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ABSTRACT ‘ e

This study seeks to. understand the meanxng of teacher

-~

competence through an 1nterpretatxon of a teacher educatxon
curriculum 1n‘Korea. As -a reflectxve endeavor to make sense
of what we are doing in educating teachers, the study seeks -
a deeper understanding of the‘meaning of teacher competence
- rather than facts or solutions to concrete problems. It’ -
stands on a hope that important imptovements‘in teacher
education canlcbme about by an effort to understand what the
‘tefm "teachec{competence" really\means. ‘ | f{
As a way of problematxzxng our ta;en for- -~granted
thinking and actlng in educatxng teachers the study begins
with a crltxcal examination of the dominant orientations in
' contemporary undetstand%ngs of teacher competence. |
Recognizing”thatfmuch of ‘recent research and.practicevin
“teacher education is rationally and'technologically
;Oriented the study calls into questxon the’ fundamental

4

belxefs and assumpt1ons embedded 1n the sc1ent1f1c—
&

cher competence.

B
In reboondlng to charges of the narrowness and

technoloq1cal understandxng of tea

mindlessness of the‘sc1eﬁt1f1c*technologlca1 understanding)

»

the study 1ntrodﬂbes the hermeneutical tradltxon as a way of

comlng to a deeper understandlng of teacher competence.

—— -

Influenced by the ph1losoph1cal hermeneut1cs of Hans Georg L

'Gadamer, the study sees that all human understandlng is

b

prejud1ced and language bound, and. ghat true undetstandxng ‘.

”
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- . ‘ q o
has ontological rather than epistemoiogical basis. It

beliéves that the broadening and‘deepening of our horizons.
of understanding are possible through a hermeneutical
interpretation of a "text" which'is in nature a constant
selfrreflective effort.

~ Guided by the notion of "concreteness,"” the. study

Sgelects a serxes of teacher education curriculum texts, and;

tries to interpret them in order to reveal the texts'

¥

understanding of teacher competence, to disclose ‘the
concealed meaning in the language of the texts, and thus to

come to a deeper understanding of what the term “"teacher

LY

‘vcompetence"hreally means. The study reveals thegtexts'
nnderstanding of teacher competenCe;‘n terms of four basic
themes: instrumental understanding o edueation,
bureauofatio understending of curriculum, teohnical

conceptualiiation of teaching, and objectification of human
— Bl } ‘ t

know1ng

-

" The latter part of ‘the study reflects upon 1ts own:

£
A

journey of 1nqu1ry as a way of.deepenlng our understandlng
of teacher competence.,By brxng1ng the teghno&og1cal
vunderstand1ng into an extended cr1t1c1sm, the reflection
.tries to open new d1mens1ons of quest1on1pg 1n our infinite

process of 1nqu1ry into the mean1ng of teacher competence.

Retlectxons upon the personal experlence of understand@ng in

oz

PO

'th1s 'study are: followed by an 1nconclu51ve conclus1on.
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. Chapter 1 A

INTRODUCTION' TO THE STUDY
A. Twofold Context of the Study  * R

Personal context , v N
This atudyfemerées from my experiences iﬂ educating _.
lteaqhers.ﬂBefore I entered my doctoral studies program, I
was a teadher educator at a teaﬁhér edutatioo institutioﬁ in
Korea, wherg & taoght ;tﬁdent teachere about teach?ng in a
course named,“curriculum and instructﬁon." Teaohing student
teachers w;s exciting for me as it allowed me to be involved
R;ﬁ the transi%ipﬁtof young meo’and Qomen f rom beipélstudents
on a cgliegefcahpus to becoming fyilrfledged teachers in
‘'schools. It eas a distinct,pieasure to‘mrngle with |
prospectlve teachers when they came into my office to talk
about teach1ng and the teaching profession. |
ance our natural tendency,‘as ordxnary people caught
1n a partlcular "language web" (Huebner, 1975a, p.252), is
to defend and to promote what we are doing rather than to‘
‘find faoitslin it the opportunlty for a teacher to reflect
cr1t1cally on what 's/he 1s doxng is 1;deed rare. Certalnly,
th1s was my case. I was enthu51ast1c at that tame 1Q\talk1ng
with my students about some theorxes of currxculum and .
teach1ng w1thout con31der1ng serlously the 1ntent10ns and
assumptlons whxch are embedded in the Ianguage the theorxes

‘use. I was eager‘t0‘1dent1fy'and talk about' the khoWledge

)

1



and skills prospective teachers are expected to know to
teach children witﬁout consider{ng what they ¥eally mean in
my situation as well as in my students' situation.

After several yéars in the classroom with student
teachers, two events threw me into éonfgsion. First, when 1.
met the teachers whom I had taught, some of them complained
with one vojice that the real classroom work is much
different from the stories they -gre told in the coliege
claserOA. Théy often said:

"Teaching theories in the textbooks are hollow
words." -

"The good teacher in the classroom differs from the
good teacher in the textbooks,"

From conversations with the teachers, 1 had a strong feeling
that something was wrong, and the feeling urged me to
re~think about what I was doing.

| Secondly, in 1980, there was a governmental decision in
Korea c¢oncerning the reformation of teacher edﬁcation which
included a' plan to raise the status of teachers' colleges'
from a two-~year junior college level to a four-~year
university education. In the process of meeting Qith this
important change; quticularly iq terms of curricular
reorganization, the teacher educators could have a chance to
exchange their views on teacher education. The uneasiness of
teacher education was reflected in the almost endless
discuésiohs of‘what ought .to be taught or required of
teachers, in unceasing dialogue afbut the meaning of

—— . - G - -

' The distinction between teachers' colleges and colleges of °
education in Korea is discussed in chapter IV,

-



teaching and of competence in teaching. Struck by the
predominance of technical and mechanical underétanding of
teacher education in our cofnversations, however, I found
myself becoming aware that we need to reflect seriouéﬁy on
our lived world of teacher education.

Standing back and away from the classroon, whicﬁ‘wés
éfforded by a study leave, has provided me the opportunity
to réflect again on what f was doing. A unique graduate
program offered by the Department of Secondary Education:at
the University of Alberta has enabléd me to realize that
more fundamental questions are possible, the guestions about
what the term "teacher competénce“ really means and.whether
its use iﬁ the context of teacher educatjon is appropriate,

In any socjety, the imﬁutable burpose of teacher
;éucation is to cultivate "good" or "competent" teachers, In
the Korean Educatidna} Act, for example,. one will read thaﬁ
the purbose of teacher education is to.éulpivate teachers
who have "fine character," "sound ideés," and "strong
eduéational-conv;ctions," but missing is a portrayal of what
those terms mean. Hence,‘eQery teacher educator, justly or
unjustly, is making an effort to cultivate."competent"
teachers in accordance: with his. or her understanding of the
meaning of teacher competence.

There -is little discussion today as to what difection
the Eeacher éducation in Korea is taking, and what,

assumptions and intentions are implicit in the term "teacher

competence” we use in educating teachers.(ﬁe teacher

-
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educators, as 1 see it, need ‘to reflect and re-think’

~seriously the past and present of teacher education, and

come to know the not .yet. In this context, chis stady will

be a personal shruggle to break out of the shell .surrounding
\

me in an endeavor to become a better teacher of teachers.

|

Theoretical Context
Although the study of teacher education has not been an
establlshed area in the fleld of educational research there

have been numerous efforts by educational scholars and

-

teacher éducators to improve teacher education practice. The

commitment to improvement is evident in the language we use,

Y

the time we spend; and ‘experiences we share with others.v
xhtroducing‘néw courses‘.extendxng the c}essroom practicum
or developxng some alternat:ve forms ofs teacA r education
are reflective of various beliefs of what should happen in

> he preparatioh of teachers.

\

However,.most reSearch efforts aimed at 1mprov1ng

~——

teacher education have attempted, & lzcxtly or 1mp11c1tly,

to’ answer the questxon of what the go d or competent teacher
is. It is ev1dent in the controversies and debates in the
history of teacher educatxon over the ways in which this

question is‘ans'wered, -and teachers should be prepared.

4 bl

Borrowman (1956) writes in his historical survey of American

teacher educatlon' ', —_ X

4hat some are born great teachers has never been’
.gainsaid. By 1953 [until now] American teacher
educators had tried for over a century to capture
eleménts of that greatness and, through disciplined



xntelllgence and 1nstruct10n, to reproduce these
elements in increasing numbers of teachers. This
age-old quest for a discipline of education has been
marked by conflicts, false starts, and
disappointments.... So it is with teacher education..
(p.228)

In the process of trying to answer 'the question of what
the good teacher is, and to develop a better form of teacher
education, educational scholars have sought stylish tetms,
or have jargonized everyday words to describe their
intentions and interests, regardless of what that practice
actually is. This has been the case with the term "teacher
competence.,"

A group of researchers have used thiis term to refer to
specific and observable traits of the teacher,which are
assumed to be‘related to students' learning outcomes such as
high achxevement and favorablefeiﬁxtude using such terms as
"teacher effectiveness", "competency-based teacher

n

education” or "minimum-competency testing."” The operative
belief hé:e is that "competence” in teaching is the
teacher's proficiencx in demonstrating'hiS‘or her mastery of
a welter of specialized techniques, skills and dispositions
that will facilitate students' learning in any educationai
setting. |
On the basﬁs of this assumption, research onrteachgr
competence would have to be directed toward identifying
’ ) ‘
those'qualities, characteristics, and behaviors that have
‘been assumed to bring efficient resulfs. A massive research

effort has been actually undertaken in the last several

decades with this-ultimate practical aim of developing a
. . g
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teacher education program. But, in épite of literally
thousands of studies they have conducted and the hundreds of
behavioral characteristics of a "competent® teacher they
have identified, still it is difficult to say what the
competent teacher is (Short, 1984 p.v).

. However, the real problem is not the fect that we do
not know what the competent teacher is, but rather the fact’
that there has been a tendency to totalize ways of
understanding teacher eompetenee into a sing}e’waf, the
instrumental way (Aoki, 1984a, p.71), and that the tendepey
prevails inlthe contemporary field ef teacher education. Too
often, debates in teaeheregdecation have been‘ba;ried out
within the parameters of a single orientation while seeina
teacher competenéeqas means tovgiven ends and outcoﬁee and
as skills and tech&iques. Huebner's (1975b) warning seéms to
be appropriate at this time:

Teday s curricular lanéuage seems filled with
dangerous nonrecognized myths; dangerous not becauyse
_they are myths, but because they remain
nonrecognized and unchallenged.... Such curricular.
language must be continually questioned, its
effectiveness challenged, its inconsistencies .

pointed out, its flaws exposed, and. 1ts presumed
beauty deried. (p. 218) ' ; )

In the ‘past decade a new criticism has become
increasingly evident in the professional literature dealing
with schoollng in general and school currlculum in |
particular, Although its names have varled the term

"reconceptualists" (Pinar, 1975a) has been used. in the

field. Reconceptual1st th1nk1ng is significant for the

reason that the QUeStiOns aSked, and the approaches pursued



to answer the questions break dramatically from the

'
. - . T 2y s
conventional mode of educational thinking. As a critical

movement, it situates our thinking of curriculum and

schooling in the nexus of individual, historical and

-

cultural factors, and thus requires us to think educational

-

problemg beyond what has been taken for granted in.our’
everyday commitments. Greene (1978) sees the necessity'of

challenging'what is taken for granted in or@ef to build a

. ‘ i ' ' .
new pedagogy: : . : o
The crucial problem, 1 believe, is the problem of
challenging what is taken for granted. and
transmitted as taken-for-granted: ideas of .
hierarchy, of deserved deficits, of .delayed b
gratxflcatxon, and of m hanlcal time, schemes, i
tension with inner time. A new pedagog§' is obvigusly
required, one that will free persons to understand
the ways in which each of them reaches out from his
,or her location to constltute a common contxnent a
common world. (p 70) 3 :
g ‘
If I have a motlve for thxs study,'zt is 1n the belxef

‘that the fleld of teacher educatxon also needs to be

v

reconceptuallzed; the meaning of teacher competence-used in

teacher education neeés'to'beire-understood and the
“practiCes‘related to§§F re- thought " To questlon the meanxng
of teacher competence and(deepen‘onr underﬁspnolng of it,
this study will beidinected toward an interpretive -

understanding of aﬁteéCher'education curriculum in Korea.

o [ A

Concern 1s not to debunk the plans and efforts of those

X }
1nvolved in teacher educatlon, but rather to get somg sort
. Ve
of. authentic understand1ng of what we are do1ng under the

tl \ .« (

N
5

‘the_term "teacher c?mpetenqe." ‘Wilson . (1975) stat?s.

. - BT o <
. . i
. - .
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As w1th educational theory, the only honest attitude

towards the preparatlon of teachers at present is

something like: We're not clear what we ought to do,
~and we had better try to get clear. (p.12)

An endeavor to become more ¢lear of who we are and what

we are doing, it is believed, can aid .us to come to a deeper

understanding of what the term "teacher competence" really_
means, and -the understanding in turn can help us in,
developing a>better form of teaqherneducation through

xncreasxng awareness of the fundamental bellefs and

assumpt:ons that determine our everyday thxnkxng, dolng and

.

being in educat1ng teachers. N o |
! } . - ”

B. Statement of Purpose and Research Questions

. ' 4 .
A ‘ o : | Vv

Purpose of the?Study - ‘ . s

The major purpose of'this study is to come to a deeper

L

understanding of the méaning“of~teacher competence by -

interpreting a, series of teacher education curriculum texts

. N
, s . ‘ ) . P

in Korea. Through7this process, an attempt'aiso.will be made

T

to understand the ourrent situation of Korean teacher

T . W
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educatlon. R PR
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Research Questxons

The EOILOwlng questxons w111 provide the 1n1t1al thrust
for dxscuss1on 1n th1s Study L | S

B
vt

}ﬂ; .What are the predomnnant orlentatlons in ot

.contemporary understand1ngs of teache: competence?

Iy
. K

2.3,Hoq have theseﬂdomlnant‘ways of-understanding been

PR
N



established in contemporary teacher education?

3. What problems and limitations are there :in these

1

' predomlnant ways of . understandlng?

4. What is the nature of hermeneutlcal understandlng?

5. How can we reach a better understandxng of teacher
competence throﬁgh a hermeneut1ca£r1nterpretatlon of
a text?

‘6. ﬂHow is the meanzng of teacher competence understood
in a’ teacher education currxculum in Korea?

7: What are the ~normally hxdden belaefs and
ratxonalxtles within whxch the meaning of teacher
competence 15 understood in that way?

8. How should the meaning of teacher competence be

i
)

understoOd?

' C. Research Approach ”,

N cob e
As an inquiry-into the meanrng“of teacher competence,
this study 1s maxnly concerned thh the act of

N

understandxng meanxng rather than*§f1ndxng fact." The \‘
study does not 1ntend to provide solptlons, suggestxons or §
recommendat1ons to any concrete problem in teacher

“‘educatxon. Rather, one 1s called ‘upon to re-think personal.'

- ‘\

cvalues, experiences, and tac1t knowledge. ‘The study is based

upon an assumptxon that ‘a really 1mportant 1mprovement 1n 'v“l
‘ b -

.teacher educat1on will come about only by an effort to

understand it.
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In an understandlng that an attempt to understand the

meaning of teacher competence must be: a form of inquiry in
which the act of human understandxng 1tself becomes
problemat1ch:the research approach of the study wlll be
based upon an interpretation of hermeneutics,‘mainlyfupon

: \ ‘ : : .
Hans-Georg Gadamer's notion of philosophical hermeneutxcs.

What 15 hermeneut1cal understandlng? How is the naturez

\

of human understandxng vxewed in hermeneutics? How is a

deeper understandxng of teacher competence possible thrOUQh
a hermeneutxcal 1nterpretat10n of teacher education

currxculum texts? These questxons are so cruc1a1 to this

study not only in terms of ' the research approach but also

‘for: the phxlosophxcal background upon which thls study is

bas%d, that I will discuss the above ‘questions in a separate

chapter (chapter 111).

p.;Thé'OrganizAtion of the Study

The.study is d1v1ded 1nto six chapters. The first

fchapter ‘has 1ntroduced the 'study through a brief discussion

j“as to the s1gn1f1cance of ‘the study in both personal and

theoretlcal contexts, and has prov1ded the reader with' the’

‘1ratxona1e and‘the importance of the study. This was “then

followed by a statement of purpose, research questions,.and

a brlef 1ntroductlon to the research approach

Chapter II addresses some prel1m1nary questlons for the .‘

t 5 ﬂ

study. What -are the predomznant or1entat10ns in contemporary

: understand1ngs of teacher competence’ Are those

—
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understandlngs really approprlate and fruitful in the

context of teacher educatlon?‘As a way of problematizing the
current sxtuat;on, the chapter examines the scxentxfxco
technologlcal understandxng of teacher competence as a
dominant paradxgm in contemporary flelds of currxculum and.
teacher educatlonr The chapter is xntended to serve as a
q}?ltxcal basis for\comxng to a deeper understandxng of
teacher competence '
In chapter IIIL\contemporary hermeneutics is
-investigated to‘explore'how a he?meneutical interpretation
fhof a text mahes it poségble for“us'to reach a deeper
.understanding of meaning The chapter'has three parts. It

n

‘}beglns thh a braef review of the hermeneutxcal tradxtxon by
sketch1nq some cemtral flgures xn 1ts development The
second part 1nvestlgates the notion of Gadamer's
phxlosophxcal hermeneut1cs by concentratlng upon hls maxn

'Y
,works,\Truth and Method and Phxlosophical Hermeneutics. The

last part considers hermeneutlcs in terms of its -

1mp11cat;ons for the research approach of thls.study.
Chapter IV is designed‘toiset out,briefly historical
and sxcuatmonal contexts in which 1s placed the teacher
educatlon currlculum to be understood in this study After
giving a l1st of the curriculum documentSrSelected for the
ylnterpretatxon in thxs study, a portrayal of the
1nst1tut1ona1 and the curricular context of Korean teacher

. o
_educatlon is prov1ded

h .
: '.\' ' .
W .



In chapter V, the stndy enters into‘the concrete world
“of the.curriculum texts in orderpto eeek a deeper
understandin' of teacher competence. The chapter triea to
reveal the t xts' understandlng of teacher competence by
iquestioning e meanings of four basxc conceptxons in
teacher: educatlon. educatxon, currlculum, teachlng, and
human know;ng Throughout the 1nterpretat10n, an endeavor to “
‘keep the dlalogue between the texts and the 1nterpreter is
retazned in order to dxsclose the concealed meaning in the
ianguage of the texts, and thus come to a deeper
,understandxng of what the term teacher competence really
means. At the last part of the chapter, an' 1n1t1a1
reflectlon on the 1nter retation of the texts trxes to
reveal the: hidden ratxon 11t1es embedded in the texta
understanding of teacher competenCe. - "’

Chapter VL,reflects pon the study as avway of
broaden?ng‘and»deepening ur understanding.‘Under;tanding
“that hermeneutical reflectlion must be an opéning to’a new .
dimension of questioning,‘the chapter brlngs agaxn the
.sc1ent1f1c technologxcal understand1ng into an extended
criticism, and then tries to deepen our understandlng by .
re- questxonxng the meanxng of teacher competence. As the :f
last chapter S it 1ntends to open a new world for 1nqu1r1es H
1nto the mean1ng of teacher competence, rather than.to close

the study,
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Chapter Il

CONTEMPORARY UNDERSTANDINGS OF TEACHER COMPETENCE:

THE DOM}NANT PARADIGM
{
A.'Introduction s ' i
' {

To clarxfy the purpose of the study, it may ‘be

lnecessary to ask some prelxmxnary questxons. Where are we
now in our thlnklng about teacher competence7 What are the
predominant orxentatxons in contemporary understandings of

teacher competence? Are these underStandxngs really '

-

approprxate and frultful 1n the context of educat10n7
'As a way of answergng these‘questxons, this chapter
S ‘ J
. ! .
seeks to understand the ways in which teacher competence is

understood ingcontemporary research and practice of teacher

educatxon Although a brref review of the 11terature shows a

». -

varxety of ways of framlng alterpative conceptxons of

|
teacher competence, the search wxll'focus on the state of

I,much of the field, because the chapter is intended to
I,
provxde a framework for cr1txcxsm rather than to categorize *

theoretxcally efforts in teacher educatxon. .

‘; »-,,n

" The models of both research and practlce in teacher‘.

" education’ today tend to be 11m1ted in’ scope and are too

closely tied to a few or1entat1ons that are domlnant at thxs

partlcular moment in t1me/ Recognlzxng that much of recent
research and practlce'lnwteacher educat1on is rat1ona11y.and h

technologlcally orlented. emphas1s w111 be glven to the

1 N

‘analys1s and crltzque of the dom1nant mode of understand1ng,

'



the 'scientific-technological understanding. .. \
Since there are many variations in a mode of

understanding accofding to thelir different foci of

,,-

attention, the concept of Paradxgm can be useful in th}nkxng
about the domxnant conceptualxzatxons of teacher competence.
A paradxgm can be thought of as a mat:xx of beliefs,
patterns of conduct, and bodies of knowledge which the

| members of a‘community share. Theselelements interact to
give shape and definition tonthe conduct of inquiry,‘and

provzde a framework of how individuals in the communxty see,

4

feel, thxnk, and talkyabout events (Kuhn, 1970) In the
“context of this’study; a paradigm in teacher education is

conceived as a matrix of beliefs and assumptions about’ the
" nature and—purpose of schooling,lteaching, teachers and

their educatlon that g;ves shape to specxflc forms of

0

practxce in tegche: educatnon

It can be arqued that there was no single dominant

position which conceptuallzed the meanxng of teacher
competence. There was a possxbxllty to think about teacher
educat1on from a varxety of vxewpolnts each focus;ng on

dxfferent aspects of teacher competence. However, there has

i

emerged a domlnant stance as a paradlgm wh1ch prevents the

members of the correspondlng commun1ty to thxnk about

) pOSSlbllltleS that do not lie wtthxn the framework of the

V

part1cular or;entat1on ana as a. consequence, 11m1ts

chances for varlous 1nqu1r1es 1nto the mean1ng of teacher

.

: compegence and open deoaces over the goals and purposes of

'
“‘ ' q' ' . f : : s B . L
. . . » . ) . . by
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teacher education.

In recogn1t1on of the need to place current thxnkxng
about teacher competence 1n a historical perspect1ve the
chapter begxns with a discussion of how the scxent1f1c~
technologxcal understandlng bhas emerged as the domxnant
paradigm in contemporary teacher educatxon The second part
then pursues a crxtxcal understandxng of the domxnant‘
paradigm xn the fxelds %f\currlculum and teacher educatxon.
By taking competency based teacher educatjon” movement as
an ékanple>of‘techn01091cal understanQAng, the part‘tries to
reyeal what bel{efsvand.asgumptionsIthe paradigm has in
understanding teacher competence. A reflection on the
SCientific~technOIOgical underétanding>Will fol}ow in the

'lastnpart of the chapter as a way of problematizing .the

dominant paradigm.. o L B <

\
i

B. Historical Perspectives |

N
A

, ‘
o \

. Traditional‘ueritages ' ¢
An 1mage of the competent teacher has always existed
because we want 1t to exxst Many of the current

expectatlona of teacher competence are vest1ges of our

. .

h1stor1cal 1mages, pos; 1ve or negatxve factual as well as

,,fanc1ful R

Throughout European h1story, teachers vere. prlmarlly

rel1gxous d15c1p11nar1ans (Castle, 1970),.Educat1on was .-

vwalmed at’ proteqt1ng chzldren from the errqré of false belief

’
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or from temptations of the world. This theme was well
manifested in Plato's quarded education,‘in the efforts of
the Christian Fathers to preserve ohildren from the pagan
way ofilife, and in the Calvinist and Jesu@t schools. For
this purpose there have always been teachers whose role was
that of custodian of a particdlar way of life, of a morality
that the schools existed to preserve. Teachers have been
.expected to,be moral exemplars as well as to have knowledge
and abilities which are pertinent to teaching some basics
and classics, ‘ (
Even in the relatively new tradition.of America,”this
image o£ teacher has been retained except the fact that the
teacher occupied a rather lowly position than in other |
1;societies. In a, hxstor;cal survey of teachxng in America,
Wynn (1960) recoﬁ%ects the teacher of the past:
"He [the teacher) was expected to be devoutly
religious and of high moral character. This was the
beginning of the tradition that still exists -that
teachers, or "schoolmasters" as they were called
then, should maintain a standard of conduct above
that expected of most people. (p.89)
‘This'is not much different from the Oriénoal tradition
-:io‘which teachers have stood as a symbol of‘wisdom and édult
rules. Confucionism, a deeply'rootéd philosophy in the
févef?day lives of the Rorean people, ﬁas'taught that
ﬁéoéhors should -be respect;d at the same level as one's
Abofénts and lord. Iﬁ &his tradition, Koreans have used the
word " (su sung)” to refer to a good teacher, which is
SOmewhat d15t1ngu1shed from what the word "teacher”

0 génerally 1mp11es. Although translatlon 1nto English cannot



.
do, justice to its specific definition, there are seyeral
d@bensidns to be considered in defining it. The word
"su-sung" means a posseseionhof a wide base of knowledge,
intellectual abilities or wisdom whigh excels tﬁose of
other;, and moral integrify\ In particular, it connotes a
teacher as a model of behavior for learners toxpattern
themselves after, with a sense of”commitment to the calling
they are destined to serve. It rejects strongly the notion
that teaching if technical work.

Although many people today refute that teachers of 'the
past were held 1n uncondxtxonal reverence with absolute
auth % and that their abilities of classroom control .
wére é&gqrded as Competence in teaching, it has long been
emphasized in our heritage that teachers require good moral

character and intellectual wisdom. | oo

Liberal and Technical: The Age-01d Coﬂtroversy

It is‘not until the nineteenth century that some
technieal skills in the mepﬂod of teaching have been
considered as‘a qualificai&on of a, teacher. Johann Herbart
(1776-1841), in his analysis of teaEhiﬁg, recognized the '
ﬁeed for teachers to have their own'concepts of educetion
and some techniques of working withlchildren.

When the first formal institution for the preparation
of teachers in-America, the normal school, was founded in

the middle of the nineteenth century, Horace Mann, who was

one of the responsible founders, emphasized that some
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teaching skills, as well as subject knowledge and moral
cHaraéter, are a part of essential qualifications of those

who undertake the momentous task of teaching the children.

Y

Here is a part of the gualifications which he listed:

Ist. One requisite is a knowledge of Common-school
studies. Teachers should have a perfect knowledge of
the rudimental branches which are required by law to

be taught in our schools.: .

2nd. The next principal qpalification‘in a- teacher
is the art of teaching.... The ability to acquire,
and the ability to xmpart are wholly different
talents.

3rd. Experience has also proved that there is no
necessary connection between literary competency,
aptness to teach, and the power to manage and govern
a school successfully They are independent
gqualifications; yet a marked deficiency in any one
of the three renders the others nearly valueless.
‘(Horace Mann, "Report for 1840, cited in Saylor,
1976, p.22) e .

Mann's emphasis on the "art of teaching” seems not to
restrict teaching into a matter of technical skill. Rather,

he devoted much attention to the preparation of teachers who

\

could carry out important tasks in building a democratic

society by including good methods of feaching in the

\

qualification of teachers. But, hxs emphasxs on the method

of teachlng and the establlshment of the normal SChool for
1

the professxonal preparation of teachers seemed to be a
cause for the age-old controversy between liberal and
-technical funetions in teaeherﬁeducaeion. ;

Almost from the beginning qf teachef eaucaﬁion, as
Merle Borrowman (1956) so well points out, the issue of

.

liberal versus technical has. become the most provocatxve

L

‘controversy in teacher egucatxon.’James*Conant (1963, p.11)

A
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also defines this quarrel "as a powerful struggle among
professors, which has come to involve parents, ‘alumni,

legislators, 'and trustees." At the -turn of this century this
‘issue was defined largely in terms of the liberal arts .

college versus the teachers college. But this dlstlnctxon

has not been llnear. There have also been efforts in the

search for balance between the objectlves that are

tradxtxonally emphasxzed by\both the llberal arts college

and the teachers college. A

v Borrowman (1956, pp;68e9)‘groups the early diverseh
thinkerskon teacher education into four posltions:‘the
"academic purists," the "profeSSional purists,“‘the

- "harmonizers,” and the "integrators." Each group had a
dxfferent vlew in terms of the purpose for which educative
action is taken or for which an educatxonal structure ts
desxgned Each posi* 1on des*gnates 1n general a currlculum

| organlzatlon a way of teachxng, and especxally a defxnxtxon
of professxonal competence for teachers I

. The purlst pos;tlon whxch had emerged in both the

academ:c and the professxonal is characterized as .

L .

s;ngleness of purpose w1th1n a teacher educatxon."n

‘ 0,

’1nst1tut1on. On the academxc purist sxde, this meant ‘that no
spec1alxzed professxonal concerns should be allowed to
dlstort the ;balance of llberal stud1es.,In its v1ew one
tralned to thxnk is 51multaneously tralned to teach The
11bera1 educat1on is to make certaln that the 1nd1v1dual

thxnks every problem of lxv1ng,”1nclud1ng the professxonal
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ones, in the broadest scope possible. Teacher education' is
as much a liberal study as are the other new social

sciences.

on the professional purist side, it meant that alIW,

L

instruction should be rigorously tested for its contribution
to gompetence in classroom teaching. While the brofessional
purist hoped for the day uheﬁsprospective teachers would

come to him or her already liberally educated s/he insisted
5} .

that the professxonal school‘should not dilute its efforts:

\\vl

by trying to prbvide' both liberal culture and professional R
training. Advocates of this position campaigned for a

' iy

"strictly proﬁessional"lteacher education with the open

Yo : Yioae,

acceptance of utilitarian values in‘which immediate Col

pract1ca1 results provxde the hxghest Justxflcatlon fm

.
f : \ Sy . "

~(Borrowman, 1965, p. 15) ' A Vfﬁehfﬂﬂll

n

An 1ncreasxng number of teacher educatorSfuhowever

have realized that both iliberal and professxOnal educatxona

r

must be.compromised rather than shagply separated from each

I

other. Almost all educators today agree‘that the preparat1on

of good teachers rests upon the harmon1ous 1ntegrat1on of

N
¢ | v

those two components. The relatxve emphaszs that each area

should recexve, however, still provokes strong arguments
\ ' A RIS R
n"v, s 3 ‘nw" L “"v‘\.

among teacher educators. : USRI S " -

1 ‘. A
s W *,

So far as the "harmon1zers are concerned for

1hstance, a teacher educatlon program tends to be thought of

'as Stlll "11bera1 "‘although they do not conce;ve the

et

\'dxstinctxon between general and profess1ona& educat1on as ..

'
. : . V . v l‘
» . u' .

Do
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~ one of liberaljﬁy or lack of it. On the other hand, for the

"integrators," while they may cultivate some libefal

functions, all segments of ;eacher\educationVéhould be
‘intermingléd,and‘organized from the professional point of

view. Teacher education program is identified for them with

"

the "technical.™ Borrowman (1956) defines the technical

function of educatién as -follows: ' : Vi

Yy

Educatlon functlons technically when its purpose is
the cultivation of skill in the actual performance
of a previously determined task. It is less
concerned with the determination of purpose and

‘policy and more concerned with their implementation.
Education which aims at technical proficiency
generally places a premium on the reduction of

- specific tasks to effective routine. (pp.4-5)

Todéy's "harmonizers": set out to study the théoretical
considerations of both the disciplines and the study of
- education in relation to each other. Some 'organize
curricular concerns with a.view toward understanding
educatién,as:a’discipline._But, they are in the hinority
today because of the-diffuéioh of the "iﬁtegrators"
ltraditionvaf‘fhe doﬁ;naﬁt paradigm along with the dominance
of §cientific‘ahd techﬁolégical conceptiond of teacher
education. | ’ ‘ “,f

N
[

The Rise of Scientific Teacher Education

| Dur1ng the flrst half of thxs century, great changes
were made in the entlre system of educatlon. The new soc1a1
'order evoked by the dramatic expan51on of school systems,“

1ndustr1al1zatlon, urbanxzatxon bureaucratzzed

Y's-f
L.,

adm1n1strat1on, and rap1dly increased populat1on, ra1sed new
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'demands that requlred accommodatxon in prevallxng programs

of scheoling and teachxng e . | . [

Educatxonal scholars of all kxnds took part in the - :

N, -

Venterpr:se of transformlng the "schools in their theory" and

practxce. A strong reaction aga1nst tradltqonal pedagogy

?

came from at least two dxfferent dlrectxons On the one hand
l

\

were progress1ve educators who saw the need for school ,
v e - AL ’\‘,
‘act1v1t1es and subjects desxgned to meet thé everyday life

o " )i

,needs of all chlldren On the other were the subscrlbers of

v
i

the so called sc1ent1f1c movement" in educatlon (Lucas“‘

14984 p.7) ‘Along thh the development of a general socxal

P 0

and behav1oral sc1ence, scxent1f1c knowledge gradually

appeared as that of hxghest worth, anq the sc1ence of

educatlon was expected tb spell out Lts 1mp11cat10ns for

m

effgctlve teaching. and currlculum maklng

A promlnent flgure‘vho gave substance to the sc1ent1f1c

IS

movement 1n educatxon in terms of currlculum plann1ng and

S

‘teacher educatlon .was Franklin Bobbltt. Introducing the
method ofm"sc1ent1flc management" developed thh1n |
1nduStr1al management he descrlbed the scxentxfxo
construct1on of school currxculum in his widely quoted book,

The Curr1culum?(1918)..He‘theorlzed curriculum aé a serles

of var1ables made up of ends and means, sugoest1ng that an

'analogy for the process would be 1n ‘the’ Lat1n root of‘the'

f ~ B , :' .

term curr1culum,,currere, meanlng a racecourse whose

"‘u ,,J‘l e
startlng and f1nlsh1ng po1nts are unequlvocably dellneated

N

N B . IR - R e R

s
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Bobbxtt s vxew on teacher educatlon was elaborated 1n

another‘work ﬂgw to Make a Currlculum (1924) For hxm\
teacher educatxon was seen as. vocatlonal traanxng, and the
proper method of sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry was that of "job
‘analy51s .MThe analy51s would consxst in the study of the
tasks a competent teacher carries out in hls or her ‘work,
and the abilities to perform these tasks would constxtute

the objectlves of teacher educatlon. Bobbxtt‘(1924) wrote

about the methodology:'

The plan to be employed is act1v1ty analy31sr The ' e
first step.is to analyze. the broad range of human " .
experience into major fields..." the second step.is
to take them, one after the other, and analyze them
into their more specific activities.... At all
stages of the anpalysis, attention should be fixed
upon the actual activities of mankind. (pp.8-9)

O . '

"Adopting the method of job—analyeis, Charters and

Waples (1929) actually carried out a study, The Commonwealth"

Teacher Training Study, to“inyestigate."scientifiCally"’the_
traits and’actinitiee that define good teaching‘ As'a‘
resnlt, 83 traits of excellent teachers vere llsted and
defined, and then telescoped into 25 broader categorxes The

. list of teachers' act1v1t1es numbered 1 001 1tems, and w1th

ﬁ‘their‘definitions covered 168 pages (cxted 1n Klzebard

‘ .
4}'
.) , t

1975¢73p.35) . | |
'PeYChologista:provided much ot the'impetus for the
rapid,development{of‘thé\“scientific movement"'inteducation.ﬁf
'in particular,.the Gorks of E. L‘.Thorndfke;ioften referred
S -

'to as the "test and measurement movement n was dec1szve. Not.

'only could "scientific movementf.xnkeducat1on benef1t '

fe



directiy from the Statistical methods of Thorndike, but also

‘hls contribution to the psychology of learning and
A

N

indiVidual differences could serve as crucial complements to
the research on curriculum and teaching. (‘i

.A;S. Barr shouid.also be‘mentioned as an influential‘
figure in éhe stream of making scientific teacher education.
Using the statistical methodoiogynoflThorndike to solve the:

problem of measuring.teacher competence, Barr, in his early

research"(19§?7, gathered the data from‘classroom

: observation, and analyzed them\for'evidence on the natnre

E and Tole, of specific teaching techniques -and teacher

behavior patterns. His research culminated’in 209- available

scales with 6, 939 separate items (cited in Johnson, H.,

" y984, p52) D . R

h\ ' In the search'for‘a "scientific method* to.define

g‘teacher‘competenCe,'it wasuinemitablejto adopt "an

:'indnstrial model of efficient.production" (Smith, 1975

ytp.7). Suddenly, some words borrowed from economics such as

m(*effectiveness, efficiency, input and- output gE becameiﬂ,
the topic in the research field on teaching and teacher
education durlng,the 19605. The logic of. systems analysis"”
and managemenb by objectives werehintroduced to education.
In this logic; the good“ in the search for good teaching
51mply meant econom1¢al" more than anything else. |

Out of the work and thought oﬁ Bobbitt and Crarters as

well as therqdeas of behavaoral psydhology, tuclr

‘;‘1

like-minded contemporaries have been eager to find the

\,,‘ \\,- . . ' ) 3 ;o o ) : R
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”elements whxch constltute the traits of the good teacher As

.a result there exxsts an extensive body of studxes on the

analys1s of teacher behavxor in the classroom on the

analy51s of classroom communxcatlon, and on the factors )‘

N
. conducive to teacher effectxveness. The behavxoral and

~analytic approach to research on teaching and teacher
effectgveness expanded by leaps and bobnd, and the results

are summarized well in several editions.

C. The Dominant éaradigm'jn'Understanding Teacher Competence

P
[ |

The Field of‘Currikulum

-

Teacher educatidn cannot be considered independently .
from currlcular thought Since our purpose in teacher

educatlon is- the preparatxon of 1nd1vxduals to deal with

-

. matters of school’ currxculum, 1t is arqued that what we do
in- teacher, educatxoh is a manlfestatxon of a part1cular
perspectxve we have of currlcular actlvxtxes In adtemptxng
to examxne the fxeld of teacher educatxon,‘therefore, a

brief review on thewfxeld of currlculum may be necessary.

* Gage, N.L. eds. Handbook of Research on Teaching (Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1963); Biddle, B.L. and Ellena, W.J. eds.
Contemporary. Research on Teacher Effectiveness (New.York:
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1964); Simon, A. and Boyer, E.G.
errors for Behavior: An Anthologz of Classroom Observation
- 'Instruments . (Phlladelph1a° Research for Better School, 1967,
. 1970); Travers, R.M.W. eds, Second Handbook of Research)on Do

Teach1ng (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1973); Medley, D.M. Teacher
Competence 'and Teacher Effectiveness: A Review of
- Process-Product Research {Washington,D.C.: AACTE, 1977);

Powell, M. and -Beard, J.W. Teacher Effect1veness- An ,
. Annotated B1bl1ography and Gulde thResearch (New York:
'Garland 1984) . :




In the curriculum field, Wwilliam Pinar (197Sa,
:pp ix- x11) contends’ that contemporary currlcular thOught ie
.characterxzed by a trxpartxte dxv;sxon consisting of
' trad1¢10nallsts conceptual emp1r1c1st§ and
areconceptualxsts. JameslMaqdonald (1975a, p.6) also
delineates three :ecognizabie groups'among "theorizers"
about the purpose of curriculum,theorizing:}
(1) those who see theory as a guxdlng framsfork for appl:ed
curriculum development and research, (2) thOSe who attempt
to identify and describe the empirical'valxdatxon of
curriculum uarlables and the1r relatzonshxps- and (3) those
who look upon the task of theorleng as a creative
1ntellectual task for cr1txc1$m. o

From'the pointaof this study, however, the distinction
between traditionalists and conceptual-empiricists is not
necesaary, Both have functioned in a similar toie in
.festeriné the deminant way bf understaﬁding teacher '
‘competemce,‘i.e;; the scientific?technological .
understamding. Hence, I will discuss some of the figuresfwho
have led the field into the scientific and teehnological'
aomain without making a distihction between'them.‘

P1nar (1975a) cxtes several examples of classxcal texts

in the fxeld of currlculum Among them, Ralph Tyler's Bas1c'

Prznc;ples of Currlculum ‘and Instructlon (1949) appears to

‘be the most 1nfluent1a1 work In th1s book Tyler clarlfled
and amp11f1ed ‘the tradltlonal view of curr1cu1um maklng by

j1dent1fy1ng £our fundamental questlons conCernxng currlculump
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"

and instruction, otherwise known as.the ‘Ty@%rﬁﬁationale“
(Kliebard, 1975a). Tyler's four basic'questions are:
(1) ‘What educational purposes should the school seek to
attain? ‘ | | ‘;l
. m(2) What educatxonal experxences can be prov1ded that
are 11kely to attaln these purposes?
(3) How can these educatlonal ‘experiences be effectr;ely
organized? |
(4)wHow can we determxne whether these purposes’ are
belng attalned?
These four questions exhibit well the traditjonal way

of curriculum making emphasizing the problem-solving nature

"of the curriculum venture. The Tyler rationale i

conceptualxzatxon of the common sense of people in whxch
ends are separate from means. Dec1s1ons about ob]ectxves or
ends accordlng to Tyler, are Separate from and made prxor
to dec1sxons about actxvltxes or means because "all aspects
of the ‘educational program are really means to accomplzsh
oasxc educat10na1 purposes (Tyler, 1949 P. 3).

| Answerxng the flrst quest1on 1s ‘thus most 1mportant

‘ ‘Tyler proposes a twosstep framework for answerxng the first
\'questlon The flrst step is to consult three sources for
'objectlves- studies of learners, stud1es of contemporary
‘lee, and suggest;ons from subject spec1allsts. .The second
fstep 1s to f11ter the data der1ved from ‘the three sources

‘ through psychologlcal and phllosoph;cal screens. Those

: propos1tzons wh1ch surv1ve the screens are to serve as the

o ~<» <“‘1"}
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feducational obﬁectives toward which and out of which

‘specificfcurricula, instructional practices, and evaluation

! #

procedures are to be developed}r

 Numerous. currxculum theorlsts have attempted to extend

‘ Al
l

,,and improve the Tyler model Certalnly, Hilda Taba (1962) is-

. ope of the closest followers o%ﬂTyler. She suggests ‘the

Seven.steps of, currxculum.plannxng expandlng Tyler s four

- quegtions. Those steps are: (1) Diagno#is of needs;-(2) =

Y b ~ . '
For atlon of objectives; (3) Selection of content; g4)

’

Qrganzzatxon of content; (5) Selection of, learning
experiences;~(6)‘Organization of learninb experiencesttand

(7) Determ;natxon of what' ‘to evaluate and of the Qays;and

5 i

means of doing, 1t &p.12)

. . .
LA . i } o P

It rs 1nterest1ng to note that Taba Credlts Tyler thh
'hav1ng developed sclentlflc currlculum development,‘ which,
she’claims,‘ needs to draw upon analys;s of ‘society. qnd
culture, study ‘of the learner and the learnxng process and

o

analysxs of the nature of knowledge 1n order to. determ:ne

the purpose of the school and the nature of its currlculum
(p.10). But, her modlfzcatxon of the Tyler model has ' not
apprec1ably altered 1ts substance- rather, 1t served.tod
reaffxrm its. ba91c assumptxons; 57 - |

- Tyler s and h1s followers idea has”really not been

E theoret1cal in the technlcal Sense‘of the word Thelr ma]or '

“task was prov1d1ng a framework wh1ch helps to manage‘

.

currlculum that the practztloners could then try to

LAY
Lo ‘,l,*‘ n‘~

organxze. The1r 1dea was basxcally practacal and pragmatlc;




29

pecauae they saw "theory as a guiding framework forwapplied

curriculum development and research and as a tool for

evaluation of curriculum development" (ﬁacdonaldrml975ay

.p.B)L,Pinar'and Grumet‘(1981) also comment

These q uestions [Tyler's] are not desxgned to
., » generate theories of the curciculum, to collect ‘data’
concerning its complex presence in schools nor to
~contribute to a discipline 1ncreasxngly conscious of
its problems and assumptjons. The major texts. which
followed Tyler's all accepted this administrative or
managerlal function of the: currzculum field. (p.22)
\
The strugture of the dxscxplxnes movement is another

v example of this modlf;catxon. In the 1960 s, a group of

currlculum theorists wvere xnterested xn reorganxzxng the

‘

subject matter of the schools around structural

general;zat;ons and 1nqu1ry methods of the d1501p11nes

The’most ;nfluent;al work in this movement xs Jerome'

’ Bruner s The Process of Educatxon (1960) which can be

Eunderstood as a modlflcatlon of the Tyler framework, but

still within the genre of the'Tyler rationalé. ‘Bruner's"

B

statement "o6ne must take. 1nto account the 1ssues of

|

predisposltxon, structure, sequence, and relnforceﬁent in B

preparing curricular materials” (p 70), ‘and his 1nsxstence ,

that curr;culum should be prepared joxntly by the. subJect

matter expert, the psychologlst, and the teacher, with due ',

regard for the 1nherent structure of the mater1al and the

s . K
, L : . R
e ——— —_————

* Bruner has revisited his work in 1971, He - retrospects that
in his earlier emphasis upon the structure of the =
d15c1pl1ne, he had overestimated the inherent 1nterest,of
learners, and could not give &h ough considerations to the
social and political factors in curr1culum issues. See '
Jerome S. Bruner, "The Process of Educat1on Rev1s1ted " Phl'

_ Delta Kappan (September, 1971) ,t E , o S

i . . . P ey
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building and maintainin: of prgdispoéitions to problem
solving both echo the Tyler rationale.

What sets this movement somewhat apart from the
traditional model are 'its perceptions regarding the source
of curricular contént. The proponents of this movement give
a great deal of attention to thé sighificahce of "ﬁhe
structure of a discipline,” in contradistinction té
traditional curricular *content,f generally deéfined as

~information to be transferred to students by rote or veérbal
learning. According to d@runer (1960), "the curriculum of a
subject should be determined by the most fundamental
understanding that can be achieved of the ‘urilderlying '
principles that give structure to that subject” (p.31).
Considefing the.ybuné learner as a‘mjniature
schoTar—specialist,'the generalizatiéns and methods of the
"structuré of a diséipline" doétfine afe ipvariably cast
into a Tylerian médel (Molnar & 2agorik; 1977, p.4).

The Tyler model and the techﬁological line of
éﬁrgiculum thinking have &lso .been extended by curriculum
engineers and ins;fuctional téchnologists. Prominent among -
these individuals is'George Beauchaﬁp (1968), who may be
1dent1f1ed as a conceptual empxrlcxst. The curriculum fleld
as far as he is concerned is based on social science and
technologxcal applxcatlons of empxr1ca1 research. Whlle he

4;rgues for a more clearly defined notlon of who plans and
develops,currxculum, 'his bias is certainly vlth.tralned
f sbéigl;scientists for efficient "curricblum system =
s

[N
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I a



engineeriné.“

Beauchamp (1968, pp.116-139) identifies five
decision-making areas that in effect constitute-a moael of
"curriculum engineering.” They‘are:‘(l) the arena for
curriculum engineeriﬁg, (2) selection and involvement of
people, (3) organization and procedures for curriculum
planning, (4) curriculum implementation, and (5) cugiiculum
evaluation. Comprehensive 'as it is, his systems approach
leaves unanswered many que?tions concerning curriculum
theorizing. Furthermore, the "top~down" orggnizational
orientation of the model leads us . to conqlude‘that ig many
respects it closely resembies the administrative or
managerial model deécribed by Tyler.

N The technological concebtion bf'curriculum is further
extended by Mauritz Johnson. Johnson (1981, p.73) argues
that the generaily accepted definition of curriculum as-
"planned learning experiences” is unsat'isfactory because it
fails to distinguish curriculum from instruction, and -
proceeds to define_curriculummés "a structured series of
intended l€arning outcomes;" in sucﬁla'definition, the
distinctioﬁ between ends and means‘is not difficult to make:
‘This is highly mechanistib,lfor thevféca} point is ends and
the assessment of end products; only those end products that
can. be measured quantiﬁatively as Béh@vioral objectives are
considered legitimate. Teaching is then conceived as_é

systematic technology in the production process that leads

to measurable outcomes called "terminal behavior." -

)



The technological orientation prodides more than-simply
systematic management of curriculum; it facllxtates the
technologxcal enterprxse 1n all aspects oﬁ educatxon.

Underlyxng thxs admlnxstratxve and technologxcal mode of

'

curiculum thought, one can easxly find a-solxd basis of

educatxonal assumptxons. The domlnant theme throughout has

—

been the’ xmportance of the school's conservlng role in
socxety;_Schools are regarded as socxal Anstxtutxons to -

teach baaic knouledgé:and skills essential to ieading a
use ful’ and productxve llfe, and to keep the exletxng society
functxonlng, School currxculum is reflected An this
pract;cal concern of the socxety This concern then raxses
quest1onsgonly about the best or most efﬁlcxentvway to .
transmit a‘specific kind:of knowledgef -

5”We recall an thuiry by Kliebard (1975b, pp;40~42) tnat
feveals "a drive toward a supremely'functional curriculum
‘largely oriented to;ard socially useful knowleage and TV
”ekilli," and bastcal;y this nas been the atheoretxcal and
5ameiiorative orientation" in the currlculum fxeld The '
'scientxflc technologlcal perspectxve on currxculum is
f prxmarlly practxcal and non reflectxve.lettle more can be
'saxd of extensxve phllosophxcal speculatxon. The style of

v,

teaching and 1earn1ng, the pract1ce of teacher edUCatxon and
nts understandxng of teagher competence can ea51ly be

1ma91ned from th1s curr1cular perspeot1ve. 54‘ , -

L '
- . . ' ‘
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‘ characterietics‘of CBTE arevas follows: |

i

CBTE: An Example-of Technological‘Teacher Educatlon
A brief exam;natxon of the recent lxterature concernlng

teacher education reveals that the sc1ent1f1c or

technologxcal orxentatlon is the fxrst and prébably the most

)

domlnant trend in, current research and practice of ‘teacher

- -
!

"educatlon. The emergence of Performance or Competency Based

\.

Teacher Educatxon (P/CBTE)* at the latter part of the 1960's
and its propagatlon during the 1970 s are the xnfluentxal

man1festat10ns of thlS orlentatlon. Therefore 1tlxs

i

concexved that taklng CBTE movement as an example is enough

"

to‘show»how the mean&ng of teacher,competence is interpreted

in scientific?technologdbal.teacher'educatlon
e CBTE xs a systems approach to teacher education

' I

developed as @ mode 1" of competency based 1nstructxon for

pre servxce and in- servxce teacher educatzon. Although CBTE

1nvolves many dxfferent'var1atxons ‘common to all is a .

\Q\technologxcal ﬁramework-lor‘pedagogy'wh1ch cons1sts of

objectxves actxvxtles ‘outcomes, and evaluation with a.

' ’
i

systems approach to tﬁe educatxve process.' o ,5vg*

v,
(ot A ), '

“No. two people seem to deflne CBTE 1n exactly the: 'same

,”iway. But the most - widely quoted defxnxtlon of CBTE is by

Stanley Elam (1971). ACcordxng to him, the essentxal

h
Ll

! ~

(1) Competenc1es (knowledge, skllls, behavxors) to be ,
demonstrated by, the student are '
* Derived from expllcxt concept1ons of teacher
roles' 3

"+ PBTE and CBTE are used 1nterchangeablely CBTE wxll be K .

used in thxs wr1t1ng except 1n d1rect quotat1ons.l

Lo
.
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" & ‘Stated so as to. make poss:ble assessment of a
student's behavior in telatlon to epecmfxc
ompetenc1es, and : . .
'+ Made public in advance. :
(2) Crlterla to be employed in assessing competencxes
are .
* Bdsed upon and in harmony Wlth specxfxed
.~ tompetencies;
x Explicit in'stating expected: levels of mastery
under spec1f1ed condltlons- and
* = Made' public ih advance.
(3).Assessment of the 'student's competency

x Uses his. performance as the\prxmargggource of
evidence; .

*+ . Takes into account ev1dence of the student's, "
knowledge relevart to plannrng for, analyzxng,
interpreting, or evaluatlng 'situation orr

' 'Behavioy; rand a

x Strives for objectxvxty

.(4) The student’ s rate of progress through the program

" is determined by demonstrated competency rathér than
by time of course completxon

(S) The 1nstructxonal program is 1ntended to facxlltate
the develophent and evaluation of the student's
achievement of competenc;es specxfled (cited in

Houston, 1974, p.9) "

-
o,

If the term "competence 1s deflned rn an ordlnary way..

W

as "adequacy for a task“ or: as posse551on of requxred

knowledge, skglls,'and ab111t1es it 1s clear that any mode

" \F /-n
of education aims for'competence for: the developmentfof

\
Al

'Well—qualified individuals who‘possess the requ1red P

[

knowledge and skllls. ﬁStandard d1ct10naraes provide no

. definition for competency based.".As Houston and Howsam'

1t \ -

(1972 p 3) wrlte, "thxs 1s a’ c01ned vord., of recent origin."

The term "competency- based“ has, thus, become a special |

des1gnat1on for a speclal movement‘1n edUCatlon.
N ' N ‘
-Boosted 1n earller 1ntegrators tradltlon Borrowman ks
M

(1956) 1dent1f1ed CBTE has evol;ed the bas1c pr1nc1ples

enunc1ated by Bobb1tt and Charters.,Sume of ‘the factors |

contrxbut1ng to: the CBTE movement have been strateglc o

U
“ow .

ot
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support of government‘funding for priority programs,

1ndustry s 1ntervent10n in the productxon of educational

K packages and standardlzed tests, the struggle to deflne the
‘status of teachlng as a professxon and the demand of .

~accountability in all sectoﬁs of public life.

.,'Henry Jolnson (1976) identifies the origin of CBTE as

essentially social and political rather than theoretical:

‘ They [CBTE movements] have largely arisen from the
Jjoint ‘efforts of state educational officials and

- administrator- oriented professlonal bodies ~for
example the AACTE® and various state educational
agencies. The movement is thus not only broadly
sotial but closely linked to political development
(p.156)

In fact, CBTE has been the core of ‘the debate on
teacher education over the last .two decades. The proponents

have believed that CBTE is a "promise. of renovating and

“

regeneratlng teacher educatlon (Houston & Howsam, 1972 f
p.viii), whlle the cr1t1cs have argued that CBTE deals only

with low level cogn1t1ve learnings and meanxngless skllls»
(Broudy, 1972, 1984; Smith, 1975; Tom, 1977) ‘In America |
today,.however, CBTE is wldely accepted in the research and”

i)

practlce of teacher educatzon, and is touted as ‘an d;tdmatef

asp1r1n for educatxonal headaches" (Pipér & Houston, 198&&(

UYL

p.37).

o
"\'{|

Technolog1ca1 Framework for Teacher Competence
'In order to capture more: clearly whad CBTE 1s, and how

teacher competence 1s understood ;n sc1ent;f;c5technolog1cal

s Amerlcan Assoc1atxon of Colleges for Teacher Educatlon

-~
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o Hlstorlcally, Ralph Tyler (1949) is generally given

'Gronlund (1974) o .

Ay
A

understandlng, one has to. examlne the basxc components of

CBTE whxch comprxse‘a framework of technologxcal pedagogy

‘ They are: (1) performance ob]ectlves, (2) systems approach

and (3)the accountab1}1ty movement in educaﬁxon. 1ﬁ:mwflu
: ‘ 1 o ‘ T

I ' | . ) o -‘.‘“';
2 o

»

Performance ObJectzves

S i . Vo
A\ . A f 3

The startlng poxnt of any CBTE program ;s an exp11c1t

specxflcatzon of those knowledge, skxlls and behav1ors whose

h‘atta1nment is belxeved to 1ndlcate thé competent teacher.

N " \.
o

The“specxfxcat;on*of competence’must be stated in terms of

observable behav1ors of*students. Richard Burns (1972)
argues: = - PR L | S
The only ev1denoe avallable to show that an W
individual has learnedl someth1ng is his ability to
perfarm or do something that overtly demonstrates
the learning..,.  Therefore, we conclude that a
‘teacher educatlon program should be based on g

objectives -statements of specific,: learnable

S behav1or 1ncludxng standards of performance (p 19)

\‘ "‘-’

‘credxt for the cnrrent emphasis op the 1deas of wrxtxng

L . XN
behav1oral ob3ect1ves ‘by. assertlng that the formatlon of

A

objectlves is the necessary fi st step in developxng a

N

chrrlculum He was eVldently*concerned with the asseSsment

'4‘,, " «‘_

‘techniques that can be ut111zed to evaluate whether or not .

/

the student has achzeved the prescrlbed learn1ng objectxves.

“Later, the behavxoral objectlves movement began to také hold

thh the aSS1stances of Bloom (1956) Mager (1962) and .

' ‘ [N . . . i

"

g
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Especxally Mager s work (1962) has served as a

catalytic agent in the promot1on and conceptualxzat1on of

the behav1oral objectlves movement Under Mager s approach

a. behav1oral objectlve is deflned as performance or

"terminal behavior" expected from a student after the

learning process, 'serving as‘a="criterion" by which the

an

performance can be ]udged to be successful and specified

"conditions"” that are necessary for the' performance to occur

'satisfactorily ‘We can f1nd all of these elements of

1

. behav1oral obJectlves in the deflnltlongbf CBTE

At fxrst the behavioral objectlves movement appeared

to offer, a sxmple solutxon to the concerns of Tyler

[

regardlng assessment technlques. Hewever, problems have

N

arisen in the tendency for the whole process of education to

’,;"u

be understood in terms of behavxoral ob3ect1ves. Thxs trend

is common to all CBTE programs.qﬁi ,‘jﬂ

"n
i

P
t

In the dxscu551on$ oﬁ behav1orad objectlves four. 4t

h:\'\

synonyms.are ‘often treated to have dxfﬁerent meanxngs. They

hy
n, "'

-are;s teacher competency( teacher competence, ‘teacher

,.performance, and teachgr.effect1veness. Medley (1984)

»
v

distingyishes the four terms as follows: T

Teacher Competency will be deflned here as any
szngle knowledge, skill, or professional value which
(1) a teacher may be sa1d to possess, and (2) the
possessxon of which is believed to be relevant to

the successful practice of teachzng.

‘Teacher Competence is defined in terms of

repertoire; how.competent a teacher is depends on
the reperto1re of competenc1es he or she possesses.

.-

‘Teacher Performance refers to what the teacher does

on the jOb (that 1s, how cqmpetent he or -she 18) it
' ‘-fé ' ) ‘ ‘
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is, therefore,‘spec1f1c to nthe job- s1tuat1on.
- Teacher Effectxveness refers to the effect that the i
teacher s, performance has on puplls. (pp 53- 55)

" ---“

CBTE foliowers prefer to use the terms competéncy".or

V.

.‘q' N
performante rathervthan "competence” to denote behavxorabn,“

object1ves in CBTE Thus, the term‘"Competency Based Teacher'

. Educatxon refers to teacher educatfon organized in terms of
specxfxed competenczes (Medley,-1984,‘p.53); JRE '-L
Performance objectlves'inlcﬁfE vtherefore, s§é¢{f§

lteacher competence 1nto d1screte competencxes. Thxs means‘..‘

TR

that the main ﬁorce of CBTE lxes in analyzxng teacher TW; ﬁ

competence into segments of overt behaviors to be stated and

<
A L

tested. It contrasts overt performances w1thfcovent

\ .

cbmpetence,‘and argues that pract1c1ng the performance

dxrectly is  more efflcxent than achaevxng competence
St o T
1ndxrectly. ) W _
“ ' i :' r 'II ‘r“,ﬂ

The performance objectxves may serve well as overt

means measur1ng the amount of learning that has occurred In

., b

fact they are perhaps the only method for obta1n1ng visible

W

e f ev1dence. But the problem w;th thlS 11m1ted approach 1s the
N 1, \
facx’that it would prohlbxt “student: teachers from being

' (1"

W educafed for the competence that cannot be expressed 1nto

\I

overtly observable behavxors. L1m1t1ng teacher competence to

[XWAR i

those behav1ors whlch are observable esSentxally e11m1nates

r

" the’ broad complex,,and cumulat1ve competence'-the truly ﬂxf

ﬂ:kzmportant teacher competence. As Waks (1975)fsays, the a

.;‘.'

o«
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B approach 1s to develop more cost effectxve strategxes for -
‘system de51gn1ng plans for achxevxng thosj

'accord1ngly It was soon extended to the area of publ1c

ot

and makes educators "solitary -and naked individuals in
. () 5 o
meanlngless words (p.100). - '

Systems Approach , f“ - . ﬂﬁ

CBTE formulates the ba51o pedagoglcal assumptxonsl

underplnnlng systems theory Anthony Oettxnger offers a view

'
~

of systems theory.\

There 1s today a widely held poxnt*of view wh1ch
‘most_.anything and education in. particular, can be
described as a collection or system of
interdependent parts belonding to' a hierarchy in
which a system m ¥ have Subsystems 0f its own while
acting as a mere part of a suprasystem”.The process
of analyzing. such systems, "called "systems analysis"
for short, is touted as ope of the shiniest of new
technologles. (cxted in Tanner & Tanner 1980, p.28)
The systems approach 1s a kind of management method

RS
v

b
]
)

orlgxnally developed in .the: areas of 1ndustry for efficient

productxon and effect1ve control A common theme in this

[}
\
Bl S A

adm1n1strat1ve managemeqt by clarxfylng the goals of a

P o
s

‘goals measur1ng

N
results, d1agn051ng dxffxcultzes and modif“; g plans

\

';admlnxstratlon ‘and to wih a reputatlon for 1ts eff1c1ency

“the publlc.sector.,‘

A educat1ona1 plannxng and control for more eff1c1ent

1!

‘in matters of" dec151on¥mak1ng ‘and executzve management in

! Al
A N ' !‘ :‘

.o , ' ) :’f' W
Predlctably .many school people saw 1n thlS o

. “’)

b
'

bu51ness like management procedure a hope for more effectlve ‘
g .

04.

5
bE

= (

educatxonal productzon as well The 1dea of the systems

. ' i : . ,.i , . A.'r .
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| approach therefore, has rapxdly spread to educators who

i

"~ have searched for efflcxency in educatlon. W1th the _support

of the government and 1ntroduc1ng-technology into educatxon,

" they have~produced Tnew” methods‘in teaching'such as
Ind1v1dually Prescrlbed Instructlon (IPI) or Computer
: Managed Instruct1on (CMI). Teacher educatlon? Why not?
Richard Burne‘(1972) has‘aréued; |

Education can be viewed as a system whose parts can
be defined, classjified, measured, improved -in other

. words, can be managed systematlcally to improve the

"ieffxcxency of all process, parts, and procedures.
'The production of competent teachers can be
approached as a management problem, using many of
the technlques developed for industrial management.
(p 19 emphasis mine)

Since the effectiveneés.of a system, it is argued,

depends on how well the shbsystems are integrated for the

final ﬁroducts, teacher competence is geared*to?measurable

outcomes in students. For the maximum efficiency all

subSystema should be‘controlled and‘manaéed by objectives.
The proponents of systems theory think that‘teacher

’,competenCe is valuable in so far .as it contr1butes to the

.\

‘
systems ob)ectxves.gét is here that we ‘can f1nd a’

technolog1cal ratlongle SO deeply ‘embedded 1n CBTE When one

[

thinks of .the complex enterprise of education, the
° q

'Q;d1fference between .a mechanlcal act and an authentxcally

. X
R
* F

human one must be consxdered

|I
. ‘ e o
. A4
‘ .,4; o

,‘Accountab111ty 1n Educatlon

\l?

S1nce the government has begun tak1ng ar ‘more act1ve‘

. ti«

part 1n educatlonalvsystems, the p011t1c1ans are publlcly

7 - : . e
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accountable for the decisions they make, and are in turn
asking that educators become resoonsible foq their
‘educatlonal act, One ‘common feature of arguments for
accountablllty in. educat;on today mxght go somethxng like
thlS. Despxte iorrlsome and rlslng educatxonal expendxtures
too many 'schools are fallxng to educate too many of our
‘ youth.~School personnel‘must be held accountable for the
‘fulfillmentﬂof educational‘tasks.
Inasmuch as nobody can deny that every person has
responsxbllxty for his or her work CBTE is right when it
" considers that teacher education is responsxble for
educatlng competent teachers. How can teacher educatxon then‘
be accountable7 That teacher education must, like busxness
and 1ndustr}, produce vxsxble products in terms of student
1earn1ng outcomes is 'a w1dely shared belief among CBTE
proponentst Frederxck McDonald (1974) notes.
‘ A program of teacher tra1n1ng is effective it it '
produces. teachers with certain desired

characteristics, the most important being that -

‘teachers are. able to influence the learning of- thexr

students in significant ways. The ultimate

-justxflcatlon of any program is the evidence that

L its teachers can and.do help chxldren learn. (p. 18)

- CBTE proponents believe that teacher competence must,be
selected‘and defined with reference to their effects on“
student achievement and should be a demonstrated competence‘

to enable chlldren to learn. No doubt the CBTE proponents
jare enthu51A§t1c about 11nk1ng teacher competence to student‘

r

‘learn1ng because such a connectlon would prov1de a sol1d

'

emplrlcal foundatlon for the crzterlon for Judglng teacher‘.

,?_
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‘competence. D

1

Demonstrated teacher competence becomes now teacher

effectiveness. A large part of the research on teaching

. .
- today is characterized as a search for teacher

-~

effectiveness. The main issue here is to find relationships

between specific teacher behaviors ~teacher cha:acter1st1cs

or teachxng techn1ques~ and student learnxng outcomes.

Clusters of studles conducted under the’ name of

i

"p:ocess product research" (Medley, 1977) show numerous

relatlonshxps and the :esults, it is believed by

ppoponénts, can give the "scientific basis-of the art of

. teaching" as Gége'(1978)-states:

_technologzcal ftamework for teacher(educat;on._

We do have some relationships between teacher .
“behavior and pup11 achievement and attitudes on
which a scientific bas;s for the art of teachlng may
be erected (p.35) -

These studxes constitute aucomplex maze of different

techniques,and conceptual approaches but yet they seem to

[N
’,

" have a com@on denomxnator in the search*for strong theorles

which may explain and predxct teaching effects and thus

contrlbute to the "efficiency of teach1ng - )

4

CBTE manages a Shlft away from the phzlosophxcal and a
pSychologxcal properties of teacher competence to only

behavioral performances. The‘shift'iéban affirmation that" -

(

CBTE views the competent - teacher ‘as the eff1c1ent producer

I

of results, and th1s tells agaxn that CBTE 1s a

q-‘,
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A 0 : ’ ‘ '
D. Making the Dominant Understanding Problematic

As was revxewed above, the contemporary trend of

research and practlces in the fields of curriculum and
teacher education strongly reflect‘the‘
-scientific-technological orientation to6 the framework for

pedagogy Technologxcal pedagogy, xn _turn, forces us to-

understand the meanlng of teacher competence accordlng to -

its logic in terms of specific behavzoral performances and

L3

empxrlcal lxnks between teacher behavxor and student

learnzng outcomes. ]

In this technological logic, ;unobservable and
‘unmeasurable traits of teachers cannot be considered' It is

conceived that, as B.F. Skinner (1971 pp 191~3) argues,,'

"

talklng about somethzng like autonomous man is time

Iy (
.

consuming and an expressxon of our 1gnorance. Man 1s a el

machxne in the sense that he is a'complex system behavrng in
‘lawful ways. " That there are certain teacher behaviors whrch
con31stently produce results such as student achlevement‘ |
and that these behavxors can be 1ntegrated 1nto coherent
theoretxcal systems, are unquestloned assumptlons held by
CBTE advocates. Pedagogy, the relatlonshlp among teacher

k)

‘ students and text, is regarded asha rlgorous science” that

is concerned with the‘question of how vast amounts_of
1nformation;can be transmitted effectiVely.
" The not1on of "sc1ent1f1c management" adapted to »

teacher education urges it to deal only w1th external skxlls

: and technlques that yleld 100 per cent eff1c1ency wh1le 1t -

.



sees a competent teacher as a productive technician. Doyle

(*l

Watts (1978), an educat1onal psychologist, likens feacher

PR

educatlon to training surgeons airline pilots, 'and

. ) .
engineers, and expresses the technological mind more

1
[

clearly:

In summary, I submit that teacher educatjion is a
process of developing highly trained and skilled
professionals; that the procedures should be well
planned and designed, thh specific dutcomes
produced. (p.90) .

% A competent teacher is seen in this technologlcal
-understanding as only a skilled technxcxan or an- .
intermediary who is putting into practice effectively those
ideas or programS'tﬁat have been developed elsewhsre by
sducational experts. S/he is a professjonal."behavior
engineer” who knows how .to costrol st uds ‘behaviors? S/he
is expltted }o be o teaching machine of Jigh performance.

In terms of ‘effective brodUction which can be
observable andﬁeasgfablé,itechnologicsl machines inclu@ing
computers canrgo'fas‘beyond-the limits of the capaqit} of
the’ human teacher SKould human teachers compete with

technologxcal machxﬁks in terms of efficient production?

'B.F.§k1nner would probably answer "yes". He (1968)

expresses: : ' \ .

The simple fact-'is that, as a mere reinforcing
mechanism, the teacher is qut of date. This would be
true even if a single teacher devoted all her time
to a single child, but her. inadequacy is multiplied
many fold when she must serve as-a reinforcing
device to many children at once. (p.22)

. *Whlle taking the methods of laboratory sc1entxsts as a

model of author1tat1ve research procedure and valu1ng

i A



experimental design, bredictability, rgppoducibility, and
the control of_Séhavior, the technoldéica} understahdiﬁg
delimits teacher coméetence to only the quantifiable aAd the
measurab}e..lt promisés a science.of edgcational
uﬁderstanding which, it is cléimed, can provide an
objective;fneutral and‘auﬁﬁoritativé‘guidgéfor prospec%ive
teachers about pedagogicallsitgations.

) A preferepce for technical éSpects\above everything
el§e regiects a "vocational and utilitar&an mode‘of
professionalism” (Finkglstein[ 1982, p.éé). Another way of
saying thi; would be‘tgat'the predominaét 6rientation,inﬂ
teacher education is concerned with a theo;egical effort £o
establish an operative technology of teaching. While the
advocates of CBTE argue that théir'appfoacﬁfis an important
departure from conventionalﬂteﬁcher education, they
vsignificahtly reduce our understanding of teacher c§mpetence
iﬁto behavioral terminology. "The current‘state," as Bowers
(1982, p.540) says, "makes it'inéreasingi§‘difficult to
attempt to understand education’ik terms of mére humane
cgnsiderations than cost*effectijé managemenﬁéof human

- ' .
resounces.”

Nevertheléss, the technological ideals seem t6 persist
as the predominant interest in contemporary iﬁquiries into
the meanithof teacher competence. It should be noted,
hoﬁever; that teacher competence can be supported on quite
different assumptions and philosophies: "As we attempt to

observe and understand teaching,"‘as Kliebard (1973, p.23)

..



B sees, "we may discover that teaching, after all, does not

B

involve the exercise of_a'technical skill."
5At‘this point, my best hope is to step back and

re-think the questions we are seeking. to answer. When an

answer'such as scientific or,;echndlpgicﬁl understanding is

given.to us as to what teacher competence means, we need to
» o \ . ‘

ask a question about the guéstions it has sought to answer.

Susanne Langer (1954) paints out the nature of a”question:
A question is really an ambiguous proposition; the

answer is its determination. There can be only a
certain number of alternatives that will complete

igs sense. (pg.1~2)
" We need a more. fundamental quesgion; what quesﬁions
~ should beﬁasked,in order to underséand the megning_of

teacher competence more éuthentically? Makin§<;uthentic
questions is in a sense more important than answering the
questions, and it inevitably requires our deeper |
understanding of teaéhernéompetencefwhicﬁ.is believed to’be
possible through a thoughtful examinétioﬂ on'our eQérxday

o N ' Lo

commitments in educating teachers.

Y

]
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Chapter I11

SEARCHING FOR A WAY OF DEEPER UNDERSTANDING ’

A. Intro ucfion o - . L

Ln t?e previous chaptep,.the dominant stance toward
teacher education nasuuncovered through an examination of
‘vlzterature 1n the field of curriculum and teacher educasfon.
The examlna ion shows that the SCleﬂtlflc technologxcal{
paradigm unjcrstands teacher competence from a view that is

narrowly tech icai, adopting a tecnnological framework for
pedagogy which consists of the rationales of perfcnmance
objecgives; systems appreach andrthe'aCCOUntability movement
in education. b |
The examination suggests that there is\a need for a
study that.inéui:es into a concrete teacher'educationﬂa
' program in ofder tc understand how the dominant mode of
research acts in a practical situation. Such an inquiry
would direct attention to fgvealing how the term 5teachec
competence” ?s understood in a»particulaf teacher education
program, and to coming to a deeper underétanding“as to how
the\term‘mighq approp?iately be nnderstood. |
An attempt ;Q.un&erstand qhe”neaning Offa‘teré;may be
difficult to be achieved by the. problem-solving sfance
fypically used in educatidnal‘feeearch; rather, it seems to
‘ ‘ - - - .

require a form of inquiry in which humanﬂunderstanding

itself must be considered a problem. The root of the ptoblem"N

as to what the term "teacher competence" really means‘seems

47 -

"



to lie in the problem of human5understanding.

In this sense, it is hoped that hermeneutlcs as a way

¢

of understand:ng wxll be an appropr1ate approach for this

study 1n the form of a concrete study both for making
)

t

avaxlable an 1nterpretat10nvof?a teacher educatxon
curriculum and a Qeepgy undereganding of the meaning of

teacher competence. I will thus outline andexscuss in thxs

‘

chapter some aspects of hermeneutlcs,_although the
"discussion will be within the,llmlts of my interest in
' . ! \ .

‘interpreting the curriculum texts selected for the study .
. “l ' g \ ,‘ . - "

Moderr hermeneutics'has been,aeveioped based on‘the“
. . & i ' o e ’ )
cohtributions of a.number of prominent. philosophers and

[
.

social. thinkers. .While recognizing differences in Some o

- A . T - ' .

points of detail%and approaches amongicontemporary‘.

hermeneutlc theorxsts (see Blexcher 1980 Thompson 1981;

Howard, 1982) my dxscussxon will be based malnly -on
Hans Georg Gadamer s notlon ‘of philosophical hermeneutlcs.

L
This does not mean’ that the others are . 1nelxglble for the

D)

study or. d1sregarded in the discussion; rather, I w1ll refer

ﬂfto them complementar1ly from the poxnt of my concern.

This chapter 1s divided into three parts. It beglns

with a. brlef revxew of the hermeneut1cal tradztlon by

.,

sketchlng some central f1gures‘ in its development “T'h the

second part' 1 wlll explore the notion of Gadamer S

N

ph1losoph1ca1 hermeneutlcs by concentratlng upon | hxs main

- - - - —

' For the 1dent1f1catlon of the central flgures in the
herme?eut1cal trad1t10n, I-am indebted to R1chard Palmer
' ( 1969 . _ ‘A, Vo ., . oy )

.
A

~
hL

s
by



work, Truth and Method (1975a)’ Wiﬁh ;eferencé to some of

his other essays including‘PhilnsbphiCal,Hermeneutics
(1976) . These tno parts wiil Ehen serve as a baékgrouné fnr
the consideration of the résearch approacn of this study
which will be dealt ' with in the Iast'part of this chapter.
: Co : L r

B. The Tradition of Herhenedpﬂgs : o - ' |
The Origin of Herneneu;fcs | !

Hermeneutjics. is concerned withlthg.interpretation of
meaning. The‘word‘itselg has its origin in the Greek,vefb
- hermeneuein, généraily translatea "bn Enternret;" and'the
noun:hermehefa,'"intgrpréta;ion" (Palmer, 1969, p.12). fﬁé
bnéic meaning is "to bring to undégﬁkandingﬁ or "to'mediate
understandfng"‘with respect,tn the varidds‘forms'inf}hiqh-
understnnding may be problemaéic;‘

The term hermeneutics has been in disfavor in' some '

t
-

‘.qua:ters, partly perhéps on the understanding that itﬁis no
more than theological jargon for the work of biblical
exégeéis. théiﬁionally, hefméngnkics entailed the
formulation of:tules gpt the interpretation of The Christian
Téétamént,respecially in iingujstic‘and historical terms
without any special referenne‘to the situation of the reader
or interpre%er. Tné interpreter was urged to‘negin‘with Fh?.
lanéh;ge of the text, including its gramnarq vognbulafy‘and
—style; and tnen to examine its‘lingnistic; li;efary,'and



hxstor1cal context. In other words, trad1t1onal hermeneut1cs‘

Y, was concerned W1th the obscrvance of 1nterpret1ve rules

within the scheme of the Holy~Scr1pture (Thlselton,f1980,
pl). o - - - o
| With the rise of.hlstorical science at the beginning of

the nineteenth century, however,'the hermeneutical‘problém

"
took a new turn. It had become secularxzed and had grown

1nto a’ branch of phxlosophy concerned with methodologlcal

questxons about how . to acquxre correct understandlng in an

I
",l

1nterpretatlon of texts. In thxs century, hermeneutlcs has '

become a broader phllosophy of human sciences whose
cognltxon ultxmately 1nvolves the process of xnterpretatxon
‘rather than the deductxve nomologlcal way of explanatlon

when we trace the development of the' hermeneutlcal
tradxtxon,'we can‘see-that‘lt was almost always deflnéd as
an‘affirmative‘reaction against dominant theological,
ep15temolog1cal and metaphysxcalxpresupposxtxons deemed to

a

foreclose and limit the' possxb111t1es of human know1ng
IHermeneutlcs has developed by uncoverxng the condltxons of a

: partxcular way' of v1ew1ng the world and of knowledge “}

,

‘s
- Xl

‘acqu151txon which insisted.on the essentxal un1ty of sc1ence

M

and a. unlvocal conceptlon of knowledge and explanation in
5.‘all‘the sciences; It iwas a re51stance to tendenc1es in
soc1a1 sc1ences toward objectivism, sc1entlsm, ot |
‘p031t1v1sm. , . | o
| Consequently, the term understandlng has come to be

used to denote a type of 1nqu1ry germane ‘to the

R

- . or A . .
? , ) . . . : . Ve



hermeneutlcal trad1tlon in contradxctxon to the method of

explanatlon" 1nd19enous to the natural sc1ences and

posrtlvzstqc tradltion Paul Rxcoeur (1976) states-

Understandxng, whxch is more. d1rected towards the
zntentlonal unlty of discourse, and explanation,
]whxch is more dlrected towards the analytic
structure of the texts, tend to become the distinct
‘poles of a. deVeLoped dxchotomy (p. 74)

To explore how the hermeneutlcal trad1t1on has formulated a .
‘\) ‘\ ',.» !

cr1t1que of the p051t1vxst1c explanatlon of human knowing,
and how it has developed a unlque phllosophy of human

understandlng, 1t would be of beneflt to examine some
figures who have‘contrrbuted s1gn1f1cantly to~the‘#

Qa
’

* development of this tradition, . o fﬁ

¢

Schleiermacher's Generai Hermeneutics
‘ L\w “‘ N [
Varzous 1nterpret1ve technlques and' spme sophlst1cated

'
te \

hermeneut1cal traditions had already been developed by the

.’ \

, beglnnlng of the n1neteenth century, but 1t had remalned

—

‘ \

\

essentlally a rule- governed dxsc1plane bound by an 1nterest

r

~in- the constructlon of un1versa11y valld 1nterpretatxon. The
‘\S

essentxalQPn1ty and 1dent1ty of the, process of understandxng

and 1nterpretat1on had not been brought properly 1nto view.

It was Friedrich Schlelermacher (1768~ 1834) a
i
d15t1ngu1shed phxlosopher and theologian of the romant1c1st
(\ .
perlod who gave blrth to a. general sc1ence of hermeneut1cs ' -

by br1ng1ng together two major hermeneut1cal trad1t10ns —the

phllologlcal and the theologlcal- into ‘& geheral ‘~T _ﬁ fﬁ ‘

3,

hermeneut1cs as the ‘art of understand1nq? (Palmer, 1969

TP ‘.,’



¥ S - ’ - ‘ » o de
. p;B@) Schlexermacher extended biblical hermeneutlcs into a

o

general hermeneutxcs, un1versa1 in scope and valld ﬁor ‘the

'wlder problems of 1nterpretatxon. The pr1nc1ples of
"hermeneutxcs .were to he understood as basxc to any k;nd of
mf-‘ ‘textual and hxstorlcallunderstand1ng | t‘
o Schlelermacher 5 advance 1n hermeneut1cs was 1n large
A P ",
| part‘due to hxs transcendental approach to the problem of
o ‘! ! ‘:

"y

1nterpretatlon. G01ng behlnd the partxcular rules of, )

]
i

Ty
n
XA

rel;g1ous and llterary enegesxs to an analysrsfof ; "
1nterpretat10n in general,\he addressed hlmself to. the .

quest1on. How,can weﬂderxve the posslbxlxty of valid

,Hy ‘f N

e )
e lnterpretatxon and cr1t1cally deflne its llmltS in terms of
C L ‘ f

'qobjectlve crlterla? For Schlelermacher "very expression" ks

!

.4

must be referredﬁ%o an active source 1n the human mlnd, ot

JI: a “ ' l‘l

.‘ S '\‘
‘pf sxmply to ‘a sét of formal rules of comp051t1on. He belleved

“a .
oy

w; that the objectliicat1ons of - mrnd consxst nexther of

. \5 -
automat1c units- nor of im1tat1ons of foreordaxned rules; “fm

' "\ \(

‘\..:,‘: . , ITe w ‘ o :
S »why he 1s sometlmes called the "Kant*of herme eutzcs Coatee
i 1, Vo - 2 . ‘_" o
(Ecmarth, 1978, jp.244), Indeed 1t can be said. that B

|Y y ‘
.\,. o ' ot

Schlelermacher s hermeneutlcs reformulated a Kant1an iy

\\ A l.‘ " "y

dlalectlc between determ1nant and reﬁlect1Ve ]udgment 1nto a
by v ‘t A ' n ,,,‘
schema,wh1ch has an obJectxve core‘ : g HQ.; v '
"lhf , . . a . o .

R Schlelerméqhér s drlgl“al

A

" énguage orlented cOnceptlonﬂ“
PR U TRV i . vk 7 N ,~

3 of hermeneutzcs was replaced 1n h;s Iater reflect1on by a

o

\, L
i

.
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-lxnguxstxc or grammat1cal aspect of hermeneutlcs and the

psychologlcal aspect of the subject Grammatxcal

;}hermeneutxcs requ1res the usé. of objectxve lxnguistxc '
.resources wh1le psycholog&cal hermeneutxcs involves

penntratlon xnto the 1nner connectlons of thought that

characterlzes an author ] own consclodsness. Just ‘as an

understand;ng of an 1nd1v1dual word demands an understandlng

of the whole, each 1nd1v1dual thought that lxes behind “%

o
)

sxngle lxngu1st1c aptxculatxon must be understood in‘the
whole cOntext of' the author S lee. Thls hermeneutxcal

01rcle is expanded to an understandxng of human life angd

,existence as a whole. “f e | O
* Although Schlelermacher s formulatlon of a- general B

”"
"t

hermeneutlcs shares w1th romantlclsm the emphas1s on feeling

' Lo

_and subjectlve exper1ence, his 1deas of: general hermeneut1cs‘
and the concept ‘of understand1ng as a relatlonshxp to4l1fe.
provided the methodolog&cal'foundatyon for Dilthey's project

on the human sciences. T

'
R P
'

Dzlthey s Hxstorlcal Hermeneuttos 1j ‘ Ay' |
Wilhelm D11they (1833—1911) ig: 'best known for hxs

"controvers1al doctrlne of human understandzng Dilthey ‘. R

'-defended the autonomy of human studies agaxnst natural v

», . »

‘sc1ences, and saw hermeneut1cs as’ the foundat1on for the new.

;sc1ence that he came . to call the Gelsteswisse::chaften' It .
_________________ L. 21 o .o
Although the German word Geisteswfssenschaften ha& no .
-satlsfactory ‘English’ equxvalent,‘the wldely acceptedf
expression - "human sciences" remains the best known
‘translatlon. , - ‘




was Dilthey's aim throughout'his life to go beyond the
narrou natural sc1ent1f1c 1deal of science and to show that
a dxfferent kznd of scxence on human studxes is possxble.

‘As the term Geisteswlssensghaften, i.e., sc1ence of the

t

mental or psych1cal sphere, shows, Dxlthey saw a fundamental
distinction between natural scxences and human sc1ences ‘and
ela orated his own psychologlcal and hlstorlcal methodology

for th&é human scxences HlS main concern was to develop a

(3}

{ |
metho of gaining objectxvely valid 1nterpretat10n of human

experlences based on hermeneutic
Dxlthey malntaxned that the dxfference between the two

types of sciences is, rooted in a dlfference within the ‘realm

'

‘of human experxence‘ ‘inrer llved experience and outer
sensory experlence. To understand means to know something
from the perspectlve of one's 1nner experlence. But nature
has no‘1n51de; thoseﬁthlngs which have no inside’ can only be
explaxned In hié‘view thus, human scxences are t | |
sciences of unaerstandlng,bwhereas natural sc1ences are the
sc1ences of explanat1on. Dllthey wrltes.

. Now the Gelsteswfssenschaften are dlstzngu1shed from
~ the natural sciences first of all by the fact that
" the latter have as their object facts that enter
consciousness from-without, as phenomena,.and as
given 51ngly,‘whereas the - facts of the former
sciences enter consciousness in an original way from
~within, as a'reality and as a living coherence. From
this it follows that the coherence of nature
. presented by the natural sciences is achieved. only
through inferefices that add to the given- by way ‘of a
. combination of hypothesis. For the -
uGefsteswissenschaften, by contrast, it follows that
. the" coherence of mental life, as somethlng '
‘ gorlglnally glven, is everywhere their basis. We
- .explain nature,’ but we understand mental life. ' ', .
’ (Dllthey, Ideas Concernlng a Descrlptlve and

~




’

"Analytic Psychologyy citEd in Plantinga, 1980, p.33) R

In his continuing efforts to liberate the methodology
of the human sciences from the’ explanatlve and.
M//const:uctlonlst ‘ideals of the natural sciences, Dxlthey
1n51sted that the human scxences are preemxnently
hermeneutlcal 1n character, they understand object1f1ed
‘ meanxngs thhln a’ coherence" of contexts., ‘Dilthey regarded
the ‘historical conscxousness and transcendental
conscxousness ‘as two compleméntary aspects of the same §
general lntellectual‘transformatlon~ one ‘s understandlng of
. him/herself and the appropr;atnon of his or her own creatxve
capac;tzes “he 1dea of hxstorrcal understanding served as a
'convergxng term for a whqle range of Dilthey's hermeneutics.
From Dilthey's hermeneutical perspect;ve, all
undertanding must rest‘upon.the "lived experience" of human
life'bf waj‘of its process and ohjectificationi For he
‘ considered that human‘sciences‘are "empirical“ like the
| natural sciences, the valid understandlng of the human world '
. must have object1v1ty if the understandlng is not to be'. an
,arb1trary or stlcal commun1cat10n:;1th others. Dxlthey
sought the ground of the valxdlty of understandxng from the
lxved experience of life whlch is culturally and
-h;storlcally:formulated. Because life objectifies itself in
fixedjexpressions that are open‘to being‘understood;‘Dilthey
‘believed, the hiStorian is abléhto‘hnderstand not only the

‘pr1vate experlence of the author but also the unzversal

realm of obJect1ve spzrxt

L d



However, Dilthey's historical understending was still
in the shadow of nineteenth century rationalism. In

v ‘ s . | | :
developing his notion of understanding, Dilthey adopted
oL . ‘
Schleiermacher's psychological hermeneutics and Hegel's

. notion of "absolute spirit " In any case, it is obvious that

lelthey S metasc1ence faxled to escape from Ats Cartesxan

o pre- suppos1t1ons and thereby remained unable to do justlce

to its interest in guxdlng hermeneutxcal cognxtxon
‘(Blelc_:her, 1980, ‘p 24) . .
Heidegger's Ontologxcal Hermeneutxcs
With the publlcatxon of Martln Heldegger s Being ‘and

sze 1n 1927 (Englxsh translatxon 1962) a decxsxve new
stage xn hermeneutical traé1txon opened up ‘The question to
whxch Hexdegger devoted llfelong commitment is the question
‘about the meanxng ofﬁ?exng Hermeneutlcs enters his |
d1scussxon because hlS exposition of the meanlng of be1ng
demands an . xnterpretatlon of Dasein as the place where belng
:1s man1fest.‘ o

' Fundamental ontol y is to be pursued’ for ex;stentlal
lanalysxs of Dasexn because Dasein has a preontologlcal
understandxqg cf what it means to be. In thxs-analys1s of
, Dasein,‘Heidegger adopted Dilthey's codceptjon of "iived
ekperience"”ahd Husserl's chencﬁenology, bﬁt he ﬁas no:d
Ilonger dependent on the ep1stemologlcal 1mp11cat10ns of
'D11they 5 return to 11£e or Husserl s way of transcendentai
“;reductlon,.on the contrary, all th1s'becamefthe object of

o Ay
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Heidegger's critique. Hermeneutics, for Heidegger, meant

that fundamental announcing funet1on through which Dasexn

makes known to hlmself the nature of being. Heldegger wrxtes_;*

in the 1ntroductxon of his Bexng and Time (1962)

Finally, to the extent that DaSEID, as an entlty

*with the pOSSlblllty of existence,  has ontological
pridrity over every other entity, "hermeneutic", as
an interpretation of Dasein's Being, has the thxrd
and specific sense of an analytic of the
exlstent1a11ty of . exlstence, and this is the sense
which is philosophically primary. Then so far as

- this' hermeneutic works out Dasein's historicality
ontologically as the ontical condition for the
possibility of historiology, it contains the roots
of what can be called "hermeneutic" only in a.
‘derivative sense: the methodology of these humane

sciences whxch are hlStorlcal in character. (p 62) R

The question of Be;ng, accordxng to Hexdegger, is
rooted in "the.. quest;on of the g;venness of the world to .

whlch 1 already belong. Daseln is understood only Jn terms

@
of its world, because 1t ls pr:or to any separation of self

\
b

from world in the object;ve or cognxtxve sense, world is “.
gzven along with Dasern prxor to any act‘of conceptualxz;ng.
Thus modes of Dasaxn, as Hezdegger (1962) wrltes, "must 'be

seen and understood a prori as grounded upon ‘that state of

Bexng wh1ch we: have called Bexng in-the~ world“ (p 78) Thxs
‘'means that Nworld" has hermeneut1cal 519n1f1cance in

Ar ' : i,

\wprov1d1ng apd sustaxning a given horxzon of meanlng

For Heldegger understandzng is an exxstentlal matter

,-v .
P!

and 1s prlor to cognltlon It is the power. to grasp one's

own poss1b111t1es for bexng, w1th1n the context of the

q .

lefeworld 1n wh1ch one ex1sts. For Daseln is characterxzed

by 1ts understand»ng of Being," the mean1ng of Bexng can only

>
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are grounded 1n somethindg we have in advance.

ALl
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'beé" interpreted from within this alreadysexisting
understandlng that is ontologically fundamental. Gadamer
(1975) comments on Hexdegger s concept of understandxng

[For Hexdegger] The concept of understandlng is no
. longer a methodologxcal concept, as with Droysen.
Nor, as in Dilthey's attempt to provxde a
hermeneutical ground for the human science, is the
process of understanding an inverse operatxon that
stmply follows behind life's tendency towards
ideality. Understanding is the original character of
the being of human life itself. (TM, p.230)

Understanding, as a fundamental existentiality that

constitutes the disclosedness of Dasein, already contains in

itself the possibility of interpretation, i.e., the

appropriapioh'of"what ié*undebstood. Interpretation then is
, . .

‘'not "the acquiring of information about what is understood;

it is rather the working out of possibilities projected in

understanding™ (Heldegger 1962, pp.188~9). The interpretive

functlon of understandxng is not an add1t1onal somethxng

wthh ls dlfferent from understandxng itself " but is pathef'

an explxcatxon of 1;.

‘It-was already noted that we, in Heideggef‘é“thinking,

cannot concexve of Dasexn apart from "world." Fonwinstance,
e

in the wotld of carpenter wood“ or "timber" is never’

"mere" wood or timber as a natural object of scrutiny, but

acquires a given meaning from a given world.'FoEQHeidegger

\

an 1nterpretatxon is never presupposxtlonless, we come to an

object wit

qlor attltudes‘by vzrtpe of which we can

_somethlng Understanding and 1nterpretatxon

< o

B ]

,He;gegger(1962) says:

*

¢
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An 1nterpretat1on i's never a presuppositionless

- 'apprehendlng of something pretended to us. If, when
one is engaged in a particular concrete kind of
interpretation, in the sense of exact textual
interpretation, one likes to appeal to what "stands'.
there," then one finds that what-"stands there" in
the first instance is nothing other than the obvious
undiscussed assumption of the person who does the
interpreting.. In an 1nterpretat1ve approach there
lies such an -assumption, as that which has been
"taken for granted"™ with the interpretation as such
~that is to say, as that which has been presented in
our fore-having, our fore-sight, and our . ; -
fore~ conceptxon. (pp.191-2) i . :

Heldegger asserts that in dlscourse,‘xn talklng, Dasein
expresses itself. In dlScourse Dasein as'Bexng~1n~the-world
‘lS made known and Andlcated in language, ' The lmportant point
here is that Hexdegger grounds all language not in words
'themselves or in abstract con51derat10ns ab0ut proposxtxonal
‘logici but in human life. Thxs is the sense in whxch is.
found the familiar saying of Hexdegger, "Language is the ™
house of being™ " (citiéd in Palmer,‘1969 p 135). )

Heidegger's exposition of understanding and
interpretat1on is really ‘an ontological disclosure of human
exxstlng as we see in his famous dxctum‘ "Knowlédge is a
' mode of Dasein as Be1ng~1n~the~world He trlea to break
~away ‘from the traditional subject ob]ect schema which has
: domlnated eplstemology since the time of Descartes by goxng

into the deeper ground of ontologxcal Dasexn. With

-

'Heldegger, as Gadamer (T™M, p. 234) sees,r"the problem of i

2. £

hermeneutlcs gains a un1versal framework even .a new
dxmenszon, through ‘his transcendental 1nterpretatiOn‘of
understanding.”

/-
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C. Gadamer's Philosophical Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics as a Philosophy of Understanding

‘The first German edition of Hans~Géorg Gadamer's Truth

and Method-appeared”in 1960 (English translation, 1975). ‘A§

Richard‘?almer (1969, p.217) notes, ‘Truﬁh and Method opens
up a whole nenghorizon of consideration in hermeneUEioal
theory, perhaps heralding the begxnnxng of a fruitful new
stage in modern thlnkxng about 1nterpretation." Undoubtedly,
Gadamer shares tertain fundamental assumptxons thh |
Heidegger, but he is more systematic and less elus;ve than
the thoughts of Heldegger. As Gadamer declares in the first

paragraph of his introduction to Truth and Method "the‘

understandlng and the 1nterpretat10n of texts 1s not merely

A '

a concern of science, but rs obvxously part of the total

’ \

human experience of the worldf (™™, p. x1) Heldegger s
reconception of understanding'is'made fully explicit with
Gadamer. Hermeneutlcal nradxtxon now becomes a phllosophlcal
effort to account for our understandlng of what human belngs
are. ‘ - N

For this philosophical project, Gadamer, in the first

Uy

part of Truth and Method, explores the relevance to

e,

fhermeneuticS*of questions about truth and thewexperienee'of
. art by cla1m1ng that hermeneutics is ontolog1cal and

‘unxversal He strxves to. show how’ hermeneut1cs is closely

interrelated with the entlre h1story of human;stlc studies
by reviewing the 1eading humanzstlc_eoncepts‘ﬁBlldUng

L
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(

'(culture) sensc'js d:mmunis (common sense), judgment, and

taste. . Gadamer s maln cencern here is with showing what is

wrong w1th the radxcal “sub)ectlvxsatlon of aesthetxcs in
the Kantxan crlthue" (TM p. 39) and to set his antlthesxs

between consczousness and the experlence of art. '~ .
It is unnecessary for this study to follow close]y hxs
”

N o ‘

detaxled arguments on aesthetxc CODSClOUSDGSS " but he' '
belxeves that the experlence of art is not a mattey of mere
subjectzve conscxousness‘ but of ontologxcal disclosure of

the experlence of art. The work of. art can never be reduced
» )
to the level of conscxousness of any one 1nd1v1dual in
v (
h;story, but always transcends 1t. It xs not ~an object to be

kept in a° 'museum, "rather the work of art has 1ts true being’

“ay

in' the fact that it becomes an experxence changxng the.
person exper1enc1ng 1t. The subject of the experlence of
art, that whxch remains and endures, is not the. subjectxvxty

;Jof the person who experiences it, but the@work itself™ (TM,
p 92) "‘:' ‘;'.-\\

\ .
. \

' Although Gadamer begxns w1th a dzscuss1on of works of

ant,'xt 15\not dlfflcult to ‘see the reIevance of all thxs to’

“hermeneutlcs. He moves, 1n the flnal sectlon of the fxrst

- part to the questxo the 1nte:pretat10n oﬂ texts, 6f

v'hzstory; of anything that is handed down to us‘through a

'11v1ng tradltlon. Interpretat1en,'for h;m, is not a mere»t
sub]ect1ve receilect1on or mecbanical reproductxon of the'
, past 1n the present, but a creat1ve eventf1n its own rdght.

\'1 ‘»
. .

It constltutes the nature of "be1ng present. ‘"Hermeneutlcs

:.'- N ! .
N
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must. be' so determined as a whole that it does justice to the

)

i
[l

experience of art."” Gadamer continues:
' o ' Y

Understanding must - be conceivéd as a part of the:
process of the coming into being of meaning, in

which the significance of all statements -those of "
‘art and those of everything else that has been
transmitted- is formed and made complete. (T™, ‘ v
p.146) L PR o

.. . v

Understanding and Prejudice , . . . _" m,”

"

It was already noted that Hezdegger has formulated a

\

notion of presupposxtlonlessness 1n 1nterpretatxon w1th hxs

)

i

omments concernxng "fore havlng," "fore ngbt and‘r‘

+

"fore conceptlon." Gadamer accepts this formulatxon and’
concretxzes At into the conceptlon of pre]udxces which R

‘constltutes a gzven "horazon of understandxng " As chhard
Bernsteln (1983 p 127)'notes, Gadamer s defence of

e
s
" 5

i prejudxce is one of the boldest and most controverslal

aspects of lelosoph1cal hermeneutlcs. @ f

hJ "
. 1 A

Prejudlce +in Gadamer should not be made to bear the
negatlve mean;ng 'The negatlve consequence is the’ -‘; f
Enl1ghtenment s prejud1ce agalnst pre)ud1ce 1tself trather-
prejudlce means a judgment that is g:ven before all the
.elements that determ1ne a 51tuat10n have been f1nally
examlned" (TM p 240) Gadamer s 1n51ght om pre)udlce has
1two fold meanlngs in the 11ght of hermeneutzcs.,On the one

‘7 hand h1s recognztlon that all understand1ng 1nev1tably

‘.1nvolves some prejudlce glves the hermeneut1cal problem its

'reaI\thrUSt oh the other Uand ‘to r1sk and test h1s

- prejudtces are a constant task for an 1nterpreter. Ga%imer~

S
»
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- insists that: ) L Vo
A person tryxng to understand a text is prepared for
it fto tell him something. That is why a
hermeneutlcally trained mind must be, from the
start, sensitive to the text's quality of newness.
But thls kind of sensitivity involves neither
‘"neutrality" in the matter of the ob)ect nor the
extinction of one's self, but the conscious
assimilation of one's own fore- meanlng and
prejud1ces. The important thing is to be aware of
.ohe's own bias, so that the text may present itself
in all its newness and thus be able to assert its
own truth against one's own fore- meanxngs (T™,
- p.238) " .
. N

Prejudice, or pre-judgment, influences an interoreter

Lo
W

through the tradition, the‘historically accumulated and
historically‘operative‘basjd structure, ift which the‘
interpreter stands.‘Tradition need'no longet be seen'as the
enemy of reason and‘of fational freedom; it must be''seen as

an authorztat1ve bridge between the past and the present

which makes our prejudzces "frultful" presuppos1tions for f&

\

understanding. Gadamer states. \ ‘ N
Understandxng is not to be thought of so much @s an
action of one's subjectivity, but as the plac1ng of
oneself within a process of tradition, in which;past
and present are constantly fused. This is what must
be expressed in hermeneutical theory, which s £ar

(TM p. 258)

It is 1mportant at this poxnt to see how hlstor1ca1

oy
it

too domirated by the idea of a process, a.method. S

trad1t1on or pre]udlces can ‘make our unde:standlng p051t1Ve

N

and product1ve Gadamer clalms that it is only poss1b1e to

o [

fllter out the legltlmate prejud1ces through a. dlalogue-'
between the past and the present between otherness'and
"fam111ar1ty, that is 1n1t1ated by the ”temporal dlstance..

.Temporal dlstance, i, e., the temporallty of our

”:

"
R . .

s
v

Wt

4::;,
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' . \ . 'l.‘_ 1 . I.\‘ ,'
‘prejudgments, is not something”that must be ovetrcome. It is

" one of the precondxtzons for our understand1ng.,“1t 1s only

( 3

“this temporal distance that can solve the really cr1t1cal

\
p".

questxon of hermeneutlcs, namely of dlstxnguxshlng the true
preiudices, by which we understand, from the false,ones by
‘which wemmisunderstand"‘(TM p- 266) By this temporal

distance the 1nterpretet ‘finds himself in hlS own sxtuatlon

N

from where he has to understand tradxtxon by means of the

v' y

'pre]udlces.~The hermeneutzcal task is then to fxnd‘the
resources in our langua,e and experlence to enable“us,to

nwo
i

understand these initj)ally alien" phenomena wlthout impaosing

[
\

blind or distdrtlve prejud1ces on.them (Bernste1n 1983,

pp.141-2). Thxs hermeneutlcally tralned m1nd is what Gadamer g
terms effectxve hlstorxcal con5c1ousness (?M, p.305).
Pre]udlces and prejudoments have 'a threefold temporal

character- they are’ handeé down to us through tradltlon'-

)

‘they are constitutive of what we are now; and they are o
always open to £uture transformation. Therefore, tradxtion

is not somethlng that stands .over . agaxnst an 1nterpreter

[N

but constltutes a horlzon of meanlng Understandxng is a

w

1
‘fu51on of twb horlzons, of both the 1nterpreter and the

»

prejudlce whlch exlsts 1n the form of tradltlom. Genuxne

v s . l

understand1ng takes place when there occurs a "fu51oq of

UIhor;zons between the past and the present, or between the .
'.s‘-n )

o

' te%t and- the 1nterpreter.
Gadamer further dlscusses that,one s horlzon 1s not

lclosed and £1xed but moves accord1ng to a person who 1s‘
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OVing " This fact tells u5‘that‘ our horlzon of effectxve

u

-‘understandlng is not ore that we conscxously acquxre but‘is

rather an ongoxng act of understandxng (Howard, 1982,

L)
¢

‘p.152). Th1s means agaln that "the dlscovery of the true‘

méaning of a text or a work of art is néver finished; it"ls
) ) \

in fact-an infinite process” (TM, p.265). S

) N . ' I s ‘ ‘r. 'r

Understanding and Language

)
bY,
n !

'For' Gadamer, understanding and language ate U,

xnseparable, because "language is the unxversal medxum in

which understandlng itself is realised” (TH, p. 350) The

fusxon of horlzons is 1nconce1vable wlthout the medium of
i -":\ '

language, because the hermeneut1cal experlence of tradxtlon

is not s1mply an event that an xnterpreter recognxzes, but o

the language by which the tradition is made prec1se.

Gadamer finds a medlatlon of the two poles in language.\

n

Tradltlon brings itself to language ,and human consc1ousness
is l1ngulst1c. This means that tradltxon comes to us,in

terms of language, and whatever the 1nterpreter understands

+

necessar1ly comes“to speech 1n the medium of h1s or her

5 $

language. Language, therefore 1s a means in whlch/"I" and
uorld" unlte, or 15 a means’ in wh;ch text and 1nterpreter‘
have<thelr.originalabelongingness'demonatrated'
”4““‘ Hermeneutlcal understandlng is a language phenomenon in
| whlch the cultutal tradltlon and the present hor1zons of the
- 1nterpreter come 1nto dxalogue.‘"Past and present, text and

.

. 1nterpretat1on, are part of an ongo1ng language process

A .

"
]
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. (Hoy,\1978 p 64) Th#s 15 what Gadamer calls "the

l1ngu1st1c qualxty of understanding " Gadamer wr1tes.‘ '
All understand1ng is, xnterpretatlon and all
interpretation takes' place in the medium of a
language which would allqw the object to come into
words and yet is at the sSame time the 1nterpreter s
own. language. ... It is a genulne historical"
life-situation; that. takes place in the medium of
language and that, also in the case of the
. interpretation. 6f texts, we.can call a conversation.
The 11ngu1st1c quality: of understandlng is the M,
concretion of effective- h1stor1cal consc1ousness ,
" (TM ppP- 350 1) ol Bt

~

[ N . \\'A\

A"' \
Sl Gadamer s concern with language is not the same as wjth
e ) n
Mthe naturalist perspectlve of language whxch sees language'
as’a system of signs; rather he follows Hunboldt 'S
. “‘
recognxtlon that "language 1s not jUSt one of man'c

possessxons 1n the world, but on it depends the fact thatv“

i

man has a world at all" (TM p. 401) Language 1s by no means

sxmply an 1nstrument a tool° 1t already br1ngs a 51tuat1on
\
or the subject matter of a text to dxsclosure.

One's use of.language 1s 1nseparable from‘his,or her

”‘world—view ‘i e§1 how one uhderstands h1m/herself and the
v-l
world as a whole. 1f I am to see the world anew, a new
’ : e

language event must’ take place whlch wlll break the bonds of~

is
‘), "«‘ [

my’ prevxous Self understandlpg Whoever has language has the

‘world In other words, "to have a language is to be 1n the
2

5

world" (Hoy, 1978 p: 64) Thls 1s the ontologlcal nature. of

language and 1ts sub]ect—matter. Gadamer wr1tes~1n one of‘
“his essays (1976) o ) | f o
I A @ K : ' B T '.\\
v;;In all our knowledge of - ourselves and in all
_knowledge . of ' the world, we are always already
encompassed’ by the language that is our own. ‘We grow
up, and we' become acqualnted w1th men and 1n the

g SR T
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‘last analysis. w1th ourselves when ve leacn to speak
Learnxng to speak does not mean learning to use. a:
preexistent tool for desxgnatxng a world 'already

..somehow familiar to us; it means acquiring-a

amiliarity and acquaintance with the world itself
and how it confronts us. (pp.62-3)

i \

,,j‘;panguaﬁt,‘ for. Gadamer, has an 1ntr1n51cally speculatxve

s PIS v B

strdcture‘ It is not fixed, but is always in process as ‘the

l

a event ‘of drsclosure. Understandxng does npot mean merely (

pro;ectlng the 1nterpreter s language 1nto the text, nor

+

sxmply f1nd1ng the prior language of the 1nterpreted text

o

! 1t meanSucom1ng 1nto belng of new subject- matter as language "

whxch transcends both *of them through the dlalogue between

1

them Hermeneutlcal understandxng is a creatlve process in
whlch the'1nterpreter and the subject—matter'are‘actxvely

A oL "\ - o ' : '
involved together with their languages to make possible a

decision, choice, or valuation. i
iTﬁe oroblem of langnage'presentsﬁthe cencrai issue of
-Gadamer's philosophical‘hermeneuﬁics;‘His concern with
language even marks the point where he transcends the lxmlts
‘of. er;stentlal hermeneutics (Bleicher, 1980 p 115)
Ph:losoph1cal hermeneutlcs 1s no longer seen as a method of
d1nterpretat1on but as the waywof rnterpretatzontztself. The
£ocus»islnof given to an understanding of.ex;stence but to -
~understanding language,fnore precisely, to underStanding‘
u%exlstence 1tse1f in tern; of a language that” addresses us -
wfrom 1n51de of it Gadamer f1nally suggests the un1versal1ty

of language and hermeneut1cs.v‘~“-A‘ o f' T

‘We can now see ‘that this turn fnom ‘the act1v1ty ‘of
" the thlng itself, from the coming into language of .

LI

i
oy

-

-t

- meanlng, poxnts to a un1versa1 ontolog1cal R T
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. structure, namely to the basic nature of everything

. to which understanding can be directed. Bexng that
can be understood is language. The hermeneutical
phenomenon here draws:into its own: universality the‘
nature of what is understood, by determ1n1rg it in'a
universal sense as language, and its own relation to
belngs, as’ 1nterpretat1on. (TM, pp.431-2).

‘EveryNunderstandlng is 1nevitably language bound.‘There
“is nothing that is fundamentally excluded from being -said,
to the extent that our act ,0f meaning intends it. Language
is the real mark of human life as Gadamer (1976) wrltég°

Language is the real medium of human being, if we
only see it in the realm that it alone fills out,
the realm of human being- together, the realm of
common understanding, of ever-replenished common

agreement -a realm as indispensible to human l1life as
the air we breathe (p.68)

The functxon of Hermeneutxcal Reflectxon
Recognlzxng the universal phenomenon of human

l1nguxst1ca11ty, Gadamer transcends any kxnd of lxngurstlc
relatxvxsm, and comprehends that the mode of human
experxence in" the world is basxcally hermeneutlcal
Understandlng tbe meanlng of dwelllng in human exxstence
accordlng to Gadamer (1976) is to understand the language ”
we use because we are always alreadymblased 1n our th1nk1ng
and know1ng by our - lxngulst1c 1nterpretat1on of the world"
(p. 64) The hermeneutlcal experience of the world does not
‘con51st of the calculatlon and measur1ng of what is |
‘present at hand ‘but is pecomlng aware of the meanzng of
;belng by unve111ng what language means 1n human ex1stence.

i Slnce hermeneut1cs is prec1se1y the'way language 1tself
‘15 1nvestxgated every attempt to understandxsomethlng'\~\‘\



through the relatlon of language and world 1nvolves a*
reflectxve dlmensxon trom the very begxnnlng upon the
‘process of understandxng that attempts to clarxfy and make
expllcxt the preunderstand1ng 1nvolved in the process. As a
hermeneutxcal_task understandxng requxres an on- goxng
reorganlzatxon of our experlences of the world
Understanding is never a mere act of repeatlng the same

' thlng The- broadenxng and enrichment- of our understandxng
‘ A

are possxble only through this king of reflection, that is,

hermeneutxcal reflectzon, Accordlng to Gadamer (1976)
Hermereutical reflection fulfills the function that’
is accomplished in all brlnglng of Bsomething to a . .
conscious awareness. ... Only thtough hermeneutical
reflection am I no longer unfree over against myself“
but rather can deem freely what in my
,preunderstandxng may be justified and.what
unjustifiable. And also in this manner.do I learn to
gain a new understanding of-.what I have seen through
eyes conditioned by prejudice. But this implies, ',
too, that ‘the prejudgments that lead my
preunderstand1ng are also constantly at stake, .right
. . up to the moment of their surrender ~wh1ch surrender
~ could also be called a transformation. It is the
untiring power of exper1ence that in the process of
being instructed, man is ceaselessly forming a new = -
preunderstand1ng (p.38)

N

 Gadamer coneelves,that hermeneutical reflection is

18 -

fengaging in a cbﬁstant seif—reflectiod attempting 4t

self- understandlng of the 1nterpreter as well as what is
q

1nterpre§ed But 'self understandlng does not mean .a mere
‘awareness of tradltlon in the normatxveiy dogmatlc way that
‘some cr1t1cs on Gadamer have understood Rather,

self understandlng demands the p0551b111ty of cr1t1c1sm fdt'

ei}-

}

,requlres a move to awareness of the relatxon between what is
' &‘lu b ‘l N
Vbetpg sa1d and“mhat should be sa1d : [



this' case, "selfeunderstanding" is assumed for Habermas' to

70

Tnis point is very crucial in understanding Gadamer's
philosobhy~o£lhermeneUtics: In fact, one of the mosr‘popular
issues in coneemporary disputes on hermeneutics'is mainly
concerned‘wifh tne prob;en of hermeneutica}‘reflection. For

example‘ Habermas‘(1971) a ieading scholar of Frankfurt

School has raxsed an objectxon to Gadamer by arguxng that

'"hzstorxcal hermeneutxcal sclences are. guxded by a practical

cognltlve interest 1n’self~understandxng‘ (pp.309-310). 1

* i

aim at nattainind possible consensus amopg.actors in the

oot 2

framework of tradition" without havﬁng any crifical element.

Y

Habermas suspects Gadamer's theory of a lack of

‘crltxcal reflection on the ontologlcal basxs it derxves frOm

Heldegger. He claxms hxs antlthes;s that soc1a1 actlonﬂcan

only be comprehended xn &n objectzve framework that

constituted conjolntly by language, labor, and domlnat
(Hebermas, 1977, p. 361) Consequently, Habermas and hxs
followers thxnk that hermeneutlcal reflect1on should be and
could be developedrlnto cr1t10a1 reflectlon. Hermeneutlcs

&

they belxeve, must be a crrt;que of 1deology axmed at the

l"

freeing of human emancxpatory‘potentzal. Habermas (1977)
! e " ‘ \

N
4

states: ; R - L

Hermeneuulc understand1ng is structurally oriented

, toward eliciting self-understanding of social"

. groups. It makes’ poss1ble a form of consensus on
which communicative action depends. It eliminates
the danger of a communication breakdown in two
directions:. vert;cally, in.one's own tradition,’ and

: horlzontally, in the mediation between tradltzons of

rwd1f£erent cultures and groups. (p 353) - Co
S - , '1,, . :

<
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i

Gadamer replies to his critics in several essays He
says that "the cr1t1que of ldeology ovetestxmates the
competence qf reflecthn and reason, and it is an ideaiistic
bias 6n»tﬂegother side which makes the crifics.believe ﬁhe
power of change in phre réfléction" (1975b 'p-315). “Gadamef
can acceépt ‘the ideal of emancipation as contxnnally

generat;ng new goals, and thus belonging" to the  step- Ly step

«

development of\hlstorltal,and social life because
i . ‘ . . - s ‘ ) .y !
hermeneutical reflection means for Gadamer "hlways and
‘ unavo;dably a step towards dxssolvxng prxor convmctxons

(1976 p 33).

A [

‘ Hermeneutical reflectxon mtself 1nstructs us that all
\\{{adxtlon is based on commonly held vxews whxch one may call
prejudlces OF dogmas. So it does not seem. very rational to
<cont1nue these prejudxces by undepstandxng trad;txon. If it

is true that understandlng in the sense of hermeneutical

’

-reflect;on means becomxng aware of domlnant prejudlces At
‘would be a logzcal .Gonseqguence to. look crxtmcally at them.
It can be said that evgry_hefmeneutlcal situation quite

naturally opens up critical perspective. Gadamer (1979)
makes a comment:', Coa o B

1t is grave mxsunderstandlng to. assume that emphasls

. on the éssential factor of tradition which enters.

into all.understanding implies an uncritical

acceptance of tradition and Sociopolitical. ,

‘conservatism. Whoever reads the present sketch of my .
- hermeneutic theory will recognize that 'such an ©
> .assumption reduces: hermeneutlcs to .an idealistic and,‘
.+ historical sélf-conception. In’truth the .- 7 :

~ confrontation of our historic tradition is always a
critical challenge of th1s tradltlon. (p 108 ‘

. ¢ ' ' o
] ' '

€, ¢



In this respect, Paul Ricoeur, 'a French hermeneutical

phenomenologist} rightly-captures the problems of
hermeneutical reflec?ion. After examining both Gadamer's
herheneutksal philosophy and Habermas' critique of ideology,

Ricoeur seéﬁ the p0531b11xty of "a dialectic of the

\

of tradxtxon and the anticipation of freedom in

our tradition” (1981, pwd00). In the course of hermeneutical

recollectlon

A\

disputé, therefobe, it is necessary to :ecognize that
.hermeneutxcql phxlqsqphy contains a number of critical
' elements, and crxthue of ideology, too, must stand on the

herﬁeneutxcal rexnterpretatxon of tradition. Ricoeur (1973)

' ) . . ,
vestions: "I's it possible to d1 inguish and, even more so,
q P § g\

to’ oppose the lnterest in. emanc1patlon and the praétlcal

1ntarest stxll called in communxcgixon?" {pp.162-3)

»

Ricoeur‘s‘mediatory efforts arrive at the point that
the disagreement between the hermeneutic of tradition and
the cr1txque of 1deology concerns "the abyss which seems to

separate sxmple mlsunderstandxng f€rom pathologicgl or
]

1deolog1cal dxstort1on (1981, p.97). He believés that the

gap of mutual’Eelf*miscompfeheqﬁiéh can only be fulfilled by
> | . !

emphasizing the complementary character of these two orders

of sciences and -the two modalities of iAterests. He ('1973)

‘-dembnstrates two thxngs. . +

First,- that a hermeneut1c of traditions’ can only
fulfill its program if it introduces a critical
, distance, conceived and practiced as an 1n§egral ,
/l‘. part of the hermeneutic. process. And, secondly, and v
.. on the other hand, that a. crxtxque of ideologies toq
can only fulfill its ptO)ect if it incorporates a
© certain tegeneratzon of the past, consequently,.
N #rexnterpretatxon of tradxtxon. (pp 159-160) :
< -



Criticism implies distance, and the distance introduced

by hermeneutical reflection makes possible new and deeper

» o,

é .

' understanding. Hermeneutical reflection does not desire to
- ' . -

.change or eliminate every tradition; it can, .in fact,
indigectlx,serve the understanding of tradition by making

- transparently clear the guldxng preunderstandxngs in the

v

tradltlon and thereby open new dlmensxons of questxonlng
The real power-of hermeneutical consciousness is our

. ability to see what is questionable™ (Gadamer, 1976, p.13).

With this hermeneutical reflection,

the real event of understanding goes beyond what 'we
can bring to the understanding of the other people's
. words through methodical effort and critical
~control. Indeed, it goes far beyond what we
ourselves: can become aware of. (Gadamer, ,1976 p.-58) @

.

D. Considerations for the Research Approach |
Understanding, or hermeneutics, is not a matter of mere

technique in the narrower sense of the term. It transcends
mere method as Gadamer understands it. Consequently,

Gadamer's work, Truth and Method, as he explicitly

expféb%es, is not attempting to give any technigue or

' methodologzgal rules of understandlng, it asks only a basic
¢

£n

philosophic. question: How is understandlng possible? (TM,
Pp.xvi- xviii)

t -\. . - . -
In spite of the above recognition, it is also conceived

4

l"

\

- that Gadaher'é understanding of‘philosophical hermeneutics
\ gives stfong,suggestions‘for'not only. the philosophical
background but ‘also the methodological considerations of

t

)



f'this study To clarxfy the latter aspect 1 nust unéertake avj
supplementary dlscussxon of some of Gadamer's addxtional ‘
~concepts in terms of their 1mp11cat1ons for the researoh
"approachﬁof this study. Those concepts are: hermeneutiEal
Iquestlonlng, hermeneutxcal cxrcle, hermenetlcal appllcatxon,
and translatlon. ‘ xf o IL‘ JC' ‘

' ‘ e
. Hermeneutical Questioning

‘Engagingpin a hermeneutical inquiry, particularly in
the case of this study,‘is to disclose meanings in written
texts;vand to find language that captures these meanings. In
hermeneutical understandihg, meanings are the sense oﬁ a
tentp what the text speaks about. But, méanings,are‘not
merely the contents of the text; they'are rather what’the
tradition intends to.speak through the téxt. Meanings are'\
thus not onIy the appeatances Whichlare‘expressed on the
lines but also hidden intentions and assumptions which can
" be read behind or between the lines. Meanings are more like
"knots in the web" ot the text (Van'Manen, 1984?, p.59).

- In thislsense, the nature of hermeneutical‘ o
understanding is in sharp contrast to the posxt;v1st1c
analysis of a text a1m1ng at f1nd1ng facts and causal .
relatxons. While the posxt1v1sts seek to describe the '
meaning of a text from what it denotes rather than what it
connotes, hermeneutzcal understand1ng moves from the text' sn

- surface meaning to its latent Qeep mean1ng..To reach thxsf
kind of deep dndetstanding,tit[is fequ{}ed £6 capture. the

R
b



hermeneutical logic of question and answer. Gadamer:
suggests:

A person ‘Who seeks to understand must questlon what
lies behind.what .is said. He must understand it is
‘an answer to a question. If we go back behind what
is said, then we inevitably ask questxons beyond
wha& is Séld (TM, p.333) o

That a text 1s 1nterpreted accordxng to the

hermeneutlcal logic of. questlon and answer, means that it .

presents a gquestion to ‘the 1nterpreter. To understand a text.

"1slto understandithe question of the text. The text itself

A

in thls sense 'is an answer to the questxon it asks. The

meanxng of a text is thus relatxve to the questxon to which

-

the text is an answer. The 1nterpreter does not come as an
empty vessel, exther, s/he aISO'brlngs~a‘questlon to the ]
text with a horizon of meaning whxch is’ formed by his or her
onn tradition. The understandlng of a text 15, 'in a part
bound up with how the 1nterpreter questions it, and that
questxon places the text w1th1n a partlcular perspectlve or
horxzon. The meanlng of a text is thus neither simply the
,objectxve author's 1ntent10n nor,a product of the |
1nterpreter s consc1ous_reflection; It emerges from the
creative, not‘merely reproductive, process of interrogation.
The poss1b111ty of a fusion of horlzons is based on thlS .

hermeheutzcal loglc of questlon and answer.

The meanlngs of a text are closely related to thev e

'-questlons and answers the text and the\rnterpreter br1ng

_1nto the 1nterpret1ve sztuat1on An 1nterpreter, therefore,

has to br1ng the text ‘into a d1alogue w1th him or her if

[



. Hermeneutical Circle”

Cok

‘world and of the 1nterpreter hlm/herself which in turn

,thxs self—understand1ng.

. ‘ _ ' ~ .
s/he attempts to hear what' the text says rather than merely

prOJectxng hls or her own 1deas 1nto the text. Thus

hermeneut1cs has ‘two tasks' that of sxtuatlng the text to be

1nterpreted w1th1n the sztuatxonal context, and of

einterpretxng the sxtuatlon and boundaries of the“

1nterpreter«h1m/herself

P, \ . . ~

'‘All forms of hermeneut1cal xnterpretatlon can be

\

L

o [

.comprehended as""a two- bladed knife, cutting both ways

\

g(Aokl, 1980 p 13) bringing into conscxousness formerly

unconscxous meanlngs of both of text ‘and interpreter.

Interpretlng a text is 1nev1tably concerned with the

“

jdxsclosure of hxdden mean1ng, and with the demystxfylng ofv

: false consc1ousness. It 1nvolves a true awareness oﬁ the

P

deepen and broaden his or her understand;ng, that is,

Self understand1ng The meanlng of a_text is the product of

1 . . .
¥

Y
N

Q

In hermeneutlcal inguiry, the 1nterpretatlon of meanlng
is characterxzed by a-"hermeneutlcal c1rc1e. 1n which "we
must understand the whole in terms of the detall and the

deta11 in terms of the whole (TM P. 258) The mean1ng’of a

text emerges and 1s determrned through thls process, where

"the meanxngs of the separate parts are determxned by the

global mean1ng of a text, as it 1s ant1c1pated The closer

determxnat1on of the mean1ngs of the separate\parts may come»

o ) b Lo i
| 1 A
!

.-



to change'the‘otiginally anticipated meaning of the
‘totality,and'this again influences the meanings of the
separate'parte. |
This circle of understanding is not only a concern ofw
:”the procedure of interpretation, but also directs an |
1nterpreter to have sensxt;ve dlalogue with the text s/he
_1nterprets.;The hermeneutxcal circle "descrxbes o
nnderstandxng as the interplay of the movement of tradxtxon
. and the movement of the 1nterpreter" (TM, p.261). Through
thls cxrcle of - understandxng, the interpreter clarifies hxs
or .her prejudgments and opens new perspect:ves ‘to' the text;
by which it 1e possxble towgo,beyond given lxmltatlons. T
In principle, such a hefmeneuticalfexplication of a”
text is anleverrpenewing attempt to interp@et meaning and
develop bettet understanding; while, in practice, it ends

~'when one has reached a sen51ble meanlng, a valid un1tary ‘

meanlng wh1ch 1s free of 1nner contrad1ct10ns. "The harmony

A

of all the detaxls w1th the whole is the criterlon of o “1
Acorrect understandang (TM p.259). . ' S ‘ _fﬁ
S T _}A\‘
. There is no determlnate method for acquzrlng and o ﬁw%\
A ! o : ,

pursu1ng understand1ng 1n the sense of expl1cmt rules.that

Ly

are to be followed. Or we mlght say that rules function only

N

(’

N
- as heurlstlc gu1des for understandlng.;Methodolog1cally, L
Y . i
‘howevef~~xvaleiJ384. pp.186 7) depzcts,geven canons {or the“na;,;;
1nten§retatzon of mean;ng w1th1hsthe mode of hermeneut1ea1 Tartf;‘

,,,,,,

4
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L

'parts and the whole which follows from the hermeneutical

‘Aenrlches understand1ng of meanlng

ey

circle. Startlng w1th a vague and 1ntu1t1ve understanding oﬁ

-k.the text as a whole, one then goes back to certain themes;

[

‘and spec1al expre551ons, tries to devetop thexr meanlng, and;

then returns to the more global meanxng A second canon is

.v,

that an xnterpretatxon of mean1ng ends when one’ has reached’

a. good Gestalt ‘or the inner un1ty xn the text whzch is

"y ‘_ -~

~ free of logxcal contradlctlons. A third canon 1s the testxng

Ay

of the 1nterp:etatxons 1n the - parts agalnst the global

meanlng of the text. A‘fourth canon is the autonomy of the

5

text, the text should be understood on the basis of 1tself

l,\

by explxcatxng what the text 1tseif states about a theme. A

\

. N .
o, o, ="

flfth canon is that 1nterpret1ng a text requxres for the

1nterpreter to have an. extens1ve knowledge of the themes of

“the text. He must cons1der the dlfferent nuances of meanlng

. f
in the text, and the d1fferent connect1ons they may ‘enter

1nto A sxxth pr1nc1p1e is that 1nterpretatlon of a, text is

. “\ Ry

not presupp951tlon;ess. What_mattersrhe;e is to be as aware

as~possfble about oneis bresuppositions andlmode of

D

'anfluence, and to attempt to take them 1nto account in the

‘1nterpretat1on. A seventh canon states that every

° ]

1nterpretat1on 1nvolves 1nnovat1on -and creatlvzty. The

s

'1nterpretat1on here transcends the 1mmed1ately glven and




Hermeneutical‘Application S R

That a; hermeneutical inquiry 1nvolves not only an

explication of a text but also a critical examination of the

tradition. which makes understanding deeper and broader has

v R \,y

been contlnuously discussed throughout the chapter. For'

M

v ‘

_Gadamer,.too, thlS is one of the fundamental hermeneutic ,

problems in terms of hermeneutical application

A \’ X L vl‘
Gadamer holds that application is 1ntegral to the whole

experience of upderstanding a text. Against an older‘ _‘} s

tradition that div1ded up hermeneutics 1nto understanding, ' '5ﬁm

1nterpretation and application, a prlmary thesis of n'ﬁr,, .

‘\

‘ Gadamer s work is to show that these are not three .
1ndependent activities to be relegated to different

subtleties but rather‘they are, "ohe unified prooess, the

51ngle‘process.of understanding",(TM, p:275). Gadamer

illustrates this principle from the area ofnlegal’ o

hermeneutics.‘Understanding'in-the area-ofmlaw, far fraqm
constituting an exceptional problem in hermeneutics,!
actually provides a paradigm case of what underStanding'a

' £ ) » . . ) . . . N .
text involves. The jurist understands and . 1nterprets the

meaning ofla law or .a legal text for the sake of a present Lot

et
;

legal case.‘"Understanding he{e is always application (TM,d
p. 275) | ' |

Understanding 1s not a theoretical act1v1ty, in. which',

Lo __!
[N

the 1nterpreter scrutinizes a text hefore h1m or her as 'a

{ .
N L e

apa551ve object Understanding a text must involve more than

;sc1ent1f1c exploration of 1ts meaning. This 15 why Gadgmer ;
A ‘ t : S Y C R T
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e

s’

‘meaning. B ’

Y

“.calls hermeneuticsfa'"practical philosophy." Gadamer (1981)

argues'-

W Understandlng, like act1on, always remains a rxsk

! and never leaves room for the simple application of.
a general knowledge of rules to the statements or
text to be understood. ‘Furthermore, where it is
successful understand1ng means a growth 1n inner
awareness,; .which as‘'a new experlence enters into the
texture of our own mental experience. Understanding

is an adventure...." (p.109, empha51s mxne)

Interpret1ngma text naturally requ1res an 1ntelligent
read1ng that 1nvolves 1ts appl1cat10n. It requxres for the
interpreter the widest possxble range of perspectlves, of .
present patterns of reso}ution, alterpative possibilities,
the origins of‘present‘patterns and of proposais of
alternatlves, ‘and the consequences'of present and

alternatxve patterns. As s/he seeks out alternatxve

Hp0551b111t1es‘through exam1n1ng the origins and consequences

of the acts and of the 51tuat10ns in whlch the text 1s oo

sxtuated hxs or her present concern and v1ewpo1nt are~‘

transformed into a greater and deeper’understandlng‘of the

e

\ ' ' A . .
L . . . ‘ H‘
) , ‘
.

‘

Translatfon‘and lnterpretation

Accordlng to Gadamer s cla1m to the un1versa1 character

of human llngu1st1ca11ty, all human understandlng becomes a
language phenomenon, because "language is the fundamental |
mode of operatmhn of our be1ng 1n the- world and the
all embrac;ng form of the contr1but1on of the world"

(Gadamer .4976 p 3) In terms of language, thls study has a; :

double task 1n the process of research* 1nterpretatzon and v

o 'q.v
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translation.dIVam writing this dissertation in what for me

is .a second language, Englxsh which is not my own

mother tongue. Ang, ,as will be descrxbed 1n the next

\ K

)
chapter, the(subject of this study is a series of Korean
fdocuments Therefore conductlng this study requxres not

only 1nterpret1ng the documents for understand1ng but also

o

\translatlng the 1nterpreted 1nto yanguage other than the

one the documents use.

»
[

One can easxly imagine that translation is‘notfa work
‘of merely changing‘a language into‘that.of another.‘If one
‘only replaces the words and sentences spoken byﬁa foreign
language'into his or her own the translated language can
hardly have any meanxng, and thus alienates the conversatxon
into unxntelllg1bxllty None of ‘the translators can . 51mply
‘convert what is said 0ut of a forelgn language 1nto hxs or
hher own without comprehendlng the meanlng of what is sa1d
Thls means the work of translatxon 1tself is a process of
‘1nterpretat1on and understanding. Gadamer states: ‘ ;

The translatxon process conta1ns the whole secret of
human understandlng of the. world and of social .
communication, Translat1on is ‘an' indivisible un1ty ‘
of implicit anticipation, of presumpt1on of meanlng .
- in.‘general and of the explicit. determlnatlon of what‘
one presumed (TM p. 497) ; it
v - .
g When one translates a forelgn language 1nto one's own,

' i

one may hope to preserve the same’ concepts and meanzng. But,,‘

.1f one thlnks that translatlon 1s 51mply a, matter of *:'h

w
i O

greplac1ng one set of words for anotherf can the conceptual

»contlnulty Be preserved’ For example Koreans can say ”Be a g.;
N v SV Y SRR
su-sung rather than a teacher." Jf I replace the term

o .9
T

Sy



”su—sung“’\with "teacherﬂlmechanically,'does the sentence
dhave any mean1ng in Englxsh? For what has to be translated
.1s not a wooden repet1t10n of certaln phrases, but a nexus‘
of words-in- contemt whose total context spreads out - from its
1mmed1ate l1nguxst1c\expressxon into the wider f1eld of the

hzstorlcal and cultural situation in whxch the language is

1

y:embedded Gadadbr (1976) -also says.‘

The task of the translator, therefore, must never be
a copy of what is said, but to place himself -in the
direction of what 'is said (i.e., in its meanxng) in
order to carry over what is. to be said lnto the

y directxon of his own sayxng. (p.68)

f The task of this study, then becomes that of double

"lnterpretatxon. the 1nterpretat10n of the texts and the
‘ VR
re- 1nterpretatlon of the 1nteTpreted 1n ‘the course bf

I‘ Y

translatxon. Through this double process,jlt is hoped that

the mean1ng of the texts becomes clearer, and the

-

understand1ng of the texts becomes deeper. o

ot

Hermeneut1cs is not only a method of 1nterpretat1on but -~

\:‘ also a ph1losophy of understandlng, of human 11fe 1tseIf

[

e The fundamental human quest 1s the search for meanlng, and

'f-"fvthis study is based

" \‘.";.‘ ‘VI. ‘.: ‘ ‘v‘. :

‘the ba51c human‘papac1ty for thlS search 1s exper1enced 1n
. :
‘ the hermeneut1ca1 process, the process of 1nterpretat}on of

‘*text, work of art, human actlon, even world. Th1s 1s they”

’search for a better understandlng that mot1vates and ~

satxsfles us. Hermeneutlcs thus, 1s not only the method of

“fithxs study but also the phllosoph1cal background upon thch -

”?ﬁf The’meanxng of the term 15 dxscussed in chapters II and

oy



Chapter IV ‘ g
_ S ,

THE INSTITUTIONAL AND CURRICULAR CONTEXTS OF;THE‘Td;TS

A. Introduction . - S 3 : o ‘. ;

We are maklng an endcavor to come to a deeper

' -

understandxng of the mean1ng of teacher competence. The
d1scussxon of hermeneutlcs in the prevxous chapter has shown‘
us what the. nature of human understandlng is, and how we can

$
‘reach a deeper understandxng of human experxence through a

“dxalogue w1th a text The discussion also suggests that an

inguiTy searchlng for an understanding of meaning should not
be an abstract argument;_it'must'be based upon a concrete=
‘instance of lxved world, human experlences, texts, or‘

whatever else, 'within whlch our "tradxtzons or I . »

-

- ) " . :‘\‘
prejudlczes are to be understood. g .
Basedﬁon thlS reason, thxs study takes the form of ' .

'concrete study in order to understand how ‘the term "teacher

f’
competence is understood in Korean teacher educatlon. The

h

,

Jstudy plans to de this by way of 1nterpret1ng a series of

‘ textbooks 1n a teacher educatlon currlculum 1n Korea. Those

| ' o

‘textbooks are cons1dered 1n thlS study as’ a "text ,of Korean

S R . . . ~
: teacher educatlon" : cooe l oo . :

It has been d1scussed that an 1nterpretat10n of a text
' requlres conslderat1on of 1ts own context that 1s, puttlnggt L

*the text 1n 1ts own 51tuat1on. Teacher educataon is closégy“;“w'V:,

“l‘ " ' ‘ N

'_related to soc1ety s undeaftandlng of the roles of _7€HAA?ﬂ

w]educat1on. Changes 1n the roles of educatiOn reflectff}f"

o . L DR .

‘ R [ . e
s v S N
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t

. societal changes, and are reflected in the mode of teacher

educat1on. Hence, a teacher educat1on program cannot be

concexved xndependently of its hxstorxcal and soc1etal

contexts. .

‘Thusl this chapter is designed to“set out briefly

hxstor1Cal .and sltuatxonal contexts in. thCh is placed the

Vo

teacher educatxon currxculum to ‘be understood in thxs study

\AV.

A portrayal of the 1nst5§ttxonal context and the currxcular

'context of Korean teacher educat;on is provlded as they ndw

. concrete 51tuab?on 1 have.selectedwa~ser1es.of documents

L)

| elementary teacher éducat10§:1nst1tutlons 1n Korea.‘

exxst with a descrlptlon of the curriculum documents
selected for the interprétation“in this study.i‘ .
. V ! - ‘. “A‘ ) ‘

B. The Curriculum'Documents as Text R

1

To prevent the study becomxng an abstract argument “and

to make questlons emerge f rom actual commitments' baSed on a

L

from a teacher educat:on curr1culum in Korea. These are the

N

textbooks for the profess1onal courses wh1ch are requxred

for an elementary teacher certlfxcate. All of them were

2.

wr1tten by The Compllatlon Commlttees for Elementary Teacher
. AR ‘
Educatxon Textbooks'°, and a or were used in all eleven

Vi

A ' LT -/
In an educatlonal program fon.teachers,/one can
. ! " . .1

s

recogn1ze the rxch possxbxl;ties for 1n§§1r1ng 1nto 1ts v1ew
!

:"of teacher‘ spec1f1cally 1tslunderstand1ng of the meanxng o

Ot I

‘areas or couEses. ‘and consxsted of professors comm1sszoned

l;from"he éleven teaqhers' colleges in each area.v“

" The commxttees vere organ1zed accordxng to’ the sub;gct nm




teacher competence. The teacher educatlon program is the

1 "

‘place where the notions and 1mages that form teacher

y/, \ “ t ! L

educatxon are dxsoussed as well as practxced In this sense,

INEER

Tt s q,“oext" in -a hermeneut1cal sense in which .ts

* 'C'rglculum and'Instruction iﬂ Elementary School Sc1ence |
 Ed cation S 3\ “ |
-*“”Fuﬂrxculum and Instructlon in Elementary Schofl Music
X Educatlon IR ov‘f DR 4 B
E tV,"Currlculum and InStructlon in Elementary $%hool Visual
. “ (. \\/ " L ' o . “‘ . ‘r' L
‘ Arts Educat1on' R B AL N
. W | ot D
_._--;;-"“;;;_;;;;fl« : B i = ‘ A-'?u“;"r“ .

Y Ins ‘the ‘following chapters, thq tltles of these: curr1culum

'Wtradition and prejudxces are embedded " The curricuium
}
documents selected for this study are 1n the same case. They

I i

are not only llterally texts but also a Ntext" which can

xepresent the tradxt}on and preJUdgces of Korean‘teacher‘

educatlon. S S C o R
L \ o ) [ o ‘-‘d“.'
The'titles!‘ of the selected matérials .are<listed
below: ' o o .
* Curriculum and InS&truction in Elementary ScHool Moral

- . ” . ' ’

~ Educafion . o ., oy
* . Cufriculum and Instruction in Elementary School Languagef

' EdyJcation - . AR . . i o

x 'Currl ulum and Fnstruct;on iﬂ:Elenenterj Schogi;SocfalnEi
Studles Educatlon ) | °‘5. '\;‘ SN "gqx 3 S
Aff"Currlculum and Instructlon iﬂeElementaryhgcnool B ~7nty
.“Mathematzcs Education o . - . _‘j . | ‘wﬂ*;t' »

“~mater1als will be cited .as shortened forms such as Moral -
, =ig=

Education, Socxél Stud1es”’etc..';” e 3

. ! B . .~"-; : . vr‘

' RN
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* Curriculum and Instruction in Elementagx School Physical
Edudation ,

*  Curriculum and Instruction in Elementary School

0

Practical Arts Education

*  The Foundatijons of Education

A Child Development and Guidance

* Curriculum and Instruction

* ' School and Community

There are several reasons why 1 have selected these

—

matterials to'understandAteacher ®ducation im: Korea. First of
all, the’ courses which use these textbooks are the main part'

of the elementary teacher education curriculum. These are

\

called professional courses and form about two-thirds of the

total creQéts.

\

Secondly, these courses are compulsory for all
prospective elementary teachers. Among those listed above,

the first nine documents are the textbooks for the
: - :
subject~related curriculum and instruction courses, and the

latter four documents are the educational foundation |

N

‘courses. Because there are nine subject areas hm!hémentary
\ L P LN

‘ schools in Kored, student teachers are expécﬁéd;toFStudy all

~of these nine Cou;Ses with four foundation courses on
bhi}osophy and histéry of education, eduqationél.ijchology,
éﬁ&éatiohal sociology, and general theoriqs of‘curriculum
and Feaching. .

-;EEfly}"these documents are used-mosgt widely for

teaéhe; education. All eleven teacher#8' colleges use these

~
2



N

! \

materials as textbookﬁ. Although the new program of the
‘four~y ar systeni'has been applied in some part, the texts -
for. the new courses have not been prepared at the point of
this researcy, and much willlnoﬁqbe‘qhanged in ‘the content
ofﬂthesé professional courséé. Thus, it is assumed that
‘fhese textbooks reflect more clearly than other ma;érialS‘
the notion. of teacher competence which has been embedded in
Korean teacher education. More detéiled description will' be
clarified by considering the institutional and curricular

\

+ contexts where these documents are placed.

‘

C. The Institutional Cofitext

Korea has a relatjively long history. In traditional

Korean socjety, education had been cohducted mainl& at
private village schools where a small group of pupils were
- taught Chineééqqlassics by classical scholars. Education was

limited to the boys of the aristocratic class, and teachers

. vwere men of. high.learning and moral repute. -

With the new ideas in eduéatioq\evokeq in the latter

N :
part of the nineteenth century by the opéning of the gate to

Western countries, a modern public school system was

established in Korea at the beginning of this century. The

ez

first formal teacher education institution was established

at this time (1895).

_Unfortunately, this new education movement was
2N !

interrupted by Japanese colonial rule (1910—1945), even. .

thoughFSeveral'teacher education -schools were opened in

’
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: . ‘ N ) ) . v v' \ . . .
imitatioh ofzthe’Japanese school system durin the colonial
perxod These schools axmed at, educatxng elem ntary schOol

teachers by providing 'secondary school level ducatxon.'

Slnce lxberatxon froem colonial rule 1n 1945,

con51derable changes ‘have taken place in evert fxeld School

I
)

eoucatlon was' subject to var;ous changes in'its system, ' -

content ‘and ldeology Socxal changes not only| gave bxrth to

.
-

new values in education, but also defxned the‘xnstxéhtxonal

system and the contents of pre-service and in-service

re~established and dxvxded,anto two different systems: a

\
k)

~education for teachers as a norgptxve need ana professlonal

+

requirement. E \ b

{

At this time, the teacher educatlon lnstltutxons were

| ) .
system of colleges of .education'? for secondary school !

teacher,education and a system of teachers' schools for

i
n.q

elementary tgggher edpcatxon. The colleges of educatxon were

Asecondary school level. |

I

founded at t§;fEEVel of two~year Junxbr college or four-year

unxverszt c atzon while the teachers' .schools were that
Y

a

PN

of upper secondary’ school. The educatlon of secondary school

teachers was open to both of publxc and private

Alnstxtutxons but the elementarylteacher educatxon wask

limited to publlc (government founded) schools only This

principle has been kept until now.

————_——_.—.—-———_—_——

'* It is difficult to distinguish the differences between
college of education and teachers' college or. teachers'

- school 1n~Engl1sh These terms are used in the Korean

context, that is, college of education refers to- secondary
school teacher education institutions, and teachers' college
réefers to elementary teacher education institutions of ¢
‘college level while teachers schoot refers to that of

| :
.}; | : ’ Y - =
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‘Kcrean socxety changed contlnuously throughout thb

1950's and 1960's. In Korea}”th1s perxod was characterized

- [

by. (1) an unrestraxned 1ntroduct10n ofl Western culture 1n

i

the wake of the adoption of democracy after the liberation;
(2) the migratioh of the popufation on accounE“oT“the Korean
War (1950~1953)- (3) economxc development accelgraled by‘the
occasion of the student uprxsxng (1960) and mllxtary
revolution (1961), and (4) the propagatxon and development
of education achxeved durxng thxs period.

In spite of consxderable changes expected to take place
{n the educational system",’content and,methodology of
education", noione can deny tHat snccess or failure in e
education'depends'heavil; nponche quqlity of teachera. The ..
rapid modernization of Korean society and the increase.in
the educational standard led people to expect that in order
to improve the qualifitation of teachers, the education of 1
teachers must Be at a level higher than upper secondary |
,school Accordxngly, in 1962, teachers‘ schools were
reorganized into teachers' eolleges wvhich gave a teache;\
education program equivalent to a two-year junior college
level education. Abont this time, many graduate schools of

'S

edugation opened the gates for the cont1nu1ng educatlon of.
secondary school teaqhers. ' | ¥ D

Although temporary teacher edncation institutions were

operated from time to time by the rapidly increasing demand ®
'3 The basxc school system of 6- 3 3- 4 was establlshed in |
1951,

‘¢ The first formal school curricula were made in 1955, and
'rev1sed 1n 1963, 1973 and 1983. \

.- —
- . -
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in the number of teachers, an endeavor to raise the quality

»

‘of'teachers has been attempted continuously. In'1980 ‘the
F1fth Republxc decxded to raise the status of teachers
colleges equivalent to 'a four-year university educetxon, and
implemented this plan from 1981 to 1984.

Two things should be added here. First, in 1981 the

A1r ‘and Correspondence College, orlglnally establlshed in o

’

1?72, expanded its structure from a two~year junior college‘

into a five-year’ system. The Department of Elementary

Education in this'college is expected to make an important
) '
contribution to the in-service education for elementary

school teachers through air aqd correspondenoe education.
Secondly, with the increasing awareness of the importance of
. ; - .

teacher education, the governmenﬁ,decided to found a A

national teachers' university which is anticipated to take a

]

pivotel-role in teecher education. This university was‘,
opened in the spring of 1985., .
" In the current educaflonal‘system in Korea, neacher
education routes ar® manifold. One can become a teather
tnrough a eollege of edueation, teachers'ucolleée,

department of education et;ached to a university or coglege,

i

\ : ' . . .
or education courses opened at a college. But, the mainstays

14

in teacher education are the colleges of education for o
' ' ' \ ~ ' '

secondary school teachers and the teachers' colleqes for
elementary school teachers. They play a central’ part not

only in pre-serv1ce but also in 1n—serv1ce.educatlon fogg

i

!

teachers (cf. Table 1).. | o
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Table 1.

.Classifi-
cation

!

InStitutions‘fgr Teacher Educations

—— i —— ——a— & —— i —— g - - - A - ——

T -

Freshman
Quota

e e e ) R R S e S e R e )
! ) .

Elementary
School
Teacher

Secondary
School
Téacher

— e oy [ty A o o fmy o Sy P,y P

A man e oy oy o o Ay oy o iy o e fy o o  — —

- o o el " — o _— e, o~ 7 —y — —

»91,600%%xx

Ayt 7 o~ — o\ = — — o — i — o r—~ — — — ——

o B T — o o — o —— — ] A" — oy — —— - -

Schools Number of Schools
‘ ‘. N P
' Teachers '

Colleges 11 -
Air and Co; . ,
College 1 -
Education \
Department - 1
Colleges of
Education | 10 25
Education .
Departments 7 35
Education
Courses 18 62
Graduate
Schools of 10 22
Educaticn

P: . r1véte, T: total

N: national,

* Educatlonal Statxst1cs(1982)'”xorean Ministry

of Educati.

= All students are incumbent, teachers.

on.

- *x* To be certificated does not guarantee'to be
appoxnted as teacher. The graduates of natidhal
colleges of education have priority for appointment

in public

schools,

91

While’the preparation of secondary school téacheriéhas

a relative P1versxty, .the preparat1on grogram of elementgry

school teachers is monopollzed by the eleven teachers'

colleges £ounded by “the natlonal government

structure and currlculum of the teachers'

The school

[0 L
colleges,‘

»therefore, are strongly influenced by the governmental

QU1de..,‘

.



D. The Curricular Context

In the industrialization endeavors of Korea, the
gceatest emphasis has been placed on economic development,
while making a commensurate effort for the developmentLof.
science’ 'and technology. Educatlonal policies pursued by the
-government during the past three decades also concentrated
on the‘propagat1on of educational opportunities and the
economical development of tne nation.

On the othef hand, the discontinuities in its hi&tcry
caused by'phe colonial period and the flood of Western
discipiines introduced af;er‘the liberation made it
difficuit for Korean educatore to establish their own
philosophy; Curriculum deci§ion—meking, thus, has been
strongly influenced by both national needs and foreign
tﬁoughes, espécielly Ameyican eaucat}onal thoughts. -

The current structure of thé university curriculum has

been established after the. liberation, and consis;ed of

general courses designefl for:liberal education and major

’ -

courses which are directly‘ccncecned with intensive
specialization in separate disciplinesctThe teacher
.ed0cat§on cufriculum,has‘a}sb been developed introducing the
conceptidf professional edﬁcetion within the basic framework
‘offche uni§er§ity chriCUIUm: '
As.reQiewedﬁpréQioQSiy,Wakccntroversia} issue
concerning the relative;neight given tc libecal art
>edUCat1on'versus professzonal educatlon has been the‘

questlon of our concern in teacher educatlon (Bo:rowman,
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\
1956; 1965). In Karea, too, ‘there have been sporadic debates

between the members of colleges of education and colleges of
humanities on this issue. The issue has been largely

concerned with the question whether a teacher should be a

|
subject specialist or an edjcational professional. .

A closely related dispute has‘inVoived a question of

who should teach the subject major courses in education. .In
many cases, colleges of education in Korea have their own

' N
courses for subject content study independently from.other

colleges according to the secondary school subject areas.
'Whereas professors of education who have opted to teach

these courses for the .greater part have been successful in

their effort, it is true that some of the courses, except
teaching methodology and material courses, errlap with the.

courses offered Bybother coliebes.'Thus, some professors of
' \

arts and sciences have at times proposed to abolish colleges

of education

' -

In the case of elementary teacher educat1on it had

been an upper h1gh school and a two year Junzor college

program unt11 1980. Given such a short term of preparatxon,

[

an 1mmedlate concern was with the prov151on of a bare

\
minimum of l1bera1 educat1on and profess1onal knowledge and

skills, ' } - . -

‘I(

Although changes occurred and are occurrlng 1n the ,
. ~- Ny
teacher educatxon currxculum in Korea, the common feature of

l
‘ Pl
P e

7 the teacher educat1on currlculum today reflects the‘,;

categories of general educat1on, profe551onal edycatlon,
: \ ‘ o .
A .

L
a
b
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subject matter'education,‘and practice teaching. The B

curriculum of secondary school teacher education nges much

emphasxs on subject knowledge because a' secondary school ) @
. !

- o
Wi

teachep“teaches only one subject area in school (cf., Table | o

A ' ’ a " }
2), while the elementary teacher education curriculum places B

much weight on'educétional foundations and curriculum and
1nsﬂruct1on courses in all subject areas which are taught xn

elementa&y schools (cf. Table 3).

Table 2. Credit Allotment for Secondary :
Schqol Teacher Educatlon* S .

General Courses o . ; A
Required . » 17
Elect1ves T 27-34

Educational Foundation Courses 15 o .

Practice Teachlng 2 - ' . i

‘Subject Major Courses , 72-79 . .. R

(including teaching method) : :

*+ This is the case of The Colleg® of Education Seoul
National University. Other colleges of educatlon are
.Similar to this framework.

** 1 credit means ‘1 hour study per week through

S 16 weeks. 4 o s . .

Table 3. Credxt Allotment for Elementary School
) Teacher Education (2 year program)

______..__——-———_—-—.—_-—_-._-—__.._--._——-._—__-_ b e o - ——

Course Groups M1n1mum Credlts
. General Couyrses y o ) ;25-29 .
Profe551ona1 Courses Ca ' -
Educational. Foundation Courses _ 15 o
Curriculum and Instruction Courses 35
Practice Teaching ‘ o - 2
Electlves . ) R 6-8

e = e ‘.._‘_'__..‘_;—-.'--._—--‘.—-9—,—-.._-—.;

Total " 83-89

3
i
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{ The‘elementary teacher education curriculum is being
fj' B
1changed now’ accord1ng to the chanbes 1n the system shifting

from a two year‘program to‘a“four~year program. Some of the
teachers' colleées have-sfaq;ed to apply the new ourrrculuﬁ
of a foar*year‘SYStem witﬁ.their freshmen. 1987 is the |
targetted date for the completxon of the changes in the

‘curricullum. Although there are eleven national teachers‘

X

‘colleges in Korea, there is little difference among their

‘curricula, because the government sets a's andardg for the
elementary teacher education curriculum. The néew curriculum

‘for a fodr*year program of elementary teacher education has

also been. proposed by the governmental education department

T

(cf. Table 4).

N

N

Table 4. Credxt Allotment for Elementary School
Teacher Education (4 year program)

H....-....__._,__\__..4...’..._..._,.._..___.___.___,_,___.___._.__..._._._,.._..._.,_.__'_..

Course Groups . ‘Minimum Credits

General Courses .
Basics ) ' ' 3

1

Foreign Language . 8

Humanities- ‘ 4

Social Sciences ; 4

Natural Sciences - ! 4

Arts ’ 2

\ ("r(

Profe551onal Courses N

Educational Foundation Courses 22

Curr1culum, Instruction Courses : 42 v

- Practice Teach1ng . - 4
Advanced Study 1n a Sub]ect Area 21 :
Electives ‘ .. 3-8 ' - o

Total ~ 145-150
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Furthermore, the requirements are manifested in the law

that the unxver51ty curriculum must allot at ‘least one third

,A

of the Lotal credxts to general educatxon (1nclud1ng ]

A

Natxonal Ethxcs Korean Hlstory, Korean Language Physical
}Bducatlon and Military Drill as required'courses)"and that
the teacher preparatxon program must lnplude a mlnzmum of
fxfteen credits in professional courses. ance the law has
binding force, it exerts so profound an rmpact on the
program of* teacher educatxon that it may be cons1dered as an

1mportant determxnant in the qguality of teachers Many

ollesges and universities ‘thus offer education courses for
\

1 -

the students who want‘to have teaching‘certificates
Consequently, it has been held that anyone can be a teacher

if s/he takes several educatxon courses in additicn to his *
. /!
or her major subject studyt ‘ 7/
Another important issue in teacher/education which
deserves our concern”is internship‘or/student teaching.
N " / .
There is a world-wide trend in.teacher education to extend
. / .

the: t1me for practlcal experiences/ wzth children in schools

/.

key element of any teacher education program. In most cases

because student teaching has come’ to be ackndwledged as a.

of pre serv1ce teacher educat'on in Korea,' pract1ce teachxng
lasts a few- (4 or 6) weeks, nd some teacher educators argue
that th1s is a factor that 1mpa1rs the effectxveness of

‘teacher educat1on. Some G lleges are plann1ng to requ1re

students to do. e1ght we ks actual pract1ce which’ consxsts of‘-

'observatlon of school ' teachlng practlce and adm1nlstrat1ve




S

practice as a part of the four- year elementary teacher

education program ' ‘ o

In Korea, there has been an 1ncessant effort to extend’

the duratxon of the 1n1t1a1 preparatloh of teachers and to

1mprove 'the teacher ducatlon program There xs, however, no .°

reliable evxdence mevsurxng the 1mpact of the duratxon of

teacher preparation on the qualxty of teachers. It reflects‘

\

the fact that the cowcern of what is belng ‘taught to

prospectxve teachers 1s no less 1mportant tpan the duratxon
I

of teacher preparation. What is more‘radxcal is the

P

concealed understqnding within which a teaéher education

\

currxculum has under the titles of courses as to what the'

i ' ' :
cqmpetent teacher is. , o - o
. . . A
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Chapter Vv _
INTERPRETING THE TEXTS OF A TEACHER EDUCATION CURRICULUM

-

’

A, Int oddction

Bis%don our discussions in the prerious chapterS) this
chapterhseeks tQ understand thebmeaning of‘teacher
competence as it'is revealed in Korean elementary teacher
educatxon 'through an lnterpretatxon of the curr1qulum texts
whxch have been selected for this study and descrlbed in the
prevxous chapter. We already have an 1ns;ght from Gadamer as
to what it is like to 1nterpret a‘text hermeneutlca&}y, and .
how it 1s dlfferent f rom the trad:txonal content: analySls of
a text Gadamer (1976b; 1980) shows us in his own - AN
hermeneuexcal studles on Plato and Hegel how a hermeneutlcal
1nterpretat10n of a text promases deeper understandlng by
‘makxng new questxons possxble. We can find h;s concerted
@ffort to shzft the focus of, d1scLssxon away from techhlques
and'methods of 1nterpretat10n to the clarification of
understanding as an.eveﬂt‘thatiin;rts'very nature is a
deliberate‘aet of self—consciohs.reflecﬁion.

As. an 1nterpret1ve research wh1ch seeks a deeper
iunderstandlng of the meanlng of teacher tompetence, th1s
»ehapter 1ntends'to search for mean1ng rather than the overt
| factual content of the texts. Rather than seek1ng the
.author‘s 1ntent1ons or imposing predef1ned‘mean1ngs of the‘g
interpreter; what?will be safeguarded is the 1ntegr1ty of

theftexts, The idea of 1ntegr1ty of a text" does not mean

. '
‘(p.‘ : ' g -~ \ Yo ”
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its own presentation as possibilities forsdisclosure. The

real meaning of  a text goes beyond either the-author's

°

intention and the interpreter's subjective feeling. Thus, a

dialogue between the texts and the researcher is encouraged

. o

to allow meaning to emerge from within ﬁhis dialogue as ve
seek to undefstana what the :éxts mean .

vAccordinb to thesconsiderations for the research
approach discussed in chapter three, intefpreting the texts
begins with an initial readipg of ;he texts as a whole. This
initial reading is 'expected to yield an initial
understanding of .the ﬁexts: what the texts say and what
guestions they ask. Therefore, the first task in
interpreting the texts is to reveal intefpretivé quektions
which will guide the act of interpretation, and allow the
dialogue between the texts and the researcher to happen, as*

a bridge between the two in an endeavour to understand what

teacher competence really means,

It was said that understanding as a fusion of horizons
is essentially a linguistic process. Indeéd; these two
'~language and understanding of meaning- are not two
processes, but are affirmed by Gadamer as one and the same.
The meaning of a text is mirrored and disclosed by language.
The language of a text addresses something through the
written expressions, but at the same time conceals a part of

A a

meaning within the language. Interpreting a text is to "fill

N
a -

’ | "



The next task is then to find significant sayings from

the texts in terms of the interpretive questions identified,

i

and to question again what they really mean. This is the
task of disclosing what is unsaid in tRMe texts wiég‘relation
to the whole of meaning that is concealed in what is said.
This is the very task of understanding the meaning of
' teacher competence. In this part, I will try té réQeal the
texts' understanding of teacher competence by questioning
the meanings of four basic conceptions in Feaéher education:
eaucation, curriculum, teadﬁing,‘and human knbwingA In
: o
exposing the limitations of the forestructures ?f the texts'
understanding, we are expected to become open to new
investigation, and to be able to extend our horizon of
understanding. |
As 1t is believed that understanding something is a
self-~reflective act aiming at demystifying false
Vi consciousness, an initial reflection on the interpretation
of_the texts follows as the last part of the chapter, which
will try to reQeal hidden assumpﬁions and rationalities
embedded in the texts’ understanding of teacher competence.
A more fundamentai reflection on the whole process of the
study will constituté the next chapter.
There can be no final end -in our act of understanding.

J—

The "truth" of the meanlng of teacher competence may be far

»

from our reach. This interpretation may be a small part of

\

B
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h
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A
B. Revealing Interpretive Questions ~

* It has been dlSCUSSed that a hermeneutxcal

interpretation of a text is possible th:ough a dxalogue
between the qpestxons and answe;e the text and an
interpreter bring into an interpretive situation. In
attempting to interpret the teacher education curriculum
texts, the researcher's fundamental questions are: How do

the texts understand the meaning of teacher competence? How

should the meaning of teacher competence be understood?
<

A

Since the thxrteen texqe selected for this study are

the teaching materlals of the main courses in the elementary

v

teacher educatxon curriculum in Korea it might be natural

for the interpreter. to expect that the texts have an answer
‘ . (
to the guestion of teacher competence. In the "Preface" of a '

~text, this expectation is confirmed by the following

i

sentence:

In writing this text, the authors tried to éemphasize
the practical problems of teaching the subject
rather than theoretical debates in the field in
order to help teachers to conduct their teaching
effectively, and thus to improve the quality or
competence of teachers. (Moral Education, p. i,
emphasis mine)"® "

But, none of the thirteen texts deals explicitly with
the question of what teacher competence means or what the
competent teacher is. Most of them are concerned with what

ve Hereaftpr, all quotatlons from the Korean currlculum
texts are my own translations.

—q_“»J e
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e

" their specialization., )

LLULa L MAAuL SO Taln Dub Jrul dalta. 1nNey are airectedad towardq
teachlng practice and the specification of the language with
which student teachers are to talk about the teaching of

- ‘
This does not mean, however, that the texts are not
concefned with the question of teacher competence. It is
impossible to discuss'é&bject~mattg: teaching without
%mplYing some understandings as to what teéchiné is, og_Whgt
the competent teacher is. In fact, an ‘implicit idea in every

text . xs that prospective teachers are expected to know what
the text'says in order to be competent teachers. ThlS is to
say that the texts may discuss the question of teacher
competénce in a different way from that of the researcher's.

In a conversation, if I talk of chalk, énd you talk of

cheese, we cannot continue the conversation anymore. In

lived copversation, however, we"can ask g question again,
and correct one's way of answering. But, conversat11§}with~
texts is different. "Texts are permanently fixed expre551ons
of life which have to be understood” (Gadamer, 1975, p.349).
Wg cannot‘impose our way of questioning upon the texts.
Here,'Qe need a real dialogue with the texts. One way‘tol
smoothen the dialogue with the texts is to follow the texts'
way of questioning and answering, while trying to allow the
texts to speak of tﬁe interpreter's concern, teacher
competenéé. Then, what questions .do the curriculum texts try

to answer in considering the education of' prospective



When we consider Gadamer's understanding that "what'is

said is an answer to a question” ' (1975, p.333), what is said

[
1

in the curriculum tefts is their answers to certain
‘ v
questions. Although‘the texts do not address their questions
explicitly, the questions are already embedded in their
answers. One way to reveal these hidden dueétions is to

refer to the topics dealt with in the formats and designs of

’
7

- the texts because they are the'ﬁays in which what the texts
say is organized. The texts eelect their topics among
various alternatives,.and say something, i.e., their
hhderstanding as to the.topics. Thus, we can interpret them
;s the texts"understanding of what questions must be aShed
and of what are and are. not 1mportant in consxder;ng teacher
education as well“as thexr answers to the questlons.

At first glance, one finds that the thirteen textbooks
have a similar format and design, and also use similar |
language. It is not necessary to list all the formats and
contents of the thirteen textbooks in order to demonstrahe-
this finding. Let me take only one example which is
considered as representative oflthe‘other texts;

The text, Cu;riculum and fhstruction in Elementary

p}

School Language Educatxon, covers three hundred and
[} L3 l.

e1ghty nine pages, and consists of six chapters. The t1tles

" of the chapters are:
1. The Basxc Concepts of Language Education

2. The Curr1cu1um of Language Educat1on

e



4. Studies on Teaching Materials

5. The Evaluation of Language-Education

6. The History of' Language Education-in Korea

The first chapter begins by defining ianguage'and
lanéuage education, and dxscusses problems and tasks in
‘ language education as an 1ntroduct10n The second chapter
.portrays the elementary school language currxculum giving
full descrxptlonéiand examples of' the ob)ectzves and.
contents of the curriculum. The third chapter deals with
various nethods for teaching language in schools. Afuer
| discussing general theories of teaching methods,’tne rest of
the chepter intends to guide the student teachers in ‘making
lesson plans. In chapter four, the text analyiés and |
discusses the language‘textbooks which are being nSed in
elementary schools. The fifth chapter displays;the methods,
techniques and procedures of evaluation in ianguége>
education. The final cnapte: introduces the histé&iCal"
.changes of languageveducation since the beginning of modern

formal education in Korea.

»

<

Although the concrete contents of the texts dxffer from

each other according to the subject area concerfie » ~the
tOplCS and their organ1zat1on of the othe texts;are:not
much different from the above exémple. Some texts divide’
each of the volumes into two part5° the%knowledge of the
subject-matter and teachxng the subject, and’ the educat10na1

foundation texts have their own areas. But the texts_ateﬂ



'school\cuﬁriculpm,‘teaehing methods, knowledge of. the

subject-matter concerned, and evaluation of learning

.
.

results.

‘Altﬁough each of the above topics can be transformed

into a form of question it does not tell us dxrectly the

ﬂ

way in which the questxon should be asked. There are two
» .

aspects in making a guestion. One aspect is the content of
the question,»and the other is,the'way,ofﬁquestioning.

- People may ask dlffereht quest1ons about a same toplc

i

according to thelr ways of - understandxng the topzc. 'In this

sense, to understand a text means to undenstand the ways’ in
. which the text asks its questxons. Understandxng the~text S

way of quest10n1ng in turn makes it possxble to ask a deeper

question: How should the quest1on be asked? Thls is "the

o

logic of the question itself." \
From an 1nterpreter s 51tuat10n therefore, the above

tOplCS can be translated 1nto the followzng four

1nterpret1ve questxons (evaluatlon of learning results is

considered as a part of currxcular‘dlscuss1on):

' Wi. qu is‘edueation hnderstood%‘
AR 2. How is carficulumbunderstood?l

‘ .a "3. How is teacﬁ}ng phderStood?

‘ - 4. ‘How 1s hhmaﬂ*kaowing uaderstood7
7{ S Are these quest1ons eSsent1ally d1fferent from the

3

: 4
- . . +

e

<

researcher s fundamental quest1on- How do the texts

understand the‘meanzng_pf teacher‘competence? We cannot

Y . . ’ L . . '
PRI N L L . \
o f . . . Cy .
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considering the meanings of the above four hasic concepts in
teacher edncation. If. someone trxes to understand the

' meanlngs of these words s/he is simultaneously answering
‘ ?
the questxon of what teacher competence is. -

Therefore, in attemptiné to interpret the texts in
order te understand.the meaningvoi teacher competence, I
will try‘to disclose' the ways in which the above four
guestjons are answered by the texts. The tekts'
understandxng of the meanxng of teacher competence will be
111um1nated from the ways in whzch the texts understand the
above keijords in teacher educatlpn,

Y

c. Understanding the Meaning of Teacher Competence

P e, o o
'

Instrumental Understanding of Educatxon and Teacher ‘ y

-
.

Competence

What is education? If asked \onehmay try to answer the

questian by referrxng to a sxmpleled theoretxcal posxtron

s/he prefers, or one may answer byusaylng his or her own
, ‘ RER N

~

educational experiences. But, we soon realize that the

answers are not somethlng that can be‘tested empxrlcallyfﬁn
' ' i
terms af rlght or wrong. Answerlng the questlon is nether a’
, o :
matter of @educ1ng conclusxons”from axioms which are

»themselves not snbjects forﬁinvestigatiOn nor a process

1

whxch is used to make Judgments and predxctxons about the

materlal world It 1s concerned with the clarlty and the

r CoL o

[
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‘texts to begin each of the texts with a discussion of

in-Korean. In Chinese characters, the Koreans use the word

experiences we have*\It is a. matter of our understanding

Then, how do the teacher education. curriculum texts
understand‘ education ? What are ‘their prejudxces that allow
this ki@d of understanding? Wlthln this understandlng pf
educatlon, how is the teacher vxewed? How 1s\the meaning of’
teacher competence,understood?

1

As textbooks for the teaching profession courses of a
‘ , . \ | o
teacher education curriculum, it is'quite natural for the

L]

€ducation. One of the texts be 1ﬂs 1ts discussion of
‘ g

-education with the etymological origxn of the: word education

L

ﬁi (kyo- yuk)" to denote education Every Chinese character

has a meaning in 1tself. In this caSe, ;3&£kyo)“}means

"teachmcj"'fm pointing, and " jl(yuk)" means'"bringinQMUp"

or nurturing.f The text,gnterprets the original meanlng of -

the word, "kyo yuk" as: 1‘

'ﬁ*“Kyo means gu1ding children to learn something by
having a pointer. in hand, and "yuk" means helping
children to grow up as good persons by cultivating
good deeds. By "having a pointer in hand" is meant

: teaching, and by "cultivating good deed" is meant

‘nurturing. Thus, "kyo-yuk" means teaching and ‘
nurturing. (The Foundations, pp. 14- 5) :

~ + The etymologlcal origin of the word shows us a p0951b1e

way of 1nterpret1ng the word But, it does not tell us

d1rect1y the ways in which the word'is Underetood in a

¢soc1ety at a particular p01nt -in, time. Know1ng the origin of

a word does not ensure one s understanding of" the word We

-



teachersy, , ‘ o : \S\\ \
’ Students who want to understand the meanlng of
' education must aDply thembelves to have their own

. ;JV;) meaning by inguiring various def1n1t10ns of
\ ‘ education rather than to follow blindly a definition
™~ ‘ which an authoritative educational scholar prov1des A
(Ibid, p.24) o _ . 7

\

‘ \ ‘
~ The text thus introduces several different ways of
understanding education by discussing some representative

deflnltxons of educatlon in the' hlstory of educatlonal
'thought. Kant's. "norm’t1ve understandlng as "the formatxon
of moral character," Rousseau s natural:stxc understandlng
as. unfoldxng qnnate human nature Spranger‘s cultural"
'defxnxtxon as 50c1alxzat10n into cultural values, amd

‘ Bum Mo Jung s "developmental" defxn1t1on asﬁibrxngxng .
1ntended changes in human behavxor (pp 26 32) ‘ ‘c.
What does it mean to have one's own understandxng qf

educatlon, when.the text. 1ntroduces several different ways' -

~

bof understandxng in order to help students ‘understanding'of
+  the meaning of educatlon\ If the text really 1ntends to help ‘ /
studentﬂteachers to have their own understandlng of .~ :‘ /
educat1on the d1scussxon of educatzon must be an openlng.of ' I

1nqu1ry by problng more deeply into what it really means

[

through an examlnat1on of the various ways of understand1ng.

b .

It must not be clos1ng one's perspectlve by select1ng a

P

,partlcular p051t10n one prefers among “them. But, the text' s
understanding of educatlon seems not - to be this case.-

In spite of the text s say1ng‘that "we should not

N

follow ‘an authoritative definition blindly,” the text seems|

o



) /;\

edutatxon. The most preferred and w1del

: understand1ng of educatxon in thxs te

" only in terms of its-'ends..

cepted

as well as in the

others is the-"develop ental" view: "bringing intended

~changes in human behavipr" (Moral Fducation, p.138; Child

Development, p.22;‘Phy ical Education, p.240; The

Foundations, p-12, 30).'0ne of the texts says:

Deflnxng educatlon as "brlnglng intended. changes in
human behavior" is the most acceptable definition in
our situation. Education must contribute to the
development of the nation. The important task for
education is then to identify ‘human characteristics.
which are needed in our society, and to strive for
the cultivation of the traits. (The Foundatxons
p.75) ‘

N

Defining»education as "bringing intended changes in

human behavior" reflects both the instrumental and technical

-

- value systems in education. It has .an ends-means rationality

that . approaches an economrc,model In thls def1n1txon, for

Py \

example, the,term 1ntended” 15 connotatlve of "ends" or

.’ N

purposes of educatxon. For what pur:TSe, then, does '
n

educatzon éxist? Someone mxght get"

1 [ \ i

certain’ purpose, attalnxng a )ob or galnxng prxvxlege. Or a

educa‘ion for a .
society /might nge"_the‘peop;e an education for certain
.‘ ,. N B ! . \ 1 ' a , g . L
socxetal‘purposes. In any case, implied by the language
get" or g1ve, educatlon becomes a "thzng" whxch can be

glven and taken, and which can "be used for a pur@ose.

' Educatxon becomes a means to an end that is outs1deuof the

L]

‘nature of education. The meaning of education is determined

.



L}

can serve any purpose Wthh is percexved as;"de51rable.“'The

only co%cern of educat1on is related to the question of how

]

to achieve glven endr: a technical concern of method for
‘eff1c1ency It is reflected in the language of "changlmg

human behaV1or.“ vith thxs language educatlon becomes a’

)

fIEId of behavxoral technology aimed at controllxng human

behav;or in order to produce certaxn 1ntended ends. ' v

»

Why do the texts‘accept this kind of instrumental'and
L ' - L .
technical understanding of educatien? What is the situation’

whichvmakes'thls.behavioral‘definition,of education‘most_ "

» ' .
o . . : ' A

"

acceptable in Korean education? We have already discussed

-

briefly in ‘the previous chapter the situational‘contexts;of

the texts. During. the 1960's and the 1970 s in Korea, nn
"modernizatlon and "economic development" were the terms
that had been most freguently used by pOllthlanS as well as

'educators. o S ', L S

0

In the educatlon field,\the term "modernization" was -
1nterpreted in. two ways; one way was searching for the role

of education in the natlon s economic development in terms

‘of providing "manpower, " and the other way was an endeavor

to make educatlon itself a”*scxence." These two '

~

1nterpretatlons were well represented by the QNO slogans

”n

which were the most impartant the@es in Korean educatxon
during the 1970's. They were: "Educatlon'for National

‘Development" and "Beyond the' Walls of the Blackboard.

s 0

.~
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and posmtxons as to the role educat1on should play 1n

(. \:‘ D

creatlng a better socxety. HoweVer, as a\currlculum study

.the concern here 1s more wlth the second 1nterpretat10n‘ the

' ,‘,,‘_-“..‘ R

vth‘way 1n,whuch the term modernlzatxon 1s understood wzthln‘“

’ \l a N

‘educatxon. A text glves an 1nterpretatxon of the heanxng of

moderhxzéixon 1n thxs context- ! };" o

'wwhen the term: modernlzatlon is used .in educatxon jt
“has'a broader Mmeaning" "than the polztxcal or:
,economxcal co cept.lIt is’ used in éducation to refer'
.to the scientification and ratxonalxzat1on of .. =
educatxon. Although various expressions ate" poss1ble
to explaxn the term from different perspectxves the \gg
" common ‘traits. of modernlzatlon ‘throughout “the flel.
can- be character;zed by ratlonal thxnkxng and the /.
. " modern sc1ent1flc method.: erms of language,-,'
., @ducation’, Ithese two characte istics of "
o ‘modern1zat10n requxre systematxc theories on :
'language education, 'scientific’ organ1zat10n o;/the
content, -and the development of " effxcxent teachzng

e

.methods. (Languagg Educatlon, pp 30~ 31) ,;f‘ ,g.

,t \ Iz

LA
()
.

In the course of suggestlng new dxrect ns for the

i \
[ b .
A

~‘modernlzatxon of language educatzon,}the te»t equates the

' , 9 ' i

term modernxzatxon to so;ent1f1cat1on Although the text
R

does not say what the term 501ent1f1c means; the\text uses“
\ y
. ,O £ n ‘

several terms repeatedly such as effectlve,, economlcal

'-

productz?e;" systematlc,"‘and accuracy vin d15cussxng the

’séiéntific 'way of educataon. The text sbrongly 1mp11es-

"
'

that sc1ent1f1c eff1c1ency is the only cr;ter1on in e | ;'j”
dlStln9U15h1n9‘modern educatlon from the more tradltlonal

forms. ‘ S B o u‘ll“‘ .\5

The ways in whlch th@ term modernxzatlon 19 1nterpreted
e , S A

‘1n Korean educatlon regresent in part the ways in whlch the

L

mean1ng of teacher competence 1s understood by the texts. If

N ;o . . . [
. o R ”/ v [N . . o

"vi,“ . S l‘



'\ education 1s unaerstood as a means for providing "manpower"

for the d’lopment of the, nation, Sgacher competence alsov
becomes a ‘fnd of “manpowef." If éaacation‘is conéeived as a
. : ‘ . .
scfence, a behavioral téchnol%gy,'teache: competencé is also
| , . :
to be-.conceived as a technical matter. Within this
persp;ctiye, a competent teacher is ore who has skills and
techniqugg oriented coward efficient‘BéﬁéVioral control. The.
teééher‘bécomes a training technician who caﬁ‘manipulate
student béﬁaviop so as to get the students to behave as é/he
wants. The texts’ uhdérstanding of teécher competente |

becomes clearer .when one of the texts says:
Some people often indicate sincerity,.entﬂhsiasm,
virtue, or love of child as a trait of the good
teacher. But these are common traits which are ,
needed to every person whether or not ‘he or she is a
teacher. Admitting that education is bringing
intended changes in human behavior, the competent
teacher must be a person who knows well how to bring
changes in human behavior, and can do it - '
effectively. (The Foundations, p.40)
‘ o i - ‘ " vl ‘ .
The texts' understandiim§ of teacher competence i's

t

|

highly mechaniéfic. Competence in teaching‘is conceived as a
group 6f behavioral cha:atteristics‘which»are'concanea with
the particular knowledge and/or skills for Qée in a given
éituation; A COmpeteht teacher is,expecféd‘ﬁd be ‘able to

demgnstrate his or her competence}as a particular

— o

performance in order to produce efficient products.

Competenée'isvuhderstood here always as a "doing" of

»

‘ “particular things. ,
. The texts' understanding of education and teacher
‘cdmpetehee_as the quest for "providing manpower" and

: ‘ c . ' .
\ : .



ignores _the modes of belng which exist outside the realm of

v technologxcal congepts. That whxch cannot be expressed into

behavioral terms cannot be.considered as human competence.

It remains in the order of "nonsense” and becomes,
. . ! .
therefore, meaningless. In this understanding, human beings

are always conceived as the sum of behaviors. Teachers are

sxmply regarded as not much more than "thxngs " Cunningham

~, (1979) quqtes Bach and Deutsch

Wheq a person is "thinged" only one aspect or group

\ of a%peets of his existence is recognized as

reddld. .. People who are "thinged" can also be

alitagors. In this case they are like machines,
“tenslons of machines, that make things

)

.

. f\\
Yhere. If educatlon has only instrumental value as a’

meiﬁs fo cersazn ends;'as the texts understahd it, does

—

: r
eduggkzgﬁ have no meanlng in itself? MSre basically, does

Wi

Hon always have external purposes? Let me take an.

‘té make clear thzs questxon. Imagine how astonished

- -

we woulg be it someone a;gues that education can teach
A; r‘-.

studenté#%tealxng We mxght respond to the argument by
(
asking back, "qu is 1t ppssxble in education?" or "How can

education do that?”
What I am questxonxng here with thxs example is not an
eplstemologxcal questxon askxﬁg, "What human behav1ors

should be sought 1n educatxon?" but an ontologlcal asklng,

;
i

»6 :
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teaching stealing might be for him or her an education. But,

in reality, nobody can accept this argument in the name of

A

education. This means that‘éducation has its own meaning | {
rather thén being a mere means to achieve certain ends
defined by an individual or gocietal needs.

'In a concerted effort to search for ‘the meanxng of
teacher competence through the 1nterpretat10n of the texts'
understanding of educat;on, we find ourselves attempting to
uncover what' lies beheaph the written words of the texts in
order to reveal some fundamental dimensjons of the 'meaning.
It is the task of disclosing what should be said from what -~
is said in the texts.

As a vay of doing so, ;%@sfd to re~think the
A

lt‘ Y
etymological origin of the Kéf&én word, ",iﬁfa(kyo~yuk).
Although the origin of the word does not tell us the way in
which the word should be understood, it is a historical

comment on the meaning of the word. By the etymological

v

origin of the word, we can go back to primordial meanings

which might have® been ibst from the view of our language
tradition. |

The etymological origin of "ﬁﬁtﬁ " télls us that the
word originally included both meanings of "teaching” and

"nurturing.” But, the texts' understanding of the word is

one-sided when they restrict the meaning of .school education

—

to one of them:



AuLTHLIVviiaas plalliiiiy Ll CUUL\dLLUII, SDUNULUL cuuldulLion
emphasizes ";ﬁ((teachlng)" rather than

(nurturing)” ‘which is empha51zed nx&pme
education. (The Foundations, p.13)

The text also says what formal education is:

Formal education is ¢onducted at a particular place

with a particular purpose, while informal education

is done in a larger society. Therefore, the former

has a narrower meaning, while the latter has a .
broader meaning of education. (Ibid, pp.12-3, "
emphasis mxne) ) ' ‘

A

The above two passages give us.an’importaht clue in
interpreting the text's understandingiof education. The text
restricts its understanding of education te a "narrower"
sense, to the meaning of }teaching“ conceived as "changing
human behagior,ﬁ while eliminEting the meaning of
"nurturing” froA‘educationA But, the text does not say why
the meaning of "nurturrné" cannot be accepted in school
education. If the meaning of ?nurrur}ng," as the text
interprets, is "cultivating good&deeés," why does it have to
be eliminated from school education? Can we really teach
'ehiTaren without nurturing them? ‘

. The meaning of nurturlng seems te be noteless
1mportant than that of "teachlng to’ the meanihg of
educatxon as a whole. Nurturlng is an emotxonally based
state of receptivity to another creature, that evolves from
giving special attention to inner realms of meaning often
dulled by attention to persons as “things." The etymological
origin of the word "education™ in Latin also sounds similar

3

to the meaning of “"nurturing” when van Manen (1982)

\



1Tne peaagogue 15 TNE aault who shows the ciild the
way into a world. My world, and yours. I know
something about being a child. Because I have been
there, where you are now. I was young once. But
childhood is something one must grow out of ,
(educere: to lead out of). And so my adulthood
becomes an invitation, a beckoning'to the child
(educare: to lead into). This is the meaning of
leading: going first. (p.285) '

If education is understood, as the texts do, as

"teaching without hurturingf and "bringing intended changes’

A}

in human behavior,™ it is extremélx difficult to distinguish
the meaning of education from that of "training" or
“conditioning:" The understanding also makes. it difficulm to
consider teacher competence with certain unknowable |

dimensions of human beings. They are to be ignored rather

X

than to be searched for understanding. The meaning of

s

: \
teacher competence is apt to be restricted to a narcow logic
of science and technology with\r veneer of modernization of

educatien. ‘ . . ' .

v

Bureaucratic Understanding of Curriculum and Teacher

1

Competence’

‘Defining does not necessarily help understanding, but
. . 3 e

it 'is 'sometimes nécessary to attempt to clarify meanings,

especially where words are used in quite diffefgnt‘ways‘in

. different contexts. There is a problem about the meariing of

. .. e » o . . , .
‘. ,curriculum. We know that there is no consenspal
runderstanding of the term curriculum itself 'in the field.

B oA

{ Rather, it is a truiéh,"pefhaps; to say that one can find at

" ; - , ,
' N » .
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curriculum books. The term is defined differently according

"W@to one's way ,of understanding the problems and issues

cw
[T

treated in the curriculum field. ‘

From dlfkerent patterns of understandlng of curriculum,
distinct curricular knowledge and classroom acts are
derxved The ways 1n whloh 1nd1v1duals understand the
meanlng of currlculum are reflected in their use of
language, because the type of language used to speak about
currlculum is 1tself a reflection of the way persons thxnk

about the ﬁield and the meaning‘ig has for them. Language in

A}

it$ deepest sense represents one's. social, historical and

n

. L ‘ g ' . o
existential world. Huebner (1975al comments~‘

What is [currxculum] theory? Whatever it is, it
seems to be rooted in the language that we' use to

- talk about what we do, and it is the language web
that must be our starting point.... It seems to me
that one of the tasks of the theorist is to identify
the various situations in which we use language, and
to find categories that describe the various |
functions our language serves in those sxtuatxons
(pp.252-3)

In the texts that are being-interpreted here, the term

“curriculum’ is one of the most frequently used words. It is

3
‘y

because the main body of the‘texts is concerned w1th L -

' Y

curriculum and 1nstruct1on in elementary schocl subject

‘areas. One of the foundatlon texts.dlscusses the meanlng of

e

{ v
curr1cu1um at a theoretical level. It shows the changes of

' . "

the mean;ng of currxculum in  the hlstory of Korean educatlon
and in the fleld of curr1cu1um stud1es 1n general The
distussion covers-the'mean;nq of curriculum as "a. course of

ot ‘ . . . .
¢ ; X . v -



"structurally intended learning outcomes.” As a summary of
the discussion, the text suggests a definiﬁion of its own:
"Curriculum is the sum' of a series of learnlng tasks a
’school prepares in order to achieve educatlonal aims and

. objectlves (Currlculum and‘Instructxon, p.38).

' This definition. involves the acceptance of an
understanding of which the distinctive feature is the view
that, currzculum takes towards the role of predetermxned

goals or objectxves. We can read this understandxn clearly

from the: followxng sentences of the text.

In order to conduct education, at first schools m st
have clear objectives they 1ntend to brlng, and t
make various plans for educational. activities whic}
. are considered to be most effective to bring about
‘those objectives. School education is an intended
and organ1zed activity, and the whole plan of this
activity is curriculum. We cannot think of school. _
,educatxon without currigulum, and of curriculum
without .its objectives. (Ib1d p-33)

\

'

- The above passage shows us two points of the text's
understanding of curriculum: curriculum as‘plan and as a
means to acnieve'educational aims or object1ves. But, the '
two conceptions are not ba51cally d1fferent from each other.
It is not difficult to extend the conception of curriculum
as a plan to the distinction between ends and m€ans™

\
Currxculun is reduced to the plannxng of ‘means to acljieve
certaln ends. The problem of duallsm between currlculum and
1nstructxon, as we see~1n_the title of the text,‘arises in
this kind of understanding where curriculum fs.regarded as

plan.. = ™~



feducational aims or objeetives an apparentlf simpleﬂlssue
i's .that. of who decides, ‘the ob]ectxves and how. Some people
conslder this "~ prohiem as an 1mportant 1ssue in curriculum
studres in terms’ of the pol;tlds of currlculum (see Lawton,
1986). Popular discussions on this‘matter often‘seen‘to be
concerned with the»guestion pf‘either.teachers should:decide

everything about the curriculum, or there must be a

vcentraily—controlled‘unifofm curriculum operating in all
schools. ’ ‘ - v . ]

| Throughout all the texts 1nterpreted in thrs study,
however,.the term currlculum is used strlctly to denote "The
School Currlculum ‘which 1s legxslated at the natlonal level
‘by the governmental mlnrstrywof educatlon. This does not X
‘ mean that the polxt1c1ans or: educatxonal admlnlstrators have
the‘rxght to decide on curriculum matters in Korea. "The'
School Currlcukum has been prepared by.a'spec1al task
dcommrttee composed of the repreSentatives of educational
experts,-subject‘matter\specialists,‘educationa;
administrators, and teachers, and'then-the government
legislates the committee's proposal. The government also
prepares the elementary school textbooks accord1ng to this
‘ycurrlculum, and approves ‘the Jun1or and senior high school
‘textbooks. T j, ;" o o

The main po;nt of c1scu551on here 1s thh the questlon
of how: the teacher educat1on texts understand the mean1ng of

l %

’ curr1culum, 1t 1s not the mctn concern to questlon the

R



‘that s central to othér issues that are currently under T

‘"urrlcular dec151on makznf. Rather a more 1mportant 1ssue

dlSCUSSlon 1s tha\ the establxshment of a unlfxed currxculum"“ .
' ! )‘
and the publxc accountabll}ty of teachers SeeM‘to make an

1 1nstrumental understanding of currlculum 1nev1table.

a

,vgu1del1nes for teachlng and evaluat10n.~*;.‘,dh .

'specxflc ob)ectlves and the contents whxch are supposed to ' o

allotment for each subject area. For example, gu1de11nes for

’ only responsibility for teachers is to develop the1r ‘ \

The 1eglslated."School Currlculum deflnes the guiding

prlncxples of Korean educat1on in general and glves the *
o 3 .

be taught at each grade. from klndergarten to high school l '

\ |

with guldellnes for currxculum 1mplementatxon and the t1me

currlculum implementation 'in elementary schools begxn with

_the folgowing sentence: ; - S \

Within the framework of th;s curriculum, =
- 1nstructional planning 1s done at the. sohool level
with due consideration given to the stages of
pupils' intellectual and physical development and
the unique needs of each school and its communlty
(emphasis mine)

o

what the guideline implies w1th the above sentence is >

that what teachers should do at the school. level is not j

.
currlcular con51derat10n ~-what should be taught and why, but
only 1nstruct1onal cons1derat1on —how to teach gzven

] D
contents in order to achleve‘predetermlned objectives. Thex y

t
.

teach1ng skllls w1th reference to the students

developmental cond1t10ns and the un1que needs of local

fcommun1t1es;‘But the gu1del1nes further prescr1bes even.

e
L .

.
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governing the'organiiation'of'educational arrangements. The

adm1n1strat1ve arrangements of a partlcular program are 1n

‘the form of stlpulatlon. These arrangements legltlmate the

way 20 go about teacher preparatxon. These arrangements are
somet1mes explic1t statements of the rules ‘and the language

s used in those proposals predefines the ways in which the

a\

proposals are to be 1nterpreted

. »
i

< It was already.commented in the previous chapter that

A

‘ the teacher educatxon“system in Korea is under the control

of the central government and that the preparatlon of

1

‘elementary\school teachers is monopollzed by the natxonal

teachers colleges ‘founded by the government The government

’

prepares. "The School Currxculum wh1ch deflnes‘the ‘

RS

objectxves and the contents that shOuld be taught in the

schools with guldelznes for currlculum plannxng,‘teachxng,

'and evaluatlon. The government also nges a framework of .

A ~

‘elementary teacher education currlculum and brief syllabuses

“for the courses. : o N

In th1s s1tuat10n it is apt for teacher educators to

nthxnk that the answers to certain fundamental questlons on

teacher educatlon are already glven and flxed The . &l

:questxons, such‘as what teachers should do in the sch?ols,p
whet teacher educatlon should be to prepare teachers, and.

‘most 1mportantly what the competent teacher 1s, are apt to

r . i

'“be cons1dered~as questxons whose answers are already out

”ylthere ob3éct1vely and 1ndependently from those whorare

‘.y N K . »'.A“ i o



'educators. Thls 1s reflected in the format of the texts

Eggleston (1977), this is "received perspective" which
assumeé that:

there are established and knowable structures of
knowledge that exist independently of teachers or
indeed any other indifiduals; that these patterns
may -be discovered, 'clarified, and comprehended, and.
that adherence . to them is exther necessary or at.
least highly desirable if curriculum is to be
meanlngful and learning experiences. successful
(p.56

This" perspectxve is the consequence of not questxonlng

't

“the external 1ntentxona11t1es wlthxn a socxal situation. It

1s the acceptance of the objectxfxcétlons and
xnterpretatxons of others, or of an authorxty._ﬁnder'
conditions of‘thrs perspective, school education'is
restricted totﬁavlng 1ts meanlng as an 1nstltut10n to serve
for certa1n ends already fixed. Currxculum besomes talk
about sdbject matter as a thlng apart in and of 1tse1f

that has to be learned In the classroom situation, 1nqu1ry
is already]patternEd ~and the pedagogxcal relatlonshxp among
teacher, student and text is organlzed in terms of what and
how thejsubject matter is presented.

In. the teacher education context 1f the meanlng of

i
\

currlculum 1s understood as wr1tten documents which conta1n
only "a serles of learnlng tasks;“ and the documents are

handed down to teachers as a form of stlpulatlon the

" .

”curr1culum 1tself determ1nes the whole process of teacher

‘4~

'educatlon 1rrespect1ve of the 1ntent10ns of the teacher’

' -
‘ v

,,whlch is restr1cted 1n the mechaﬁ1cal 1mp1ementat1on of "The

Ve
e
o or e

A
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" The main c¢oncern of—teachers is then related only to
"how to make lesson plans, how to teach, ‘and howmﬁo‘evaluate
IEarnlng results. The teacher's role on‘the matter.o&v
curriculum, theytexts suggest, is to know well the

currlcnlum which is handed down'to him‘or her, and to try to
‘1mp1ementm1t in the classroom. One of the texts exp11c1tly 7
expresses th1s v1ew'

-What does 1t mean to teach well? If a teacher does

- not know the objectives and the contents to be
taught in his class, how can we call him a good
teacher? It is very dangerous to teach students
according to one's own arbitrary decision in
dlsregard of "The School Curriculum."” It is an
important task for teachers to study the objectives
and the contents described in the curriculum, and to
lv;ach students with a plan which is linked directly

th the currlculum. (Language Education, p. 87)

.

Nobody can deny the argument that teaghers should know
the school curr1culum with which they are supposed to work

But; the problem that I am now dlscu551ng‘15 that there.xs

[

little room in the texts to allow student teachers to think

about the cUrriculum'itself and to have their own
understandxng of currlculum. Th1s 1s to say that a teacherA
educatxon program must be a place where teacher edUcators ‘
and student teacherse§earch for thelr own answers to various
educatxonal,quest;ons rather than a place where |
npredetermxned mean1ngs are passed down.

.Even 1f we accept the texts'’ understandlng of

‘ currlculum as a plan of learnlng tasks to be taught in the
schools1 another 1mportant aspect st111 rema1ns in

“con51der1ng the mean1ng of teacher competence. The

¢
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"~ the curricUium‘must he implemenfed in concrete classroom
situations by teachers. Examinfhg the texts' understanding
of curriculum implementation, therefore,tis‘necessary in |
attempting to‘understand;the meaning of curricuium'and .
teacher~competehce.

| The currlculum texts 1nterpreted in thls study seem to!
understand currlculum imp? ementatxon as a mechan1cal
. procedure consxstlng of‘a‘sequence of‘four separate
segments: curricular objectiVes, curricular‘contents;
1earning experiencesy and evaluation of the iearning

results. The texts term this sequence "a currlcular system"”

(The Foundations, pp.75-100; Curnrculum and Instruction,
pp.40-43). Although the texts say that»thzs currlcular-
'ISyStem" is not linear bv* a Clr'ular process- a process

cxrculatzng from objectxves to. content to experxences to

P

evaluat;on and again to ob]ectlves as a means of giving

feedback; the 1dea that currlcular procedure must be thought

-of in terms-of‘objectxves and ‘the evaluat1on of‘the‘resultsv
is a taken-for- granted assumptlon throughout all the texts.
This is ev1de4t in the fact that the texts ailot many pages
to. d15cussxng the" necessxty of statlng objectlves
spec1f1cally and the methods of evaluatlng learngng results;

The following sentence tells us more‘clearly the texts' .

‘understanding'bf the curricular prbcedure'L‘ . ;/~\
The success of a currlcular actxvxty 1s to be
~evaluated upon an appropr1ate ‘assessment of the = =
‘behavioral changes that the act1v1ty appears to ‘have
brought about in comparlson w1th the pre stateo' v

)
I



QDJBCCIVEb LOor tne activility. \>Cilence nmaucacion,

“p.133)

. The texts' understandxnibof curr1cular 1mplementat1on'J

.
\

is reflected in a model in Whlch educatxonal objectxves and

v o

their evaluation are dlrectly connected The other elements
have the;r‘value tnsofar as they serve as 1nstruments‘to

'mnaximize‘the‘prodnct‘intenaed byyobjectfves; only those end
ptoductS‘that can‘be neasured quantitatinely by "a A |

"scxentlflc and operatlonal method of evaluat1on” (Currxculum

and Instructxon, p 280) The texts understandlng seems to

N ’

mxnlmxze or neglect the teacher's creatlve act of currlculum
1mplementatxon in the classroom. It Seems to trzvlallze

‘teacher competence into a technical matter of 'handling the

given materzals.' A | )
For a teacher, however, implementation of curriculum is
’a creatlve and Situational act rather than rule~governed

technmcal process. Interpretatxon of a curriculum depends

-

upon the teacher's understéhdlng of chlldren classroom the |

currxculum 1tself and so forth. In th;s sense,‘Aoki (1984b)

_sees currxculum 1mplementat10n as practxcal actxon, by
A

P

whzch he means.

‘,Competence in 1mp1ement1ng curr;culum X may be seen
as a dialectical relat1onsh1p among: teachers,,
students and curriculum X, mediated by everyday

language and oriented towards pract1ca1:1nterest in
establishing open -and non-violent subjectivity on

. which authentic communication depends These
dialectic interactions are rooted in.the network of
interpretive meanings given by actors w1th1n that
s1tuat1on. A(pJi114) R

\

Deallng Wlth currlculum in a: classroom is the personal

and communal ventur1ng for a teacher. Exper1enced teachers



May KnoOw tnat a documented curriculum cannot be mechanically
adopted into the classrobmsh They may know that deaiing'with
a currlculum in the classroom is, not like an appl1catxon of
a general statement to a partlcular 1nstance to determlne

whether the 1nstance flts the statement What comes first

for the~classroom teacher is pot the wrltten currlculum, but

the claé%room 51tuat10n in whxch are the teacher and .
students. The s;tuatlon determxnes of course, through
dialogue and reflectxon, what aspects of the currlculum w;ll
be selected as relevant and subsequently made ‘use of As tar
as the classroom situation xs alxve the actual currxculum
of the classroom is also alxve mov;ng toward ongoxng
transformatlon. How 'can we speak of currlculum as a fixed,
document, and currxculum 1mp1ementatxon as a pnocess of
mechan;cal adoptxon?

\ ' . ' [
. . . )

"If we give more‘conside;ation to the lived world of the

[

olassroom we may find another bspect of currlculum that the

textS‘cannot consxder w1th thelr mechan1cal understandxng

\

To show this aspect of currlculum let me quote a. paragraph

from Madelelne Grumet (1978) ‘who analogues currxculum to
: A

t

Ntheater.»“ e , , i‘h o / ! ,_"

Curraculum is artifice. We must shape it, use' it, We’>
-~ must not let it bury us, intimidated by its 4 T
authority, modeled in its image, confusing its words'
- with the primary silence from which they spring.
Theater offers us .a way of worklng that permzts‘@ﬁ

to realize our freedom, show1ng us’ how we may " f111
_the empty forms that we receive with our own S
"experience of them and thus transform them and
.ourselves.r(p 44) . R e

‘ L@ ‘
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teacher and students who are making their own curriculum
based on their own‘experiences? Thé teacher transforms the
classroom intq q”piace.where something happens. It is an
event they shéféwoh the stage called classroom. In that

event, we‘see thexr excitement, fantasies, Qr anxiety. The

real currlcuﬂum is there as a form of dynamic relationship.

Teacher %ompetence is also there as an abllxty to respond to
\Q @
the sxtu§txon and to transform them through on-going

o Antq§pretatgon‘of ‘the situation. Pinar (1975b) tries to

: %ggtore the original meaning of curriculum when he writes:
Lo '
‘ﬁﬁ- ot ppapose yet another meanlng of the word, one
‘stelming from its Latin root, currere. The
. distinction is this: current usages of the term
s +  dppear to me to focus on the observable, the
g o external the publxc. The study of currere, as the
Latin 1nf1n1txve suggests, involves the

i
investigation of the pature of individual experience

s de the public: of artifacts, actors, operations, of
d fhe educational journey of pxlgrzmage. (p.400)

\

Technical Conceptualization of Teaching and Teacher

’ ]

Coqyetence

('( B
D

I'There can’ be educ;tion withoﬁt educational’
. administration or a school building,.bpﬁ not without
o pedagbgical relét;qnship among ‘teacher, ééudenﬁ ;nd text in
{a reciprocal face-to-face situation. This pedagogicai |
relationship is u5ually térmed‘teaching and learning.

Therefore, the ways 1n which the meanlngs of teachxng and

K
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language and whaf criterie are then used in the Eeacher
educatjon curriculum texts to descrlbe teachxng and
_learnxng?
A text quotes an epigram from Hsuo;tzu, a ohilosopher
of ancient China: ‘
\Although inéigo comes from .blue, indigo is deeper in

colour than blue. Although ice is made of water, ice
is colder than water. (Physical Education, p.113)

)

The text uses this quotation to conpote a meaning of
teaching, and interprets it like this:
! What is teaching? The facts that indigo comes from
‘blue, and ice is made of water are commonsense
notions nobody can doubt. But, teaching is a

profound phenomenon in which each of blue and water .
become each of indigo and ice. (1bid.)

Although the text's 1nterpretat10n 'is not enough to
'grasp the whole meaning of teaching, one ofuthe points the
interpretation tries to.make is that teachxng is a profound
work which can make something beyond the glven. When a
sculptor has chxseled a statue out of stone, wg.no more see
the statue as stone. The text seems to say thet teaching is
an art like'sculpturﬁng. |

When teachihg is understood from the point of view of
art or aest%etics various uses of human 1ntellect are
possxble. The 1ntent throughout teach1ng becomes not a
search for preconceived ends but a search for beauty,_for a

'

harmonious classroom. With aesthetic'understanding, v



VHIUGDIEL , 11U, pe&oo e
' The aesthetic aspect‘of‘the Hsun~-tzu's epigram,
‘however,;hés beén distorted by the next éaragraph on thé
same page of the"ﬁext arguing that "we need professional

'techhiqﬁes of teachihg‘especially in physical and'art
‘education.” With this sentence, the tekt s¢ems to equate tﬁe
gechniqges of teaching with profound'work of ACt. Is doing |
art a tecﬁniéal matter? If a sculétor.follows.a‘
pre-férmnlatgd rule of‘tgchniques for his or her work,PAAn
we' call him or her anvarfis;? What is theé difference between
the wéfk;qf artist and that of a skillfdl'faétérjﬁgorker?

We can seé the texté' understanding\of téaching more -
cleérly'wighlanother text which discusses;teachihé at a
theoretical level. The te?t defines teécﬁing as'?ant
xntentxonal process of creatxng and controllxhg the learnxng‘
‘ condztxons in order to br1ng desirable changes in the

.learner's behavior" (Curriculum'and.Instruction,'p,141). The

text uses the term "teaching—lea:ding procéss" to talk' about

the“matter of teachiﬂg because it sees the'pedagogical
re}atlonshxp as an 1nteract10nal activxty of teachxng and

learnlng. It makes clear what the relat10nsh1p between

‘teaching and learning is: !

- Learning ié'the end; and teaching‘is a' meéans. Any"
teach1ng activity canndt have value in itself; the

. value myst be judged in relation to the” student S.
learning outcomes which it has brought about. .Any
.teacher, .teaching mater;al or teach1ng method can be.

_cOnsidered as valuable in that 1t brings successful '

oy
"y ' -
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Tf we accept the text S argument that good teaching IF

! . N
a means to brlng successful learnlng, anather questxon Ais

. [
3

necessary What lS Successful 1earn1ng7 One Of' the texts

allots more than sixty .pages to discuss the matter of

Ny

learnxng, and the pages are fllled with various

psycholoéical learning theorieS'and a description of the
learning process. Nowhere does it give an answer to the

‘question of what successful or good learning is. Rather, it
'idefines learning as ."the acquisition of all new patterns of

response, desirable or undesirable, that is, any changes in

learner's behavror"hfchild Development,'p.185, emphasis .
. mhmé)_’.' \ | | -
| ‘But, the other texts haue a clear answer to the

rquest10n~ ;hat is good teachxng? The 'only valid crxterxon

for judglng good teachxng, according. to the ‘texts, is "the_

,degree to wh1ch the educat10na1 objectxves are bexng

]

ach1eved 1m the student s learnlng dutcomes” (Language

\ .

Education, p 274). The texts argue that the most important
prxncxple of teach1ng is that of con51stency with |
predetermlnedxeb)ect1ves, because "teach1ng and learn1ng
whxch have no‘relatxon to the objectives E?e wastefu |

\ ‘
efforts, and furthermore have. the danger of mlsgu1d1ng ‘

\
educatlon (Socral Studles, p.116). Basically, "The School'

Currlculumz gives a gu1de11ne for teaching in?elementarx

Con



the methods and materials should be consistent with
the objectives and content of the prlmary school
curriculum and also with the puplls learning
wlevels. (p.15) ‘ ‘

It Seems that the domxnant understandlng of the texts

on teaching 15 concerned only wzth the feas1b111ty of

: accompllshlng educatlonal objectxves by, means of students'

\

learning outcomes. A crucxal feature of the texts

4

understandzng of teach1ng is to be found in the technlcal

conceptuallzatxonpof teach1ng, regardxng it as’ controlllng

‘the, learnlng condxt;ons." To view teachlng as "controllxng

the condltlonS'fon‘learnxng is a psycholog1cal-theory of a.,

LN

behaviorist k;nd rather than that of educators. For its

]ustlfxcatxon lies 'in what it leads to, teaching becomes ‘an -,

L]

1nstrument for-the,ends‘or purposes*outside itself, and the LA

v

act of teachlng becomés object1fxed 1nto law llke behavxors
Thxs view of’ teach1ng requ1res us to accept that the
zteachxng act can be explOred and analyzed in the same way as

‘Lthe behavior of 1nan1mate ob]ects that it can be studled

'

'scxent1f1cally in terms of causes rather. than purposes, by

"reference to external force actlng on the. 1nd1v1dual rather

than internal drxves and ch01ces of a personal kind.
ﬁﬁ Sc1ent1f1c theor1es too frequently assume that they are -
all of a p1ece and hlde the fact that they neglect some

'parts of a phenomenon that cannot be»explalned by . thexr

I3

;loglc. One aspect of teachlng, probably more 1mportant ‘than

~the other, is rejected by the term scxent1f1c or s
" R
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what kind of knowledge and skills are valuable to be
learned in a soc1ety This aspect requires a value
judgment, and thus is,out of the psychological
'cons1derat10n. The other aspect is a methodological
question: how the maximum of children can be guided
to the maximum level of learnlng.... Teach1ng theory
.1s normative becausr it is. suggestive ‘of the
principles and laws which can guide us to the best
way of learning. To maximize the learning effects,
the functional relations of teaching and learning
must be clarified and systemlzed (excerpted from
Curriculum and Instructlon pp. 144-6)

" The: use of the language of "the- functxonal ?%lat1ons of
‘teachxng and learnxng - comes from‘an‘understandxng*that.
teaehxng should be consonant with“the learning‘theories as
established by psychology, and the results of learnxng could
be used to evaluate the effmc1ency of a partxcular teachlng
In this understandlng, teachxng and learnxng are usually
dlvldEd into separate varxables whxch are asSsumed to compose
the "teach1ng learnlng process and teachers are supposed
to know the causal relatrons between these var1ables 1n
order to qontrol ~hem for the learners to reach goals thh
reference to the pr1nc1ples that psychologlcal

1nvestlgatlons have provided.. For example one of,the’tekts

lists eleven’ general principles of teachlng‘as followsi

b

1. Clear awareness of the objectlves L .
2: Learning tasks suitable for the learners ' '
3. ”Sequentlal organization of the learning tasks
4, Positive attitude of the teacher to learners
5. Intrinsic motivation

6. Consideration of 1nd1v1dua1 differences

7. Direct exper1ences of learners : ,

8. Democratic environment ° Co

9. Positive reinforcement -

10. Pert1nent teachzng mater1als

f

[
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throuqhout the pr1nc1ples. They gquate teachxng w1th the

il

method of learn1ng by focus1ng on the learner s performance
rather than the teacher s. Systematlc teachlng and

hierarchical learnlng are preferred because the sequenc1ng

-‘

of content and the selectzon of a teachlng method are ,

N »

belleved to be worked out w1th1n the lrnes of predetermlned

A v
.ob]ectxves. With these prxncrples, the relatlonshlp between

teaching and learning becomes a linear process between

ends and means, but not a rec1procal relat1onsh1p of teacher

'
’

and -students.
On the basxs of these observatzons and con51derat10ns,

we may venture an 1nterpretatlon of the. texts understandxng

- of teachlng‘and teacher competence. The meanxng of. teachxng

'ﬂunderstood by the texts is that teach1ng is an 1nstrumental

behav1or of the teacher whlch is de51gned to brlng about

i

| changes in the behav1or of the students, due to learnlng
‘outcomes. Teach1ng and learnlng are seen by the texts as two.
drfferent categorles in a,pedagog1cal 51tuat10n. The

‘relatlonsh1p between the two categor1es is cons1dered to be

V

functional and the two are seen to work together n order

to meet the predef1ned expectatlons of adequate performance.l

_Qf course, much attentxon 1s pa1d in the texts to thel
‘:mpo;tancelof teachlng, but ultimately, the ma1h concern 1s
w1thwtheulearn1ng results .on the part of student whlle ‘the

3% .
7‘5' \t)

-

teacher s work is often seen asaa mere, although 1mportant,'y

Cods
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ways whlch correspond ‘to the psychologxcal pr1nc1ples of
learnlng The teacher S work becomes a matter of statlng

exp11c1tly what the students are expected to do, of

arranglng the stlmull to Wthh the students are supposed to’

respond of channelllng student responses 1n well deflned
[
ways by means of learnlngf{heorzes of*evaluatlng student

responses objectlvely, etc.,41n other words, of arranglng

.

the sxtuatxon wh1ch will expedlte learnlng
In thxs‘respect ~we may regard the texts undenstanding
of teachlng as technical valulng and 1nstrumental [

ratlonallty ThlS may be a part of the meanzng of teachlng

But; 1f one reduces all teachlng to only thls meanxng,‘ he -
‘ mysterxously complex phenomenon of teachlng wxll be

mlsgu1ded A more serzous problem is the fact that vxewxng .

b ;‘

the teacher as an 1nstrument to bring’ pre set product1on by
reduc1ng teacher competence to. a "thxng,‘ a techn1cal ‘
matter, v01ds the teacher s 1nd1v1dual wishes or desxres
,:that‘is his or her own sub]ect1v1ty o \
The texts usually assume. that the sc1ent1f1c way ot

| teachlng is the only way teachers have to follow. The texts

, . o .

seem to. regard sc1ence and technology as an objectxve method
'.of.teach1ng whlch can be used in any kind of class. But, 1f
- we dr1ve our th1nk1ng a step further,‘we soon real1ze that
‘sc1ence and technology do- not mean sxmply a way of doxng
someth1ng. ‘As He1degger (1977,.p 13) sees, they are

o,
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Heidegger:
Technology 5c1ence is from the begxnnlng a form of ‘
action which asserts and’denies var10us,poss1ble o
values. Nor is- technology poss1ble as a pure,
neutrallty, it is a "choice" of a poss1b1e way of

being in the world. thus ultimately, science -is not
~a form of contemplation of the external forms, but:
is the arrangemerft of human social, political and
"individual actxon wzth the world. (p xxv1) L .

It is thus mean1ngless to thxnk of the ‘term

bl

sc1ent1f1c as a mere method of teachlng whlch can, be used

»

for any,k1nd of educatxon’we 1ntend. Once we-adopt.

Vo

scienéifictlogic‘into‘our‘teaching,'the ;ogic enters;inton
eyery.nook and.corneri of edncationt and changes goals and
‘values of‘education to the point of the very meaningrof‘
‘human exxstence. Scxence and technology 1nev1tably restrxct
‘and degrade the meanxng of teacher competence 1nto thexr own‘
.narrow loglc. Slnce they are a ch01ce,\ science and
technolog; neglect the aspect of teacher competence whxch is
'~’not 1ncluded in thelr ch01ce.. ) l |
Teachlng skllls, for example,}are 1mportant for
;teachers. But, the 1dea that the skllls of teachxng are to
be treated as dlscrete behavxors such as statlng objectlves
or. arrang1ng the st1mul1 and re1nforcement reflects a
fundamental m1sconcept1on of technologlcal log1c as to whata.
it means to be sk1lled 1n teach1ng. Rather, what Skllled R
teach1ng requ1res 1s the ab1l1ty to recognxze dynamlc o

r} patterns of»classroom sztuatlon, to. grasp the1r mean1ng, andi

3the 1ngenu1ty to 1nvent ways to respond to the changes 1n

. d : PR . .'.' .
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subs1d1ary awareness of what one is\| do1ng Teachlng skxlls

are'rather a matter of practlcal reason“'than that of

v

"technlcal reason“ as Terrance Carson (1983) reveals from a

'conversatlon‘w1th teachers-

Rat1onallzat1on [of teaching]. necessarily reduces

‘the full meaning'of teaching as a practical °
dCthlty.... Practical reason, unlike technical
reason; does not entail the applxcatlon,_Ln advance, .’
of solutxons to anticipated problems like this. It

is by nature situational, where one sees wzth;n the
situation an-occasion demandlng the exercise-of
.practlcal ‘ethical decxslon making. (pp.39-40)

We may know from our own exg‘;xences as students or
teachers that there are certaln areas whlch do. qoq lend
themselves to the teohnlcal approaqh to teachzng and
‘ understandlng of teacher competence as 1nstrumental and
technzcal reason. We may know fromrthe memorxes of our old

teachers that good teach1ng is fdot a matter of unreflectlve‘ m

o C
adoptlon of psychologlcal prlncxples of teachxng, but a ' {

A

teacher S way of be1ng in the classroom. Talklng about

teacher competence therefore, is not a questlon of'whaf

1,

teachers do in the classroom but of who they. are"how thev'

express themselves - as‘'a who®e in the classroom. o ®
At thas p01nt we must recon51der the teachlng of
Hsun tzu's ep1gram the aesthetlc value of teaching Genu;ne

- /.-.

artlsts do not a1m at end*product or the quantity of HJ - ﬂ‘,

product An 1mag1nat1ve leap 1s aI%ays requlred 1n do1ng
art. The art1sts try to express ‘the whole of thexr A ﬁl.:@h
T .

experzences and transform them 1nto thé;r works of artﬂ Artx.g
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s1mply follow prescrlbed rules. This is why we .give: h1gher

value on the works of art than factory manufactured goods.
"Is teaching much different from doxng an art? Elsner (1983)
3 ;trles to d1sclose hldden meanxngs of teach;ng by drawxng an -

ana;ogy petween teaching and conductlng an orchéstra.
What we do as teachers is to orchestrate the"
‘ d1alogue moving from one side of the room to the
- othér. We need to give- the piccolos a chance -indeed
- to encourage them to sing more confidently- but we
also need to provide space for the. brass.  And as for
the violins, they always seem to have a major part
‘ to play. How is it going? What does the melody sound
\ - like? Is the music full enough? Do we need to :
stretch the orchestra further? When shall we pause
and recaPitulate the introductory theme? The clock
is reaching ten and we have not yet crescendoed7 How
can we .bring it to closure when we can't predict
wvhen a stunning question or an astute observation
will bring forth a new .melodic dine and off we go
again? Such are the pleasures and trials of teaching
and when it goes well, ‘there is nothxng more that we‘
would rather do. (pp 10- 11)

Objectxfxcatxon of Human Knowzng and Teacher Competence
- A fundamental fact about human be1ng is his or her
‘aabxllty to know to be aware of th1ngs, of him or herself
‘and even of hlS or her own awareness.‘We could not even
, begln to dlscuss the questlon of educat1on o% teacher if we

fe

&
are not aware of what it means to know. W1&b this ab111ty of

'

'\human knowlng and human knowledge wh1ch is essent1ally

'th Ht human beings can lxve w1th other be1ngs by

“

sharxng the1r knowledge Cons1der1ng that teachers are

'persons who 1ntroduce chlldren 1nto the world of knowledge‘ :

o S v
1 . - ’r E | } N
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‘.understanding made about.the nature of knowledge and human
knowing. o

Then, how do the currlculum texts understand the natureA
of knowledge and human know1n97 The explxclt and implicit
understandlng of the texts as to the nature of knowledge can
be featured in the followlng three predxsposxtxons."

"15‘ Knowledge is meant for use.

2. Knowledge must be objectxve.,-‘

3. ‘knowledge‘has ajhierarchical order.ﬁ

\The'first.feature is revealed from the texts'
_hdnscussxon of selectxng educatxonal contents. ance schools
‘must select and organxze knowledge SO as it to be pertxnent
to each level.of educat1on as a part of educat;onal content,

,some cr1ter1a are necessary to select 1mportant effective.

and high- valued ‘knowledge" (The Foundations, P- 89) For

.

thxs, two of the texts give seven prlncxples for selectlng
educational content by expandxng Tyler's (1949) five

‘pr1nc1ples. They are:-

Con51stency ‘with the objectives

.The novelty and relxab111ty of knowledge

The utility and transferability of knowledge
Knowledge as intellectual process and attitude
Balance between basic knowledge and practxcal
knowledge

» Usefulness in atta1n1ng several objectlves at. the
same time :

The validity to. the ab111ty and interest of student
(The Foundat1onsy pp.88-93; Curriculum and
Instruct1on PP. 108 112) ‘
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it is. The value of knowledge is determined by its utility.

KnOWIedge as means can havelhigher value if it is useful to

do a maxxmum number of things with a mxnlmum amount of it,

that 15 accordlng'to the law of efflcxency Some texts‘use

Bruner's conceptlon of “structure of knowledge" in thxs"
context by arguxng that the bas1c concepts and prxncxples in
a sub]ect area are-more.valuable in educatxon than‘concrete
1nd1v1dual knowledge because they have broader applicability .
1n spxte of rapld social’ changes. , ’d‘ ‘\ e T hl
‘Once knowledge is justified by the atgument of‘utility,
xit makes no ditferenCe whatever the knowledge‘acquired is
used for;.solving social‘ppoblems,,gainlngljobs, attaining
privileges, or‘anv othet‘end. It makes no difference because
knowledge wh1ch is guided by thxs eplstemologxcal prlncxple
crystalllzes in the end into a’ sxngle behav1or. At no stage
‘do we see human knowxng as an expre551on of human l1v1ng
itself, but always as a means to do someth1ng else. Thus all
Nknowledge comes to be regarded only as of utxlxtarlan valuee
When knowledge is concelved to have -only utzlxtarxan
‘value, the characterlstxc of teachlng is: supposed to have an
emphasis on the concept of,tralnxng which gives blrth to.
techniques,of teaching; and the status of-knovledge becomes
that of 5commodities"'to~be sold to the students at school.
| Knowledge is. always seen as.jfiproduct"jtather than as a
: process of human know1ng. This idea‘catries a hidden -



pLouucLTknowleage, ana oI teacher as a knowledge salesman

The 1nstrumental interest of knowledge produces a

,

profound Sense of allenatlon in the classroom sxtuatxon by
destroyxng the authentic relatlons between'’ teacher and

3

students for the purpose of " maxlmxzatlon of means -to achxeve

- an end In thxs view of human knowxng and knowledge, teacher
\

and student are deprxved of thexr meanxng makxng potentxals

in thelr own experxences of knowxng " Loa

L . (R
.
' '

The second feature oﬁ the texts understandxng,‘that

AN

knowledge must be ob]ectlve, is revealed from the texts'
understandxng that educatlonal knowledge is obtained from

o out there objedtxvely, but - not made from the commnxcatlve

1

understandlng between teache: and students 1n educatxonal 5

s;tuatlons,.from ‘the expressmons actlons and experlences

i
|

‘i of the teacher and students One of the texts says' L

i

o Although‘chxldren can learn certaln soc1al abilities
. "or, attitudes from their personal situations, 'social
, problems’ have a more objéctive character, and are i
not-a matter of subjective experiences. In order to
-understand social problems'more, synthetlcally, .
‘therefore, object1ve knowledge is more helpful than

sub)ectxve experiences. (Soc1al Studles, p- 35)

>

The pr;nczples of select1ng educatxonal content"
1xsted before uses the terms " novelty-and rel;abxllty

1nsteadvof obﬁectxvzty " How can novelty and reliability of

knowledge be cert1f1ed7 Who has .the rxght to certxfy 1t? One
of the texts recommends to teachers- | |

*+ ' With the development of modern sc1ent1f1c technology
and the rap1d increase in the amount of knowledge,
yesterday s "new knowledge -has become "0ld

‘,knowledge" today. In order to keep educat1onal

'

3
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subject specxadlsts in each area are the only persons whq

can make "new knowledge, " and who -can guarantee the

'

reliability“of knowledge. The communication of'knowledgefis
assumed to be linear in nature flowxng from specialists,

through teachers to students. The personal’ knowledge that

i

teachers or - stndents make from their 1nd1v1dual experiences
in educational settings is not regarded as rel:able

knowledge if it is not useful to back up the official
' \

knowledge iegitimized‘py the specialists. Knowledge baséd on
personal experiences is‘considered as a mere "opinion" or
"feeling,"” and thus it is believed that this kind of
personal feeling must be eliminated from educational

settings in order to make education a science. In a text, we

read: " ' "
. e

The study of language education’is a field in the
social sciences. The practice of language teaching
must be based on the scientific theories that
studies on language and pedagogy have developed.
But, it is a regretful fact that there are still a
few teachers who teach language according to their
own private experiences in defiance of scientific
principles on language teaching. The scientification
of language education is possible only when teachers
break out from their conventional force™of hablt.
(Language Educatxon,,p 72) ‘ '

Seweral fundamental questions arise from the texts'
understandxng of knowledge and. human knowxng What 15
. :

ob)ectlve knowledge? What 1s\the crxterlon of bezng

object1ve? If personal experlence is not objectxve



We have already discussed Gadamer's ﬁbtion that human
understanding cannot be free from ‘one's pre~judgment‘siﬁce
every understandlng always starts with one S own. ’
existentially’ deflned situation. We have also heard
Heidegger's saying as to the pnesdppositionlessnesé of human
knowing, Although the scientific mindfppétends that there is
only a‘certain acceptabie method for human knowind, we know
‘ﬁrom our experiences that there are an infinite varjety of
ways of knowing our world. There afe multipie ways, of
understanding ourselves. |

Michael Polaﬁyi,’%n ﬁis well-known boék Personal.
Knéﬁledge {1958), identifies an important aspect of human
kgowing that has been disregarded by sdientisés: tacit,
knowing that is an “ineffablef déméin of human knowing based
op reflections and intuitions. In one ofhhis other essays,
he (1968) describes tacit knowiﬂg as:

Tacit knowing appears to be a doing of our own,

lacking the public, objective character of expllcxt

knowledge.... tacit-knowledge is in fact the

dominant principle of all knowledge, and its

rejection would, therefore, automatically, involve

the rejection of any knowledge whatever (p.24)

Polany1 tries ta reaffirm the personal and 1mmedxate
involvement of the individual in the act of knowing. Based
on Rhe findings of Gestalt p§¥chélogy, he tries tg” show that

the personal participation of the knower in tQE/act of

knowing does not make our ‘understanding subjective.



this fusion oﬁ the personal and the objective asi"Personal
Knowledge."'Polanyi's approach sets the stage for.widening‘
our perspective about what human knowing really means.

In this 'sense, the texts' understanding of human
knowing seems to miss an important point: the ground of
objective kndwiedgeq The nature of knowledge which is taken
for granteg in the texts' understanding is to be seen as
absoiu;e, as béing out there independent of the knowing
mind. The texts believe that if knowledge is more abstract,
it can‘héye wid?r applicapi}ity. This applicability of

knowledge is believed to be achieved by detaching the

t

kioWledge of a phenomenon from the concrete human knower and

the situation.in which it is known. The mistake ef the
absolutxst knowledge is in seelng thxs detaching of
knowledge from the 51tuatxon as becomlng objective. It feiis
to see that real Obj&Cthlty of knowledge is in the |
phenomenon 1tself from which knowledge comes . Tﬁis is why
teachers often voice the lack of appllcabzllty of scxentxflc
theorles on educatxon ;‘ | |

If one thinks tEéE“Beihg objective is oﬁly possible bfz
detaching knowledge‘from one's sUbjectfvity, we can realize
here that belng ob]ect1ve is not synonymous with belng

correct ~One can be object1ve but wrong, just as one can be

true but subjective.ABeing objective is not a matter of



one makes and precedes his or her understandlng Being
ObjeCthe is to open to one’ s'self ~criticism the: bas1s upon
which one's judgments are made -so that counter evxdence and
‘contrary arguments might, if they exist, be levelled.against
what one says. |
Another conception of knowledge understood by the temts
'is raised by\the clear distinctio of the cognitive from the'

affective and psychomotor dimensions of ~human experlences of

"
<'(

knowing. The oonceptlon also .set oul that all, knowledge has
a sequentlal and hierarchical order. To demonstrate the
hxerapchxcal character of knowledge, ‘'some texts use Bloom's
taxonomy, and'some\use Gagné's "hierarchies of learning.
The other texts that do not gquote Bloom or Gagné use their
own frames to discuss the two-dimensional analysis of
educational objectives. “

‘“ One o{‘the foundation texts provides the basie
‘framework for the dlstlnctlon of knowledge by d1v1d1ng its
part of "Cbxld Development and Growth,™ lxke any- other text‘
on human development 1qto four chapters. developmental
‘theorxes physxcal development cognxtxve development and
affectlve development. 1t cla551f1es perceptxon,wfanguage,
memory, thinking, creativity and'lntelllgence into the
"oognitive domain; and emotion, socialization, morality,

attitude, value-orientation and personality into the

'
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the area of human know1ng The dxvxslon of educatlonal

objectlves into three domazns that 1s a major feature of

b

Bloom S taxonomy is an attempt to create d15t1nctlons in

human knowledge and the process of human know1ng In. this

' dxstlnctxon, know1ng and belxevxng are: d1f erent human o
~act1v1t1es, and thinking and d01ng have dif ferent cr1ter1a

o At ¥
to be considered. ' Lo ' .

One of the curriculum texts, for ekample, discusseS@the
method of moral education in'schools hy dividing‘it into” |
imoral;knowledge, moral attitudes and moral behav1or (Moral'l
Education,‘}mn52~58) and argues that mpral knowledge 15'

, 1nterna11zed 1nto the m1nd of chlldren by following five’
steps Bloom suggests 1n his taxonomy of affectlve domaxn-~
rece1v1ng, respond1ng, valu1ng, organlzat1on, and
characterization"ﬁ(LQig,:pp.122—3).'Another'text recommends
student teachers tob"clqssify educational'objectives into
‘the categories of;knowledge, intellectual skllls, and,‘

affective obJect1ves (Social Studies;"p 35).

lﬁrmany cases, the term "knowledge 1s used to denote

+

mere memory level of 1ntellectua1 act1v1ty. It is common in

all the texts" tq d1st1nguxsh knowledge from hlgher

1nte11ectual skills. The’ concept1on of knowledge means
. i

1nformatxon held in memory rather than man1pulated as the ,

3bas1s &or all other léVels of th1nk1ng They seem to take "

. ,.\,,} . ,\ . . X \“
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"previous mastery of‘simple ones.

" The llnear model that is characteristic of taxonomles
such as Bloom S attempts to break down all_knowledge into
parts, and all human know1ng»1nto a step bywstep procedure.
But, we are still not clear as to hhether childrentlearn
) knowledge‘and then, at some later stage,;attain
understanding,.or they learn the two hand in hand'aﬁkthe
same txme. We are also not clear as to whether it is’
'p0551ble to envisage an act1v1ty that concerns 1tself only

with certain cognxtlve or intellectual goals .without"
. c L R ) : ; by v

simultaneously involving affective or psycho-motor

consxderatlons. It must be emphasxzed that educatlon should
( .

be concerned not only with' developlng cogn1t1ve ab111t1es

but at the same txme also wlth promoting a recognltlon o@
. the 1ntr1nsxc value of human know1ng and a feeling for those

standards of truth and beauty wh1ch are;an essential

¢ .

component of what 1t means to know and“tO'be educated
: 4 .

He1degger (1962)"ﬁ15t1ngu1shes between two senses pf

‘human knowing: knowxng and understandlng Thlstdlstlnctxon

3

is a cr1t1que‘of,the convent10na1 dlst1nct10n betwgen

o
thlnk1ng and feellng, or betweeh cognitive and affect1ve

domalns of thought. Accord1ng to him, feelzng and know1ng go

[

hand in hand 1n the learnlng process. Therefore,‘

) understanding as a deeper d1mens1on of human knowrng becomes

5y
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students experience their possibilities for being. It is not
! L ‘ ' * e : ! . ‘» ‘ :
a laboratory situation, but a lived world where'teacher and

students are cpntxnuously 1nterpret1ng the events they

texperience, and these 1nterpretatlons shape the1r stock of

‘knowledge at hand. Experxenced competent~teachers know"

immediately how well they are performing their teaching fromu

*the eyes of students even before the results of an off101al

test. They know ‘how thexr eye- contact w1th students will

influence|students learnxng even before the pronouncement

N

of a scientific theory of reinforcement. This kind of

t

"practical knowledge,"” which is, in nature, reflective

experivnce of one's doing in concrete situations,'may‘
sometimes be'more helpful for teachers in teaching children
than sc1ent1f1cally verlfxed knowledge. I1f student teachers

are taught to belleve that the only rellable and teachable

.~a

’ knowledge is obJect1ve sc1ent1f1c knowledge, the prospectlve

teachers mlght be prejudlced towards a ster1le form of

' relatlvxsm w1th regard to scxentlfxc knowledge.

In brxef rev1ew, the texts understand1ng of human

%,

knowing 1s reflected in three features that (1) knowledge

has valxd1ty by 1ts ut111ty, CZ) valuable knowledge is of a

R «'

"structural and theoretlcal nature rather than of 1nd1vzdua1

‘",parts, and the parts have h;erarch1cal order._These p01nts

ny B v i ' iy N,

'experxences, and (3) knowledge can be d1v1ded 1nto separate
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scope, we. must begin. by reawaken:ng the'. basxc

e

fylng the methodologxes and models of dellverxng

edge. Steeped 1n the language and assumptlons of the

1cal~analyt1c way of human knowxng, students in the

"

er educat1on progrém are supposed to learn predefxned

edge and styles of thought rather than to understand

.
.

orld from the1r poxnt of vlew as an act of knowxng

[N ' '

f, as personsncla1m1ng or1g1na11ty and exercxslng thexr

nal Judgments ;

—

The scientific dlsc1p11nes ~the empirlcal knowledge
ture— can be offeréd as’ p0551b111t1es to 1nd1v1dua1

nt. teachers, each with the capac1ty to generate

-

edge that relates to h1s or her concerns, that clarlfy

s/he wants to say, "But, authentlc knowledge for
.

ers 1s in the1r way of know1ng 1tselﬁv in their mode of

maklng, 1n the1r 11v1ng w1th ch1ldren '1n their very
) B r

mode of be1ng 1n the world. They aré the very source of

o,
A

knowledge as Merleau Ponty (1962) says-

11 my knowredge of the world, even my sc1ent1f1c
nowledge, . is ga;ned frpm my own particular point. of
iew, or frém some experience of the world ‘without
hich the symbols of sc1ence would be mean1ngless. Ry
he whole universe of science is built. upon the - .
orld ‘as d1rectly experlenced and -if we want to
ubject science itself to rigorous’ scrut1ny andu |
rrive at 'a precise assessment of its:meaning and e

xperlences of the world of which sc1encg“

a
'
e

"
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| Underlyxng Preconceptxons

: understand1ng. It 1s strongly reflected 1n the téxts " “g

[N

U, 1nitriai ‘xerrectrion: Kevearing uvnaeriying rreconceptions

: '

=§pﬁn thxs chapter I have ventured to 1nterpret a series

b

of Korean teacher educatlon currxculum texts as a way of

exam1n1ng "Kore&n teacher educatlon and of com1n9 to a deeper

understandxng of the meanlng of teacher competence The

.

venture has been pursued through an 1nterpret1ve d1alogue

\

between the texts’ and the 1nterpreter wh1ch has almed at .

by
Y

dxsclosxng the meaning concealed in the texts. Althohgh the

\ " "

texts do not say anythxng dxrectly as to the meanlng of

teacher competence, we have trxed to f1gure it out from the‘

Lo "o 3

texts' understandlng of the four ba51clconcepts ih teacher
H " . . \1\

educat10n° edgchtlon currrculum teachlng, and human

. - . ', ‘ .v“v: o ,‘ ’ ' KR . \ .

learnlng . ‘ o g b , P
X . N S .o X i

- - ' . ™ N v , % i . .

'The.texts'uundenstandingigf teacher'competence“as we5

' have'seen'through the interpretation, is not. far removed i

from the dom1nant understandlng d;scussed? n chapter II. Q?,
1‘ ‘.“\). .

‘at least, the texts seem to be on the way towapd the -

i
By
.

w t
domxnant understand1ng, that 1s, SClentlflc technologlcal‘

»5‘,"

A

efforts to makeveducatzon_a sclence and the work of teachlng

8 technxcel pro£e551onal1sm.t"‘ﬁ“ f],g L i
We have already d1scussed in chapt } ir some probleme

£ ' ,

and lxmztat:ons of the sc1ent1f1c technolog1cal
-t ) ) . it ! v, T o . B

v e Tt e S R . : ’ LR . . ]
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‘Ileld ot teacher educatlon. Some of those problems could

Y

also be found 1n the texts understandlng of teacher

competence. We could read from .the texts the predominant

'concern of teacher educatlon as an 1nstrumental

preoccupatlon w1th the‘ends ~-means criterion ofgtechnxcal

control We could also see that prospectlve teachers are\

urged to be much more conscious of the technxcal way of

teachlng which 1s con51dered to brzng eff1c1ent results. The
texts seem to belleve that the only way to modern1ze
I‘educat1on is to 1ntroduce.sc1ent1fac ratlbnality and
technoiogical methods into education: Inlotherhﬁords. the
avtexts ‘seem to confuse 501ent1frcat1on and technocratlzatxon
with: modernlzatxon of educatlon

»Recognlzing that 1ntegral to afhermeneutical
1nvestlgat10n 1s a que5t1on1ng'of the preconcept1ons and
‘pre]ud1c1es‘anherent in a preunderstand1ng, thlS is the txme
we must,questron ‘the underlylng preoccupatxons within whxch
the texts' understanding'of teacherrcompetenceﬁis‘embedded'
- On what ground is this kznd‘of understandzng poss1ble7 what
are hxdden rat1ona11t1es 1nherent in the texts o
understandlng of teacher competenCe7

The sc1ent1f1c technologlcal ratxonal1ty w1th whlch the
‘texts understandxng of teacher competence is bornd rs not

]USt a matter of hardware or phys1cal system,,lt,mas we saw

‘ through the 1nterpretatxon of the texts, refers to an unlque:u'c

[ . Dm
\ S ‘
. . .,b Lo L
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reflects the way 1n which reality is constxtuted and. _known.
' / . 1

It is more bas1ca11y a matter of human‘ conscxousness in
the sense that Berger, et al. (1973) use the'terﬁ:'

_ The consc1ousness of everyday life is the ‘web of.

' .meanings that allow the 1nd1v1dual to nav1gate his.
way through the ordinary events and meanings, which
he shares with others, ‘makes up a particular soc1al

. lee world (p.12)
| ' .
The scxentgfic—technological,rationality,,at its most

basic level, is rooted in the foundation of a positivistic
epistenology and behavioral psyohology; Both theories‘are
forms of inquiry on human khowing invwhich the social
sciences are seen as best modeled after the natural
sc1ences. The emphases are on 1ncreased loglcal and
‘methodologxcad rlgor on greater mathematlcal soph1st1cat10n
- .in experlmental or correlatlonal control

"The contemporary form of . positiVism‘ which stens‘from ‘
the earller pos1t1v1sm of Auguste Comte, prov1des a loglc of
human knowxng w1th a strong respect for that of the natural
\fsclences: emp1r1ca;ly‘grounded, unxversally bmﬁﬁxng, and
vaiue-free.‘It served to bring together elements of two
powerful bases, for human know1ng, a synthe51s of the log1cal
‘atom1sm of Bertrand Russell and early W1ttgenste1n that
based knowledge on‘self—evddently c1ear and logical
,arguments, and the emp1r1c1st ep1stemology of Ernst Mach
"that based knowledge on sensory or observat10nal exper1ences

(Thompson, 1981 pp RE 2)



law- 11ke regularltles which can be 1dent1f1ed and K s
-man1pulated as can objects in the phys;cal world the
p051t1V1sts argue, the explanation of a social phenomenon is
p0551ble by log1cally reducing the.particular event from a
un1Versal theory or law along w1th a value “free statement of
1n1t1al‘cond1t10ns. Thls is the so- called "deduct1ve~‘
nomologicai model of explanation” ‘(Bredo & Felnberg, 1982,
p.15). | ”
o The p051t1vxsts argue that sciéntific theory must seek
- to descrxbe thlngs as they are not as they are seen or
judged to be. The investigation of:social phepomena is thus
believed to be independenthof'the goals and values which
”.people may express within a situation;'Consequently,‘thef
pos;t1vlsts want to el1m1nate metaphysxcal statements from
‘the domain of human' studles in order to develop clear
(crzterla for sc1ent1f1c explanatlon By,lxmxtlng valid
knowledge to that'of analytlc or'synthetic truth; the main
concern of contemporary‘positivismbis to deyelop a "rigOrous

\

science™ whlch makes the study of soc1al phenomena

)

objectxve through the ellmlnatlon of any reference to

_subjective factors, human intentions, goals, values, and‘

meanings. . Co ,

Behavxoral psychology is also a pos1t1v1st theory of

human learnlng based on the control of human behavzors. From

the- behav1orlst perspect1ve, it is assumed that‘human
. B | ) “‘ : . ‘v-‘ \' \ . "‘
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Although more complex, a human being is considered not
essentially different from any other animal who responds
instinétively to the stimuli of his or her surrounding

environment.
. . . ¢

‘}, o Therefore,‘the behavxorxsts contend that human behavior

“can best be explaxned through an analyszs of the relatlon
between the behavxor and its 51tuatxon, and also be
predicted andfcontrolled by a manlpulatxon of thelr
varlables. In order to carry out more effec;AVg.control nf

“human behavxor, the behaviorists argue the observer of !
‘human behavxor must specify objectzvely what features of a
partlcular occasion are llnked w:th what character;st;cs of
ithe human behavxor in terms of observable and measurable |
events. | | |

Behavioral psycholoéists' allegiance of this
methoéoidgical."dbjectivi;m"*to'thgw“scientific truth” giVes
fsanctionntd‘the prevailin§ notion of "controlling‘hunanum”
behaviorf psing750ch terms as "cnnéitioning,“t‘W‘ “‘m

"reinfdrceﬁént;“ or "béhavioral hoﬂificétion."ﬂThe massive

-work of human understanding is reduced fér“tﬁe,behaviorists
Ito the techniques of numén néhavibrql cnntrol,'ln'thisf
ménngf; behaviorai psychoi;gy reQUCes‘éll hnmén Behaviofs to
the facts of'overF behavior, unde;stpod as the‘productldfh
Stimulns?;espOnse relations.n‘ - ‘

o

,
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vepal Luell dellea a motner custody ot her baby on
grounds of incompetence. It was an unusual case: The
father was absent aud the mother was a lifelong
quadriplegic whose shrunken limbs were virtually
useless. The Welfare Department asserted she was
unable to care for her daughter, then five months
old, even with daytime household help. But the
mother went to court to prove her competence. As
spectators stood in awe, she changed the child's
diaper before the judge, using her lips ‘and tongue.
She also demonstrated that she could type fifty
words per minute and play the organ -both by using.
her tongue. The judge awarded her full custody of
her daughter, commended her courage) and- commented,
"You have proven that the physical ‘endowments we
have are only a part of the spectrum of resources
that human beings possess. (New York Times, cited in
Grant, 1979, p.1) ‘ | ‘ .o

. To view the ideal teacher as an efficient‘produder of
'student léarning is not revolutionary. What is surprising,
at least in;the texts' understanding of teacher competence,

I <

is its strong preference of the scientific-technological

,

- ratiopality, as if there is no Sther way in, eéducating:

teachers. 4

In the texts' understanding of teacher competence, we
saw the pervading evidences of its alliance with positivist

epistemology and behavioral psychology. We saw in the texts

. that thej”significantlyfreduce'ourveducational thinking,

doing aﬁd~béing”into‘on1y behavioral terminology by focusing

6p,parfiéuiar éonSiderationsvahd éphaitions‘in érder‘fo-
| accoﬁplisﬂ giéen”iﬁtehés:in geache£ éduca£i6n.
| :Froﬁ a;pérsgeétibe thﬁefmeheutics,_hbwéver; our
"intéfest in.in;erpreﬁing’the-¢0f;i¢hlum'tgxtélhasvbeen

thcé:Héd ﬁbt oﬁiy‘wi£h Qrésﬁingpéhe.poiﬁtuof yﬁét islsaid
o : Sn T S R o



unsaid. Rather than merely crisicizing a particular view of
teacher'competence, our endeavor has also been ‘concerned

.with making visible and understandable a deeper meaning of

»

\Eeachér.combetence.f
~_Through the'interpfegatiqn of the texts, we set out
:t;gether to recover a deeper meaning of teacher competence
by bringing to the surface wﬁat the texts have iost under
the shadow of scientific-technological understanding.
Contrary to the doﬁinantvview of teacher competence, there,
have‘emérged, as‘é reéult of our endeavor, some sénses which
allow us to understand the meaning of teaéber competence at

a deeper ground. Let me reflect on our understandings in

this study as a whole in the next chaptér.

- N

v
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REFLECTING ON THE MEANING OF TEACHER COMPETENCE'
A. i} the Reflective Momént of the Study
It has been 'a major theme of this’study to inquire into
the meaning of teacher competence. A basic assumption of the
study has been that any effort aimed at improving teacher

-~

eduéatién is inevitably geared to the question of what the
good or competent.teacher is. It is thus believed that the
ways in which the meaning of teacher competence is

understood in a teacher education program tell us what k‘QE~+
of teacher education it is, and what kiﬁd of teaEhefs we can
eﬁpect from*it. Therefore, it has been assumed' that if we
jreally want to develop a better ﬁqrm of teacher education,

we must start‘with an endeavour to understand what thg‘term
teacher competence really means.

Up.to this QQint, we have had a journey‘to meet this
interest by'ekplofﬁng the dominant mode‘of undersﬁanéinévof
teacher coﬁﬁéténce in contémpérary research and pracpicé of
teacher~gdycéﬁion, and by iHQerééeting'a series of Korean
teacher education curriculum‘tekts.rThpough én‘
inﬁegpretaéion of the curriculum texts, we have ventured
together to reveal\thé”fpndamental dimensioﬁs in .
. understanding teacher Egmﬁetence by uncovering some of the
'hiaden aspects of the written words of the texts.'Now;'We

have come to a reflective moment in our long journey of

LN

R

inquiry into the meaqing. of teacher‘coméétence.

.-
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of Gadamer's discussion as to the function of hermeneutical
reflection in our understanding. Hermeneutical reflection is
conceived as a ‘way of broadening and deepening our

[ .

underétanding in a cbnstant stream of self;reflecpibn. Oour
deeper unde;standing is possible throhgh‘this hermeneutical
réfléction by é'way of renewing our preundé;standings. Fof
this,. hermeneutical réflection,'aé distussed in chapterHIIIn
requires a critical}éwafeness of the'preSuppbsitions which
are concealed in our usually taken-for-granted thinking and
acting. By "bringing before me something that 6therwise
happens behind,mf back" (Gadamer; 1976, p.38), a | .

hermeneutical reflection enables us to 'be aware of what is
problematic’ in our preunderstandings. }

Therefore, refiection, in a'hérmeneutical éénseg is
,neither an act of summarizing what has been said before, nor
of seeking for final answers or solutions to given

questions. It means neither accepting nor rejecting a

particular perspétfive, nor suggesting new findings. Rather;

. '

it means re—appreciating‘Bﬁ?'Jnderstanding‘from a deeper
ground, trying to become aware of what iévquéStionable. It
is a recollective momeni for furthef understanding, a moment
that is an opgqiﬁg to & new dimension of questioning;

To reflect upon our understanding of teacher
compé;énce, I will b:ihg.again the scientific-fethnological.
hndepstanding into an extended criticism in order to be

-~ N

raware of the fundamental problems inherent in that mode of

-



reflecting upon. our new understandings of this study, and as
a consequence, to open, new dxmensxons in our 1nquxry 1nto
the meanlng of teacher competence. Some reflectxons upon the
personal experlence of understandlng 1n this study wlll
follow in the next part. Through this reflectxve moment of
the study, we hope we can break out of the shell surroundxng
us’, and see the‘world of teachers thh a broader and deeper.
understandxng |

AS the final chapter, this is the‘concluding part of

the study. But, this chapter does not ‘intend to conclude the

study. Human understanding is an infinite process of inquiry
into meanihg.'Understanding the meaning of teacher‘ |
N el

competence, too, is a never- endlng task for teacher
educators as far as teachers exxgt. How can I conclude the
understandgng-of teacher competence? ‘
VB. Whathé dave Lost in Technoloéical Understanding

| As. the 1nterpretat10n of the currxculum texts reveals,
Korean- teacher educatxon seems to be bound w1th the domipant
objectxvxst tradltlon in understanding teacher- competence.
An 1n1t1al crltxcxsm of this domlnant mode of understand1ng

was already present in the dlscussxonnof.CBTE'1 ’chapternll,

and in the actual 1nterpretat10n of the curric
chapter V as an un1f1ed process of understandlng.
The initial reflectlon conducted in the prev1ous

chapter has revealed that thé texts' understandxng of

3

um texts in'

f
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which is rooted in positivistic epistemology and behavioral
Py chology, forcing us to think of teacher education in-an

instrumental and technical way. It 'is the moment when we

have to dr1ve our cr1t1c1sm into a more fundamental ground

-~

in order to make our deeper understandlng p0551ble.

In an endeavor to come to a -deeper understandlng of

teacher competence, our deepest.concern is really an

‘ontologxcal one,lxte., it is a‘guestion about human
experiences within technoloéicai understandihg; We,already

‘discussed that scienceatechnolqu is‘essentiaily "a.mode‘o§7
revealing, " and thus it is "a choice of a possible waf‘ofl y

bexng 1n the world." Technologlcal understandzng of" teacher

Y

competence, too, i8 a way of understandlng, not the whole

way of human th1nk1ng and actzng It is one ch01ce~of'a.way :

(oo

. of human exper1ence. ‘ : SR .

y
1

But, once we: are enslaved to a '‘particular rat1ona11ty,‘j
namely technologlcal ratlonalxty in the case of’ the
~curriculum texts, it 1mmed1ately,amplxtxes certaln'aspects_

of our. experiences while reducing other aspects at the'Same'

Ta

; txme. Surely both aspects that are ampllfled and reduced by

technolog1cal rat1ona11ty are parts of human life. For those

[}

‘who want to come to a deeper understandlng of human o "

)

lvexperlence, therefore, 1t 1s 1mportant to be fully aware of

this ambzvalent character of human understand1ng I

.
i

Throughout our efforts to 1nterpret the curr1culum

.

texts in the prev1ous chapter, we have attempted to reveal a

. “ ’
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~and thus unsaxd by the texts. It has been an.endeavor to
fill out the meanlng of teacher competence toward the whole.
‘We have tr1ed to recover the lost.part of the mean1ng of .
\teacher competence by referring to our experlences 1n
laducatlon to the etymologxcal or1g1ns of some words or to
alternative understandlngs which tell us that technologlcal
understandxng is not the whole.
' We have Understood through the interpretation,.for
example, that the texts miss the meanxng of nurturing" in
. thexr understand1ng of educatﬂon the -original meanlng of
CUPPePe in curriculum, aesthetic meanxng of teaching, and
the subjective or tacit d1men51on of human knowing: It is.
_not necessary to repeat here all of the understandxngs ln
“this reflectlon. Rather, let me reflect Upon those

upderstandlngs by br1nglng them together into a deeper level

of human experlence, by dzscu551ng a few cruc1al p01nts that

[

have g1ven direction to my understanding. of teacher

competence.’ | L

.

We are lifxng humane language in our educatxonal dzscourse.

Al f us through the process of acculturatlon acquxre

a set of 1mages of educat1on,‘human being, and our world

v A

'But, these amages are const1tuted by means of language. We
thlnk do and 11Ve in our ianguage. Language 1s the

i,

fundamental mode. of operatxon of our be1ng in the- world

Thxs 1s the poxnt as we saw in. chapter III in whxch nM&;%;

= "
Lo . . . v
o : '
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claims the‘univefsality ofqlanguage.- L : '~'

The use of a certaln kxnd of language changes our mode

-of be1ng in the world For example, ‘the use of 1ndustr1al

\‘\
metaphors in educat1onal discourse 1mp11es technxcal acumen

on the part of the user. It affords educators the lure of

effectiVe'pfoduction in education by means of technological

language. 'I‘h° 1llusxon of systematxc control and- predxct1on '

1n educatxon is legltlmxzed in educatlonal dlscourse Dy the

technologlcal language itself. Eyentually, the use of‘such

‘language’changes the nhole pattern of our educational -

discourse. Some"educational words that do not lend
themselves to the prec*sxon or cllterla that the users of

technologlcal language value are dn-empha51zed -and

"“gradually forced out of the educatlonal d1scourse. what

happens next is that such technolog1cal terms become

'ubxqultous, thelr.lmages are taken for granted, they become

Al

a part of our way of educational life.

The. po1nt of my reflect1on is: aot only the fact that we

are loslng some k1nd of language by the domlnance of
technolog1ca1 ratxonallty in educatlon, but also the fact
that, 1n my understandlng, the. language we are, 1051ng is a
more genu1ne and humane one which has been cher1shed by

people for a long t1me 1n educat1onal dlscourse. Let me take

an example from the currlculum texts. One of the texts says.

“The teacher S ab111ty as a profe551onal is more
-1mportant than his or her attitude; towardsllearners.n

- Love'is not enough for the teachei to be a - .
-profe551ona1. If a medlcal doctoramakes erroneous

..
~



1

.professional doctor, regardless of h1s»or her L .
.moxalxty or love of patlents. (The Foundations,; - o
P. 276) ‘ o LN , L

e

When we" talk about professxonal abllxty rather than

™

love, learners rather than chlldren, performance rather than

N
Y . ‘N
14 \‘

understand;ng, behav1or rather than exper1ence, 1nstruét1on
rather than teachxng, response rather than actxon, the A

ctioice of language is not a mere matter of - conveﬁlence or

. ‘M‘ ” N N
‘taste. It is a ch01ce of a way of human’ llfe, a ch01ce of a. '

~h ! q“ .‘4

mode of bexng in the world The coﬂBeQuences of the ¢hoice -

of such languyage and its 1mage of education, ’1n'mwaf T

-" s

:understandxng, are ster111ty and 1nhuman1ty W1th the S

ratlonale of sc1ent1f1c object1v1ty,‘technologlcal

understandlng of teacher competence deprxves us of humane

4

.language in our educational discourse, and replaces-xt with-

inanimate language..

. . " . : \ .
We aretlosing personal meanings in our educational .

experlences. . O | Co i

What does 1t mean to lose a partlcular kind of language
in our d;scourse?ﬂLosxng-a certarn ‘kind of language means

losing the meaning of the language, and in ‘turn 1051ng the

human experlence the language denotes When we lose the word ‘n'
0 ' \‘\ El

"love in our educatlonal d1$course, we: canﬁbt expect any

L3

human experlence of love in eabcat1onal“sxtuatlons. The

'\

source’ of meanlngs in educat1on or the source of meanlngs‘M_zj

for persons engaged 1n"edueat1on reszdes 1n the language we

B

talk about educat1ona1 phenomena. Huxley (1970) sees the

N
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Every 1nd1v1dual is. at once the benef1c1ary and the
"victim of the linguistic tradltlon into ‘which,he has
.been born. The benef1C1ary in as much as lan uage'

gives access to the\accumulabf? records of other Lo
people’'s experxence, thé victim in so 'far as it o
confirms him in the bellef that reduced awareness is
-+ the only awareness and as it bedevils his sense of
reality so that he is all too‘-apt to take his
conce ts for data, his words for actual th1ngs.

p.74 i v . ‘ ;

RO The employment’of emp1r1cal procedures that lend

'themselves to. the lure of operatzonal deflnxtxons and

\

i quantltatzve measurablllvy has been one‘bf .the tenets of

\"A'“ N .
‘technolog1cal understandlng In our dlscuss1on of teacher

; "\
. ',‘_3 \
competence, th1s means that the overt behav1ors of the '

\'\ et

“teacher are to be mhe primary referent for determining his

e ,g .
: t ' . !
or her competence as a teacher. p“ o ‘ '
. ®e ‘ ™
The ana1y51s of human competence 1nto measurable L

behav1oral tralts 15 a compelllng illusion of technologlcal

wrwl
&
1

rat1onal1ty, an 111uszon of prec1s1on and object1v1ty, of a“

vy

value- free 1mage of prlst1ne descrlptlon, untouched by

"personal Judgment blas, or human falllng"Thxs lure or .

‘111u51on of technolog1cal understandlng, often’ regarded as a

mark of sc1ent1f1c ob]ect1v1ty, leads us away from

v understandzng the quallty of personal 11ves that the teacher

and'students are exper1enc1ng 1n a pedagoglcal 51tuat10n.

fThe penchant of technologlcal understandlng for , tl"fu

-standardlzatlon hampers our understandlng of what is- truly

‘un1que about the persons who are engaged 1n educatlon.__

Today 1n the f1eld of teacher educatlon, we often hear”

& the‘express1on:”“m1n1mum competency test1ng for teachers. Ty

.v‘ ‘,._‘
ol



"""‘f"".."'—_"’. ..... .‘.v'_-..\_..-uuu wuc\.llck \.cn\.ucl.a UL Lchlch
candldates have achleved a minimum. level of competency 1s a

\
recent fad Competency test1ng emphasxzes that prospectxve
teachers must achleve above a pre specxfled level on. a

f\ Y
standardlzed papen;pencxl‘test as a-prerequxsxte tob- F

certlflcatlon "But, if a-test a851gns levels as competen ,‘w
as Hambleton and Exgnor (1980 p. 369l argue,‘"to those

persons in the hlgher scorxng category and 1ncompetent to

' ‘ "

those persdns in the lower scorlng category, it is noth*"wn
competency testxng, but competltlon testlng. "Mxnxmum

‘ competency testlng 1s nothlng more than an expre851on of

o

.technologxcal Understandlng, a standardlzatlon of teacher .

N

. I
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When we lose our. personal mean1ngs in schools, we are

A

v
» . ad

Jallenated from each other and from our “own potentlal as .- Y

o I
o

human‘bexngs. Thls in turn fosters the dehumanlzatlon of our",m

i [

educat1onal atmospheme. Macdonald (1975b) warns:
. . “Personal. meanxngs when expressed or felt thus become
anxiety laden.and often.result in gullt or shame
‘reaction when not accepted or praised. As'a result
individuals, engage in-a "forgetfulpess"™ concerning - RTTTE
‘their owh mean1ngs..l. When thls'happens the o P
‘,students have completed the personal-social S
' connection by ‘an accommodation to soc1al alienation e
with the added d1mens1on of becomlng“allenated noL s
" just from- others or their work, but also’ a11enated vl
. from théir own personal potentlal through repress1ve”“'"
g "forgetfulness.‘ (p 87) = ‘ :

If we really w1sh to understand the. whole mean1ng of
teacher competence, we must seek an empathetic understandlng
of the personal nature of 11ves whlch teachers and’ students

T
1ead 1n schools as Macdonald (1975b) suggests- L
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"1f we ‘are to understand the meaning of the 'schoo
we must search for the social meaning of the hum
act1v1ty that takes place there; and if we wish to
. examine the meaning implications of schooling we
must look at the personal activity of people in the
chools. (p. 85) ‘

1
v !

v

- We are losing humanity in our human education.

’.f As we have seen in the dxscussxon of CBTE as, well as in

the 1nterpretatlon of the currxculum texts, one of the

4

consplcuous tendenc1es 1n technologxcal understand1ng‘15'to

l
..\

X ﬁzie and separate every phenomenon 1nto segmented parts.

er the loglc of behavxoral objectlves and’ systems

i

@Qaalysxs,,everyth1ng is splxt 1nto fragments 1n order to

make 1nferenges about 1ts exlstence Qhrough the observatxon
e

'of man1fest elements Xn th1s rat1ona11ty, a human be1ng is
«'separated into the fragments of‘ohservable-behayxoral
\W‘characteristics.
| Behav1orlsts may list llterally hundreds of behav1oral,

characterlst1cs of a human bezngf}But the sum ‘of the

iy

5‘segmental characterxst1cs, no matter how many 1tems they

‘1dent1fy, cannot constltute a humap be1ng The human be1ng
»¥

‘wh1ch the technolqg1dal image tr;es to make is a fabr1cated
‘product of organlc parts. When a human being 15utreated as'a
mfactual obJect for analy51s, there 1s a danger of 1051ng our

‘W;nseparable human1ty. Husserl (1970) sees a crxs1s of the

I ""' '

- loss of our genulne humanlty 1n the pos1t1ve sc1ences-‘
-¥It concerns not the: sc1ent1f1c character of the
»‘,sc1ences 'but rather what- they; or what sczence in

s ’Ageneral had:meant ‘and ‘could mean for human
',exlstence. The exclus1veness w1th wh1ch the total



woria view 'OrL modern man, in the second half of the
ninetedfith century, let itself be determined by the
posxtlye sciences and be ‘blinded by the prosperity
! they quduced meant an indifferent. turning-away
From, ?he questions which are decxsxve for a genuine
‘ huma ty. Merely fact-minded sciences make merely
- fact- mxnded people. (pp 5- 6) :

Another omen of the loss.of humanlty in technologlcal
understandlng can be found from. its ends means ratxonalxty

In the 1nterpretatlon of the currlculum texts, for example,

‘ - i

we saw .a clear sequehce of ends and means- educatxon serves

as a means for societal needs currxculum is considered as a’
means to achxeve educational . aims, teachlng becomes a means ;
to accompllsh intended obJectlves, the valxdlty of knowledge

ls judged by its utlllty as a means, and teacher competence

is understood as a means to bring production into the
student S learnxng outcomes _ | |

o Thls logic is hxghly 1nstrumental If we‘drive this
'loglc further, it is not d1ff1cult to 1magxne that the human
.belng,ls to be 1nstrumentalxzed by the logic 1tself Marcuse
(1964) warns the 1nstrumentallzat10n of the human be1ng by
technologlcal ratlonalxty |

The 1ncessan€’dynam1c of technical proggess has Voo
become permeated with political content, and the
Logos .of technics has been made into the Logos of
continued servityde. The liberating force of
technology —~the instrumentalization of things- turns
~into a fetter of liberation; the 1nstgumentalxzatlon
of man. (p.159) ‘Qr

Here, too,wwe flnd a root. of the much talked about
dehuman1zatlon of ‘man. The dehumanlzang syndrome,_whether it

‘orlglnates‘from human life-histories’ xnvolv1ng‘narc1ssxsm,

L R ) . v ‘ ,‘ v \ " ¢ b, “" " v ' . HEN : “\
infantile regression,‘and.instinctualf:egression; from the ',
K ' B = '1 ‘. o . - C . v . ) “" C Y] B ’-“‘
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separation of labor from the product, or from the salient
characteristics of industrial mass society, has become
.increasingly manifest in our society, and has significantly
‘1nfluenced our everyday lxves.

.
I think the time has come for remakxng, recovering and

L

‘restoring what we have lost in our educational lives by
technological understanding. Much of the remaking of our
forgotten language, of the possible‘recovery‘of our personal

meanings, and of the restoration of our lost humanity rests
L ’ . ‘ T .

upon our endeavor to search for the meaning of our beings in
the ﬁcrld Man or wcman; in order to be a human be;ng, mus t
be forever an explorer of both hzs or. her inner and outer

| realxtxes. To exist humanly, is to go beyond what has been
I‘g1ven to challenge what has been taken for granted to
questzon what has prevxously been accepted 'We are human'

belngs because we have the capacxty to transcend what we are
to‘become‘somethxng'that we are not.

’

C. Re—quest1on1ng the Meanxng of Teacher CompEtence

. That we are born an& socialized into a
‘particular- culture of a particular society.in a
particular era . is fact, one with which we do not

. have to wrestle until ve experlence some
disjunction, some sense that something is wrong,
between how we feel and the._characteristics .of
accustomed m111eu. (Sarason, 1981, p.174)

~

o y

When we. experlence some sense that something is wrong,
we: usually shake our heads as 1f quest10n1ng 1ts truth “This
M

Quest1on1ng, I th1nk is. the begxnhzng of our new'

understandlng. Where there 1s no quest1on1ng, there ‘can. be S



no understanding, and vice versa. Suppose that we are
attending a_lecture in a qnite different area of our
interest. If we cannot understand what the speaker says, we [

cannot ask any questions Only those who can understand the

BN
lecture know what questions should be asked in the context

of the lecture ‘In other words, understandxng somethmng
means belng able to questlon 1t and the quest;onxng in its
turn requites of 1t ‘new deeper understandlng oo

Belng aware of what is wrong thh the scxentxf1c~_

'

technOlOglcal understandxng at ‘a deeper level xnevxtably

requires maklng new senses of teacher competence in order to
allow pew questxons emerge for further understandxng Greene
(1974) belleves our potentxalxtxes for doxng thxs._TA
Can ‘we not ‘as persons committed to transcend nce,
engage ourselves with fellow learners fo widen and ‘
diversify perspectives?-Can we not stimulate within
ourselves and those we come to love a fresh SRR
awareness of the questionable, of what must not be o
taken for granted any longer? Can we not begin -
beckoning insistently, challenging individuals to
,move beyond, the domestic and oppressxve, to surpass
the everyday? (p. 82) , o P (. ‘

Can we not become more aware of new senses in our 3 .

‘ understanding of the curr;culum texts as to the meaning of

v

,teacher competence?ﬁ“
\ . '

I

i
3

Thehteacher is a hnman being.
| "One'of the'fdndamental'reflecrions upon.our

understandlng 1s that we have forgotten a sxmple fact shat K
the teacher 1s a human bexng The teacher is not a malleable -

"and powerless servant but an 1ntent1onal human- be1ng s/he

Vot ' - : 4 o0

. ' ' ’ . 0 . . : . .
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“or her own world as a person by means of experxences and

.

perspectlves.

‘"~ To talk about the personal reality of teachersf

therefore,.is to conai4er,their lived lives and their

{ . .
pursuits of meaning in contexts that include a concern for

" the soc1a1 dxmensxon of teachlng,/for the strategic, and for

\

the exlstentlally unique. Greene (197?) writes:

The teacher is not a mxssxonary, not a museum guatd
~he. is a human bexng tryxng to recapture some of his
orxgxnal perceptxons, trying to 1dent1f himself,
trying to see. He can only be present Vit his
students as a human being engaged in searching and
choosing, as' someone who is willing to take the risk
of new perspectives, as someone who cares. (p.297)

. . The teachér is frequently addressed in the e

technologlcal dxscourse of education as if s/he ‘had no llfe

of hls or her own, no body, and nd inwardntss when it

descw%bes the competent .teacher as 1nf1n1tely controllable

person who- 1s techn1cally eff1c1ent and 1mpervxous to moods.

The teacher is usually deﬁlned by the role ‘s/he is expected

Ly

&
to play in a classroom. A truism that the ‘teacher is a human

belng 1s very frequently overlooked in technologlcal

""{)f .

Qﬁanﬁg;standlng When ‘we reflect updn the discussion qf the .

,prevxous sectlon ‘re- affxrm1ng the teacher as a human being
is. too cruc1al to be po1nted out as Cunn1ngham (1979) sees:
o Clearly there. is a rieed for- the recognitlon of !
teachers, not as. thlngs, but as beings. Things can

'be ‘described, defined, fragmented, measured,

controlled Th1n§s -do -not: change from w;th1n Th1ngs

. . !
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Once welrecognize the teacher as a human‘being, teacher
competence cannot hg understood as a set of knowledge or
SklllS the competent teacher has, that 15 as a thing.
Teacher competence does not ex1st 1ndependently of or
external to the 1ntent10n$ and motxves of the teacher as a
human bexng The competence of the teacher is not a set of
belongings s/he possesses like his or her car, it is very
much h1m/hersel$ like his or her face When we understand a
teacher as a human being, teacher competence is naturally
conceived "a% a quality of a person or as a state of pexng?
(Short, 1985, p.5). k |

Thereforé, the competent teacher is competent not only
‘because s/he has a good command ot a repertoire of
techniques in teaching but also because of his or her
‘quality as a human beindg. van Manen“(1984b) states this
pointlclearly: ‘ . ‘ -

r

And yet when we allow ourselves to reflect more
thoughtfully on teacher life, we may come.to the
recognltion of, a more profound truth: that more
important than what we do is how we are present to
children. Competence does not only refer to
objective abilities and gkills; .it more essentdally
refers to the quality Efom which the knowledge of
how to act somehow springs. '(p.142)

1 | s . . .
When/ae'unde;stand teacher competence as "a quality of

being“ of a‘teacher, the question we must ask is not
someth1ng lxke "What k1nd of ‘knowledge and skills are needed

for teachers to be competent?" Rather, 1t must be somethxng



difficulty of answering mean the worthlessness of our

striving toward answering them?

Human being is the whole person.
The more we know about human being, the more we realize

how impenetrable is the inseparability of human being. Pinar
.(Pinar and Gfumet} 1976) speaks of the ontological wholeness
-of being:

Ontological .and I am being stipulative here, means

‘being, and being as the gestalt of physical,

emotional and mental dimensions. One's ontological

being is "more"™ than the totality of these aspects.
(p.99)

,'|\“

One matter which haé}bothgred.us in the technoldgical:
~understanding of teacﬁeéQCOmpetehce is its inclination to'
separate and split both human being: and the world 1nLo bits
?and parts. But, there 1s 'no such human being in reality. who
exists as separate parts. Nor does the world. Even the
dxstznct;on between;human be1ng and the world seems
artificial, since hﬁﬁan being is part of the world: There is
no knleedQé apart %rom_the knower, and equally no knowledge
apart from something fo'be known. anwer and known, whole
and parts are not. opposite concepts, but‘recibfécal'ones.'
When we are concentrat1ng our . attent1on on the parts or

,pa}t1cu1ars, 1t is d1£f1cult -if not 1mpossxble, to

recognxze the gestalth the whole sense,of human being. When*

» .
P : .



\

“help children to be "whole persons"” with‘fragmentary

. where the teacher competence is segmented into fragments of

being of a teéqhér. If~gne'b§1§evés that the‘fundaméntal;

_ e —= ==y - -

of its parts, but not vice versa. Beittel (1984) -emphasizes
the importance of wholeness in our undérétanding:

The wholeness we remember, the wholeness we bring
back with us, the wholeness we discern when and only
when we are experientially and qualitatively whole,
reveals the Eden, the rose, of self-plus-culture as
one, before the reversalM of mind, the knowledge of
good and evil, theseparation of light from
darkness, splits asunder that moving wholeness into
fragments forgetful of their origin, like the
faithless art critic who forgets that what he took
apart to make a point was really done through an act
of . violence demanding reaffirmation or, at least, an »
lapology.ﬁip.106) : . ‘

. In recent times, we often hear 8logans like: "Education

for the Whole Person" in-the educational field.-How can we

i

.&‘\x‘ N
behavioral objectives? How cari“a teacher who has only

"y

segmental behavioral traits educate children as "whole

persons”"? If the teach®r, if anyone, is to be an ‘example of

“,

a whole person to'others,_s/he‘must first be a whole person...

. EN N
‘Where the teacher is treated as less than a whole person,
. N ,

behavioral traits, we cannot'expect there "education for the

'

whole person.”
Clearly, teacher competence cannot be unqerstdod with. a

single set of meanings. It-cannot be conceived even as a

_whole of discrete parts of technjcél skills or performances.

It fhplies a whole set of.knowing; thinking,‘doingJ and

- K

-

5
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teacher 'competence, I‘thfhk, must .be grasped not by designed

.experiments or quantitative measurements, but by /((

‘understanding the lined experiences of the teacher as a

~,

whole be1ng It is not much different from other 1mportant
aspects of human llfe such asﬂlove, falth or truth R

If we really want to understand the meanlng of teather

“

competence,,and to make a really 1mportant 1mprovement in
: teacher educatlonn we must pay attentxon to restoring the
wholeness of: the bexng‘ofﬂthe teacher. Yet, are‘we‘to make

no distinctiOns between partsmard'Whole7'b0es a close and

%

dxalectlcal relatlonshlp mean 1dent1ty? How cah we
5

understand the parts in the v1ew of the whole?

0
o

Competence is communal venturzng.~

4

0ur creation of a world is the result ‘of an
understanding of-the reality we confront and the
‘transformation of that reality. in an understanding, we find .
-a meaning in reality through.text experience, discourse or
5whatever else, and that meanlng again: produces a

transformatlon in reality through “the fu51on of hor1zons.
0

In other‘words, the human progect ;s to transform oneself in

the courée of underétanding realfty; To ask a question of

B
,meanlng, therefore, is to place ourgelves in & cont1nu1ng

«
-

'stream of self reflectlve understand1ng.ﬂ
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in whlch human belngs come to know who they are, how they

"

ought to belleve howﬁthey might behave, what they mean'by
the words theyvuSe; and the things they do. The competent
teacher is a perSOn who 'is self—consCiously engaged‘in the
commitments ‘f erv1ng, experxencxng and makxng sense of
human exlstence. S/he 1s the person’ who. partxcxpates with
others 1n the 1mprovement of human cond1t10ns through the
dialectical way Of 11v1ng, understandlng and creation of |

meanlng in the world Gadamer (1984) upoerstands N \

z

‘part1c1pat1on as ‘enrlchment by sharing":

"Participation” is a strange word. Its dialectic
consists of thé fact that participation is not
taking parts, but in a way taklng the whole.
Everybody who partxcxpates in something does not
take somethlng away, so that the others cannot have
it. The opp051te is true: by sharlng, by our
partxc;patlng in the things in which we are
participating, we enrich them; they do not become
smaller, but larger. The whole .1ife of tradition
consists exactly in this enrichment: thé whole 1nner
store-of our lives is always ekxtending by
participating. (p 64) s

In attempting to re—understand the meaning of teacher
competence, it may be helpful to. explore the root etymology
of competence." The word comes from the Latin root

"com petege"~ "com" m;an1ng "together," and petere meaningr
; "tofseek."kIn a root sense, then,, competence"hmeans to

fe

seek together" | "to ventu:e forth together." The o .'g‘m} S
r( . ' . " ...,‘:_" o

etymolog1cal orzg1n of the word tells us clearlyya v1ew of n;-
- e ‘ “‘t
'competence as communal ventur1ng for a progress 1n our”}xves

. i'n . T . CdeRg M
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competence in‘teaching as "critica'l venturing together™:.

Competence as cr1t1cal venturing together, then,

with its interests in liberating man from hldden,
assumptions and- techn1ques, promotes a theory of man
and society that is grounded in the moral attitude
of liberation. tp.???

g -vUnderstanding competence as "communal venturing“ can

F

also be revealed from the ontologlcal nature, of - human be1ng -

human openness to be1ng, not merely to. know1ng and chooszng

‘thlngs, but to becomxng by hxs or her own acts what s/he 1s

to be. A human be1ng is a person to be- achieved. S/he is- not .
‘a‘statlc thing,' but an actlve ‘individual, not merely

evolyingfbut developing:him/herseliyby aotively i
{participating in the world with other beings:

) We know more about human being today than ever. before,
'yet never has human be1ng appeared 1o} mysterlous as ‘now. Who
~ is s/he? . | |
‘The Delphic demand."Know thyself" meant "Know that )
you are a man and no god." It holds true as well for

human beings in. the age of the science, for it

stands as a warnlng before all illusions- of mastery
and domination. (Gadamer, 1981, p. 150) ‘

a

D. Reflectxons on the Personal Experxence of Understandxng

(1) As I recollect my thoughts ‘and act1ons over the
S
‘past three year? in my doctoral program, eSpec1a11y the one
and.half years 1n the wr1t1ng of th1s research I have o

o become aware oﬁ my struggle to transform myself Thls
By

ﬂ“%esearch‘emerged from my experlences as a. teacher educator. .




research. Why have I chosen this struggle rather than to

11ve ea51ly in . a taken for- granted world? Well ‘because I am

a human creature as Karl Jaspers says:
: . .
We are creatures of this sort, and we are lost if we
rellnqulsh our . orientation to- the ‘dry land. But we
are,not content to remain .there. That is why our
- flutterings are so uncertain and perhaps so absurd
to those: who sit secure and content’ on dry land, and
are intelligible only to those, who have been se1zed
by the same unrest.' For them the-w6rld is a point of .
departure for that flight upon which everything ‘
dépends, which each man must venture on his own )
. though in common with other .men, and.which can never -
'+, "become the obJect of any doctrine. (cited.in Abbs,
s 1979, p.89). : ‘ ‘

(2) What was 1t lrke for me to do' this. research? What‘f

was it like to venture forth to, understand the meanlng of «

'teacher competence? I already used the term struggle. It

was not a struggle agalnst other people, but myself It was

P
not a struggle to get somethxng, but to become who I am not

*

when the wastebasket under my desk was fllled w1th crumpled
sheets of paper everyday, when 1 threw a whole draft oﬁ
chapter into the wastebasket it was not that I had certa1n

external cr1ter1a for 3udg1ng my research It was a struggle
l
w1th my own expectatxons of - who I am, It was much like a

»

pupa s struggle»to become a butterfly,‘a struggle wh1ch only“
that pupa can undertake‘ K

‘The . butterfly is ‘a beautiful and active creature. In -
.its process of. metamorph051s, it emerges from the
'pupa. It puts up~a tremendous struggle to break out
" of its chitinous shell, ‘A nature lover, once:. -  ° v
»ljnot1c1ng this, thought that creature shoyld be saved

'm."scalpel to cut away the shell Then the butterfly

ﬂ?f the struggle, With great dexter1ty, “heused a’

.

o, T .
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\

‘ research?zwhat‘is the difference‘between talking about

‘hermeneutical"understanding and actually doing it? In this

study, I have tried” to do both- -talking about hermeneutxcal

understandlng based on Gadamer 1n chapter 111, and actually

‘ doxng 1t w1th teacher educat1on currlculum texts in. chapter

V. How do 1 understand the relatlonsh1p of. the two chapters7.

Or1glnalIy when I planned chapter III I expected that

. the chapter m1ght nge me a methodlcalrframework or guide

: for d01ng chapter V But ‘unfortunately (or fortunately’), .

K

-'the expectatlon could hardly be met. Rather, I “have come to

1

realxze, through‘my experlence of do1ng chapter\v, that
hermeneut1cal theory is not a guxde for method but a gu1de
for reflectzon, that 1s, our understandlng. I have felt. that

S
LI

do1ng chapter v was heav1ly dependent upon my understandlng

of hermeneut1cs rather than follow1ng certa1n rules for

ln

doxng someth1ng

Do1ng chapter \' for me was not llke an appl1cat1on of a

‘theory to a practxdal 51tuat¢on in an 1nstrumental sense.

What I had to do in chapter V was rather xo examlne a theory
1tself or. create an. educatlonal theory based on my own

understand1ng It was an’ experlence of "theor1z1ng in the'

sense that Aok1 (1981) speaks of: 1t.:, ‘ - |
Educators 10 re thlnklng educatnon (1 e.,‘ln;' "

. theorlz1ng ‘about - educat1on) must - liberate: themselves'
from both: object1v1st1c ‘and. sub3ect1v1st1c'~a‘
traditions; -and must engage-themselves in a'deeper

'~ww~and~£uller_undetstand1ng—of*th concrete l1ved
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re- wr1t1ng of the chapters, exper1enc1ng an act of

} understandlng, a systematic .and: cr1t1cal reflectlon upon

0

practlce. I could observe Myself becom1ng aware of my

correct but not yet true bellefs, and through the awareness
hav1ng q fresh 1ook at the questlon of teacher competence.

After~f1n1sh1ng chapter flve,'I read-GadamEr'(1981) again:

'

Practxce consxsts of choosing, of, dec1d1ng for

someth1ng and against somethlngvelse, and in doing

this a practical reflection is effective, which 1%“'

‘ Q1tself dialectical .in the highest measure....,,

oy Practice, then; certalnly does not rely solely upon

o an abstract consciousness, cf norms. It is always ,
concretely motivated’ already, prejudiced to be sure,’ S
‘but also: challenged to a critique of- pre]udlces. ‘

(pp. 81 2) : ‘

(4) what are the results of my struggle for
understandzng? What products has thls research brought?
Probably, "nothing." When a Zen‘master reaches a state.of

| vimUkti (Buddhistlc emancipation)”through a meditgtion
i.e., a struggle to become what he (human bezng) really 1s,.
the state of vrmukti is usually descrlbed as nothlng ness.”
If a technologlcally mznded person asks h1m to show the
“‘;_result of»the medltatlonquthere‘may,beino other waxtfor himl
than to say "no- th1ng | o o o

q‘ ., . L O -

But, the struggle has revealed to me an 1mportant sense -

N

f "nothlng ness” from my experlence'f no endlng ness of
";bu u&perstandlng.TExper1enc1ng an understand;ng for me was‘th-"

becomﬂhg aware of the f;nxtude of my understand1ng As I

‘ found myself 1n the flow of the study,.I became,aware of the f}lgﬁﬁf




" In 'the ﬁrocess,‘yvbecehe freer myselﬁ?froﬁ the}eXpectetions/
‘that Irhdd;tovhaoe clearyresearch findinée and thét.I had to
arrlve at any flnal mean1ng of teacher competence.‘

Hermeneutlcal understandlng,las ‘self- understandlng, is -

s always on-thegway, it is on a path whose completlon 1s a

clear.impossibility Hermeneutxcal experlence is experlence
‘of human £1n1tude as Gadamer (1975) understands 1t‘

Thus experlence is experlence of *human. f1n1tude. The
truly experienced man is one who is aware of this,
who knoWws that he is master neither of time nor the
" future. The experienced man knows the .limitedness of
all predlctlon and the uncertainty of all ‘plans. In
him is realised the truth-value of experience. If it
is character1st1c of every phase of the process’ of
“,‘ ‘experlence that the experlenced person acqu1res a
’ "' new openness to new experiences, that is certainly
true of the idea of complete experience. (p. 320)

Therefore my 1nqu1ry into the meanlng of teacher -

v_‘competencedcannot‘begflnlshed. It»lshH?TO BE'CONTINUED,4
\ \‘ "

E Inconclusxve Conclus1on' Teacher)or Educator?

Huebner (1975c) ra1ses an\lnterestlng d15t1nct1on

,{between “teacher" and educator‘ based-on his own .- .

~

‘experlence"t‘

T soon dlscovered that he1p1ng an }nd1v1dua1 reallze
‘\,h1s or her own p0551b111t1es ‘sometgmes came  in :
o Nglconf11ct w1th maintaining the ordeP and routines of .
. aclassroom ‘@nd.school. The' fact ‘that I 'had to - :

RS }fd1f111 my-“intention of being an -educator by -being a

‘ - 'school functxonary did not- str1ke me as being .
,V‘unrealist c. The" d15t1nct1on between being:.an

. educator #nd. belng ‘a’ school  teacher was not. .- -

‘,:'*,;f{ttansparent to me at. that tzme, nor to. most Lo

,‘"Lw‘;‘."v'.i";i‘-reducators. Today 1t 1s. (p 28) e Co o




: and educator." A "teacher" may be the person who teaches
' students 1n order to meet certdln object1ves, or to max1m1ze‘
| certaln values in the behavior of the students. The ma1n
role;of the "teacher™ is to maﬁxpulate materlals
env1ronment and eVen students %o that the 1ntended,effects.
_ are achleved and can be measurdd: An "educator,"lon the

'

othef hand, could be concelved las a person who "Heips

1nd1}(duals be more self fulfxllxng, more powerful more

capable of - recognlzlng and realxz1ng their own possibilities
BT,
,  as human be;ngs‘ (lblg,‘p.é7’. Thenterm-"teacher" goes well
w1th the."maintenance functions" of the schbol; while |
educat%f ‘with educatlonal functxons.‘ L "J

In Korean too as we saw somewhere ;n‘an earlier

P . N
L oy i

chapterf a 51m11ar dlstlnctlon can be found between 'ﬂﬁ@?

(kyo sa)" agﬁ "_ (su sung) " The ‘term "kyo- sa does not . " \

v

; convey any spec1al feelxng. It s1mply means a person who has - .
‘ oy ‘

a teachrng -job~ Just 11ke "teach er “in Engllsh A "kyo sa”

'.1s concelved as nothzng more tpan a member of school ‘ woo
o~ . .

' fﬁndtlona 1es.,Th1s term is used w1dely in laws and
g_ﬁr" E

. %egulauon?, well as in teacher educat1on E“extbooks. On
'the other d, the word "su sung \1nvolves in 1tse1f a:

,xstrong sgnse of good or great teacher. There can be a’ bad

"kyo sa," but not bad "su- sung." I have had many’ "kyo—sa in el

“

my 11fe, but only few vsu—sung." They are the persons who uﬁ?’ff;ﬁﬁi

have entere deeply 1nto my 11£e, who have shared the1r




- -~
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have allowed me to think of a truly pumah way of being,

together in the world susceptible to questioning.’ .

As teacher educators, we must ask: Do we want to train
our students as "teachers".(*kyOfsa")?‘Qr do we want to‘d

educate them as. "educators" ("su-sung")? I'f we ‘really want
‘ em _ . . g ally

. to do the latter, we teacher educators need‘the same kind of

awareness-that we ask of our students.ZWe teacher‘educatbrs

too must be wlllzng to’ see ourselves as "educators" '
‘ Yoo

(" SUesung "), to be w1111ng to help our studentsaﬁe o

educators" ("su-sung )
.uFollowxng my doctoral program 1 will return to my

classroom‘ to be1ng a teacher educator, with ﬁore questions

. - \ «?
to be pursued than ever before startxng my doctoral studlesr

I | return to the classroom, for I °'have projected
‘myself into the world as a being who is called’ L

teacher. Yes, I am a called. teacher. In: that o
projection 1 called, from the myster10us depths- of
..my be1ng, on the worrd and the world called on me

to be. I.have' responded to the call in choos1hg that
mode of be1ng called teach1ng. That is quite .
'lxterally a calling, a vocation. That call, however,

K 1mposes nelther substantxallst nor funct;onallstlc -
' def1n1t10n on'me; rather, that call, and my response
~to it in ch01ce, constitute a hole of possibility, a

hole bounded by the arc of my rntentlonallty, a hole
‘both br1ght and mystertous. (Denton, 19 p. 114)

»
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