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Abstract 

The article employs a meta-research approach to analyse the scholarly communication of intercultural, 
international, comparative, migration- and sustainability-related educational research as thematic 
fields. A bibliometric analysis of citations is used to compare two issues: first, whether the different 
thematic fields correspond to different communication spaces; and secondly, whether these spaces 
differ in terms of cited authors in Germany or in the UK.  
The results demonstrate that authors from Germany are – compared to the UK – underrepresented in 
Scopus in the field of intercultural, international and comparative education. In the area of migration 
and sustainability related educational research, the proportions are more balanced. With regard to the 
thematic fields, the communication (citation) spaces of authors in Germany remain largely isolated. 
Only a small number of (most cited) authors are received across thematic boundaries. This also applies 
to German intercultural, comparative and migration-related educational research when compared to 
that conducted in the UK. In contrast, international education and in particular sustainability-related 
educational research show a significantly higher and internationally more connected communication 
space. 
The findings are designed to provoke critical reflection on and within disciplinary units. In particular, 
however, they demonstrate the usefulness of bibliometric methods and results for self-reflection and 
self-governance. 
Keywords: intercultural education, comparative education, research on educational research, biblio-
metrics, citation analysis, comparative investigation 

Der Beitrag untersucht aus der Perspektive der Wissenschaftsforschung die wissenschaftlichen Kom-
munikationsverhältnisse in den Themenbereichen interkulturelle, internationale, vergleichende, mig-
rations- und nachhaltigkeitsbezogene Erziehungswissenschaft. Auf der Grundlage einer bibliometri-
schen Analyse von Zitationen wird eine vergleichende Analyse in zweifacher Hinsicht vorgenommen: 
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Erstens wird untersucht, ob die verschiedenen Themenbereiche unterschiedlichen Kommunikations-
räumen entsprechen, und zweitens, ob diese Bereiche in Bezug auf zitierte Autor*innen unterschied-
licher Länder (Deutschland – UK) variieren. 
Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass Autor*innen aus Deutschland im Bereich der interkulturellen, internati-
onalen und vergleichenden Erziehungswissenschaft im Vergleich zu UK in Scopus unterrepräsentiert 
sind. Im Bereich der migrations- und nachhaltigkeitsbezogenen Erziehungswissenschaft sind die Ver-
hältnisse ausgeglichener. In Bezug auf die untersuchten thematischen Felder bleiben die Kommuni-
kationsräume (Zitationen) von Autor*innen in Deutschland weitgehend isoliert. Nur wenige der 
meistzitierten Autor*innen werden über thematische Grenzen hinweg wahrgenommen. Dies gilt auch 
für die deutsche interkulturelle, vergleichende und migrationsbezogene Erziehungswissenschaft im 
Vergleich zu UK. Im Gegensatz dazu weisen die internationale und insbesondere die nachhaltigkeits-
bezogene Erziehungswissenschaft einen deutlich höheren und international vernetzten Kommunika-
tionsraum auf. 
Die Ergebnisse können irritieren und zu kritischer Reflexion über und innerhalb der (Partial-)Diszip-
linen anregen. Insbesondere zeigen sie auch die Nützlichkeit bibliometrischer Verfahren und ihrer 
Ergebnisse für Selbstreflexion und Selbststeuerung. 

Schlüsselwörter: Interkulturelle Erziehungswissenschaft, Vergleichende Erziehungswissenschaft, 
Wissenschaftsforschung, Bibliometrie, Zitationsanalyse, vergleichende Analyse 

1. Introduction 

The “Tertium Comparationis” is one of three scholarly journals published by members 
of the German Educational Research Association (GERA), Division for Intercultural 
and International Comparative Educational Research (SIIVE)1 – and its subdivisions, 
namely Comparative and International Educational Research; Education, Migration 
and Society; and Education for Sustainable Development. In 2025, the journal cele-
brates its 30th anniversary (regarding the history of SIIVE and its subdivisions, see 
Adick, 2008; Berg et al., 2004).  

Such an occasion invites introspection, self-analysis and self-assurance – not only 
with regard to the journal itself, but also with the research field it covers, as well as 
the division and subdivisions it serves. The present article endeavours thereby to make 
a contribution to this overarching research field from a comparative meta-perspective 
of research upon educational research more broadly.2 The Subdivision for Research 
on Educational Research (Wissenschaftsforschung), which is part of the Division for 
General Educational Research, is the organizational home for this field of enquiry 

 
1  https://www.dgfe.de/en/divisions-subdivisions/division-intercultural-and-international-compa-

rative-educational-research. The other two journals are: Zeitschrift für internationale Bildungs-
forschung und Entwicklungspädagogik (ZEP), Zeitschrift für erziehungswissenschaftliche Mig-
rationsforschung. 

2  I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Christel Adick for her insightful comments, con-
structive feedback and invaluable suggestions. In addition, I would like to thank Simona 
Szakács-Behling for her careful, critical and very helpful comments and suggestions, as well as 
Sabine Hornberg for her valuable support and patience. 

https://www.dgfe.de/en/divisions-subdivisions/division-intercultural-and-international-comparative-educational-research
https://www.dgfe.de/en/divisions-subdivisions/division-intercultural-and-international-comparative-educational-research
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within the GERA (Hofbauer et al., 2025). The perspective of science studies (Wissen-
schaftsforschung) within a scholarly association of educational research can certainly 
be considered a German peculiarity. German educational research has traditionally 
exhibited a strong tendency towards introspection (Vogel, 2024), as evidenced from 
a meta-theoretical-methodological, historical, sociological, and empirical standpoint. 
In addition to numerous publications, including those of the Subdivision for Research 
on Educational Research, but especially the Data Report on Educational Research 
(Datenreport Erziehungswissenschaft) periodically published by the GERA Executive 
Board, this self-observation and self-reflection has achieved a level of visibility sup-
ported by organisational structures that is unique. In the Anglo-American world, and 
now increasingly also in Europe, empirical approaches to educational research are 
being used, particularly by administrative or even commercial organisations, for per-
formance measurement, research policy and research governance. This has the effect 
of placing educational research and researchers in a defensive position, where they 
are inclined to lament research policy and administration rather than utilising their 
data for their own scholarly power of self-critical analyses of production, reception, 
disciplinary profile and infrastructural conditions. However, the limits of scholarly 
power are already apparent in processes of diversification of diversities (Vertovec, 
2007; Gross & Keiner, 2020). Such developments have also led, for example, to the 
dissolution of EERA's Comparative Education network in 2006. A plethora of topics 
and contributions have diffused into other thematic networks and been further devel-
oped there. This development marks the end of a period in which the domains of com-
parative, international, and related forms of educational research exhibited a distinct 
disciplinary character, irrespective of their epistemic or practical significance 
(Waldow, 2015, Adick, 2015; for comparative education see Davidson et al., 2020, 
Kotthoff, 2015, Silova, 2009, Cowen, 2014, Schriewer, 2014, Manzon, 2018, Cowen 
& Kim, 2023; for research on migration see Hofbauer & Vogel, 2026). Despite the 
existence of pertinent scholarly associations with corresponding names, the subjects 
addressed and participation in such associations has become highly heterogeneous and 
diverse. 

2.  Theoretical background 

The objective of this article is to examine the broader communicative spaces of inter-
cultural, international, comparative, migration- and sustainability-related educational 
research as thematic fields that the journal Tertium Comparationis has been serving 
and engaging with for the past 30 years. These spaces manifest as nodes and nets of 
citations, which are examined from a comparative perspective. The subsequent theo-
retical framework provides the basis for the investigation.  
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Research cultures: Firstly, the theoretical underpinnings of this research stem 
from the recognition that, in Europe and beyond, we conduct our business within the 
context of disparate research cultures (Wagner & Wittrock, 1991; Galtung, 1981; 
Bender & Schorske, 1998, Knaupp et al., 2014; etc.). From a systems theory perspec-
tive, science can be conceptualised as a communication system that continuously pro-
duces, disseminates and receives information, thereby generating and maintaining it-
self in a cyclic or spiral process (Schriewer & Keiner, 1992; Helm et al., 1990; Keiner, 
1999; Stichweh, 1994). In the science system, publications serve as the medium of 
communication, analogous to money in the economic system. They are the pivotal 
medium through which the circular process of producing, disseminating, and receiv-
ing knowledge is perpetuated (Schriewer & Keiner, 1992, Stichweh, 1994, Herzog, 
2015). In this context, scholarly journals, the evaluation procedures and indicators, as 
well as bibliometric methods, are playing an increasingly important role. These pub-
lications are regarded as scientific insofar as they meet shared criteria and standards 
in terms of theory, method and reflection. Moreover, they are subject to reception and 
criticism.  

From a historical standpoint, the emergence of the nation state during the 18th and 
19th centuries in Europe gave rise to distinctive patterns of theoretical and social for-
mation of the social sciences, resulting in specific research cultures (Wagner & 
Wittrock, 1991, Wagner, 2004, Schriewer & Keiner, 1992, Keiner & Schriewer, 2007, 
Keiner, 2019, Gross et al., 2025). The model of ‘comprehensive social sciences’, 
which prevails in France and francophone cultures, is characterised by inter- or trans-
disciplinary traditions, a low degree of disciplinary self-reflection, but a high degree 
of originality, comprehensiveness and multifaceted scholarship. The dominant re-
search culture in the German speaking world is characterised as ‘formalised discipli-
nary discourse’. Its objective is to achieve disciplinary autonomy through demarca-
tion, with a strong emphasis on hermeneutical reflection in the form of the German 
Geisteswissenschaften or critical theory. The disciplinary structure is implicitly de-
rived from the systematic logic of Roman law (Wagner, 1990, p. 46f; Wagner & 
Wittrock, 1991; Charle et al., 2004; Keiner 2020, p. 53f), which may also provide a 
rationale for the comparatively late introduction of empirical research in Germany. 
The UK, in conjunction with the anglosaxon tradition of social sciences, can be con-
ceptualised as a paradigm of ‘pragmatically specialising professions’. This paradigm 
is characterised by a synthesis of practical expertise, experience and empirical re-
search, in addition to varied and flexible interdisciplinary and practical connections 
(Knaupp et al., 2014, Keiner & Schaufler, 2014, Keiner, 2010, Terhart, 2017).3  

 
3  It is important to acknowledge the present pervasive utilisation of English as a lingua franca, 

which evinces its own epistemological, semantical, theoretical, methodological and social chal-
lenges (see, for instance, Fejes & Nylander, 2017; Van Weijen, 2012; Moed, 2005). The seman-
tic ambiguities are highlighted by the various English translations that are commonly used in the 
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Meta-research: Secondly, in view of the significant structural transformations 
occurring in the domains of research and teaching (Lawn & Keiner, 2006; Rider et al., 
2013; Hummrich, 2016; Grek, 2024), there is an imperative for disciplinary introspec-
tion and meta-research from various, critical perspectives (see Parreira do Amaral & 
Löffler, 2025 in this issue; Nóvoa & Yariv-Mashal, 2003, Kim, 2014). The present 
standpoint is that of research upon educational research, which, in a dual-sided, Janus 
manner, endeavours to shift the perspective between the outside and the inside and 
employs the tools offered by comparative education itself: comparison. This interna-
tional and terminological comparison of comparative, intercultural, international, mi-
gration and sustainability-related educational research focuses on its communicative 
structures defined by citations. Citations reveal the patterns and arrays of receptions 
in which the respective research contributions are embedded; they indicate the com-
municative networks and nodes and refer to the metaphor of ‘standing on the shoul-
ders of giants’ (Merton, 1993). 

Visibility: Thirdly, the present study explores the visibility of such nodes and net-
works of reception. Rolland Paulston (1993) was among the first to visualise the the-
oretical directions of comparative education and advocate for the use of ‘mapping’. In 
the context of knowledge capitalism (or, more favourably referred to as the 
‘knowledge society’ or ‘knowledge economy’), however, this scholarly, and rather 
qualitative approach of mapping has now shifted towards novel forms of visualisation, 
especially quantitative bibliometric distributions and rankings, which focus less on 
theoretical positions and more on the authors who represent them (Gross et al., 2025; 
Simon et al., 2016). There is a considerable body of criticism directed towards 
knowledge capitalism (Sabel & Larhammar, 2025, Vogl, 2021, Stehr, 2022), which 
also highlights its potential drawbacks (Weingart, 2016; Koerber et al., 2023). It is 
evident that visibility assumes a pivotal role in the process of rendering knowledge 
marketable as a commodity. The evaluation encompasses both citing and cited au-
thors. The employment of graphical representations and imaging techniques that fa-
cilitate direct mapping of findings constitutes an indispensable component of visuali-
sation. This applies both to the knowledge market and, with meta-reflexive, method-
ological aspirations, in particular to scholarly communication and meta-
communication. 

Bibliometric citation analysis: Fourthly, it should be noted that the commercial 
data sources and bibliometric citation analyses are subject to criticism (see, for exam-
ple, Gross et al., 2025, Karlics et al., 2024, Hofbauer et al., 2022, Orhan, 2023, Lind-
blad & Petterson, 2023, Seel & Zierer, 2019, Moed, 2005, Tüür-Fröhlich, 2016). Two 
prominent databases, Scopus (Elsevier) and Web of Science (Clarivate Analytics), 

 
field of educational research: education, educational studies, educational research, education re-
search, pedagogy, science of education, and so forth (Keiner, 2019). 
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provide bibliographic information on international journals, articles and authors. Ac-
cess to these databases is restricted. The selection of journals to these databases is 
made according to rigorous quality criteria, and an English-language bias is evident. 
Furthermore, they furnish information on the performance (impact) of authors, jour-
nals, and organisations. In addition, the references employed in the respective articles 
are also documented. 

Specific bibliometric data export formats are necessary for the analyses, and these 
can only be achieved by employing databases that have been prepared for bibliometric 
analyses. It is regrettable that the three German SIIVE journals – (a) Tertium Compa-
rationis, (b) Zeitschrift für internationale Bildungsforschung und Entwicklungspäda-
gogik (ZEP), (c) Zeitschrift für erziehungswissenschaftliche Migrationsforschung – 
are not included in international databases such as Scopus or Web of Science.4 How-
ever, it can be assumed that the terms used by SIIVE and its subdivisions to describe 
their research fields also describe the core thematic areas with which they deal and 
that, particularly in their English translation, they are also communicatively linked to 
the English-speaking world. 

Units of comparison and research questions: Fifthly and finally, a note about the 
units of comparison. The present study aims at examining whether these communica-
tive spaces are transnationally and trans-terminologically linked or locked into coun-
try or keyword-specific segmented spaces. 

(1) The extent to which the citation-specific communication spaces, resulting 
from different thematic fields, are related to each other is the first aspect addressed in 
this study.  

In this respect, the terms employed in the self-descriptions of the (German) SIIVE 
and its subdivisions are utilised as keywords5 for a thematic search in the Scopus da-
tabase. The specific terms include ‘intercultural’, ‘international’, ‘comparative’, ‘mi-
gration’ and ‘sustainability’-related educational research. In a subsequent step, the 
communicative space displayed by citation in the German context is investigated. 

(2) The extent to which these citation-specific communication spaces are inter-
connected on an international level is the second aspect addressed in this study. 

In this respect, Germany as a significant Central European field and the UK as a 
significant Anglo-American field close to Europe, are considered (see above). That is, 
those contributions were selected from the database in which at least one author has a 
German (or British) affiliation, i.e., is employed at a German (or British) university. 

 
4  It must also remain open to what extent these journals represent the research area of SIIVE and 

its sub-divisions, and which other scholarly journals also cover these research areas. 
5  In the Anglophone world the term “multicultural” is used more frequently than “intercul-

tural” (Gross, 2022). The establishment of a comparative framework encompassing the terms 
and their meanings would represent an interesting research agenda, encompassing biblio-
graphic analyses. However, it is not possible to achieve this within the present analysis. 
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On this basis, a comparison is made of their specific communicative spaces as indi-
cated by citations. 

3.  Methods and techniques used 

Access to the Scopus database is facilitated by keywords corresponding to the nomen-
clature used to designate the German Division SIIVE. On May 1, 2025, a search was 
conducted for these keywords, yielding results in the following Scopus categories: 
titles, abstracts and keywords, across all indexed journals. The results were narrowed 
down by including only articles from journals classified by the database as social sci-
ences. The number of documents was reduced further by selecting articles authored 
by scholars from Germany or the UK. The search terms are as follows: 

“intercultural education“ 
“international education“ 
“comparative education” 
“education” AND “migration” AND “society” 
“sustainable development” AND “education”. 

Consequently, five data sets were selected for each of the two countries incorporating 
keywords, articles and bibliographic information, including citations. The data under-
went no cleaning process; this included the presence of different spellings of names 
(e.g. bourdieu; bourdieu p), which were counted as different items. A random review 
of frequently cited authors and their subsequent assignment to clusters did not reveal 
any significant distortion of the results. The data sets were then imported into a pro-
gramme developed specifically for the visualisation of bibliometric data – 
VOSviewer, version 1.6.20 (Van Eck & Waltmann, 2023).6 The co-citation of cited 
authors7 method was selected for the individual data sets. The analysis produces vis-
ualised clusters of co-citations.8 Furthermore, the programme incorporates a 
weighting method that accentuates most connected (co-cited) authors. The Total Link 
Strength (TLS) is a standard weight attribute that is provided by VOSviewer. As Van 
Eck and Waltmann (2023, p. 6) state, the term “indicates the total strength of the co-
authorship links of a given researcher with other researchers”. The initial 20 most 
strongly linked cited authors (TLS) were selected for comparison and displayed in 

 
6  Scopus is accessible via university library licences, whereas the VOSviewer programme is freely 

available on the Internet. 
7  “A co-citation link is a link between two items that are both cited by the same document” (Van 

Eck & Waltmann 2023, p. 27). “When a co-citation network is constructed at the level of [...] 
cited authors, author names extracted from the raw reference strings are used as the unit of anal-
ysis.” (Van Eck & Waltmann 2023, p. 33). 

8  “A cluster is a set of items included in a map. Clusters are non-overlapping” (Van Eck & 
Waltmann 2023, p. 5). 
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A further intriguing facet of this subject domain is that VOSviewer’s identification of 
clusters is limited to a modest number, specifically four (even three, as cluster four is 
very small) for Germany and six for the UK. This finding suggests that there is a 
relatively clear thematic and differentiated communication structure. In detail: 

 
Figure 9: Co-citation cluster – sustainable development AND education – authors in 

Germany (total data set: 995 documents, 59,920 cited authors, of which in-
cluded in the graph: 98 authors with at least 45 citations each, although not 
all of them can be displayed due to size of the graph) 

In the German context, the most connected (co-cited) authors (TLS) are observed to 
be concentrated in Clusters 02 (green) and 03 (blue) (see Table 8 and Figure 9). In 
order to enhance the visibility of the authors cited in Figure 9, Cluster 04, which was 
positioned to the far right and exhibited only a weak connection to the other clusters, 
was cut off from the image presented in Figure 9. Cluster 04 (green-yellow) comprises 
three authors, Schulz, Fraillon and Ainlay, who represent international large-scale as-
sessments in the field of education research, education data, competence and perfor-
mance measurement. 

The final analysis yielded three clusters. Cluster 01 (red) comprises a number of 
cited authors, including, but not limited to, De Haan, Riess, Bogeholz, Eilks, Bogner, 
Riess, Gericke, Mayring, Vare, Cebrian, Rauch and Sadler. These authors underpin 
the principles of transdisciplinary environmental education, encompassing research 
methodologies and delineating the configuration of natural science pedagogical pro-
cesses. The most connected (co-cited) authors (TLS) can be found in Cluster 02 
(green), with names such as Rieckmann, Barth, Wiek, Michelsen, Wals, Sterling, 
Rockstrom, Bormann, and Redman. The focus of these scholars is on trans-discipli-
narity and the importance of key competencies for the transformation to sustainable 
societies. Cluster 03 (blue) comprises authors such as Leal Filho, Lozano, Huisingh, 
Ceulemans, Caeiro, Brandli, Salvia, Anholon, Sammalisto and Azejterio, who address 
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sustainability principles and sustainability management in organisations, with a par-
ticular focus on higher education and business.  

 
Figure 10: Co-citation cluster – sustainable development AND education – authors in 

the UK (total data set: 1,702 documents, 94,465 cited authors, of which 99 
authors with at least 48 citations each are included in the graph, although 
not all of them can be displayed due to size of the graph) 

In the United Kingdom, the majority of most connected (co-cited) authors (TLS) are 
located in Clusters 02 and 04 (see Table 8 and Figure 10).  

In order to enhance the visibility of the authors cited in Figure 10, Clusters 05 
and 06 were partially cut off. Cluster 05 (purple) remains partially visible on the left-
hand side. The cluster comprises cited authors such as Davis, Elliott, Folke, Rock-
strom and Steffen, who are engaged in research that is focused on global environmen-
tal change, sustainability and environmental systems. Cluster 06 (light blue) is posi-
tioned in a distant location to the left of the graph. It contains only three cited authors: 
Dewey, Smith, and Taysum. They represent topics that are broad and general in na-
ture, and could be described as ‘education and society between history and the pre-
sent’. In other words, the topic areas appear to be rather unspecific in relation to the 
subject area under investigation. 

However, it is noteworthy that there is significant overlap in terms of subject 
matter, as evidenced by the main Clusters 01 to 04. In addition to reflecting on theo-
retical debates, Cluster 01 (red) is dominated by cited authors such as Sterling, Wals, 
Scott, Huckle, Freire, Selby, Blewitt, Kopnina, Jickling, Wenger and Martin, who fo-
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cus on perspectives of critical pedagogy and the contribution of transformative edu-
cation to sustainability. Cluster 02 (green) and its cited authors, including Lozano 
(Rodrigo), Ceulemans, Rieckmann, Barth, Wiek, Redman, Wright, Ferrer-Balas, 
Lambrechts, Sammalisto, and others, concentrate on sustainability in higher education 
and the transformation of universities. Cluster 03 (blue) includes authors such as 
McCowan, Sen, Unterhalter, Tikly, Crossley, Raworth, Morse, Jones, Cairncross, Liu 
and Rose. It shows certain affinities with traditional comparative and international 
education studies, yet also centres on the capabilities approach, which focuses on crit-
ical justice, ethics, global inequality, poverty and politics. Cluster 04 (green-yellow) 
comprises such cited names as Leal Filho, Brandli, Salvia, Anholon, Wall, Shiel, 
Caeiro, Azeiteiro, Avila, Dinis and Paco. This cluster is indicative of sustainability in 
higher education and the implementation, management and evaluation of sustainabil-
ity initiatives at universities. 

As is the case with the topic area of comparative education, it is also possible to 
attribute the inter-thematic overlaps between the various clusters in this context to 
social networks and the corresponding citation behaviours. However, an alternative 
theoretical framework could be proposed, namely that of a British scholarly social 
sciences culture of ‘pragmatically specialising professions’. Within this theoretical 
framework, however, it is predicted that a German communication profile will be a 
‘formalised disciplinary discourse’. However, this is not the case. The German com-
munication profile in this topic area has been shown to align more closely with the 
Anglo-Saxon model. The question arises as to whether this phenomenon can be at-
tributed to the broad international scope of the topic and its significance in politics 
and society (Bormann, 2013), or alternatively, to the infrastructural support provided 
by NGOs. Alternatively, could this exceptional reception profile, compared to the re-
ception profile expected for German educational research, be interpreted as an indica-
tor of a gradual shift towards greater internationalisation in a specific area of educa-
tional research? In any case, and this is significant, even in comparison to other topic 
areas investigated in this paper, this citation-communication space, is internationally 
connected, thematically broad, open to reception and communication, and clearly 
structured in its references, both in Germany and in the UK. 

4.  Summary and outlook 

The article employed bibliometric methods to analyse the scholarly communication 
space of five topic areas: intercultural, international, comparative, migration- and sus-
tainability-related educational research. The communication space was defined by the 
authors cited in articles on the aforementioned topics. These cited authors can be in-
terpreted as representatives of specific thematic, theoretical or methodological direc-
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tions, which are then summarised into communication networks using cluster anal-
yses. The first research question was whether the citation-specific communication 
spaces, characterised by these topic areas, are related to each other and, therefore, 
have common (cited) points of reference or not. In the context of this topic-compara-
tive inquiry, a second, country-comparative question was raised: namely, whether 
these citation-specific communication spaces are interconnected on an international 
level. In other words, is there a discrepancy in the reception behaviour of authors who 
conduct research in Germany and those who conduct research in the UK. The theo-
retical background was provided by studies on the emergence of social science cul-
tures in the context of nation-state formation. This theoretical framework delineates 
German social science and educational science as formalised disciplinary discourse, 
while the scholarly culture of the Anglophone world is characterised as one of prag-
matically specialising professions. The importance of this historical perspective for 
the present, particularly in relation to bibliometric methods for research governance, 
lies in the understanding that visibility and connectivity are of paramount importance 
for reputation and career progression in an era where scientific knowledge is increas-
ingly becoming a commodity – for both citing and cited authors. However, this un-
derstanding seems to vary according to cultural contexts. Authors in the UK combine 
a pragmatic approach with a market-oriented approach, recognising broad visibility 
as a criterion for the quality of research and scholarly knowledge. For authors in Ger-
many, the market is less important than disciplinary demarcation, and, therefore, in-
ternational visibility also seems to be less important. It should be added, however, that 
distinguishing between different scholarly cultures, e.g. national and international, is 
not entirely trivial when these cultures use one language (UK) or different languages 
(Germany). The selection of topic areas and terminology is deliberate, aligning with 
the structure of SIIVE and its subdivisions. Despite the absence of bibliometric re-
cording for their journals at present, the terminology employed to delineate their rep-
resentation within the international Scopus database facilitates the establishment of a 
provisional thematic association with diverse or concomitant thematic domains of the 
SIIVE, and by consequence, of their journals, of which Tertium Comparationis is part. 
In this respect, the empirical results can also stimulate more intensive discussion 
within the SIIVE and its subdivisions and raise questions about their further develop-
ment. This pertains to the degree of internationalisation, the structure and profile of 
different communication and citation networks, strategic alliances and thematic de-
velopments, and the fundamental question of whether SIIVE is more than the organi-
sational sum of its subdivisions.  

The findings indicate that within the topic area of intercultural, international and 
comparative education, the quantitative international (Scopus) visibility of authors 
publishing from Germany is comparatively small in relation to the UK. In the topic 
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area of migration- as well as sustainability-related educational research, however, the 
proportions are more balanced. 

With regard to citations within the specified topic areas, the communication 
spaces of authors in Germany remain largely isolated, as measured by the most con-
nected, co-cited authors. A mere handful of authors are cited across a range of topics. 
The individual topic areas appear to function as relatively autonomous communica-
tion spaces. Conversely, the findings pertaining to authors from the UK are almost the 
opposite. The cross-topic citations are pronounced and interconnected. This suggests 
that, in terms of the most connected, co-cited authors, the distinction between formal-
ised and pragmatic scholarly cultures appears to be confirmed. 

Similar findings are also evident in a country-specific comparison of the individ-
ual topic areas. The German topic area of intercultural, comparative and migration-
related education show a minimal overlap between their most connected, co-cited au-
thors and the UK citation space (and vice versa). In contrast, the German topic area 
of international education appears to have made significant progress in terms of its 
international connectivity, effectively transcending the perceived differences between 
German and Anglo-Saxon academic cultures. Nevertheless, this transcultural refer-
ence structure is particularly pronounced in relation to sustainability-related educa-
tion. This topic area exhibits an exceptionally dense network of cross-national com-
munication, characterised by a high concentration of highly connected and frequently 
cited authors. 

An examination of clusters of the authors cited within the individual topic areas 
reveals analogous results. 

In the context of the German topic area of intercultural education, the large num-
ber of clusters and of thematic overlaps between the various fields of reference may 
suggest that these clusters are indicative of conventional social and German-language 
clusters, as opposed to thematically based and internationally open clusters. A similar 
picture emerges for the topic area of migration-related education. The presence of a 
considerable number of clusters, in conjunction with their heterogeneous distribu-
tions, results in a reference space that is not very integrated and thematically struc-
tured. These findings suggest that it would be more accurate to speak of social net-
works of scholars and corresponding citation behaviour than emphasising the struc-
tured inter-thematic diversity. A comparable heterogeneity is evident in the German 
topic area of comparative education, although the international reference space ap-
pears to be more expansive as compared to the topic area of intercultural education. 
In the case of the UK, the clusters for all three topic areas discussed here appear to 
indicate more clearly defined communication spaces. However, there are also clear 
thematic overlaps that cannot be attributed solely to a specific, pragmatic scholarly 
culture. Furthermore, it is imperative to consider the social and camp-related network 
formations that emerge. 
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Conversely, within the topic area of international education, a comparatively dis-
cernible and thematically discrete body of references has been identified in both the 
German and British contexts. The German reference space has been thoroughly as-
similated into the international English-speaking world. It is important to note that 
this could also be applied in reverse, but this is not the case. However, the reference 
space that emerges from the topic area of sustainability-related education is particu-
larly noteworthy. In both countries, the reference spaces are very clearly structured 
thematically with relatively few clusters, a phenomenon that is particularly evident in 
the German case as opposed to the UK. Furthermore, as demonstrated by the cited 
author Rieckmann, German authors are also referred to in the English-speaking world. 
This topic area thus presents itself as an interesting case in which the distinction be-
tween “formalised” and “pragmatic” disciplines could prove to be outdated. It is evi-
dent that this citation-communication space is characterised by its international con-
nectivity, thematic breadth, receptiveness to new contributions, and clear structuring 
of references. This characteristic pervades both German and UK contexts. 

It is evident that studies of this nature can also be interpreted as a form of evalu-
ative study, wherein disciplinary assertions are juxtaposed with empirical evidence. 
Such an approach would then also concern the self-observing meta-perspective from 
which processes of self-criticism and self-governance could arise. Such a perspective, 
empirically substantiated, ought to be embraced not only on the occasions of anniver-
saries but cultivated with a degree of regularity. It is likely to be of particular im-
portance for emerging researchers and their career aspirations, since in times of 
knowledge capitalism (Stehr, 2022; Vogl, 2021) they must navigate the fine line be-
tween professional visibility and market-oriented dissemination of their research 
products on the one hand, and the integrity, identity and ethics of their scientific atti-
tude and competence on the other (Keiner & Karlics, 2018). In consideration of the 
aforementioned context, the merits of bibliometric methods in terms of their discipli-
nary and research policy benefits become evident. It should be noted, however, that 
these methods are not without their limitations. 

This analysis gives rise to significant questions regarding the implications for the 
Division SIIVE and its Subdivisions. It is an unavoidable consequence of the nascent 
stage of any research endeavour that the quantity of queries raised will invariably ex-
ceed the number of those addressed in the responses. Should it provoke irritation and 
criticism, it will have made a contribution to disciplinary communication. In conclu-
sion, it is imperative to reiterate the pivotal role of publication media, particularly 
journals, in this regard. It is, therefore, to be hoped that all three journals of the Divi-
sion SIIVE, and Tertium Comparationis in particular, will enjoy a fruitful and dy-
namic future in the cycle of production, reception, and reflection in its jubilee year 
and beyond – “ad multos annos”! 
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