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§ 1 . Introduction

Discovery and crcation of questions to be asked in the classroom teaching is a kind of
an art. This study thematizes thc "Openness" in the art of asking questions in the classroom
teaching, in an attempt to explicate the meaning and structure of the "Openness".

A question and/or a series of questions created by a practicing classroom tecacher
implicitly cmbodies his/her whole life-history of cxperiences as a teacher and as a person,
including the insights into the rcality of classroom teaching practices, understanding of both
children's and his own lived worlds, interpretation of teaching materials, and also the delicate
sensc of language, to name just a few. However, usually few practicing teachers ever attempt to
explicate the whole complex of these, nor are tended to discuss them explicitly. Mr.Tsunco Takeda

(RHHK) (1929-1986), an cxcellent Japanesc master tcacher, for whom the author has a deep
respect, was not an exception in this respecct.

While thematizing the "Openness", this study attempts to ecxplicate Takeda's insights,
understanding, interpretation and sense, which are embodied in each of the questions and the
series of questions crecated by him. In addition, the study hopes to cxplicate the meaning and
structure of the "Openncss" embodied in the process and the result of creation of the questions.
This. is partly for the purpose of inviting the recaders to enter the lived world of the practicing
master tcacher Takeda, and of helping the younger teachers, whether practicing or prospective, who
wish to learn from him as deeply and richly as possible.

At the very beginning, let me attempt to state explicitly some of the presuppositions
already affirmed and accepted by this author. These are: (1) Takeda was an cxcellent master
teacher with much talent and long years of teaching cxperiences of high quality.(2) He was
particularly excellent in teaching literary works of art. (3) He devoted his whole energy to the
interpretation of the novelette "Run Melos!"([E#f1 A o A '] ) and to the crecation of the serics of
questions for teaching it. (4) At the time when Takeda created the series, he was rcaching one of
the most matured stages as a practicing teacher. (5) The scries of question for "Run, Melos!" was
one of the works in which Takeda had very much confidence. (6) The children for whom Takeda
imaginatively prepared these questions were those 5th graders, cxcellent at recading, in the well-
known Takeda's class then in Shima elementary school (Bf B IR E/N¥#K), whose principal at that time
was the master teacher Kihaku Saito (FFg&1{H)(1911-1981). (7) Takeda was good at describing his
cxperiences of tcaching practices and his "inner world". And finally, (8) out of more than ten
years of my deeply and personally involved experiences with both Saito and Takeda, I have strong
confidence in the presuppositions (1) through (7).

Thercfore, this is not at all a study without pre-suppositions, and in that scnsc, this
is not entirely an "open" study either. The author is well aware that the rcaders of this paper
may not and/or will accept to share the pre-suppositions above. The author only request that the
reader understands the pre-suppositions as cxplicitly stated above and also rcads the study as
written with these pre-suppositions. Thus, the author will attempt the above mentioned
explication, while putting these cxplicated pre-suppositions in the "bracket" for a while, and
will concentrate on the explication of the meaning and structure of cach of the concrete questions
and the series of thesc questions themsclves as prepared by Takeda for "Run, Meclos!"

No defense for claiming the excellence of Takeda's questions will be made at this point.
In these respects, the attempt for the cxplication here may be compared, in its spirit, to thase
attempts which explicate the mcaning and structurc of artistic works of art: such as Susumu
Kaneda's phenomenological cxplicative interpretation of Diego Velasquez's work of art '"las
Meninas" (1656) (£ H & (19904) pp.315-318] . The excellence of the works of art is presupposed
and cxplicated as the study itseclf ﬁevcloﬁs.

In short, this study attempts to explicate the meaning and structure of the "Openness",
embodied in a series of questions in a classroom teaching, by means of situating these questions
in the lived worlds of the crecative questionecr and the questioned, i.e., the master tcacher and

his children, while thematizing the moments of "Openness".
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§ 2 . Tentative meanings of "Openness"

First of all, what is "Openness"?

To be sure, dictionaries will give some gecneral meanings of the word. The COD (Concise
Oxford Dictionary, &4th ed.), a dictionary at hand, gives explanation not for "openness" but for
its adjective form "open" as follows: "Not closed or blocked, allowing of entrance or passage or
access, having gate or door or lid or part of boundary withdrawn, unenclosed, unconfined,
uncovered, bare, exposed, undisguised, public, manifest, not exclusive or limited.” A English-
Japancse dictionary CEBIEFEME MHARME M BFRML) gives TBAMRM. B, KE. ML,
Ak ] as Japanesc equivalents for "Openness". The antonym for "openness" would be "closedness"
(FEA% ¥ ). There would be no "openness" where no "closedness" is possible, and vice versa.
Thercfore, "openncss" scems to be always relative to "closedness". Let us accept this much
clarification as a very tentative meanings of "Openness". However, the mcaning and structure of
"Openness" in the context of "openncss in asking questions'" is still very uncertain and ambiguous.
We will have to use definitions in the dictionaries as a starting point or as a cluc to observe
and explicate the variety of "Opcnness" embodied in each of questions and/or in a series of
questions,

For example, the questions such as following will have to be asked: Which question is
open and which question is closed? When can we say that a question is open? Is a question ecither
open or closed? Or, is a question either more open or less open? Why and how docs a teacher
preparc a question morc open or less open? How, why and/or what do children cxperience when they
are asked a more open question or a less open question? What do children perceive, feel and/or
think, when they arc asked a more open or less open question? ( "Perceive, fcel and/or think" as a
whole is designated by J.S.Bruncr(1986) as '"perfink", which will be used hereafter, if and when
necessary.) As regard to a scries of questions, can we say that it is more open or less open? How
is the "openness" of a series of questions defined and/or determined? And so forth and so on.

"Opcnness" of "Opcn-ended question" would be just one aspect of "Openness" of
questions, which we will keep in our view, and we will explore morc meanings with regards to the
geustions and the series of questions.

Steiner Kvale, while discussing the "Plurality of Interprectations” in his book

"InterViews" (1996), mentions "an openness to the questions with which the text confronts the

reader" (p.211-212) . The Openncss concerns the contrast between : (1) the auther's intended mcaning
vs. the mecaning the text has for us today, (2) the letter of the text vs. its spirit, (3) onec
correct interpretation vs. a legetimate pluratity of interprctations, and (4) the focus on the
experiences and intentions of individuals vs. the focus on the social and material context the
persons live in. The Openness is conccerned with the researcher's way of interpreting the text of
the InterViews. The discussion hcre urges this author to be awarc of the limited scope of this
paper, however the limitation, the closcdness, has its merits as well as demerits, which will be
touched ﬁpon at the end.

§ 8 . The Synopsis of lhe novelette "Run, Melos!" and its Part Taught

The novelette "Run, Mclos!" by Osamu Dazai (KSEj4) (1909-1948), a well known Japancse
novelist, is based upon a F.Schiller's poem and ancient legend. The following is its synopsis.

A simple-minded naive shepherd Melos, out of his sense of justice, sncaked in the Castle
Syracuse of King Dionysius and was arrosted for the charge of plotting to assassinate the
atrocious King who doubts and kills cveryonc around him. Melos was sentenced to death. Melos
pleaded with the King for a three-days delay of the execution and a temporal release, on the
condition that he will leave his best friend Seclinuntius as a hostage and that the hostage will be

executed if Melos does not return in time before the sunset. Melos returns to his home village and

>
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finishes the marriage ceremony of his only daughter. Then, he hurries back to the castle, in order
to save the life of his best friend, now kept in hostage, and to get himself exccuted. However, on
his way back, many unexpected difficulties waited him as ordeals. Overcoming all the ordeals,
Melos run and run to the execution ground, almost naked, exhausted and his body covered with

blood, to stop the exccution and to get himself executed. On the way, he meets Philostratus, an
apprentice to Selinuntius.

The following is the portion of the novelette "Run, Meclos!" used by Takeda as the
teaching material adapted for children in the 5th grade class in his elementary school.

"Ah,it's Melos, is it not?" A voice like a groan reached his cars along with the sound
of the wind.

"Who speaks?" said Melos, without breaking stride.

"My name is Philostratus, sir, appreatice to your friend Selinuntius." The young man ran

behind Melos, shouting his words. "You're too late, sir. It's hopeless. You needn't run now. You
can no longer help him."

"The sun has yet to set."

"Even now he is bcing prepared for execution. You're too late, sir. Alas. If only you
had only come but moments sooner!'"

"The sun has yet to set." Mclos felt as if his heart would burst. His eyes were fixed on
the huge, red sun on the western horizon. There was nothing to do but run.

"Enough, sir. Stay, I beg you. It is your life that is important now. My master believed
in you. Even when they dragged him onto the execution ground, he remaincd unconcerned. And when
the king mocked and taunted him, all he said was, 'Melos will come.' His faith in you was unshaken
to the end.”

"That is why I must run. I run because of that faith, that trust. Whether I make it in
time is not the question. Nor is it merely a question of onec man's life. I am running becausc of
something immeasurably grcater and more fearsome than death. Run with me, Philosotratus!" (Dazai,
Osamu. (1988) pp. 130-131.)

§ 4. The work of art: the whole series of the 25 questions by Takeda.

The following 25 questions were created by Takeda (Takeda, Tsunco(1964)) to help and
teach children read deeper and richer the portion given above of "Run, Meclos!".

After rcading the scntence: "Ah, it's Melos, is it not?" ('Ah, Mr. Melos!')

A voice like a groan reached his ears along the sound of the wind." Takeda asks:

1) "Who spoke with a voice like a groan?" [ 9 WL KIHIBBETCV270RENRTTN T
2) "Why was Philostratus standing at the place like this?"
[Z7408A b7 PRAREILTIARLEIBREANIL>TWVWIAKES S,
3) "What was Philostratus looking at?" [7 4 oA NT PARBIKZATOVEASH ]
4) "While waiting for Melos, what was Philostratus thinking about?"
[AaxZ2HBRR6 74027 P 2RMEBEITCVLA D,
5) "What was his feceling just a minute and a second beforc Mclos appeared?"
(A AnEEL6bT -3 —BHOohhORFFR? ]
6) "In what kind of appearances did Melos come running?" [ A @ ARG EANN- I TE->TEL? ]
7) "Looking at these dreadful appearanccs of .Melos, what did Philostratus say?"
[COTEELVWADRADEITEBRLTARAL TP ARBALEV S,
8) "Why, 'with a voice like a groan', did he say only 'Ah, it's Melos, is it not?'"
g, YOSLIBAET. [HH, AorxE] LEYvw-Tcon?]

9) "Mclos said,'Nor is it mcrely a question of one man's life', didn't he?
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Let us think about the meaning of these words."
[AaRAB TOEDRMODBARVTRIEBVDE Yo fz DL ¥ X g
10) "Has Melos ever uttered such words beforc?"rl SRR COTEEORRERANLL.
TADZRBUMCARBIERZVSRIENDBEA I I, |
11) "What is referred to by the word 'Man's life?'"
Frrfoto@l twi>0lRRKIEEXLTVWEDTETN? ]
12) "For Mclos, does his own life matter, now?" "Selinuntius' 1ife?" "The lives of the two?"
[AaRRBVWERFOGNRBALRVLBDOTE D VXV TFATATTD, _ADVDLTEh, |
13) "What is Melos running for?" [A g AEMOEDIKIEL-TVWZD? ]
14) "Melos said 'I am running because of something immcasurably greater and more fearsomeeees',
But was he clearly aware of what that something is?"
Tl liddb2 2,823 LAEVHODAEDIERL-TVEDE] LA TARV -,
B3 EZAREI OISO LA aAlLbh->TWEDESLINT
15) "When did Melos begin to think that way?" [ A Qg RAEEVONLZAREBIIRKL D7
16) "Who did make Melos utter the words 'something immeasurably greater'? "
M-, BZBLLKRERLD)] LWVWIHI A0 AN LEEVEELEODBER?]
17) "What of, or which part of, these Philostratus's words did move Melos's heart 7"
[COD, 740X PF 2D EEFDODEIRMR, A0ZADLEI DS S, ]
18) "Philostratus is saying a lot, isn't he? What is he saying?"
[7408Z2FF FARVABVARILEV-TWVER, EIHIVITEV-TVEDES S, |
19) "Melos said 'That is why I must run.' Of coursc, this is a response to Philostratus's words..
What does the words 'That is whyseee' refer to? "
[TEAEINSRLADE] ELAoZAB V-, THIEWHETHERLL 748X T bRADIEEED
hotdR, TERENSL] EVIDRBIEEILTVEIDEAD, |
20) "He said, 'ese when thc king mocked and taunted him,eeses', didn't he?"
[ TEXENIAIABOFENLON-TH) v, |
21) "Did the king mock and taunt Sclinuntius for his clothing?" or "Did he mock and taunt him for
his face? [ Y X v FA Y 2ZORFEOI LB ENEN-D? EFhéEb, FlOT LENET?)
22) "Where is the king (scated) 7" [ FiF EZic\w3bd? ]
23) "What response did Selinuntius make when he was mocked and taunted by the king?"
TELHhohbTWwWEEYRVFATRARRALI AT
24) "What would have occurred to Mclos's mind and hecart, when he thought of his friend mocked and
taunted by the king in front of the crowd 7"
IHEOTWCELIAODIDUTVAERERB - EX A DADNCE, EARBOVWRINAKEESLI DT
25) "What is the meaning of Melos's words: 'I am running because of somcthing immeasurably greater

and more fearsomceessd'?"

TTRAIE BAEN b2 EBZALLAZRVDLDDEDIRBL-TVWBDHEIEVI AR ADILEDERIZ?
§ 5 . Multiple dimensions of "Openness" in questions

In this section, the multiple aspects/dimensions of "openness" of questions and asking
questions will be explicated, while focusing on each of 25 questions in the given order.

Before begining the cxamination of respective question, the naturc of the series as a
whole must be noticed. The point is that not all of crcated and preparcd questions are expected,
by Takeda, to be asked to children in the actual practice of his classroom teaching. Takeda
writes:

" Which question to take and not to take, or what new question I may creatc on the spot, I cannot
tell before I face children in the ciass. However, it would be certain that the teaching would be
a failure, if I have to say all of the questions in the exact order." (Takeda,ibid.p.138.)

While preparing thesec 25 questions with the detailed reasons elaborated in 40 pages of

A5 size, Takeda thought that asking all the questions prepared would be a failure. Even prepared,

not all questions are cxpected to be asked. The reason for this will be considered later. Here,
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just take notice of Takeda's comment to the effect that whether to take or not to take will become
clear only when he faces children in the class. Thus, the contrast against the closedness of being
determined to ask all the prepared questions comes out.

[Openness 1] As regards the series of preparcd questions, (X) the Closedness (or less openness),
in the case of being rigidly determined to ask all the questions, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness (or morc openness), in the case of remaining open and flexible whether to ask or not to
ask any of the questions, on the other. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two
cases.

Hercafter, for the sake of clarity, brevity and convenience, the terms "closedness" and
"openness" will be used to in the places of '"less open" and "morc open'.

[Openness 2] As regards the secries of prepared questions, (X) the Closedness, in the case of being
rigidly pre-determined which questions to ask and not to ask, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, in the case of not having decided which question to take and not to take, and also
determined to hold the decision until actually facing the questionees, i.e. children, on the
other. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

[Openness 1] and [Openness 2] remind us of the importance of the "Silence" and the
"Tact" of passing "over something tactfully and leaves it unsaid" by H.G.Gadamer [(1975) p.16-17.

i IR (1986), p.22.]. In other words, Takeda's way of perceiving his own preparation suggests
that the questioning by a tcacher must bccome a "tactful" one. This openness also leads to the
importance of flexible and adaptable "coping" (or dealing [ %) ), which Kihaku Saito had always
been cmphasizing. If a tecacher, for instance, ask a question, alrcady getting superfluous in the
given situation, only because he had prepared with much labor, then the tension (concentration) in
the class will be lost and the children may be hindered and float away from concentrated thinking,
and thus the tcaching may become a failure.

[Openness 3| In the actual situation of classroom teaching, (X) Closedness, in the case of being
rigidly determined to ask only prepared questions, on the one hand, and (Y) Opcnness, in the case
of being prepared for creating new original questions on the spot, on the other. There appears a
dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

After reading the scntence: "Ah, it's Melos, is it not?" ('Ah, Mr. Melos!') A voice like
a groan reached his cars along the sound of the wind." The first question:

1) "Who spoke with a voice like a groan?" [ 9B EHIRBETVW-FORENATTN? ]

On this question writes Takeda,"This question is a very easy one. All children will
answer, 'Philostratus' ". To this question, no other answer is thought of. The questioning teacher
believes he knows the right answer, and asks it as an "easy question", foresees no difficulty for
children to answer, and expects the right answer from the children. Thus:

| Openness 4| As regards a question, (X) the Closedness, in the case of the guestioner taking it
for granted that the questioneces (children) can--- or can not--- give the correct answer. on the
one hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the questioner not knowing whether the children can
or cannot.give the correct answer, on the other. Therc appears a dimension of "Openness" between
the two cases.

[ Openness 5] As regards a question, (X) the Closedness, in the casc of the questioner already
knowing the correct answer and only wishing to see whether the children can give the correct
answer, on the onec hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the "genuine question", the
questioner not knowing the correct answer and not knowing what answer will come out from the
questionees, on the other. Therc appears a dimension of "Openness' between the two cases.

This dimension relates to Fhe characteristics of a "teacher's question" pointed out by
Merlcau=Ponty ( FFZR (1966) [HR & ¥§#h) p.256) as the "question asked, by the one who knows, to the
one who does not know," The kind of question he named as the teacher's may be considered as less
open in terms of [Openness 5]

2) "Why was Philostratus standing at the place like this?"

[748A P PAREILTCCARECAHARNIL>TVWRALS I,
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This question asks about an act of a person in the novelette:"Why this person did

this?", a typical "Why-question" (Yoshida,A. (1992).p.39). Takeda writes he has two purposes in this
question. One is to clarify the location of "the place like this". The other is to invite children
think of, by themseclves, the details of the Philostratus's acts and, especially what he had heen
"perfink"-ing at cvery moment. The latter aims at urging children to begin to "persue" on their
own, accepting the tcacher's question as a clue. Thus,
[Openness 6] As regards a question (a "why-question", for instance), (X) the Closedness, in the
case of the questioner aiming at urging questionees, children, to answer only the question posed
and nothing more, on the one hand, and (Y) on the other hand, the Openness, in the casc of the
questioner aiming at urging the questionees not only to answer the original question given, but
also to begin to pursue and to investigate to discover new questions by themsclves. There appecars
a dimension of "Openness" betwecn the two cases.

Needless to say, the Openness of this question does not guarantee the success of urging
the children pursue, investigate, and discover. It may succeed, but it may fail. This determines
whether or not the ncxt few questions are going to be used after this actually in the class.

3) "What was Philostratus looking at?" [Z7 4 @R FF FARKBICEIAITVES I,

This is a typical "What-question"(Yoshida,A.(1992),p.39), in contrast to a "Why-
question”". "What-question" typically asks "What did this person see/fecl/think when he did this?".
Or to use J.Bruncer's "perfink", it asks "What did this person 'perfink' when he did this?". The
characteristics of this type of question has already been discussed elsewhere(ibid.), here, let us
focus on the aspect of "Openncss" only. This question asks about the person's perception only:
i.e. "looking at". We could notice also that this question urges us to think about the meanings
and the values that the things around the person had for the person him/her self. However, the
question does not ask explicitly as "What would have been the things Philostratus was most
concerncd about? If so, then, what was he looking at?" The question does not dictate how to think
about it. Therefore, children themselves must think about how to think in order to answer this
question. Takeda writes, "Children will certainly answer: 'the sunset', 'the direction Melos is
coming' and/or 'both but alternately'." In this limited scnse, the degree of openness of this
question is low with respect to [Openness 4] and [Openness 5]. However, the purpose of this
question is to 'relieve vividly the various emotions of Philostratus, such as inner agony,
irritancy and doubts." Takeda is mnot surc whether children can achicve this task with this
question only. In this sense, the degree of [Openness 4] of this question is high. For this very
reason, the next few questions are prepared. Thus,

[Openness 7] As regards a question (a "what-question"), (X) the Closedness, in the case of the
questioner explicitly specifying and dictating how to think about getting the answer, on the one
hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the questioner at least not explicitly specifying how
to think about getting the answer, on the other. There appears a dimension of "Openncss'" between
the two cases.

4) "While waiting for Melos, what was Philostratus thinking about?"

[AnZ2&2BFbERNE 74025 b2 MEEICVWES S,

This question is also a typical "What-question". However, diffecrent from question 3),
the restriction "While waiting for Melos," is given. This is a restriction of the situation, in
which the person concerned, Philostratus, is placed. In other words, this question implicitly,
with the restriction, makes it easier for children think about the lived experiences of the
person.

In addition, the focus is shifted from perceiving ("look at") in question 3) to thinking (“think
about") in question &), within the domain of "perfink".

[Openness 8] As regards a qucstioﬂ (a "what-question"), (X) the Closedness, in the case of the
questioner explicitly restricting the situation in which the person is placed, on the one hand,
and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the questioner not restricting the situation in which the
person is placed, on the other. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

From this perspective, the openncss decreascs from question 3) to question 4). Also, we
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could notice, on the thematized "perfink", the shift from perception to thinking is made, partly
in order to avoid monotony, which point will be touched upon later in relation to W.James. Thus:
[Openness 9] As regards a series of questions ( "what-question"s), (X) the Closedness, in the
case of the question freezing the thematized "perfink", on the same "perceiving" for instance, as
the preceding question, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the question freely
changing the thematized "perfink" away from the one in the preceding question, from perceiving to
thinking, for instance, on the other. There appcars a dimension of "Openness'" between the two
cases.

When we consider the [Openness 9], it is indeed very important to becomc conscious of,
and also to keep in mind, the unity, integrity and simultaneity of perceiving/feeling/thinking, by
naming the threc together as "perfink", but it is also important to keep just as bofore the
distinction between perceiving, feeling and thinking, in order to enable us to introduce
"Openness" by variation. Also, we notice, keeping both "perfink" and 'perceiving/ fecling/
thinking", the qucstioner could keep him/herself always reminded of the possibility of unity and
variety, thus of "openness".

5) "What was his feeling just a minute and a sccond before Melos appeared?"
(A AR BESLObT—F—BHOIhoKHIZ?

This question is also a typical "What-question", asking "perfink" of the person. This

time, the restriction is imposed upon the objective time: "just a minute and a second before Melos
appeared". This restriction is, on the surface, an objective time, but children are cxpected
further to consider the meaning of this objective in terms of the subjective time experienced by
Philostratus impatiently waiting for Melos. Also, we notice, in terms of "perfink", moving from
"perceiving" in question 3) and "thinking" in question 4) to "feeling" in this question 5). Thus.
[Openness 10] As regards a question ( "what-question"), (X) the Closedness, in the case of the
question asking the "perfink" of the person concerned, with the restriction in terms of time, for
cxample, "a second beforcess", on the one hand, and (Y) the Opcnness, in the case of the question
asking the same but without any of such restrictions, on the other. There appecars a dimension of
"Openness'" between the two cases.
[Openness 11] As regards a scries of questions ( "what-question"s) asking "perfink" of the
person, (X) the Closedness, in the case of asking in a fixed predetermined order, such as in the
sequence of perceciving first, then thinking and lastly feeling, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, in the case of asking in a free and flecxible sequence, on the other. There appears a
dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

Incidentally, there are 6 (= 3!) possible sequences in total for the three components of
"perfink".

6) "In what kind of appearances did Melos come running?" [ Ao 2B AN TE-TXL?]

To this question, children reading the text are cxpected to give the correct answer with
ease.

7) "Looking at these dreadful appearances of Melos, what did Philostratus say?

[COTXELVATRDEITHBLT40ALT FRBRHAE N -R D5, ]

Takeda writes, "Children will answer 'He said "Ah, it's Meclos, is it not?" ("Ah, Mr.
Meclos!") with a voice like a groan'. I may say that the whole works so far have been set up so
that this question pierce into children. That much significance do I put into this question."
(ibid. pp. 136-7.).

However, in the sense that, on the surface, the cxchange of the question and the answer
can not be other than the onc described above, the degree of [Openness 4] is low in this
question. The major purpose of this 1uestion is to see whether, with this question only, children
can begin on their own to pursue the inner'agony of Philostratus. Takeda was not sure about the
effect, however. In this sense, this question is high in the degree of [Openness 6] .

We now realize for sure that a question could be open in terms of onec kind of Openness,
but could be closed in terms of other ones.

8) "Why, 'with a voice like a groan', did he say only 'Ah, it's Melos, is it not?'"

o



[RE, HYBLEIBFEC. (bbb, Aursz] LT V-0, ? ]

(In the Japancse original, this expression goes like 'Ah, Mr. Melos!'' ([d&H, AoAXE])
and nothing more. So, the actual Japancsc question prepared was: "Why, 'with a voice like a groan',
did he say only 'Ah, Mr.Melos' ( implying "and nothing more") 7'")

Takeda writes, "Here, I would like to let my children vividly sec that in the words
expressed in a voice like a groan are contained cvery bit of Philostratus's inner agony, which we
have been pursuing in the study up to this point."(Takeda, ibid., p.138.) This Why-question
contains the danger of ending up with superficial exchanges of question and answers. However,
Takeda's aim was to let children understand the "a voice like a groan" as "an unintended spouting
cxpression of Philostratus's inner agony". The word Takeda added in order to help children
understand the point was the expression "only". In other words, if the Philostratus's inner agony
was not so deep and scrious, then he may not have said in "a voice like a groan" and also may have
said much more. For example, he might have "in a bright cheerful voice", "in a calm voice", or "in
a cold voice". Putting these other possibilitics in the background, or in horizon, Takede asks the
meaning of the fact that Philostratus said only 'Ah, Mr.Mclos' 'with a voice like a groan'. This
question naturally and implicitly urges children to imagine other possible words of his in the
situation, and to become aware that such imagined words would not have been suitable. By doing so,
Takeda eventually let children understand the "voice" as "an unintended spouting cxpression of
Philostratus's inner agony". Thus,

[Openness 12] As regards a question ( "why-question"), after having shown a certain reality: (X)
the Closedness, in the casc of the question asking the reason and/or cause of the reality, on the -
onc hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the question that asks why only the given reality
and no other than the given reality could have happened, and that implicitly urges children to
imagine many other possibilities, and further more, that invites children to think about the
meaning of the given reality by putting the other imagined possibilities in the background, in the
horizon. There appears a dimension of "Openness" bectween the two cases.

9) "Melos said,'Nor is it merely a question of one man's lifc', didn't he? Let us think about the
meaning of these words."

(A ZR TOEDRMBBARVTREBVDOE] Evafch, TOZEEDEREMANALL Y,

In the original in Japanese language, this cxpression goes like: 'Man's life does not
matter either. 'What this 'Man's life' means is vague in Japancse, because whether it is singular
or plural is not evident in Japanese cxpression. This question by Takeda touches upon this point.

This is merely a rhetorical question, and in fact a notice to confirm and a proposal for
children to pursuc further. Of course, Takeda is expecting an affirmative answer "Yes" from
children. In this sense, the dcgrce of [Openness 4] is low in this question. This question will
not invite any explication. "This is not yet a question for teaching." writes Takeda.

10) "Has Melos ever uttered such words before?"

FTABDARUMCARBRIEZVSIENBEIEBL I M, |

Takeda writes, "I think this question will have a significant response from children".
This question 10) has a similar structure to the question 8). This question first presents as a
fact the fact that Melos uttered "such words", that is ‘Man's life does not matter either' and
lets children notice it, then asks whether or not he could have uttered "such words" at any time
other than "that time". By so doing, The question urges children to notice that there is no
possibility of Melos having said "such words" at any other time. Thus, the question helps children
notice the grave significance "that time" had for Melos. This is its structure. In other words,
This is the kind of question, in which the teacher, first presents a reality, and urges children
to imagine other possible realities, and then putting these other possibilitics in the background,
or in horizon, invites to become aware' of the meaning/significance of the very reality presented
first.

[Openness  13] As rcgards a question, after having shown a certain reality as a fact at a
specified time: then, (X) the Closedness, in the case of the question asking the meaning of the

factual reality, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the
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question that asks whether that factual recality could have been at some/any other time than the
specified time. Thus, the question implicitly urges children imagine other possibilities (or other
possible facts) at some/any other time, and then let them put those possibilities as a background

of that first particular fact, so that the children think of the actual meaning/significance of
the fact, considered as one possibility among others, and also in contrast with other

possibilitics. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

11) "What is referred to by the word 'Man's life?'"

FTOEDH] EVIDRRBKEEILTVWEOTTH? ]

In English translation by Ralph E. MacCarthy, the unambiguous expression "one man's
life" is used, whercas in the Japanese original the ambiguous expression [0 & O & ] is used.
Thercfore, in the Japanese original, whether it is singular or plural is ambiguous. Naturally,
what the words point to beccomes also ambiguous. The question by Takede in Japancse is to make sure
of and clarify this ambiguity in the Japanesc expression. Thereforc, in the Japanese tcxt, the
words could refer to the possibilities of "a) Celinuntius's life, b) Melos's life, c) the lives of
the two, d) the human lives/life including the lives of the two, e) the human life beyond
individuals", whercas, in the Engiish translation, the possibilities of «¢),d),e) will be
eliminated. In a sense, we may say that the elementary school 5th graders were expected to go
beyond the understanding of the English translator (MacCarthy) in the interpretation of the
Japanese words [Q0&E DA .

[Openness 14] As regards a question asking "What is it/this 7": (X) the Closedness, in thc case
of the question of there being only one answer without any ambiguity, on the one hand, and (Y) the :
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the question of, because of some ambiguity, there
being multiple possibilities left. There appears a dimension of '"Openness" between the two cases.
12) "For Melos, does his own life matter, now?" "Selinuntius' 1ife?" "The lives of the two?"
[AnZRBVERROARBALVBDOTTh, BV UV FATATTN ZADLDLETTh, |

This question corresponds to Question 11) and gives three choices of the mecaning for

Mclos of "Man's life", at the point of "now". Just as the question 5), with the restriction
imposed upon the objective time, i.e. "now'", it asks about the situation at that moment. In this
sensc, it is closed in the sense of [Openness 10]. However, this is a multiple-choice question (in
this case, three choices question), in contrast to the "open-ended question" in the everyday
ordinary sense. This question is relatively closed, with less openness. Thus,
[Openness 15] As regards a question: (X) the Closedness, in the casc of the question to answer by
choosing among the multiple choices provided, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other
hand, in the case of the question to answer by writing a "Frec description", without any given
multiple choices. There appears a dimcnsion of "Opecnness'" between the two cases.

On this dimension of ([Openness 15], the questions with tow choices such as
"right/wrong","agree/disagree" and/or "yes/no" are less open than the ones with three choices such
as "right/wrong/don't know","agrce/disagree/don't know" and/or "ycs/no/don't know". And the latter
questions are, in its turn, less open than the ones to be answered with "Free description".

13) "What is Melos running for?" [ApARMOEDIZEL>TWVWBED? ]

The word "running" implicitly implies the time is restricted on "now". The question

"What for" asks the "in-order-to motive", in contrast to the "because-motive" (Schutz, A. (1989).
p. 84-89.). Thus, we find a new possibility of openness.
[Openness 16] As régards a question asking "Why?": (X) the Closcdness, in the case of the
question asking cxplicitly either of the because-motive or the in-order-motive, on the one hand,
and (Y) the Openness, on the other hand, in the casc of the question asking not cxplicitly either
or both of the two kinds of motives. There appcars a dimension of "Openness" between the two
cases. '

In the latter question, there is more openness, more frecdom and autonomy, on the part
of the children as to which of the two kinds of motives to choosc to answer.

14) "Melos said 'I am running becausc of something immcasurably greater and more fearsomeses.’,
But was hc clearly aware of what that somcthing is?"

_9__.
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RFEzhREIVIbDN A QAlbhhsTORDESLINT?

Interesting enough, in the English translation, Melos answers with the word "bocause of"
to the "What for" question. The translation had better been answered by "for something" rather
than "because of something", perhaps. However, this may be showing, incidentally, the
mixture/confusion and/or loosec distinction of the two kinds of motives in everyday language.

This question is not directly asking what it is that is "something immeasurably greater
and more fearsome". At least on the surface, the question itsclf ask simply whether he was clearly
aware of it or not. In other words, it asks only the answer of "yes or no". In this sense, this is
a question with less openness. However, as the series of the questions that follows will show, in
its intent, the question is to pose a problem on the content of "something immeasurably greater
and more fearsome'".

15) "When did Melos begin to think that way?" [ A pZEWVWoOMLZANBEACK-/D? |

Here again, the problem is on the time. Melos's thought "now" has now been clarificed,
then the. next question is "from when" has it become Melos's thought. In order to answer this
question, children must examine the cxpericnces of Melos following through the flow of the time
and the cvents. This cxamination would eventually mecan to follow the entire history of Meles's
lived experiences. In this scnse, this scemingly simple question has a great openness. For
cxample, this has grecater openncss than the question such as "At the time of wedding ceremony of
his sister, was Meclos thinking that way?" Evidently, the former question will requirc children to
cxamine Mclos's thinking at far more points of the time than the latter one. Thus,

[Openness 17] As regards to a question asking the time when a certain state of affairs occurred,
(X) the Closedness, in the case of the question asking,"At such and such particular point of time,
was the state of affair existing or not?", on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other
hand, in the casc of the question asking "When did this statc of affair come into existcnce?"
There appears a dimension of "Openncss' between the two cascs.

16) "Who did make Melos utter the words 'something immeasurably greater'? "

FTTbodBZALARERLD] EVWHARADTEEEVELLEDREL? )

This is also a question in the scries of questions that are intended to clarify the

content of Mclos's word "something immeasurably greater and more fearsome'". The question asks in
the form of "Who made him say the word?" In order to answer this, children are supposed to
thematize the word first, then to imaginc his "perfink" while saying the word, and to ask who
and/or what made or let him say the word. This question-answer exchange is not in the form of "Is
it A?": "yes/no", ncither in the form of "Is it A, or is it B?": "It is A", "It is B" or "None of
the two". In this sense, the question has more openness, keeping the range of possibilities wider
open. Thus,
[Openness 18] As regards to a question, (X) the Closedness, in the casc of the question to he
answered by "yes" or "no", or by choosing one of the choices given, on the onc hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in thc case of the question to be answered by an answer which is to
be discovéred by the questionce him/hersclf. Therc appears a dimension of "Openness' between the
two cases.

This [Openness 18} may correspond approximately to the adjective "open " or "open-ended"
usually used to modify a question.

17) "What of, or which part of, these Philostratus's words did move Melos's heart 7"

[CD, 740 A T MADTELEOEIHKNN, AADLEI>TDIEAD, |

The implicit assumption of this question is that not all of "thesc Philostratus's words"
cqually moved Melos's heart and thqt therc is/are some part(s) that moved Melos's heart most.
Then, the question asks, if there is some such part(s), then which part or what was it. Thus, the
question urges children to examine and think about each of the possible parts one by one. This
question is also a relatively open one as regards [Openness 18].

18) "Philostratus is saying a lot, isn't he? What is he saying?"
(74 8AFFFPRAEVAVNAKIEV-TVBER, EFTVITEVATVEDEA D, |
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This question 18) urges children to pursue further the inquiry supposedly initiated by
the question 17). However, this question itself docs not yet show the choices of words. Pressed by
this question, children will begin to cnumerate the possible choices from Philostratus's words. In
this sense, this question urges the activity of enumeration and seclection of possible choices.
Further, from among thec choices selected, children are supposed to choose the answer. However, on
the surface, the question remains to seek only to discover, enumerate and order the possible
choices. As regards "openness", this is more open than the coming question 21) which urges
children to choose from among the choices directly shown.

19) "Mclos said 'That is why I must run'. Of course, this is a rcsponse to Philostratus's words.
What does the words 'That is whyeess' rofer to? "

FTZhENPSRBLADK] LA ZR V-, ThBWVWIETHNL T4 OA NI PRADIEREI B
R, TEREIS) EWVWHIDRRBILEILTVWEIDES Y, |

This question ask about the reference of the words 'That is whysses'. However, the
intention of the questioner, the tecacher, is to prepare children for the question 25). In that
sense, this question constitutes a part of the whgle scheme of the inquiry. As regards openness,
the question is high in [Openness 15], beccause it ask only "What does it refer to?", without
giving any further suggestions or choices. However, the question picks up and focuses upon the
words 'That is whyeses'. In that scnse, it is less open than a question such as "What does these
Philostratus's words all ﬁean?".

20) "He said, 'es« when the king mocked and taunted him,sseee', didn't he?"

[TTESENSAZTABDOFENLN-TH] o, |

This question picks up a part of the novelette's description, and confirms that
description. In this sense, at lcast on the surface, it could be answered by "yes" or "no", or
"Yes, he did." or "No, he didn't.", with small openness with two choices. However, the intention
of this question is to direct children's attention to the words cited. In this sense, it is a
restrictive and closed question.

21) "Did the king mock and taunt Sclinuntius for his clothing?" or
"Did he mock and taunt him for his face?"

TEV X vTATIADREDOIEREN O -72D? ZThéb, HOT ENNKT

Here, just after the question 20, this question gives two concrete choices and asks
children to choose. Thercfore, this is a closed question as regards the [Openness 18]. However,
the two choices given are both inadequate, so that children are expected to find out these two
given choices as inadequate to negate them, and to begin to secarch for the new content of "mock
and taunt'.by themselves. In this sensc, this question looks as if giving two choices, it actually
works just the same as the question: "What did the king mock and taunt S. for?". Takeda writes,
"Children will not listen to my words of the gquestion to the end. They will surely say, 'No, no.
It is not that'. Then, I will ask: 'Then, what did the king mock and taunt? ". In other words, the
intent of the question is to challenge children and make it an opportunity to ask the latter
question., This challenging question is not intended to end with the answer to itself only. In this
sensec, it is an open question as regards the [Openness 6].

22) "Where is the king (seated) 7" [FEWRR EICWBE? ]

This question asks about the content that is not at all described in the original
novelette. In the original, there is not a mention as to where the king is. Thus, if children read
the original literally and remain there, they will never be able to answer. Nevertheless, it could
also be admitted that thc common image may be shared of the king as '"sitting perhaps on the high
throne looking down upon Selinuntius, the king himself surrounded by many of his retainers", as
Takeda writes, "if those images of ghe king are richly called forth, which have been carcfully
read and formed from the first half 6f the novelette'". The point is not so much to get the "high
throne" as the only right answer as to form an‘adequatc image harmonious with the tense atmosphere
of the encounter between the king and Selinuntius. Thus the "high throne" is an adequate and right
answer, so far as it is adequate to draw the image to satisfy the conditions above. And, if

children were able to draw some adequate images that satisfy the conditions above, even if not the



"high throne", then it proves to the teacher that children have grasped the character of the king,
the tense atmosphere of the encounter, the different perspectives and "perfink"s of the two toward
Melos, and/or the different "perfink"s of the two toward human being in general. This is the
structure and meaning of this question. In this sensc, there is no single right answer to he found
in the original, but there are many possible inadequate answers that do not satisfy the conditions
above.

The question can be understood as the onc that urges '"concretization" of "Places of

Indeterminacy” [Ingarden, Roman (1973). pp.53-55.] Then, among the possible answers to the
question, therc can be, after Ingarden, "permissible" ones, "not permissible" ones and "desirable"
ones. And, after Takeda, for the concretization of this "Place of Indeterminacy”, the "high
throne" is the most "desirable" answer as the image, in view of the rcading of the work so far. We
can understand this question as the one requesting the most '"desirable" '"concretization" of the
"place of indeterminacy" in the work.
[Openness 12] As regards a qucstion asking the vnderstanding and interpretation of a literary work
of art, (X) the Closcdness, in the case of the question to he answered by " faithfully describing
the "places of determinacy" that are already given in the original, on the onc hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the question to bhe answered by a "desirable "
"conretization" of,--- but beyond ‘Tpermissible"” or "not permissible" ones, ---the "places of
indeterminacy" in the work. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cascs.

This is an openness as a question what seeks the completion of the work of art by the
receptive actions of the rcader.

23) "What response did Selinuntius make when he was mocked and taunted by the king?"

TEEHhShHTVEEYRALFAIRRBBAEI LT

The answer to this question would be, as given in the text :"All he said was 'Mclos will
come.'" However, if this is all the question asks, then, this question is just confirm what is
given in the text. However, in response to this question, children arc expected to read "All he
said was 'Mclos will come' as "He said 'Melos will come' and nothing more." and further to rcad
the meaning of "said nothing more" as "It is unnecessary to say anything more" and/or "He firmly
believed that Mclos would certainly come." and answer that way., In this sensc, the degree of
openness of this question is also high.

Takeda writes, " In order to read, out of a few lines of sentences in the text, the the
scenc of the execution ground, the figure of the king, Sclinuntius confronting him quiet and
undisturbed, all such scencs of smothering confrontation betting the human life, there is no other
way than to develop our reading by dialoguing."(Takeda, ibid., p.158). From this citation, it is
evident that Takeda is aiming at the concretization of the places of indeterminacy, as pointed
earlicer.

24) "What would have occurred to Melos's mind and heart, when he thought of his friend mocked and
taunted by the king in front of the crowd 7"
[THROEHCTCLELSErDLDATVERER > e&, A02DLIIE, EABBVRIDALIEASAINT? ]

This question asks ahout Melos's imagination and '"perfink", while focusing upon a
particular short period of time. In this scnse, the question is rclatively closed and less open in
[Openness 10], as compared with the kind of questions with no such focusing on the time. However,
there is no description given, in the original text, of Melos's imagination and/or "perfink" at
that particular period of time. What is seeked in this question is, just the same as the question
22), the "concretization of the placc of indeterminacy". In this sense, this guestion is high in
the degree of openness of [Openness 19].

25) "What is the meaning of Melos's words: 'I am running becausc of somecthing immeasurably greater
and more fearsomessses'?" Fﬂm\ﬁhﬁm;bﬂ&ﬁ%éL(k%hb@mkbuﬁLﬂfh%mﬁJ
EVWH Ao ADT EFDOERIZ T

The expected answer to this question is [{&€ ] ( "sincerity/ honesty/ faithfulness/

fidelity". However, at this very last moment of teaching, Takeda is not actually cxpecting to ask

this question and hear the answer from his children.



Takeda writes, "I would think that the development of the classraom teaching which must
ask the meaning of these Mclos's words at the very last moment is the worst one. Actually, without
dragging thc question to the last moment, there should be many occasions to tackle this question
on the way. If my interpretation of the material and the method of development is accurate, then
opportunities will come without fail. And, if my encounter and confrontation with children is
actualized there, then the class becomes enlivened. If the preparation is made perfect, and if the
class proceeds just as prepared, then that tcaching may perhaps be without failure but also
without either creative clash or new discovery. There will be no shaking or tension created in the
spirits of children."(ibid., p.163-164)

This question, then, is prepared but is not expected to be asked at least in the very

last moment of the class. Takeda prays for the situation where this prepared question 25) be
abandoned and not be asked. He had prepared it only to be thrown away. Thus,
[Openness 20] As recgards a question prepared beforehand, (X) the Closedness, in the casc of
assuming to ask the question without fail, on the one hand, and (Y) the Opcnness, on the other
hand, in the case of assuming that, according to the situation, the question may be asked but may
not be asked. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

In addition to the [Opennessjes so far explicated, the following three kinds of
[Opcnness]es have also been found not specifically in reclation to any particular questions.
[Openness 21] As regards a series of questions consisting of sub-series of questions, each sub-
series thematizing different theme (such as, Melos's inner world, the king's inner world, and so
on), (X) the Closedness, in the case of every sub-series rigidly taking the same uni-dircctional
change of openness, for instance, always only from "open to close", on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of each sub-series flexibly taking its own dircction of
change of openness, cither from "open to close" or from "close to open'": for instance, from either
"from multiple choices to open description" or "from open description to multiple choices". There
appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cases.

[Openness 22] As recgards a multiple-choice question giving plural choices ,(X) the Closedness, in
the case of giving no or only one choice of '"realistic possiblity", on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in thc case of givng all the choices with "realistic possiblity".
There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two cases. On the surface, (X) and (Y) may
look the same but in depth, they are so different, in that (X) is in reality only a
pretense/disguise/mask of openness. while (Y) is an honest sincerc true openness.

[Openness 23] As regards a situation of two persons cncountering to exchange their views, (X) the
Closedness, in the case of the one person talking (questioning) all the time and giving the other
no chance to talk (question), on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other hand, in the
case of both persons givng to cach other chances to talk (ask questions) freely, and each quictly
listening to the other talking (questioning). There appears a dimension of "Openness' between the
two cases.

§ 6. Meaning and Structure of Openness in a Question and in a Series ol Questions

Throughout the cxplicative process so far, we have been attempting to observe the
concrete appearances of "Openness'" scen in the individual questions and/or in the series of
questions, which were prepared in the plan by a master teacher Tsuneo Takeda for teaching the
novelette "Run Melos!". The assumption underlying this cxplication was that the plan itsclf is a
work of art. To intuit the "Openness-Closedness" dimensions, the basic question that has been
asked in the free imaginative variation is: "What would the teacher, the questioner, and/or the
children, the questionees, could passibly'experinece if and when this particular question and/or
this particular seriecs of questions were asked 7" Through this process of free imaginative
variation, we have explicated at least possible 23 invariable dimensions of "Openness-Closedness"
at various levels of concreteness ( or abstractness). We may consider each question as a

concretization of "Openness" formulated in the dimensions cxemplified in ecach of [Openness]



discovered so far. A question can be considered as a concretized profile of formulated idea
[Openness] . Or, each formulated [Openness] can be considered as an idea intuited through the
process of the imaginative frce variation of the particular concrete questions, and/or the
particular concrecte series of questions, which are to be assumed as a profile (an adumbration) of
the idea. On the other hand, each formulated [Opcnness] can be considered as a profile of the morc
general idea "Openness", so that the idea "Openncss" can be formulated as an invariant essence to
be intuited through the process of the free imaginative variation of formulated [Openness] -es of
various kinds. We could imagine "Openness" at various levels and of various kinds: on the concrete
level of concrete questions, on the relatively abstract level of formulated [Openness] -es, and/or
on the far more abstract level of an idea '"Openness". We might conceive an hierarchically
organized structurc of "Openness". The clements of each level correspond two-ways to the elements
of another level in one-to-many relations. For instance, a question could be cxplicated as
relatively open in onc formulated [Openness] but as relatively closed in another formulated
[Openness], which we have alrcady observed with some of the questions in the process of our
explication. And also, one [Opcnness] could obviously be concretized in many questions in many
ways.

Now, let me briefly summarize a few of the obscrvations gathered in the explicative
processes so far attempted.

First of all, the openness of question is not limited to a single dimension, such as the
commonly used everyday distinction between "Open-ended question" and "Closed-cnded question', such
as multiple-choice question. Even with regards multiple choice questions, a question with three
choices would look more open than a question with two choices. There are also openness observed
only in a specific kind of questions, such as "Why-question" or "Perfink-question", for instance.
In short, therc are various kinds of openness for various kinds of questions. Openness of
questions has many appearances, thercfor constitutes a rich phenomenon..

Second, with each of [Openness], we could assume a dimension from the most open to the
least open, or the most closed. In other words, there are various degrees of openness among
questions, with regards to the same kind of openness. This has been repeatedly obscrved when to
define a dimension of openness in our attempt.

Third, with recgards to various kinds of series of questions, there are various kinds of
openness. We observed such kinds of openness with series of questions as: for instance, [Openness
1] between the pre-determination to usc all questions and the preparation to decide on the spot,
and [Openness 2], between prc-determination as to whether to adopt or to drop particular
questions, and the flexibility of which to adopt and which to drop.

Fourth, there are various degrees of openness among series of questions. This will need
no further explanation.

Fifth, the opcnness on the level of a question and the opcnness on the level of a series
of questions arc to be distinguished. If we call the former a "Micro-openness" and the latter a
"Macro-openness", then we could say that a "Macro-openness"is not a mere accumulation of "Micro-
openness". Openness of a series of quesiotns is created and actualized not nccessarily by a series
of uniformly and evenly open questions, rather it is crcated but by a series of diversely open
questions constituting the series. In other words, diversity in Micro-openness is a necessary
condition for Macro-openness.

Sixth, within a series of questions, Micro-opcnness of questions could vary either from
an open question to a closed one or vice versa. A scries may be composed of many sub-series. And
we may conceive a rhythm or a wave of the variations of openness within a larger serics consisting
of sub-series. ’

Seventh, the purposes of the questions and series of questions creatively planned are:
(A) to help children experience cntering the world of the work of art, and (B) with the
accumulation of these cxperiences, to help children, in the future, become able to cnter the

worlds of the works of art autonomously on their own. In the long run into the future, children



are expected to reach the stage of reading on their own imaginatively and multi-perspectively. The
questions by a teacher are to help them approach this desired stage, rather than to keep them
limited and restricted by the questions now posed, only to be blocked from rcaching that stage.
Thus, among the teachers, there is a maxim,: "Help them only when and if necessary".

Eighth, it is not that the openness perse is unconditionally important, but that the
openness is important in so far as it contributes to help children reach the desired stage of
autonomous, imaginative and multi-perspective reading of high and rich quality.

Ninth, as for the form of a plan for teaching, we find we could formulate in at least in
three kinds of forms: (A) an ordinary uni-dimensional linear temporally sequential plan, in which
the sequence of asking questions is determined in one sequential order: “Ask this one first, then
this next". A little more Openness could be introduced by allowing to change the order of asking
by moving or jumping back and forth from one gquestion to another. If we push a little further,
then we will get: (B) a two-dimensional, geographical-map-like plan. With this kind (B) of map-
like plan, the temporal constraint becomes far less than the kind (A) of uni-dimensional plan.
Actually, the late Takeji Hyashi (#k#r — : 1906-19xx) used such a form of plan for tcaching. If we
push still further, then we will get: (C) a multi-dimensional plan, structured, metaphorically
speaking, like a three, or more, dimensional neuro-network. This will be with the least
predetermined (pre-planned) temporal constraints. In that sense, it will be the most open plan in
terms of the order of asking.

Tenth, as recgards to the plan for tcaching, there is a saying among teachers, "Prcpare
and forger!" (:meaning "Prepare well and make as detailed a plan as possible, but, in the actual
tcaching, just forget the plan, not to be constrained by the plan"). You might ask why do you
prepare and plan, if you arc to forget it. In my understanding, if the plan is too detailed and
perfect, then chances are the teacher would be restricted by the plan and lose the freedom and
flexibility to adapt on the spot to the reality of children. In order to respond flexibly and
adaptively to children's real rcsponses in situ, the tcacher had better forget the pre-prepared
plan, regardless of the time and the labor he had invested to make the plan detailed and perfect.
Would the plan be then useless and vain? Not at all. The preparation and the plan itself make the
teacher more attentive and perceptive to the children's responses, which, without the preparation
and the plan, would have easily been overlooked or overheard. The plan will make the teacher more
perceptive to children's responses, even when it is forgotten on the surface, lost from explicit
consciousness. In addition, the plan forgotten will give the teacher more freedom, flexibility and
adaptability than when no plan were made at all.

Eleventh, at least in teaching a literary work of art, teacher's question can be
directed to the explication of an aspect of "perfink" (perceiving/fecling/thinking) of every main
character of the work, either in specific time/place and/or in the situation not specified. With
this principle in mind, a teacher will have no difficulty, at least in suggesting possible
questions, if not cxcellent quesions. Hopefully, some formulated [Openness]-es will serve as hints
and clues to disocver questions for tcaching.

‘Twelveth, we had started our explication of Takeda's 25 questions, making pre-
suppositions on their quality as a work of art suited for thematizing the  "Openness" in quesions.
Needless to say that the Takeda's 25 questions on "Run, Melos!" could never exhaustively cover all
the possible good questions in teaching. However, upon looking back on our explication, our pre-
suppositions turned out at least functional to help us reveal the structure and meaning of
Openness in questions. This was because these guestions are based upon the history of Takeda's
rich teaching experiecnces, These questions are, as you see, so much varied among themselves that
many dimensions of Openness in questions naturally appear to the surface, to help me carry out the
explication. While explicating thése questions, I was tempted to recall the following
"prescription" for teachers by William James:

"The prescription is that the subject must be made to show new aspects of itself; to prompt new

questions; in a word, to change." From an unchanging subject the attention inevitably wanders

away. You can test this by the simplest possible casc of sensorial attention. Try to attend



steadfastly to a dot on the paper or on the wall. You presently find that one or the other of two
things has happened: either your field of vision has become blurred, so that you now scec nothing
distinct at all, or eclse you have involuntarily ceased to look at the dot in question, and are
looking at something else. But if you ask yourself successive questions about the dot, ---how big
it is, how far, of what shape, what shade of color, etc.; in other words, if you turn it over, if
you think of it in various ways, and along with various kinds of associates, ---you can keep your
mind on it for a comparatively long time. This is what the genius does, in whose hands a given
topic coruscates and grows. And this is what the teacher must do for cvery topic if he wishes to
avoid too frequent appeals to voluntary attention of the cocrced sort. seees The tcacher who can
get along by keeping spontancous interest excited must be regarded as the teacher with the
greatest skill. (James,W.(1958), pp.79-80.) James touches upon this samc point to the same
effect also in his great work The Priciples of Psychology(1890/1981) ( Harvard U.P. pp.400-401).
Judging even only from the 25 questions by Takeda, I may be allowed to say that he was "a teacher
with the great skill". The 25 questions by him were at least a good sample of high quality to
start our explicative attempt of Openness.

Thirteenth, it is observed that the children are cxpected not only to answer the
questions posed by their teacher but also to ask themselves the kinds of questions once asked by
their teacher. Children lecarn not only how to answer but also how to ask questions. This is a part
of their way to achieve their own autonomous rcading. In a sense, teachers' questions arc
incorporated into the repertoire of children's questions, so that children begin to "perfink" on
their own whag at the beginning,only the teacher was able to "perfink". In this way, children
broaden and deepen their lived worlds by learning to read with their teacher. This also points to
the importance of the question posed in the class by the teacher.

Fortecnth, Openness seems to be related to the possibilities left to the teacher and
children to decide themselves. The more possible choices/alternatives/decisions are left for the
tecacher and children to choose from and decide on, the more open the situation, the question, the
series of questions will be. Bricfly, Openness is the possiblities left. Therefore, Openness in
general will tend to lecad to autonomy in favorable cases, and to confusion in unfaborable casecs.

Finally, for brevity's sake, avoiding to repeat the 23 [Openness], let me mention somc
of the uncxpected discoveries that were at one time or other very surprising and instructive at
least to me: Openness such as [Opennessi0], [Opennessi2], [Opennessi3], [Openness16], [Opcnness
171, [Openness 19], [Openness22?].

These are some of the observations so far made in the process of explicating the
[Openness] of questions and series of questions created by Takeda for teaching the novelette "Run,
Melos!".

§ 7 . The Meaning and Structure of Opecnness in Teaching=Learning and in Education

BELHBE LTS THAK] OB®REME

To push the matter a little further, let me attempt to cxplicate the meaning and
structure of "Openness" in the context of teaching=lcarning and/or education in general.

"fo educate" is etymologically interpreted and explicated as "to lecad out of" (cduccre.
Lat.) an old world and "to lead into"(ecducare. Lat.) a new world (Max van Mannen. (1991)). In
teaching a literary work of art, for instance, the teacher attempts to lecad children ggg_gf their
everyday worlds and to lead children EEEE the world of the artistic work, including the worlds of
the characters appearing in the work. By reading and studying a novelette in the class, children
is given the opportunity to experience the worlds of the characters, the world of the novelette
and the literature. By so doing, childten cnrich their lived worlds in the way impossible
otherwisc.

In Japancse language, the master teacher Enosuke Ashida's maxim "Let us grow together"
T#HicHEHELs D)) BHEZE (1873-1951) points to the same idea of "lecading out of" and "lead

into", because the Chinese character [# | for the word "grow" represents a newborn baby coming out
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of the world of the mother's womb and'entering into the world outside. The idea of "to lead out
of" and "to lead into" seems to be shared in the East and the West.

The Japanese word "Doshi"(Tiiffi |), which literally means the teacher (ffi) who leads (if),
is a noun to designate a kind of a teacher who lcads the common people into the statc of Buddhist
enlightment. Here again, the idea of "to lead out of" and "to lead into" is shared in the East and
the West.

Now, our question is what is the meaning and the structure of "Openness" in thc context
of teaching=learning and "education" understood as "to lecad out of/to lead into".

In terms of the "to lcad out of/to lead into", there seems to be distinguished at least
four stages of leading "out of / into".

(1)Within everyday life world, to lcad out of the old lived world of “not knowing that/how" into

the new lived world of "knowing that/how". A learner learns new things, in everyday life world,

still in an old world. Teaching as giving information will be included in this category.

(2)To lecad out of the old lived world of everyday world of taken-for-grantedness into the new
world of non-everyday world of the learncr(A.Schutz's moving between "finite provinces of meaning"

may suit here). A learner lcarns to live in a new lived world. Teaching as a revelation of a new
world would be included in this category.

(3)To lcad out of the old lived world of waiting passively to be led "out of" and "into", further

to lead into the new lived world of not waiting but going actively '"out of" and "into",

autonomously by oneself, into the various new worlds. A passive learncr becomes an active learner

of living into new worlds. Teaching a learner to acquire the "voluntarily active learning
attitude" , which is emphatically asserted by Enosuke Ashida ((RENFHREE | HHEZH) to be
the very essence of education, will be included in this category.

(4)To lead out of the old lived world of "being led out of/into" by the other and to lecad into the
new world of "leading" the other "out of/into". A lcarner becomes a teacher for the other(s) of

moving into new worlds. Teaching a learncr to be a good tcacher will be inculded in this category.

Let me avoid complicating the matter too much by introducing the iterative multiple-
layered nest-box structurc, with the above (1),(2),(3),(4) sgetting into the learning of the
other(s) of the stage (4) and so on.

The purpose of cducation is, in a sense, to change from the state of the teacher being
necessary for learner(s) to the state of being unnecessary. My mentor Kanji Hatano(1905-) once
told me: "Education is the progressive processes of stages for a teacher of making himself
unnecessary." In our context, we might say, the education is complecte when the tecacher succeeds in
leading his students from the stage (1), through (2) and (3) to the stage (4) and finally in
making himself unnecessary (for these students). A teacher who is always and forever nceded by his
students may be a failure as a teacher, becuase he may perhaps have failed to help students grow
stage by stgage from stage(1) to stage(4).

In order to help a learner grow from the stage (1), through (2) and (3), to the
stage(4), a teacher will have to respond to the learner, keenly, warmly and empathetically
observing how the learner is at that moment, in as much flexible, responsive and adaptive manner
as possible. For example, when teaching the meaning of a word, flexibly adapting to how in reality
children are, a teacher may sometimes give the meaning in words and tell them to memorize it
verbatim correctly, may somctimes ask them to check with the dictionary themsclves, may urge them
to attempt to guess the possible meaning from the given context, may ask them to explain it in
their own way in their own words, or may challenge them to write a sentence using the word or even
a short story using the word as the title, and so on.

Flexiblity, adaptativenesé, respbnsiveness, correspondence, harmonization, conformation,
challenging, provocative, freedom, autonomy, esseesarc the pivot characteristics of good teaching.
Openness we are concerned here scems to be the necessary condition for this pivot. Openness allows
the teacher and children spontancously choose on their own from variety of possiblities, to allow

both of them to be flexible, adaptive, responsive, correspondent, harmonious, conforming,
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challenging, provocative, free, autonomous,sees.

Takeda once wrote, "Not to tcach is to teach. To spare and sparc and spare to the end
what the teacher, in heart, wishes to teach is cducation, I thought. As much as the teacher spare,
children approach the teacher with all their will and act. In this cncounter, education comes into
existence. For a tcacher to be (seemingly) idle and lazy is to spare, on his own responsibility,
what he really wishes to teach ." (Takeda(1990). p.43).

Within our "Openness" in tcaching and education, included are "Not to teach (in order)
to tcach” as a repertoirc of a teacher to be chosen on his own responsibility. Paradoxically
cnough, he should be allowed to choose '"not to teach", in order that he can teach children in a
much deeper sonse. This "Not to teach tc tecach" is grounded on the deep respect of the teacher for
the possibility of the children as human existence. Openness in education should cmbrace "Not to
teach to tecach".

Thus, the "Silence" will also be included as a possiblity of a teacher's repertoire of
actions for teaching., Silence may work sometimes as a provocative challenge or as a warm
encouragement for children to cxplore questioning and investigation in their own ways on their own
initiative and ﬂcsponsibility. No, it may be the "Silence" of the tecacher to listen children which
would help children grow. Max Picard wrotc in his "Die Welt des Schweigens'": "In the world today,

there is no morc men who remain silent. No, there is no more the distinction between men talking

and men being silent. The only distinction that cxists is between men talking and men not talking.
And since there is no men silent, therc is no men listening. In fact, today, men cannot listen any
longer." (The translation is from the Japanese translation: <= v 7 Z ¢ E 4 — b2 (1964), EFFHER
[hBRD R | AT 9#RFE. p.181.) Silence of the tcacher, as well as of children, not noisy
questioning but quict listening, would lead to nurturing the autonomy and independence in
children.

We have seen the dialectic relation between Openness in a question and the Openness in a
series of questions. This rclation will also apply to the relation between a sub-series and a
scries, Indeed, there was observed both Openness and Closedness in a question. However, if one
construct a series of questions that are all open without exception, would that series be very
much open? Definitely, No! A series with all questions open will be very closed as a scries in the
sense that no question can be closed thus the series is without the possibility of closing and
without having a variety of questions, thus the sciries will lose the frcedom, flexibility, eses,
that would have been possible otherwise. Just the same argument will apply with a sub-scries and
the whole series too.

We could conceive the dialectic relation, in general, between the Openness of a part and
the Openness of a whole.

Openness of a part or parts does not assure Openness of a whole. Furthermore,
paradoxically, a whole with all parts open will not be perfectly open but only relatively open.
Obsession with Openness, without exception, would not be really open at all but it would rather be

rigidly closed to Openness. We may name this Openness as "Obsessed Openncss". Openness to chosse
freely and flexibly from both openness and closedness would be the authentic Openness.

Here, we find "Dialectics of Openncss and Closcdness" and "Openness through Closcdncess”,
or, to push a little further, "Openness as a whole through Diversity of Opennes of parts" or
"Openness through Diversity" which may sound very much like "Unity through Diversity".

While meditating on "Openness", it occurred to me that the Openness discussed here
might essentially be the same as the "freedom and spontaneity" of Musashi (EARR ), the
"ordinary [or tranquil] mind that knows no rules" of Munenori (MA:{H B <F#4E), or the “"Unfettered
Mind" of Takuan (jR fgf#iffi) (Takuan Soho(1986)).

Their teachings seem to tell us: Attempting to be open and not to be closed is not being
open but being closed. To be open and to be closed freely and naturally is truely being open.
There secems to be much to explore in this dircction, but let me stop here before it gets too open

for me.



§ 8. Conclusion: Openness Practised

What will be the Conclusion from all this ?

I believe that the Conclusion at this stage should be kept open, because the issuc of
"Openness", either in "Asking a question and/or a series of questions" or in "Teaching=lecarning"
and "Education" turned out to be so vast and rich that any conclusion to be drawn with this tiny
study at this point cannot but be premature. If there is any conclusions worth while, then they
should have already been contained in the main body of this study above. I would not like to be
constricted within a possble brief conclusion expected by the rcaders to be placed in this short
section.

Besides, after studying "Openness", I am beginning to feel like to practice "QOpenness"
myself in my presentation here today, by intentionaly leaving it open for you, particpants, to
explore further and draw your own conclusion on the meaning and the structure of "Opennecss".

Thank you for your silent listening.
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Appendix: Table of a Variety of [Openness #] explicated

[Openness 1] As regards a series of prepared questions, (X) the Closcdness (or less openness), in
the case of being rigidly determined to ask all the questions, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness (or more openness), in the case of remaining open and flexible whether to ask or not to
ask any of the questions, on the other. There appears a dimension of "Openness" between the two
cases. (This underlined statement will be omitted hereafter, but it is understood as always
concluding cach of the [Openness #] statemnets.)

[Openness 2] As regards a series of prepared questions, (X) the Closedness, in the casc of being
rigidly pre-determined which questions to ask and not to ask, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, in the case of not having decided which question to take and not to take, and also

determined to hold the decision until actually facing the questionees, i.e. children, on the
other.

[Openness 3] In the actual situation of classroom tcaching, (X) Closedness, in the case of being
rigidly determined to ask only prepared questions, on the onc hand, and (Y) Openness, in the case
of being prepared for creating new original questions on the spot, on the other.

[ Opcnness 4] As regards a question, (X) the Closedness, in the case of the questioner taking it
for granted that,the questionees (children) can--- or can not--- give the correct answer. on the
onc hand, and (Y) the Openncss, in the case of the questioner not knowing whether the children can
or cannot give the correct answer, on the other.

| Openness 5] As regards a question, (X) the Closedness, in the case of the questioner already
knowing the correct answer and only wishing to see whether the children can give the correct
answer, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the '"gcnuine question", the
questioner not knowing the correct answer and not knowing what answer will come from the
questionees, on the other.

[{Openness 6] As rcgards a question (a "why-question", for instance), (X) the Closedness, in the
case of the questioner aiming at urging questionees, children, to answer only the question posed
and nothing more, on the one hand, and (Y) on the other hand, thc Openness, in the casc of the
questioner aiming at urging the questionees not only to answer the original question given, but
also to begin to discover, to pursuc and to investigate new questions by themselves.

[Openness 7] As regards a question (a "what-question"), (X) the Closedness, in the case of the
questioner explicitly specifying and dictating how to think about getting the answer, on the onc
hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the questioner at least not explicitly specifying how
to think about getting the answer, on the other.

[Openncss 8] As regards a question (a "what-question"), (X) the Closedness, in the casc of the
questioner cxplicitly restricting the situation in which the person is placed, on the one hand,
and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the questioner not restriction the situation in which the
person is placed. on the other.

[Openness 9] As regards a series of questions ( "what-question"s), (X) the Closedness, in the
case of the question freezing the thematized "perfink", on the same "perception" for instance, as
the preceding question, on the onc hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the case of the question freely
changing the thematized "perfink" away from the onc in the preceding question, from percecption to
thinking, for instance, on the other.

{Openness 10] As regards a question ( "what-question"), (X) the Closcdness, in the case of the
question asking the "perfink" of the person concerned, with the restriction in terms of time, for
example, "a sccond beforce++", on the onc hand, and (Y) the Openness, in the casc of the question
asking the same but without any of such restrictions, on the other.

[Opecnness  11] As regards a scries of questions ( "what-question"s) asking "perfink" of the
person, (X) the Closedness, in the casc of asking in a fixed predetermined order, such as in the
sequence of perception first, then thinking and lastly fceling, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, in the casc of asking in a free and flex sequence, on the other.

[Openness 12] As rcgards a question ( "why-question"), after having shown a certain rcality: (X)
the Closedness, in the case of the q;cstioﬁ-asking the reason and/or cause of the reality, on the
one hand, and (Y) the Openncss, in the case of the question that asks why only the given reality
and no other than the given reality could have happened, and that implicitly urges children to
imagine many other possibilities, and further more, that invites children to think about the
meaning of the given reality by putting the other imagined possibilities in the background, in the
horizon.
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[Openness 13] As rcgards a question, after having shown a certain reality as a fact at a
specified time: then, (X) the Closedness, in the case of the question asking the meaning of the
factual reality, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the
question that asks whether that factual reality could have been at some/any other time than the
specified time. Thus, the question implicitly urges children imagine other possibilities (or other
possible facts) at some/any other time, and then let them put those possibilities as a background
of that first particular fact, so that the children think of the actual meaning/significance of
the fact, considered as one possibility among others, and also in contrast with other
possibilities.
[Openness 14] As regards a question asking "What is it/this 7": (X) the Closedness, in the case
of the question of there being only one answer without any ambiguity, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the question of, because of some ambiguity, there
being multiple possibilitiecs left,
[Openness 15] As regards a question: (X) the Closedness, in the case of the question to answer by
choosing among the multiple choices provided, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openncss, on the other
hand, in the case of the question to answer by writing a "Free description", without any given
multiple choices.
[Openness  16] As regards a question asking "Why?": (X) the Closedness, in the case of the
question asking explicitly cither of the because motive or the in-order-motive, on the onc hand,
and (Y) the Openness, on thc other hand, in the casc of the question asking not cxplicitly either
or both of the two kinds of motives.
[Openness 17] As rcgards to a qucstion asking the time when a certain state of affairs occurred,
(X) the Closedness, in the case of the question asking,"At such and such particular point of time,
was the state of affair existing or not?", on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other
hand, in the case of the question asking not "When did this state of affair come into existencc?"
[Openness 18] As regards to a question, (X) the Closedness, in the case of the question to be
answered by "yes" or "no", or by choosing one of the choices given, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the question to be answered by an answer which is to
be discovercd by the questionce him/herself.
[Openness 19] As rcgards a question asking the understanding and interpretation of literary work
of art,(X) the Closedness, in the case of the question to be answered by " faithfully describing
the "places of determinacy" that arc already given in the original, on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of the question to be answered by a "desirable "
“conretization" of,--- but beyond "permissible" or "not permissible" ones, ---the "places of
indeterminacy" in the work.
[Openness 20] As recgards a question prepared beforehand, (X) the Closedness, in the case of
assuming to ask the question without fail, on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other
hand, in the casc of assuming that, according to the situation, the question either may be asked
or may not bec asked.
[Openness 21] As regards a scries of questions consisting of sub-series of questions, each sub-
series thematizing different theme (such as, Melos's inner world, the king's inner world, and so
on), (X) the Closedness, in the casc of every sub-series rigidly taking the same uni-directional
change of openness, for instance, always only from "open to closc", on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the casc of each sub-series flexibly taking its own dircction of
change of openness, either from "open to closc" or from "close to open": for instance, from either
"from multiple choices to open description" or "from open description to multiple choices".
[Openness 22] As regards a multiple-choicc question giving plural choices , (X) the Closcdness, in
the case of giving no or only onc choice of "realistic possiblity", on the one hand, and (Y) the
Openness, on the other hand, in the case of givng all the choices with "realistic possiblity". On
the surface, (X) and (Y) may look the same but in depth, they are so different, in that (X) is in
reality only a pretense/disguise/mask of opcnness. while (Y) is an honest sincere truc openncss.
[Openness 23] As regards a situation of two persons encountering to exchange their views, (X) the
Closedness, in the case of the one person talking (questioning) all the time and giving the other
no chance to talk (question), on the one hand, and (Y) the Openness, on the other hand, in the
case of both persons givng to cach other chances to talk (ask questions) freely, and each quietly
listening to the other talking (questioning).
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