and UNICEF
(Hattori 2009) and UNESCO (Dy & Ninomiya
2003) promoting education in Cambodia. Some
other studies have examined the bilateral aid of
Japan (Kamibeppu 2002, King and McGrath
2002) or China (Gillespie 2002) for education
globally. However, there is a dire need to
investigate the historical development of bilateral
aid agencies in Asia and “The West” and the
future direction of aid to education. The
researcher’s previous JSPS Research Grant
focused on the role of Japan, South Korea, and
China in the development of education in
Cambodia. This study will expand on that study to
compare_EFA Policy of “emerging donors” in
Asia such as Japan, South Korea, and China with
“traditional donors” such as the US, the UK, and
Germany (See extensive list of case studies under
Sampling Sections in Research Methods). While
it is recognized that Japan has a long history as an
ODA donor, its ODA policy has often diverged
from the policies followed by other members of
the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee
(DAC).

This study will situate the research on
Asian and Western bilateral aid institutions within
the central debate about globalization of
education in the fields of educational sociology
and comparative education today. On the one
hand, Neo-Institutionalist scholars contend that a
“world culture” represented by international
organizations promotes convergence of common
values of “progress” and “justice” to expand
education in nations across the globe (Meyer &
Rowan: 1977). On the other hand, Systems
Theorists argue that the “policy talk” of education
policy exists as discourse which displays
divergence in the way it is translated into different
education practices in each national and cultural
context (Schriewer, 2003; Steiner-Khamsi, 2004).

Researchers in Anthropology and Cultural Studies
insist that we must focus on processes of
“indigenization” or “creolization” of global
discourse and practice at the local Ilevel
(Anderson-Levitt, 2003; Appadurai, 1990).

Previous studies led by Neo-Institutionalist
researchers have examined the presence of
ministries of education around the world as
evidence of institutional isomorphism (i.e.,
convergence). Other studies have focused on the
role that international organizations play in the
process of globalization and convergence of
world culture (Chabbott, 2009). However, there
have not been any comparative studies of
government institutions which promote education
in foreign nations and their role in educational
expansion. It will be the purpose of this study to
compare those institutions in the “emerging” and
“traditional” donor nations of Asia and “The
West” to investigate the degree to which the
newer “emerging” donor agencies pursue policies
which “converge” with the policies of the
“traditional” donor agencies. The comparison will
focus on three nations in Asia (Japan, South
Korea, China) and “The West” (US, UK,
Germany) while also including other nations in
Asia (India, Thailand, Vietnam) and “The West”
(Holland, France, Denmark, Brazil) in order to
broaden the examination of convergence or
divergence of educational development policy
through the use of extensive cases. The
single-nation case-study of Cambodia will be
used to examine how these global policies and
practices are experienced by local stakeholders in
education.

The purpose of this study is to examine a
greater question at the center of the current debate
in the fields of educational sociology and
comparative education as reflected in the research
question below.
Research Question:
Do government institutions (JICA, USAID,
etc.) in Asia and “The West” converge or diverge
in their
policies for the global expansion of education?
Research Sub-questions:
-Do Asian institutions converge with Western
institutions?
-Are Asian institutions creating a new “Asian
Model” for education in developing nations?
-Is each Asian nation creating its own unique
models (i.e., a “Japanese Model”, “Chinese
Model”) for education in developing nations?
The study will seek to reveal the following:
*The historical origins of these institutions
*The influence of global and local forces on
their creation

*The degree of EFA policy consensus
between traditional Western donors

*Identifying which emerging bilateral aid




agencies converge with this consensus
*Identifying which emerging bilateral aid
agencies diverge from this consensu
*Defining new models for education policy as
“Asian”, “Japanese”, “Chinese”, etc.
The study will be a unique contribution to
global society for the following two reasons:
Use of Neo-Institutionalist and Systems Theory
to compare Bilateral Aid Agencies.
It is important that this study have a firm
grounding in the current sociological theory
debate in the fields of educational sociology
and comparative education. Too little
comparative education research uses theory
from sociology in order to explain phenomena
related to globalization of education or the
implications which those phenomena might
have for equality of access to education (i.e.,
Education for All). Thereby, this study will
avoid this pitfall and prove its worth to a broad
audience.
Focus on Future Role of Asian Governments
for Educational Expansion and Education Models

The study will be of great importance to
researchers, policy-makers, and citizens who all
have a stake in, not only education but, the greater

effort toward development and progress in society.

In the 21* Century it appears inevitable that Asian
nations will represent important models for the
development of less-developed nations. Thus with
the rise of these Asian nations it will be vital to
understand the roles of bilateral aid agencies in
promoting these Asian models for national
development. It will also be important to
re-examine the role of international organizations
such as the United Nations and the World Bank
vis-a-vis the bilateral agencies to envision how
multilateral and bilateral aid agencies can
coordinate aid for sustainable development of
education and society in the generations to come.
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This study will focus on three aspects of
bilateral education aid for educational expansion:
institutions, policies, and human resources
(practitioners and stakeholders). During Stage I
(2012-2013), the researcher will examine the
historical origins of the bilateral aid institutions
(e.g., JICA or USAID) and their policies for
“Education for All” (EFA). During Stage II
(2013-2014), the researcher will examine the
human element by analyzing the understanding of
recent EFA policies by both agency officers (i.c.,
practitioners) and stakeholders. Stage III
(2014-2015) will be used to present the findings
at academic conferences, publish in academic
journals and books, and share important findings
with local and global communities.

STAGE | (2012-2013) INSTITUTIONS AND
POLICIES
Sampling of Bilateral Aid Institutions:
Western: USAID (US), DFID (UK), GIZ
(Germany), AFD (France), DANIDA (Denmark),
Dutch MOFA, AUSAID




(Australia), and ABC (Brazil).
Asian: JICA (Japan), KOICA (South
Korea), Chinese Ministry of Commerce,
India, TICA (Thailand), and Vietnam.

(1) STEP 1—History of Institutions: Comparison

of Asian and Western Bilateral ODA
Agencies (2012)
The researcher will collect first and

second-hand resources to describe the origins
of the bilateral agencies. These documents
should be accessible through the researcher’s
contacts with bilateral agencies in Asia, the
US, and Europe. The documents will be
subjected to a historiographic analysis to
determine whether institutions have global
origins, local origins, or some combination of
the two.

(2) STEP 2—Policy Analysis: Comparison of
Policies for Education for All (2013)

(1) Policy Analysis focusing on Education
for All

The researcher will collect all policy
documents relevant to ODA for Education
for All from the bilateral agencies. These
documents should be accessible through the
researcher’s contacts or in Policy Document
Archives such as those found in UNESCO’s
Institute of International Education Planning.
The documents will be subjected first to a
policy analysis according to the principles
laid out in Bardach (2008). This policy
analysis will focus on the policy as it benefits
both the donor and the stakeholders as an
element of the country-wide movement for
education for all.

(2) Discourse Analysis

The researcher will subject the policy
documents to further analysis to
discuss the policies as the exhibit
convergence or divergence of policy
priorities related to Education for All.

STAGE Il (2013-2014) PRACTITIONERS
AND STAKEHOLDERS
Sampling of Institutions:

Western: USAID (US), DFID (UK), GIZ

(Germany).

Asian: JICA (Japan), KOICA (South

Korea), Chinese Ministry of Commerce.
(1) STEP 1— Practitioner Interviews

Interviews will be conducted with bilateral
agency experts both in the headquarters of
the agencies and in their field offices in
Cambodia. Experts will be interviewed to
ascertain their knowledge of policy priorities
both in relation to education policies and
projects and the overall mission of their
agency in developing nations globally and
particularly for the Cambodian case.

(2) STEP 2—Stakeholder Interviews

Interviews will be conducted with local
partners of education development experts.

Respondents will be asked to list the policy
priorities of the bilateral aid agency with
which they have worked. Responses will
be compared with those of practitioners to
examine cases of coordination versus
disconnect or miscommunicated policy
priorities.

STAGE |ll—Presentation and Publication of
Reaults
(1) STEP 1— Data Analysis

@)

(€)

The researcher will analyze all
historical documents, policy documents,
and interview transcripts, according to
the following process. A comprehensive
conceptually-clustered data matrix will
be used to compile and organize data
as themes emerge (Miles & Huberman
1994). “Data reduction” will be
performed to identify emerging themes
and “constant comparison” will check
the validity of those themes (Marshall
& Rossman 1989; Lecompte & Preissle
1993). Thereby, a theoretical
framework can be chosen to describe
the findings per “theory implications
selection” (Lecomte & Preissle 1993).
As such, the discourse will be
deconstructed as it relates to the wider
EFA movement versus donor-specific
political priorities.
STEP  2—Professional
Presentations

The findings and results of this study will be
presented for the benefit of both education
and development practitioners as well as
academic researchers in Japan and abroad.
The researcher will make every effort to
present the research findings at forums in
multilateral and bilateral agencies, NGO
forums, and for public forums in Japan.
After synthesis of research findings and

and  Academic

preparation  for  publication  journal
manuscripts  will be  prepared for
presentation at the Japan Society of
Educational Sociology, the Japan

Comparative Education Society (JCES), and
the Comparative and International Education
Society (CIES) conferences for the Japanese
and American/European research
communities.

STEP 3—Publications

The researcher will prepare the data and
findings for publication in both domestic and
international journals related to international
relations, development studies, Asian studies,
and comparative education. Once published
the researcher will distribute these
publications to any government or NGO
actors who might be interested or benefit
from the content contained therein.
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In comparing Asian bilateral donor
agencies with Western agencies, it was
found that agencies such as JICA or KOICA
are more likely to follow the global EFA
policy agenda, with Korea learning much
from Japan, while China pursues its own
separate policy agenda. Korea’s
development as an ODA donor is modeled
on that of Japan from the organization of
KOICA to the approaches it takes to
educational  development. China in
comparison 1s less involved in the education
sector and chooses to focus its ODA on
infrastructure projects. In terms of policy
foundations, both Japan and Korea adhere

largely to international standards of
human  rights-based approaches to
development while China has been

criticized for lacking transparency and not
protecting the human rights of local peoples
affected by its development and investment
projects in developing countries.
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