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Abstract 

 
Situated in his personal circumstances in Japanese history, culture and society, the 

author explicates the implicit meanings of a Japanese master teacher’s practices of teaching 
literary works of art. From his records, there emerge the implicit contrast between the "Why-
question" and the "What-question" with respect to the behavior/experience of the 
character(s) in novels. The contrast turns out to correspond to the 
"Explanation/Understanding" contrast in the Human Sciences, and is seen to permeate 
through the various distinct levels from "school classrooms", through "Psychology as a 
Human Science", to the "Philosophy of the Human Sciences". Some explication of two-way 
implications among these various levels has been attempted. 

 
 

This essay is an attempt to explicate the meanings of a Japanese master teacher’s questioning 
practices by examining his published teaching records. In Japan, there is a historically long 
tradition among teachers to keep descriptive records of their own teaching practices and to 
publish and exchange them just the same way as, for instance, clinical psychological therapists 
have been doing for years. I, the author of this chapter, was trained as an educational 
psychologist. I have wished to contribute three things, occurring simultaneously, to the creation 
of an authentic educational psychology: (1) grasping the rich concrete living human psychology, 
(2) obtaining the powerful insights to help teachers in their educational efforts, and (3) achieving 
a systematic rigorous psychological science. However, after I got involved with the activities of 
the expert practicing teachers in 1971, I had to experience a series of serious disillusionments 
with my own discipline for its remoteness from real life and for its powerlessness in helping 
teachers’ efforts. In short, I found that “I am not to teach teachers, but to learn from them”. Thus, 
I began to search for a better way. 

In 1977, I encountered Amedeo Giorgi’s Psychology as a Human Science (1970). Three 
years later, I found myself studying for a year (1980-81) at Duquesne University, in Pittsburgh, 
as a Fulbright visiting scholar. I became acquainted with the Duquesne school of 
phenomenological psychology. Ermarth’s book (1978) was the text of one of Giorgi’s graduate 
classes. Some difficulties of communicating "phenomenological thought" mentioned by Giorgi 



302 A Phenomenological Explication of a Master’s Teacher Questionning Practices […] in Psychology […] 
 

Les Collectifs du Cirp 
Volume 1 (édition spéciale), pp. 301-321. 
© 2010 – Cirp (Cercle interdisciplinaire de recherches phénoménologiques) 
ISBN 978-0-9866654-1-7 
 

(1985, p. 23) are: (1) its intrinsic difficulty, (2) Husserl’s work as still evolving and changing, and 
(3) among Husserl’s followers, there are as many "deviants" as "true followers". After 30 years 
since 1977 when I first read Giorgi’s book (1970), I now feel myself to be among the "deviants" 
and not to have yet fulfilled my three wishes above, particularly the third wish. I have become 
increasingly aware that I am more strongly oriented toward my first and second wishes, which I 
have been slowly but steadily fulfilling, at least partially. My intended readers in Japan are more 
among practicing teachers than among those mainstream academic psychologists who are self-
satisfied with, and proud of, their own discipline as an established "objective science". I am 
situated in my life history, as everyone is. 

For me that "situatedness" is in the Japanese history, culture and society. Accordingly, this 
essay is born in, and emerges from, these same Japanese situations, which, I believe I know, 
would be quite different from those of my colleague friends in the United States and elsewhere in 
the world. My lived situations have already been published (Yoshida, 2001). However, quite 
recently, it happens that I was invited to give an academic address at the Plenary Meeting of the 
Japanese Association of Qualitative Psychology on November 30th, 2008. This may be a 
significant sign of the changing situations in Japan. 
 
On the Central Importance of Questioning and Questions in Teaching-Learning 
 

“Man is a questioning being” (Bollnow, 1978, p. 181; Straus, 1966, p. 166). From this 
perspective, human knowledge, being composed of sentences, will be the system of answers that 
have historically been attempted and claimed as true in response to questions once raised. And, 
“the meaning of a sentence is relative to the question to which it is a reply, i.e., [also] it 
necessarily goes beyond what is said in it. The logic of the human sciences is […] a logic of the 
question” (Gadamer, 1975, p. 333). Teaching a system of knowledge would be a process of 
helping every learner acquire a system of answers-with-questions and the ability to ask questions 
and find answers on his/her own, far more than the mere transmission of a fixed knowledge 
system as “the mere recreation of someone else’s meaning” (Gadamer, ibid, p. 338). When 
learners learn from a teacher, they initially learn knowledge as answers. Then they learn what 
questions to ask, how to ask them, and how to find the answers. They will learn to ask questions 
and to find answers on their own, and, they will learn even to discover possible and/or probable 
questions to the given "texts", as they perceive the "texts" as attempted answers to the questions. 
Thus, true teaching-learning is expected to help learners liberate themselves to become 
autonomous learners being able to ask their own vital questions. A Japanese master teacher 
Tsuneo Takeda (1929-1986) went so far as to say “To teach is to question” (Takeda, 1990/1971, 
p. 134) and “To teach is not to teach” (ibid, p. 43), emphasizing the importance of the 
development of the autonomy in learners, even in elementary school children. For instance, when 
the teaching-learning a literary work of art is successful, the horizon of each learner will be fused 
in an expanded and enriched way with the horizons of the teacher and other learners, of the 
characters in the work of art, and/or of the artists (Gadamer, ibid, p. 337). Questions and 
questioning are vitally important in the psychology of teaching-learning. In addition, the 
psychology of teaching-learning and the teaching-learning of psychology mutually include each 
other. 
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Some Teaching Records on Questioning: Cases by Tsuneo Takeda (1929-1986) 
 

The Japanese master teacher Tsuneo Takeda has left us many of his teaching records 
published in Japan. The following descriptive records are on cases of his teaching experiences in 
an elementary school. [Note: Takeda’s original is written in Japanese and the translation into 
English is by Yoshida.]  Let me invite you into the Takeda’s lived-world of the elementary 
school classrooms sometime during the period of 1950-1975. This lived-world is now going to be 
made available in the narrative form to the English world. 

 
CASE 1) TEACHING RECORD ON “SEIBEI AND THE GOURDS” (Takeda, 1973) 
 

The class was the 5th grade, and the work of art being taught was the novelette “Seibei and 
the Gourds” (Shiga, 1968), a masterpiece by the Japanese Novelist Naoya Shiga (1883-1971).  

Record: In the earlier part of the novelette, there is described an extraordinary fascination 
that a boy, called Seibei, has with his collection of artistic gourds. One day, when walking on the 
street, he mistook an old man’s baldhead to be a gourd and became deeply impressed with it as a 
splendid one. When he became aware of his own mistake, he felt it so funny that he burst into 
laughter, started running and ran for half a block or so, but “he could not stop still laughing”. 

I [Takeda] thought this example was a good one to study in class. 
Why did Seibei start running, I cannot know for sure. Perhaps, he still could not stop 

laughing at the wildness of his own misperception and could not bear the feeling and started 
running. Or, it may have been a behavior motivated by the unconscious wish to remove himself 
as soon as possible from the place where he committed such an absurd, wild and funny mistake 
of which he was so much ashamed – even though no one witnessed his mistake. However many 
such inferences we may give, we would still not be able to reach any decisive conclusion 
whatsoever. It may be so, but it may not be so. The important point here would not be the reason 
why he started running but the content of Seibei’s funny feeling in which he could not but start 
running, so I thought.  

Thus, I asked squarely the straightforward question: “Why did Seibei laugh?” in the seventh 
hour since my class began studying the novelette. “Because it was funny.” children answered. 
Such a natural answer that sounded almost foolish. “Why was it funny?” “Because he mistook the 
baldhead to be a gourd.”  

I got stuck. My questions and the children’s answers were both amazingly simple and clear. 
And yet, if I ask myself whether there were any elements in our exchange that stimulated the 
children’s thinking or imagination, I have to admit that there were no such elements at all. 

I did not pick up this spot intending to make such an idle exchange. What I intended was to 
look into the inner life of Seibei, together with my children. The inner life of Seibei is his 
extraordinary fascination with artistic gourds, which is depicted behind this little episode, and his 
seemingly abnormal behaviors in which his fascination sometimes finds its expressions. 

The old man’s splendid baldhead is not the cause of Seibei’s laughter. Of course, it cannot be 
said to be totally irrelevant. However, what attracted Seibei so strongly was the intensity of his 
own fascination with gourds, that led him to make the mistake and to get so deeply impressed, 
and also the intolerable funniness of his own state of being less than normal, to say the least. 
Nevertheless, there is here none of the abnormal dark shadow, which is commonly observed with 
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an engrossed monomania. Seibei’s fascination is bright and healthy through and through, always 
filled with the naïveté of a young boy. 

Seibei must have thought that something was a little wrong with him to have mistaken the 
baldhead for a gourd, but also that the old man’s baldhead, nevertheless, was a splendid one. 
Both of these thoughts grew into such an intolerable funniness that they made him burst into 
bright loud laughter. I wished to help children read the inner image of Seibei: his almost 
abnormal fascination with the gourds, which is at the same time always filled with bright 
healthiness… 

In teaching a literary work of art, it is one thing to grasp clearly the passage that should be 
considered as specially important, and it is quite another to present, as a concrete problem to 
children, the same incident in the same form as it is originally given. The core of the teaching 
material is not the core of the development in teaching. 

The next day, I raised my questions on the same spot. 
“Seibei ran half a block or so and eventually stopped running. And yet he could not stop 

laughing. He must have been so amused. However, at some point, his laughing must have calmed 
down. There must have been a time when he stopped laughing. What on earth did Seibei think at 
that moment?”   

This time, children did not answer so immediately… 
 
- “Something must be wrong with me, he thought.” 
- “He felt his face a little abashed, thinking that he is a little too much fascinated with 

gourds, even if he loves them so much.” 
- “I think that Seibei began laughing because the way the old man’s baldhead went into the 

side-street was so funny. And, when he stopped laughing, I also think, he thought himself 
to be a little abnormal, of course. Yet, the funny feeling of the baldhead remains still. I 
would say there were both of these feelings.” 

- “When Seibei calmed down, I would think, Seibei was reflecting upon everything from the 
moment of discovering the baldhead to the moment of stopping after the running. And, he 
must have thought more about the abnormality of his own fascination with gourds than 
about the funniness of the baldhead.” 

 
The responses of children in this session were so different from the preceding one. It was 

because children’s thinking and imagination are dependent upon the content of the problems the 
teacher raises, the sharpness of the angles of the questions and the clarity of the images behind 
them (Takeda, 1973: extracted from pp. 183-190). 
 
Why-Question (Why-qn) and What-Question (What-qn) 

This author would like to request you, my respectable reader, to re-read carefully the 
extracted but detailed record above to get the sense of the atmosphere and the implicit meanings 
of the exchanges between the teacher and the learners, Takeda and his children, and also to 
consider it all for itself.  

Described implicitly in the record are two different ways of understanding, i.e. clarifying, to 
oneself and/or to others, the meanings of some other person’s (in this case Seibei’s) act/behavior 
and experience. Simply put, these two ways can be formulated as corresponding to the two 
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distinct ways of asking questions. "Why-question", e.g. “Why did Seibei laugh?” or, “Why was it 
funny?” on the one hand, and "What-question", e.g. “What on earth did Seibei think at that 
moment?” on the other. Hereafter, let us denote, to save the space, "Why-question" as "Why-qn" 
and "What-question" as "What-qn", respectively.  

Granted, this differentiation is certainly rather a simplistic one, based only upon the 
superficial difference of the linguistic expressions of the questions, nevertheless it is still a good 
start for our further explication. Still staying with the linguistic expression, let me formulate the 
contrast between the two ways of asking questions as follows. "Why-qn" typically asks "Why did 
this person do this?", whereas "What-qn" asks "What did this person perceive/feel/think when he 
did this?" Thus simply formulated, the author has discovered over time that, whether implicitly or 
explicitly, this contrast between the two appeared repeatedly in the other cases of teaching 
records, such as the following by Takeda. Let me sketchily review a few of such other cases. 
 
CASE 2) TEACHING RECORD ON “A GIRL WHO BECAME MUTE” (1964, pp. 45-73) 
 

Takeda asked his children: “Why did Morii become mute?” Morii is the name of a girl whose 
father was executed by the feudal landlord because of her own careless disclosure of the father’s 
theft, a theft done in order to feed her while ill in bed. After knowing the particulars of her 
father’s death, she abruptly became mute. Against Takeda’s expectation, the above question 
failed in the class, to bring about, in his own comment, “even a piece of satisfaction after the 
fighting [of ideas among the teacher and the children in the classroom teaching-learning]” (ibid, 
p. 73).  
 
CASE 3) TEACHING RECORD ON “THE FATHER OF THE SALT PANS” (1964, pp. 112-116) 
 

Takeda asked: “Why did he [the father] think so?” which again failed. Takeda himself gave a 
severely critical comment on that particular teaching of his own as being “the worst one” (ibid, p. 
114). 
 
CASE 4) TEACHING RECORD ON “RUN, MELOS!” (1964, pp. 117-177) 
 

This record is, in my judgment, the most remarkable one, in which Takeda worked so hard as 
to prepare a series of well-thought-out and tightly related twenty-five questions aimed at leading 
and guiding children into re-living of the lived-worlds of the characters of the novel, by means of 
explicating the implicit meanings of the text of only about a page’s length. These questions were 
prepared to invite and help children to focus on the details of the lived-worlds of Melos, and of 
Philostratus, the main two characters being presented in the page. Among the typical What-qns 
asked were, for example: “[While waiting for Melos], what was Philostratus looking at?”/“What 
was the feeling of Philostratus, a minute or a second before Melos showed up?”/“While waiting 
for Melos, what was Philostratus thinking?” Please, notice that these variants of the question are 
based upon "perceive/feel/think". Another What-qn: “While thinking of his friend [who was 
almost going to be executed as his hostage] being mocked and taunted [by the tyrannical King 
Dionysius] in front of the crowd, what kind of thoughts did occur to Melos’s mind?” In addition, 
Takeda included in the series of the 25 questions the only one Why-qn: “Why did Philostratus 
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say only "Ah, Mr. Melos" [and no further]?” 
After reading these teaching records in the original, the first question that a reader would ask 

may be: “Why does such a great difference come about between the children’s responses to the 
two kinds of questions by the teacher?” Or, “What is the cause of the great difference in their 
answers?” A simple answer to the question might be: “Because, the questions were different.” 
Then, the reader might ask further, “Why children’s responses differ so much while these two 
questions seem to differ so little?” A simple answer could be: “Because, even the naive children 
sincerely attempted to answer in response to different questions.” Or one might respond, “If 
possible, why don’t you ask the children the reason-why of their different answers?” These 
imaginary exchanges, this author hopes, will remind us of the following paragraph by Takeda in 
the teaching record given above of Case #1: “I got stuck. My questions and children’s answers 
were both amazingly simple and clear. And yet, if I ask myself whether there were any elements 
in our exchange that stimulated children’s [the readers’ and this author’s, at this time] thinking or 
imagination, I have to admit that there were no such elements at all. I did not pick up this spot 
intending to make such an idle exchange.” Similarly, this author did not pick up this teaching 
record while intending to make such an idle exchange above. Our idle exchange started with a 
Why-qn. What happens if we shift to ask a "What-qn", instead of the "Why-qn", in the similar 
manner to Takeda’s shift in Case #1? What-qns in our situation could be, for example: “What did 
children perceive/feel/think, when asked a "What-question"?” More specifically, “What did the 
children, not Seibei, imagine, when and if asked: “When he stopped laughing, what on earth did 
Seibel think at that moment?”  

Allow me to propose to use hereafter, the coinage of word perfink by J. S. Bruner 
(1998/1986, at the end of chap. 4) to represent the simultaneity of "perceive, feel, and think". 
Indeed, the new term perfink could properly be represented by the traditional term "experience", 
but the perfink preferably enables us to remain watchful of the analyzability, the simultaneity and 
the wholeness of "perceive/feel/think". Here, I would venture to be so wild as to include as many 
variations as possible: such as, naturally, "see", "hear", "taste", "smell", "touch", but even 
"imagine", "remember seeing", "anticipate hearing" and so on. Perfink is supposed to be a short-
hand to help ourselves remain free-imaginatively varying a specific concrete perfink experience. 
 
Comparison Between Why-qn and What-qn 
 

Now, let us begin to make comparisons between the "Why-qn" and "What-qn", by means of 
explicating the actualities and the possibilities of what children would perfink, when they were 
asked either Why-qn or What-qn. Please, notice that the following comparison is performed by 
asking the author himself not Why-qns but What-qns regarding the possible experiential lived-
worlds of the children, in the situation when and where they are possibly asked either of the 
questions.  
 
(1) Specification of Time and Space (Why-qn is without, What-qn is with): 

Regarding the time and the space, Why-qn can be asked without concretely specifying the 
particulars; e.g., “Why did Seibei laugh?” which does sufficiently make sense to ask, and the 
children can answer the question accordingly: e.g. “Because it was funny.” Given a description of 
a behavior/experience, a Why-qn can be asked, without further adding the specification of time 
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and space. Indeed, you could add, if you wish, "when" to a Why-qn, for instance, “Why did he 
laugh, when he laughed?” which, however, would not at all help us in answering the Why-qn. On 
the other hand, a What-qn tends to invite, even to force, children to think more concretely by 
imagining within the specified particular time and space. To the What-qn “When he stopped 
laughing, what on earth did Seibel think at that moment?” with the specification “at that 
moment”, the children must answer the question accordingly. If the teacher were to ask a What-
qn, without specifying the situation, e.g., “”What on earth did Seibel think?” the children, even 
not knowing the reason why, would find it difficult to answer the question, unless they assume, 
even on their own, some particular time-space situation. From this observation, a little insight is 
obtained that a What-qn invites children to think specifically as to time and space, while a Why-
qn does not necessarily do so. Casey (2000/1976), while explicating the “Imagining as 
Intentional”, presented a classification of imagining in two ways; i.e. in (1) “Act Phase”, “sensory 
and nonsensory”, and in (2) “Object Phase”, “single object or event”, “state of affairs simpliciter” 
and “state of affairs involving the imaginer (or surrogate) as agent”(ibid, p. 48). In addition, he 
points out, as the “nonthematically present” and “non-nuclear components of imagined content”, 
what he calls a “world-frame” (ibid, p. 50). He writes that specific “imagined space and imagined 
time” are derived from “the spatializing and temporalizing powers of world-frames” (ibid, p. 51). 
In these terms, we may say, a What-qn invites children to imagine among the three kinds of 
“Object” along with a “world-frame”, which necessarily and non-thematically makes space and 
time present.   

  
(2) Forced and Imposed Ways of Thinking (More vs. Less): 

A Why-qn tends to force some ways of perfink-ing, somewhat a presumed "frame of 
reference" or a "type", upon the children, while a What-qn does not necessarily do so. The word 
"Why" tends to invite children forcefully to think in terms of (a) "because motives"; e.g., 
“Because he felt so funny”, or (b) "in-order-to motives" (Schutz, A. & Luckmann, T., 1973/1975), 
e.g., “In order to escape from the pressure”, or (c) causality; i.e., in terms of "cause and effect", 
e.g., “Because the baldhead caused him to laugh”. On the other hand, a What-qn can be asked 
and answered without assuming any such presumed patterned ways, or types, of perfinking. For 
the question “What was Philostratus looking at?”, for instance, the children can simply answer 
what Philostratus, based upon their own imaginative reading of the story, must have been looking 
at. Nothing more is necessary. The readers, who have been absorbed in reading the story, 
naturally even implicitly imaginatively re-experiencing the "inner life history" of the character, 
would have no other way than to imagine that, in the given situation, s/he must be looking at 
what must have been so meaningful and significant for her/him as almost impossible not to look 
at. They were, for Philostratus, the sun while the sunset shall be the time of execution of his 
master, and the direction from which Melos will be coming to rescue his master detained as a 
hostage. In short, a What-qn would tend to invite children to imagine, far more than a Why-qn 
would, freely and concretely the particulars of the character’s perfink, consequently of the 
character’s lived-world. 
 
(3) The Invited Perspectives (Others’ vs. the Person’s): 

A Why-qn would tend to leave children free to take a perspective other than the perspective 
of the person in question. For instance, “Why did Seibei laugh?” would tend to invite children 
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take the perspective external to Seibei himself, the perspective of a person other than Seibei, the 
other person being somebody who may perhaps be expected further to explain to somebody else 
the reason why Seibei laughed. This expected explanation will be made by appealing to some 
common sense "type", shared among people – in other terms, structure, pattern, constraint, 
regularity, principle, rule, law, and what not – regarding Seibei’s, and also regarding some other 
common people’s acts and experiences. Such an implicit naïve primitive "type" regarding 
laughter might be: “People laugh, when funny” or “People laugh, because funny”. As Husserl 
points out, “The factual world of experience is experienced as a typified world” (Husserl, 1973, 
p. 331). In contrast, a What-qn would tend to invite children to take the internal perspective of the 
person in question. For instance, “When he stopped laughing, what on earth did Seibel think at 
that moment?” would tend to invite children to take anew the perspective of Seibei himself. With 
respect to a conceivable question for Case #2, for example, “What did Morii perfink, when she 
was severely beaten up by the landlord’s wife, who mockingly accused Morii of her naïve but 
careless disclosure of the secret of her father’s theft which had led to his execution?”, children 
would also tend to take the perspective of Morii herself. In responding to a What-qn, children 
would attempt to put themselves, in their imagination, into the perspective, or into the lived-
world, of the person/character, e.g., Morii, in this situation, so as to perfink imaginatively in the 
way the person would. However, if they can imagine the situation for the person vividly enough, 
no need would be felt to depend on such an external "type" as "People cry, when sad". In sum, a 
Why-qn would invite one to an external perspective, whereas a What-qn would invite one to an 
internal one.  

Incidentally, a movie, we may notice, would depict a person multi-perspectively: as the "I" 
and/or an "I" among many "I’s", as a "you" in relations to some other "I", as "s/he", as a person 
among "they", even as an "it" among objects. Furthermore, a movie might depict “What Seibei, 
Melos, or Morii, would have seen” In this sense, the movie directors have already actualized, 
perhaps prior to the majority of psychologists, the collaboration of the external and the internal 
perspectives, which are associated with Why-qns and What-qns respectively.   

Let me quickly mention that an "immanent critique", a critique with empathetic 
understanding, would become possible only through the activation of the internal perspective. 
 
(4) The Range of Exploration (Limitedly Focused vs. Openly Liberated): 

A Why-qn tends to limit the range of children’s exploration of the meanings of the 
behavior/experience within those corresponding to the way of thinking, "type", which the Why-
qn tends to force upon. These "types" are, for instance, because-motive, in-order-motive, and/or 
causality. This limitation will correspond to what children would implicitly assume to be what is 
expected of them in their response to a Why-qn. This feeling, felt by the children, of the 
expectation on the part of the person who asks the Why-qn, e.g., the teacher, seems to be evident. 
In contrast, a What-qn tends to impose no such limit upon children’s imagination, and even more, 
tends to liberate them to allow them to explore freely the lived-world of the person in question. 
Children could freely imagine whatever could present itself, in their imagination, in the imagined 
lived-world of the person. Children would feel far more freedom and far less restriction as to the 
range of imagining, so long as staying within the perspective of the fictive person. 

To summarize the points made in (1), (2), (3) and (4) so far, a Why-qn looks, on the surface, 
as if it were to leave children freely to respond, but implicitly it forces upon children a frame of 
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thinking, "type", to respond according to the implicitly assumed expectation of the teacher. For 
example, expectation might be to take the external perspective and to use the "types" such as the 
causality. On the other hand, a What-qn looks, on the surface, as if the scope of perspective were 
limited and imposed upon, from the very start, by the teacher. However, so long as staying within 
that imposed limited scope, children are left free to imagine the unknown of the lived-world of 
the person in question, e.g., the lived-world of Seibei in the given context of the story. One might 
even be tempted to say that children’s noema and noesis are more focused and limited with a 
Why-qn than with a What-qn, even though on the level of the linguistic expressions, it looks like 
as if the opposite would be case. 

One might imagine a situation where, at a police station meeting, detectives are exchanging 
views and insights regarding a suspect’s suspicious act: “Why did s/he do that?” (Why-qn) vs 
“What did s/he see, or even smell, (i.e. perfink) when s/he did that?” (What-qn). The views and 
insights encouraged by each question would greatly differ in the similar manner to our Seibei’s 
Case #1. Please notice that Sherlock Holmes asks What-qns more frequently than Why-qns. 
 
(5) Disclosure and Strengthening of the Children’s Pre-Existing Explanatory Repertoire vs. 
Disclosure and Development of the Lived World of Children: 

A Why-qn serves to disclose and reveal, when children succeed to offer their own answers to 
the Why-qn, their pre-existing repertoire of "because". The experiences of successful answers to 
Why-qns would strengthen the confidence in, and also the tendency for, using the particularly 
successful repertoire, even after the particular exchange is over. On the other hand, a What-qn 
would serve to disclose the lived-world of children. While imagining the lived-world of the 
character, e.g., Seibei, the children would attempt to put themselves in the place and the 
perspective of Seibei in the context, but, needless to say, the lived-world they can possibly 
imagine would most probably be limited by their own actual lived-world. Children sometimes 
would imagine themselves to be the hero of a story, for instance, as if the children in reality were 
suddenly transferred into the world of the story, while remaining just as they are along with their 
everyday taken-for-grantedness. A child might think, “If I were Seibei, I would think and do this 
way or that”, however, what s/he thinks in this manner would reveal just the way s/he now lives 
his/her everyday real life, but not at all the way Seibei would live Seibei’s own life in the story. 
In psychological jargons, one might say that the child makes a "projection" upon Seibei. The 
child, in other words, would take Seibei only as “an analogue of something included in my 
peculiar ownness”, or “an "intentional modification" of myself” (Husserl, 1977, p. 115). On the 
other hand, some children could sometimes get into the world of the story, and be so deeply 
involved as to re-experience or re-live the life of the character, Seibei, so as to experience the 
human situation confronting Seibei in the story. In such a case, children experience what they 
could not possibly experience in their own everyday real life. One of the important meanings of 
the teaching literary works of art, I believe, is to offer the possible opportunity for children to 
imaginatively experience such a life of others, e.g., of Seibei, and, more generally, to experience 
and live vicariously the lives of others different from their own. This vicarious living-experience 
will enrich the lived worlds of children, by allowing them to explore to discover the unexpected 
unknown lived meanings of the things, persons, self and the world, so different from their own. 
At this point, allow me to make a little digression. 
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The Meanings of Teaching-Learning the Fictive Stories for Children 
 

We could ask either a Why-qn “Why are fictive stories to be taught to children?” or a What-
qn “What do children possibly perfink, when fictive stories are being taught?” Max van Manen 
(1990, p. 70) enumerated the significance of story for human science as follows: (1) the story 
provides us with possible human experiences; (2) the story enables us to experience life 
situations, feelings, emotions, and events that we would not normally experience; (3) the story 
allows us to broaden the horizons of our normal existential landscape by creating possible 
worlds; (4) the story tends to appeal to us and involve us in a personal way; (5) the story is an 
artistic device that lets us turn back to life as lived, whether fictional or real; (6) the story evokes 
the quality of vividness in detailing unique and particular aspects of a life that could be my life 
or your life; (7) and yet, great novels or stories transcend the particularity of their plots and 
protagonists, etc., which makes them subject to thematic analysis and criticism. These points 
offered by Manen for human science would hold, strangely and surprisingly enough, also with 
the significance of stories for education of adults as well as children. In the same vein, some 
other valuable views are also expressed. 

The Japanese novelist Kenzaburo Ooe (1935-) emphasized the “de-familiarization/ 
estrangement” which destroys “automatization” by means of “persistent negation”: i.e. by the 
negation “No, the reality is not such as that, but it is such as this” (1978, p. 9). Kanji Hatano 
(1905-2001), my mentor, taught that the values of teaching the first class literature would consist 
in: to let the learners: (1) understand the complexity of human nature and human acts; (2) 
understand the struggles among values and valuing; (3) understand the tragedy; and (4) 
understand the beauty and the deep meaning in the ordinary and the common – the reversal of 
values, e.g., discover the beauty in what is commonly considered ugly. Takehiko Saigo (1920-), 
my respectable friend, asserts that “[…] only fiction enables us to grasp the deep meanings of 
life” (1991/1971, p. 154). Fiction offers, in his view, “World and I” that are seen through the 
integration of “one’s own ordinary everyday realistic subjective eyes, on the one hand, and the 
other eyes of different quality, of extraordinary eyes of the other and of the third person, on the 
other”. “It is the very conflict, being made possible by the richness of imagination, between one’s 
own eyes and the other’s eyes that reveals the deep meanings of World and I” (ibid, p. 154). All 
in all, the What-qn seems to play a key role for children by opening up fictive or possible worlds, 
the possible worlds offered through the eyes of the characters in fictions, stories, novels and 
poems. Now, let us return to our next comparison (6), taking henceforth into consideration the 
discussion above on the meanings of teaching-learning literary works of art. 
 
Comparison Between Why-qn and What-qn: Resumed and Continued 
 
(6) Seen From the Questioning Side (the Side of the Teacher), the Degree of Possibility for 
Generating the Variations of the Questions Differs (Relatively Closed and Limited vs. Widely 
Open and Far Less Limited): 

Corresponding to the characteristics of the Why-qn given in (4) and (5) above, the possibility 
for generating the variations of a Why-qn is relatively closed and limited. This is because the 
limitation upon the range of possibly acceptable answers proper to a Why-qn retroacts to limit the 
range of possible questions. This becomes even more evident when we consider the widely open 
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unlimited possibility of variations of the What-qn. The What-qn could be varied at least 
according to a variety of dimensions, for instance: (1) the time, e.g., “at that moment”, ”when 
Morii heard this” and so on, choosing "any moment" at will from all the possible temporal points 
of the story, and even before or after, or beyond, the story; (2) the space, choosing "any place" at 
will, even imaginary, from all the scenes in the story; (3) the perfink in the What-qn questions 
could be varied from "perceive/feel/think" to the whole range of experiences including such as 
taste and smell etc.; recall, retrospect, anticipate, predict, present to, etc.; imagine, fancy, dream, 
etc.; and so on. What-qn can be asked, while remaining faithfull to the possible or potential 
experiences of the characters, far beyond the givens in the story. One reason for this would be 
that the What-qns, in their nature, are to help one to concretize the story’s multiple “places of 
indeterminacy” (Ingarden, 1973, pp. 50-55).  
 
(7) Power of Guiding Children Into the Worlds of the Fictive Characters (Strong vs. Weak): 

In the same vein, with a What-qn, a teacher can guide children into the "lived worlds" of the 
characters of a story, far more effectively than with a Why-qn.   
 
(8) Seen From the Answering Side, the Degree of the Strength of the Assumption Being Made by 
Children that the Teacher Knows the Correct Answer (Strong vs. Weak): 

The tendency of a Why-qn to let children assume the correct answer to be known to the 
teacher would be stronger, than the tendency of a What-qn. A What-qn would allow children to 
explore the possibilities that are assumed, by the children, to be unknown even to the teacher. In 
the classroom teaching, children would generally tend to assume that, when the teacher asks them 
a question, s/he already knows some correct answer. This is because “the schoolmaster’s 
question” is, usually in most classrooms, perceived as “a question asked of someone who doesn’t 
know by some one who does” (Merleau-Ponty, 1964, p. 167). The teacher must have the answer, 
because s/he must have already and thoroughly studied before asking the question in the class, so 
children would assume with a Why-qn. However, with a What-qn, while seeking to answer it 
themselves, the children would even implicitly become aware that (2), (3), (4), (5) are the case, 
and, while listening to other children’s openly liberated answers, they will be encouraged to 
explore the answer on their own, gradually liberated from the original strong concern to guess 
what the teacher’s supposed, therefore expected, "correct" answer will be.     
 
(9) The Degree of the Danger that the Quality Level of Children Would Unavoidably Decide the 
Quality of the Exchanges Between the Teacher and Children (Great vs. small): 

In Case #4 on “Run Melos!”, regarding the Why-qn “Why did he groan?”, Takeda wrote, 
“This kind of question contains the danger of resulting either in stereotype answers or in answers 
of deepened understanding. The result, however, is entirely left to and depends upon how 
children interpret the question”(Takeda, 1964, p. 128). Thus, Takeda called a Why-qn as a 
“vacant question” through which the teacher leans exclusively and also too much upon the 
goodness of the children, with the easy expectation that his "good" children would probably 
interpret for the better. Implicit within these comments is Takeda’s expressed belief that teaching 
is a lonely activity in which the teacher should not allow himself or herself to be spoiled in 
leaning upon the goodness of the children.    
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(10) The Atmosphere of the Exchanges (Dialogue vs. Monologue): 
A Why-qn initiates a dialogue, at least on the surface, at the time when the teacher asks 

“Why”, and the children answer “Because” in response. On the other hand, a What-qn sounds as 
if it invites a monologue in each of the children, when, in response to the teacher’s “What”, each 
child begins to ask and imagine, on his/her own. However, in the case of a Why-qn, the exchange 
would tend to be closed, in principle, with the supposedly "correct" response from a child and 
with the approval given by the teacher. On the other hand, the exchange would rather open up, in 
the case of a What-qn, a series of indeed seemingly monological responses expressing what each 
child perfink, e.g., “I would think […]”, while placing himself in the perspective of the person in 
question, e.g., Seibei, Morii, or Melos. In this case, what looks like a monologue by a child, in 
fact, invites other children and the teacher, listening to the monologue, to share the image 
expressed in it. The teacher will enjoy encountering unexpectedly surprising responses from each 
of the children, because every child unknowingly lives in different lived-worlds and will tend to 
generate different images out from each of those different worlds, certainly different from the 
world of the teacher himself or herself. If the sharing of the variety of the images, in this way, 
were actualized in the class, then, the seemingly "monological" exchanges in the class initiated 
by a What-qn would become authentically "dialogical", whereas those initiated with a Why-qn 
might better be characterized as closed as "semi-monological" in its essence, since, in the 
seemingly "dialogical" superficial exchanges, both parties do nothing more than just to apply and 
confirm the pre-patterned presumed way, the preconceived "type", of thinking, and nothing really 
new emerges from there.       
 
(11) The Imaginative Presence to the Scene of the Generation (The Generation of Explanation 
and Understanding): 

When and if we ask “What do children perfink, when they are asked either a Why-qn or a 
What-qn, and when they succeed answering each of them?”, then we are unwittingly and 
imaginatively brought to the scene of the generation of "explanation" and "understanding", even 
though perhaps in the simplest primitive forms. This is not the place to prove the statement 
above, which will need a vast bulk of discussions, but the place just to point out the essential 
meanings of what is happening in the classroom. The children’s answers to either of a Why-qn or 
a What-qn are the simplest prototypes, so to speak, of "Explanation" or "Understanding", which 
will turn out to be a great issue and debate in the human sciences, (see Apel, 1984; Strasser, 
1985). The comparison between a Why-qn and a What-qn, as the horizons open up, could 
continue infinitely in principle without any visible terminus at this moment. However, let us stop 
here just for convenience sake.  
 
Continuity and Discontinuity Between the Why-qn and the What-qn 
 

What about the transition from the Why-qn to the What-qn? And from the What-qn to the 
Why-qn? What do children come to perfink, when they begin to ask What-qns, on their own, 
even when a Why-qn is asked by the teacher? I now present some thoughts regarding the 
generation and development of the classroom culture. 

In Case #1, a Why-qn preceded a What-qn, and the order was chosen by the teacher. 
However, the teacher could have reasonably chosen a What-qn prior to a Why-qn. In such a case, 
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for instance, the teacher could have asked a Why-qn such as : “Knowing so much about what 
Seibei would have thought after he stopped laughing, could we now say something about why he 
laughed?” or simply, “Now, let me ask, why did Seibei laugh?” In other words, the sequence 
between a Why-qn and a What-qn would not at all be absolutely fixed. Moreover, with the 
classroom history of teaching-learning, both the teacher and the children would also experience 
and learn both the sequence of "Why-qn then What-qn" and the reverse. Children are usually 
quick to learn this, it is said, and sometimes they go even so far as to anticipate the teacher’s 
forthcoming questioning. At such a stage, the meanings of both the Why-qn and the What-qn will 
change accordingly. When What-qn then Why-qn, the Why-qn will become a question urging 
children to summarize, in relatively abstract terms, the whole series of explicative answers in 
response to the preceding What-qns. However, when Why-qn then What-qns, in the way 
described in the teaching record of Case #1, the Why-qn given at the beginning possibly plays the 
role of urging children the series of explications, but sometimes end up as a "vacant question", as 
Takeda characterized it, because it obviously can never summarize the non-existent preceding 
explications. At this point, the situation reminds us of the well-known dictum of F. Hegel: “[…] 
just as a proverb in the mouth of a youth who understands it quite accurately, yet fails of the 
significance and scope which it has in the mind of a man of years and experience, for whom it 
expresses the full force of its content” (Hegel, 1929/1812, p. 69). Here emerges the possibility of 
continuity between the Why-qn and the What-qn, beyond their usually presumed and admitted 
discontinuity. This is seen quite simply, if we think of the generation and the development of a 
so-called "classroom culture", possibly “Empirico-typical generality” in later Husserl’s term 
(Husserl, 1973, pp. 331-334), or “Objective Mind” in Dilthey’s term (Ermarth, 1978, pp. 278-
291), which will be explained in a moment.  

First, as Case #1 has shown, the children’s responses to a Why-qn and a What-qn will tend to 
differ. However, there could be a situation in which the responses would possibly merge. 
Suppose, for instance, that the teaching such as in Case #1 has been experienced and shared by 
both the teacher and the children in a class. Now, suppose further that the meanings of these 
experiences of teaching-learning are explicated in details and the explication is also shared by all 
the members, and also that the experiences are named adequately, e.g., P, Q, R, and so on, just 
for the purpose of further reference to the coming classes. Now, suppose again that, in the same 
class with the same members, the similar interpretive problems arises for the second time on a 
new character in another story and, also that the teacher asked a Why-qn regarding a crying or a 
weeping, this time not a laughing, of the character. Then, children might answer, “Because P, Q, 
R, and so on”, which is to be taken as referring back to the explicative experiences shared in the 
past class. Then, even though the question turned out to look as if a "vacant question", what the 
members would perfink with P, Q, R, and so on, are in fact referring back to the former 
experiences and the terms P, Q, R, etc., are taken not as fixed application of some pre-formed 
presumed rigid "type" of stereotypical thinking prior to the shared teaching experiences. They are 
now taken as the abbreviations, as the shorthands, of the "reactivation" of the shared detailed 
explicative experiences in the previous classroom teachings. The results would be that every 
member of the class will vividly re-experience the shared explications in response to the question 
and the terms P, Q, R. In such a situation, the exchanges based upon a Why-qn between the 
teacher and the children would approach the possible exchanges when the What-qns are actually 
asked in the similar manner as in the former class, e.g. such as described in our Case #1. Here, we 
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might recall the points made by Husserl in his “Origin of Geometry”: “There is a distinction 
between passively understanding the expression and making it self-evident by reactivating its 
meaning” (Husserl, 1970/1954, p. 361, italics mine). In the exchanges based upon a Why-qn 
between the teacher and the children, which would have originally been “passively understanding 
the expression” would then be transformed into “making it self-evident by reactivating its 
meaning”. The reactivating then would be the reactivation of the expression “Because it is 
funny”, when “funny” in the Seibei’ lived world had already been explicated in details and 
named, e.g., “Funny as Seibei perfinked”, as summarizing the whole series of the explications of 
the Seibei’s world in response to such What-qns as “What did Seibei perfink, when […]?” with 
sufficient kinds of variations of “when […]”. 

Second, after experiencing the type of teaching-learning in the classes, well-educated 
children would come to be able to ask adequately explicative What-qns, on their own, even when 
the teacher asks only a blunt Why-qn, which, if asked earlier, would have remained a "vacant 
question". Such a change can be regarded as the betterment of the "quality of children", in 
Takeda’s terms, and be viewed as the objective that the classroom teaching should aim at. 

Third, suppose that, after the new situation has been established, a newcomer, a transfer 
pupil from some other school, joined the class. Naturally, the newcomer will be ignorant of the 
already experienced typical teaching-learning of the class. The teacher asks a blunt Why-qn in the 
class, the children, in response to the Why-qn, except the newcomer, may begin to ask and think 
about many What-qns. The newcomer would observe, in his or her wonder, what is going on in 
the class. After a while, the newcomer will become able to understand the way other pupils 
perfink and to begin to perfink in the same manner. At that moment, the "typification" has 
successfully been transmitted to and assimilated by the newcomer, and the "classroom culture" 
has been maintained as "lasting", at least partially, as "objective mind". According to Ermarth 
(1978, p. 277), “objective mind” (objektiver Geist), in Dilthey’s view, is “a cultural coherence 
which is contained in its lasting products”, “a cultural possession”, “a kind of cultural 
environment or climate” in which the individual is immersed from birth without ever ceasing to 
try to appropiate it (ibid, 278).      
 
Asking Why-qn and What-qn on the behavior/experience of the teacher and the children 

 
We may now notice that we could also ask Why-qn and What-qn regarding the 

behavior/experience of the teacher and children, very much the same way as the teacher had 
asked Why-qn and What-qn regarding the behavior/experience of the character of the story, e.g. 
Seibei, Morii, and/or Melos. In other words, we can proceed to regard the teaching records as 
stories of essentially the same nature as fictive novels. First, the possibility to ask a Why-qn and a 
What-qn regarding the persons in the records, e.g. the teacher and the children, cannot be denied. 
And, in many "scientific" instructional researches on the teaching-learning based on the teaching 
records, such as Takeda’s records, Why-qs are observed too often to have been asked, seeking to 
discover the so-called "law" of the teaching-learning. What change of perspective could be 
expected, however, if many What-qns, in combination with the Why-qn, were asked regarding 
the persons coming onto the stage in the teaching records? For instance, in the Takeda’s teaching 
record Case #1, we could ask such questions as “Why did not Takeda ask the What-qn, 
immediately after he found that the Why-qn did not work satisfactorily, and why he waited even 
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a whole day to ask the What-qn?” You could give answers, to this Why-qn question, which may 
be true but may not be true. The Why-qn could remain a "vacant question". Ask What-qns, if you 
will, such as “What did the teacher perfink, when he found the children’s responses were 
unsatisfactory to explicate the lived world of Seibei?”, or “What did the teacher perfink when he 
was preparing at home for the next day’s class after the failure with the vacant question?” etc. We 
find that the What-qns could be asked to explicate the lived-worlds of the teacher and the 
children, just as many and varied as the What-qns for explicating the lived-world of the fictive 
character Melos. This reminds us of Husserl’s dictum: “Pay in small coins!”, which would mean 
in our case, “Describe what is experienced in details, with small concrete lively words but not 
with big abstract dead words. Do keep to the phenomenological spirit – To the things 
themselves!” 

Some people may understandably express their dissatisfaction with the explications so far. 
They may say that the explications regarding the Why-qn and the What-qn do not give the 
necessity of the relationship between the questions and answers, but only the possibility, or the 
probability at best, which, they may point out, is disclosed in the frequently used expression "tend 
to". We grant this. Regarding the behavior/experience of other persons, the necessity in such 
senses as sought by the "rigorous radical behaviorism" is hard to obtain, to say the least, but the 
possibility/probability based upon understanding is to be sought and obtained. I cannot help but 
recall the interesting comment on the experiments on human subjects carried out by the method 
of conditioned reflexes, cited by Leontiev (1961), of Pavlov, the Russian physiologist. The 
comment was: “But did he (the subject) not wonder what all this was about?” Even Pavlov would 
agree that the children, in response to the teacher’s questions, are going to respond from their 
own perspectives, in Pavlov’s own words, “not like a dog” – in Pavlov’s perspective – but as a 
human being, according to “how he was concerned in the matter” (Leontiev, 1961, p. 245).  

Children always have their own existential freedom to choose. [A wise dog – in Konrad 
Lorenz’ perspective, for instance – would also be in this perspective.] In addition, the quality of 
children will no doubt determine the quality of answers. Ask a baby a What-qn, s/he will 
mumble, but ask Virginia Wolf, James Joyce or Fyodor Dostoevsky of the same question, s/he 
might write a book. The ordinary reality sits somewhere in-between.  

Besides, “The expression is "creative" because its meaning may exceed the intended 
meaning of the author: its meaning for us is not identical to its meaning for its originator. 
Verstehen in the human sciences, therefore, entails more than approximating the author’s self-
understanding of his own actions, intentions, or works” (Ermarth, 1978, p. 280). This is a 
beautiful statement, and it allows me to rest contented.  

In addition, the knowledge of possibilities is as valuable as that of realities, so long as the 
two are not confused and they are adequately related. Whether or not you would value the 
knowledge of possibilities would depend upon whether you would be a "realist" with the sense of 
reality, or a "possibilist" with the sense of possibility, in the terms of Robert Musil (1995/1952, 
pp. 10-13). We could and should learn from the possibilities as well as the realities, because we 
learn at the present from the past for the future. We might recall the passage on Bildung from 
Gadamer: Bildung is “[…] to keep oneself open to what is other, to other, more universal points 
of view […]. To distance oneself from oneself and from one’ private purposes means to look at 
these in the way that others see them. […] The universal viewpoints to which the cultivated man 
(gebildet) keeps himself open are not a fixed applicable yardstick, but are present to him only as 
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the viewpoints of possible others” (Gadamer, 1975, pp. 17-18). This idea would lead to the idea 
of the “Transcendental Subjectivity” treating “Intersubjectivity” as “a transcendental 
philosophical notion of utmost importance” (Zahavi, 2003, p. 246). Akira Kurosawa’s classical 
film “Rashomon”, which depicts the possible multi-perspective views upon a single event, may 
bring into relief the importance of both possibility and intersubjectivity.  

Someone with a strong positivistic orientation might also make an objection; “Seibei and the 
gourds” is a novel and a fiction, whereas Takeda’s record is a documentary record of a fact. He 
may exclaim that a fiction and a factual record should never be confused. This is granted. 
However, now that Takeda passed away years ago, how could we know what he had actually and 
factually thought at the various points of when in the records, even if he could have told of them 
and even if we disregard the complex problems of forgetting, distortion, exaggeration, lying, 
pretense and/or make-believe. Historical case studies are widely known to have this same 
problem in common. Fiction and the fact are much the same, from the perspectives of the readers. 
“What do want to know, to explicate, when we study a fictive story and/or when we study a 
record of a fact, respectively?” This will lead to an enormous discussion, regarding the 
relationship between the factual and the fictive, which exceeds the limits of the current 
discussion. I refer the reader to the philosophies of history, art and human sciences.  
 
Further Steps with Why-qn and What-qn Into the Lived-Worlds of Psychologists, Research 
Methodologists, Philosophers of History, Art, Science, and… 
 

After re-examining the record many times, we could come to be able to agree that there can 
be differentiated at least several levels of the psychological events, at each of which we could 
direct similarly the two kinds of questions: i.e., with respect to the Why-qn and to the What-qn. 
 

Level 1) A teacher and children ask a Why-qn and/or a What-qn, regarding the behaviors/ 
experiences of the characters, e.g., Seibei, described in the fictive stories being 
taught in the class. 

 
Level 2)  A teacher, e.g., Takeda, and the children could ask a Why-qn and/or a What-qn, 

regarding the behaviors/experiences of each other: i.e., the teacher and/or children 
in their actual real co-experienced classroom situations. 

 
Level 3)  A researcher, psychological and/or sociological or otherwise, e.g., Yoshida (1992, 

2005), could ask a Why-qn and/or a What-qn, regarding the 
behaviors/experiences, on the Level 1) and/or Level 2), described in the teaching-
learning records by the teacher, e.g., Takeda (1974), or by the children, or even by 
the participant observers, in their actual real classroom situations. 

 
Level 4)  A researcher, in the field of psychological research methodology or otherwise, 

could ask a Why-qn and/or a What-qn, regarding the behaviors/experiences of the 
psychological researchers, on the Level 3) which are described in the descriptive 
research reports. 
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Level 5) A philosophically-oriented researcher, e.g., Strasser (1985) or Apel (1984) – 
existential, phenomenological, hermeneutical, epistemological, logical, linguistic, 
or otherwise – could ask a Why-qn and/or a What-qn, regarding the behaviors/ 
experiences of the researcher(s), on the Level 4), being described in the research 
reports on research methodology... 

 
In principle, the extension, in a fashion similar to the above, of the multi-layered Levels 

could be made as far as one likes. However, it is sufficient if the above description establishes 
that the Why-qn and/or the What-qn can surely be asked on every one of the levels, as long as, on 
each level, the subject thematizes the behaviors/ experiences of the person(s) on the respectively 
preceding Level. Needless to add, these questions and answers do not necessarily have to be 
exchanged by different persons each belonging to the respective level. In a conceivably extreme 
case, all of them could be asked and answered even by a single person, by a philosopher-novelist 
teacher like Tolstoy (1828-1910), and, certainly, the intermediate cases would also be possible. 

 
Implications of the Why-qn and What-qn Comparison to the Issue of Explanation/ 
Understanding in Psychology as a Human Science 
 

The difference between Why-qn and What-qn in teaching literary works of art reminds us of 
a similar difference between "Explanation/Understanding" in "Psychology as a Natural Science" 
vs. "Psychology as a Human Science". The issue of Explanation/Understanding has its long 
history, the extensive elaboration of which would be beyond my capacity here, even beyond such 
a work as Strasser (1985) or Apel (1984), which has sufficiently demonstrated the existence of 
multitude of views on the issue (Yoshida, 1992, pp. 42-43).  

The Japanese psychopathologist Hiroshi Yasunaga (1929-), for instance, has expressed his 
dissatisfaction with the Karl Jaspers’ classical conception of "Explanation" and "Understanding": 
(1) the contact point, or the relationship, between Understanding and Explanation is unclear; and 
(2) how the Understanding as Science should be advanced is unclear. In Yasunaga’s view, 
Jaspers explains that “Explanation has no limit, whereas, in contrast, Understanding has limits 
everywhere”, and that, “when Understanding stumbles upon its own limit, then Explanatory 
method must be relied upon” (Yasunaga, 1992, p. 28). In this way of saying by Jaspers, 
comments Yasunaga (ibid, 29), “Understanding and Explanation come from entirely unrelated 
different origins”. In contrast, Yasunaga summarizes his own view: “Explanation is a specialized 
operation derived from within the Understanding in a broader sense”, and “The relationship 
between Understanding and Explanation is a close and inseparable one like the head and tail of a 
coin, while mutually inter-permeating” (ibid, 38). Thus, Yasunaga, adopting and following the 
Wauchope’s view of “Explanation” in the broadest sense, summarizes Wauchope’s “Explanation 
of Explanation” as follows: “When we attempt to explain something, whatever it is, we 
presuppose some Understanding of "consciousness", along with Understanding of what is 
supposed to be explained. The Understanding presupposed is, first of all, Understanding within 
one’s own consciousness, and the Explanation aims at the other consciousnesses, which are 
expected to accept the Explanation, to let the other consciousness understand the Understanding 
[within one’s own consciousness]” (Yasunaga, 1987, p. 18). Wauchope writes “Comprehension 
is momentary” (Wauchope, 1948, p. 17) and, at the moment of comprehension, the pattern A/B, 
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such as subject/object, quality/quantity, whole/parts, life/death, self/others, is understood. “A 
pattern is a whole having parts, the parts equalling the whole” (ibid, p. 15). In short, the thought 
on the complementary inseparability of “Understanding and Explanation”, just like the head and 
tail of a coin, is elaborated in details.  

The too well known simplistic dictum attributed to Wilhelm Dilthey may be recalled: “We 
explain nature, we understand mind” (Ermarth, 1978, p. 246). The common criticisms against 
Dilthey for the rigid separation above between Explanation and Understanding are interpreted by 
Ermarth as the hasty mis-interpretations based upon too few of Dilthey’s published works. He 
points out the immensely comprehensive view of Dilthey (ibid, 245-267). “Life itself – as we live 
through it – is a constant pattern of interpretive efforts at many different levels” (ibid, p. 247). In 
this sense, the teacher-children exchanges, with Why-qn and What-qn, can be regarded as a 
prototype of "Explanation and Understanding" in Human Sciences. 

Viewed in such a light, the classroom teaching-learning could be considered as an 
"experimental scene" in a micro-scale and micro-history in the class for the birth and 
development of "Explanation and Understanding" in the macro-scale and macro-history in 
Human Sciences. The debate of the issue in Human Sciences, for instance, could be considered 
as a development of, and as structurally similar to, the teaching-learning experiences in the 
infinite number of classrooms all over the world in the history of mankind, from the elementary 
to graduate school levels, and further into the debates among academic scholars, who once were 
children sometime and somewhere on this globe. "Little brooks make great rivers", at the same 
time "little brooks" are structurally similar to "great rivers". Both are mutually implicative to 
each other.  

Both teacher and child rarely use philosophical technical terms. However, they often times 
touch upon the essential points of the philosophical issues in simple everyday ordinary language, 
which situation we could discover with surprise, if we are perceptive enough to do so. The 
teacher’s comments on Seibei’s laughing could be interpreted as revealing some important points 
on laughing, which are common with Plessner (1970). For example, Takeda writes “Both of these 
thoughts grew into such an intolerable funniness that they made him burst into a bright loud 
laughter”, which would lead to the Plessner’s explication on laughing and crying as the 
“uncontrolled and unformed eruptions of the body” (Plessner, 1970, p. 31, both italics mine).  

Here, I must refer the readers of English to the prominent references published in English. I 
believe in and trust their perceptiveness. 

We should remember that the language itself is based upon its "type" that enables us: (1) to 
perfink and experience the “World and I” as structured and meaningful; and (2) to express our 
own experiences of “World and I” in order to share with others these experiences as structured 
and meaningful. And the language itself evolves in that historical-social-cultural context. 
“Language is a system of typifying schemata of experience, which rests on idealizations and 
anonymizations of immediate subjective experience” (Schutz, 1973, p. 233). 
 
Conclusion 
 

While I was working with the Japanese master teachers many years ago, I encountered the 
following words which struck me with their powerful rich stimulating implications: ”Watching 
trained practitioners in their approach to the phenomena, usually by studying their subsequent 
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accounts, may further sensitize one’s own intuiting ”(Spiegelberg, 1971: 660). The reason why I 
was struck was that I found myself struggling to find out how I, a psychologist could contribute 
to the improvement of the teaching practices of expert teachers, many of whom had been seeking 
to improve, for one thing, their own intuiting capacity. On the sites of classroom teaching, the 
teachers were following the advices of their respectable master teacher Kihaku Saito (1911-
1981), who had been emphasizing the vital importance for teachers of “seeing” and/or 
“intuiting”. I could say that this study was originally inspired by H. Spiegelberg’s words above. 
Now, let me present a summary of this little study for the teachers: “Ask not ‘either Why-qn or 
What-qn’, but ask ‘both Why-qn and What-qn’, in their creative collaborations”. Explanation 
and Understanding will work together at all levels, including  at every level of the “Human 
Sciences” in general, at that of the “Psychology as a Human Science” and, also that of the 
“Teaching Literary Works of Art” in the elementary school classrooms, in particular. 
 
Personal Observations 
 

Let me jot down a few comments on the nature of the teaching records. First, Takeda (1929-
1986), the teacher, was one of my closest personal friends for more than ten years in his later 
years. He was a most serious, conscientious, studious, sensitive and devoted teacher, from whom, 
fortunately, I was able to learn in person many delicate secrets concerning teaching children and 
the lived-worlds of teachers. From my own personal experiences with him, I could never have 
any doubt on the trustworthiness and authenticity of his classroom teaching records. Second, 
Takeda was a very sophisticated reader of the literary works of art, particularly of modern 
Japanese novels. He even published a little commentary book on the representative modern 
Japanese novelists. However, as far as known to me from many of our personal conversations, 
the names of philosophers such as Schleiermacher, Dilthey, Jaspers, Husserl, and others were 
totally unfamiliar to him, and the long debated issue of Explanation/Understanding was entirely 
unknown to him. His refined sense of reading literature seemed to have had been nurtured solely 
through his long personal experiences of reading many literary works of art. This much would be 
sufficient, I believe, to assure the reader of: (1) the trustworthiness of his own factual teaching 
record; (2) the unawareness, on his part, of the possible relevance to his lived-world of teaching 
practices, of such an issue as the "Explanation/ Understanding" debate in Western Philosophy; 
and (3) his spontaneous originality with respect to the implicit distinction in practices between 
the two types of questions. The distinction was implicitly borne out of Takeda’s own teaching 
practices and was explicated and tentatively named, after his death in 1986, by this author (1988) 
as “Why-What Phenomenon”. 
 
Postscript:  I would like to express my deep gratitude to Prof. Thomas Cloonan for his editorial 
assistance in improving this essay. 
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