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§ l  The Meaning of the Art of Questioning in Teaching

"Man is a questioning being" (F.Boll■ ow, 1976 P. 181 ノ E.Straus, 1966 P.166 ). Holding this view

of hunan being in the horizon, the knowledge will be cOnsidered as the system of answers that have

histbrically been attempted and claineご  as true in resPonse tO questions once raised. ・・There is a

sense in which 。....the analysi5 0f questions is logically prior to that of indicative sentences;

for the meaning of an indicative sentence is often anbiguous until we know the question to which it

is・ an answer, and/or the assertion which it excludes," wrote Donald Mackay (Mackay, D. M。 , 1969 p.

96)。  Also ・・the meaning of a sentence is relative to the question tO which it is a reply, ie it

necessarily 80es beyond what is said in it. The logic of the human sciences is.....a 10gic of the

question," says Cadanar (Cadanar, H― G., 1975 p.333). Fron this perspective, teaching a system of

knowledge is a process of helPing every learner acquire a system of answers―with―questions and an

ability to ask questions and find answers on his owrl, much more than the mere transmission of fixed

knowledge as "the mere recreation of 50111e one else.s meaningO'(Gadanar, p. 338).

I believe that the teaching of knowledge should teach the way of asking questions, if along with

their answers, rather than teach only reproducing established knowledge as correct answers to some

unknOwn questions once asked by some one now in oblivion。

Needless to say, the quality of questions are enhanced ProportiOnally with the quality and quantity

of knowledge which is the syste■  of questions― and―answers.  This is because a better focused

stimulating question could Possiblely be asked with a richer horizon of knowledge.

When learners learn a knowledge from a teacher, they initially 19arn knowledge as answeres, then

learn what questions to ask, how to ask them, and how to find their answers. They gradually learn to

ask questions and find their answers on their own, and, they eventually learn even to diSCover

possible andノ Or prObable questions to given "texts", perceiving the latter as attempted answers tO

the forlner.

Thus, true genuine teaching― learning is exPected to help the learners liberate themselves to become
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able to ask their own vital questions themselves.  In this sense,  learning is learning to ask

questions far more than learning to give memorized suPPosedly cOrrect answers.

Learning to ask, genuinely as one's own, the sane questions as asked by the teacher is to enter the

world of the teacher.  In teaching a literary work of art, the teacher asks questions tO helP

children enter the worlds of the characters appearing in the work of art and/or the worlds of the

artist who created the work. Thus, when the children have conPleted their learning to ask thenselves

those questions once asked by the teacher, they are expected to learn to enter the worlds of the

teacher,  of  the  characters,  and/or Of  the  artists.  In other words,  when the  learning has

successfully been carried out, the horizon of each child is exPandingly fused, to sone extent, with

the horizons of the teacher, of the characters, andノ Or Of the artists (Cadamar, p.337)。

In these senses, we may say that the art of asking questions is most important in teaching.

In Japanese education, there is a tradition anong teachers to study and Practice the art of asking

questions to children in the classroom― teaching (cf. TOyota H. 1988.). ThiS tradition is ever more

vigorous now. Teachers teach each other and learn from each other on the art. As a psychologist, I

have learned on teaching fron two late Japanese master teachers: Mr.Kihaku Saito and Mr.Tsuneo

Takeda.

§ 2  The Why― What Phenomenon Presented: A Case in Teaching a Literary Work of Art

Both these teachers left us many records of their owII teaching Practices. Let ne introduce a

description of a teaching episode written by one of them, Mr. Tsuneo Takeda. He was well known in

JaPan as a master teacher'having taught in, public elementary schools, excellent both in his own

teaching practices, Particulary in teaching literary works of art, and in his literary descriptions

of his own teaching experiences and of many other teachers' teaching practices he had observed.

Mr. Takeda gave in one of his many books the following description of his own teaching experience.

The class was the 5th grade, and the work of art taught was Naoya Shiga's master piece novelette

"Seibei and the gourds".  [ The translation is mine. The original in JaPanese is in the APpendix.1

1n  the earlier part  of  the work  [''Seibei  and  the gourds''1,  described iS an extraordinary
fascination of a boy, called Seibei, with his collection of artistic gourds. One day, when walking
on the street, he mistook an old man's bald head to be a gourd and 80t deeply impressed with it as a

sPlendid oneo When he becane aware of his own mistake, he felt so funny, burst into laughter,
started running and ran for half a block or so, but ''he could not still stop laughing''.
I IMrO Takeda] thought this spot was a good one that we might do well Pick up as a problem and

begin studying in our class.
Why did Seibei start running, I can■ ot know for sure. Perhaps, he could not helP feeling to laugh

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 hinself as soon as possible
fron the place where he committed such an absurd, wild and funny nistake of which he is so much
ashamed― ――even though nobody was witnessing his mistake.
However many such inferences we may give, still we would not yet be able to reach any decisive
conclusion whatsoever. It may be so, but it may not be so. The inPortant Point here would be not the
reason why he started running but the content of Seibei's fuIIIly feeling in which he 9ould not but
start running. So l thought, and asked squarely the straightforward question:

"Why did Seibei laugh ?",■ n 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 nistook the bald head to be a gourd."
I got stucko My questions and children's answers were both anazingly sinPle and clear. And yet, if

l ask myself whether there were any elements in our exchange that stimulated childrenls 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 l intended was to look at
the inner life of Seibei,  together with my children. The inner life: the Seibei's extroadinary
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fascination with gourds which is depicted behind this little episode, and his seemingly abnorlnal
behaviors in which his fascination sometines find its exPressions. 10mission]
The old man's sPlendid bald head is nOt the cause of Seibei's laughter. Of course, it can not be
said to be tOtally irrelevant. But what attracted Seibei so strongly was the intensity of his Own
fascination with gourds that led hin to make the mistake and tO get sO deeply impressed, and also
the intolerable funniness of his own state of bein3 1eSS than normal, to say the least. HOwever,
here is not a bit of abnorrnal dark shadow cOIIIInOnly observed with an engrossed monomania. Seibei's
fascination is bright and healthy through and through, always filled with the naivete of a young
boy.

Seibei must have thought that sonething was a little wTong with hin to have mistaken the bald head

for a gourd, but also that the old man's bald head, nevertheless, was a sPlendid one. Both of these

thoughts grew into such an intolerable funniness that made hin burst into a bright loud lauhgter. I
wished to helP children read the inner inage Of Seibei: his almost abnor「nal fascination with the
gourds, which is, at the same tine, always filled with a bright healthiness. [Omission]

In teaching a literary work of art, it is one thing to grasp clearly the spot that should be
considered as specially inPortant, and it is quite anOther to present, as a concrete problen to
children, the same sPot in the same forln as 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 runningo And yet he could not stoP laughing.
He must have been so amused. And yet, at some point, his laughing must have calmed down. There must

have been a time when he stopped laughingo What On earth did Seibei think at that moment ?"
This tine, children did not answer so iIIIInediately. 10miSSiOn〕

''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 80urds,

even if he 10ves then so much."

"I think that Seibei began laughing 'cause the way the old man's bald head went into the sidestreet
was so funny. And, when he stopped laughing, I a150 think, he thought hinself to be a little
abnormal, of course. Yet, the funny feeling of the bald head remains still. I would say there were
both these feelings." [Omission〕                   ′

"When Seibei calmed down, I would think, Sefbei was reflecting upon everything fron the moment of
discovering the bald head to the monent of stoPPing after the runningo And, he must have thought
more about the abnormailty of his own fascination with gourds than about the funniness Of the bald
head." [OmiSSiOn〕

At least the responses of childreh in this session were so different from the previous oneo lt was
because childrenes thinking and imagination are dependent uPon the content of the problens the
teacher raises, the sharPIless of the angles of the questions and the clarity of the inages behind
them [TSuneo Takeda, 1973, P。 183-190.]

In other places, Mre Takeda gives his conlment5 0n the questions using "Why?", such as "Why did

Seibei laugh ?t', as being vacant, with which we cannot be sure to succeed in moving children and

which contain a chaos and an idleness. A ''why" question, he writes, depends too much upon the good

quality of childrenOs own thinking which solely decides whether or not it works, either succeeds or

fails [Takeda, 1964, P. 128].

At this Point, let me introduce and identify a why― question, a what― question and, then, the Why―

What Phenomenon.

Most typically, a why― question asks: "Why did this person do this?", whereas a what― question asks :

"What did this person see/fee1/think When he did this?''  Both types of questions naturally have

their respective variationso The former may ask for instance: "Why did not she do that7'', 0'Why waS

she doing that?'' and so on. The variations of the latter may be: ''What was he feeling whё n he did

not do that ?", "What did he see when he was doing it there?'' and so Ono Whatever the variations, a

why-9uestion asks with "Why'' and a what― question asks with "What" with respect tO a person's

behavior and/or eXPerience.  Then,  the Why― What Phenonenon,  as embodied in Mr.Takeda's episode

described above, refers to the following: While teaching literary works of art to children, a what―

questiOn works better than, or at least differntly fron, a why― question in helping children think
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and inagine to get insights into a character―person's behavior and/or eXperience.

It would be too much to clain that the Why― What Phenomenon formulated above is a universal law Of

50me kind. However, at least, I would like to assert that it is a sunmerized formulatiOn Of a

thematized wisdom sedimented from many years of a 」apanese naster teacher's experiences in teaching

children literary works of art.

In the following, I would attempt to exPlore and to exPlicate the meanings of the phenomenon as

identified above.  The following observations can be made:

1/ A what―question helPs a child think more concretely and specifically than a why― question does。

When answering a what― question, a child is forced to thinkノ imagine concretely and specifically in

terlns of tine and ,lace.  In fact,  a what―question exPlicitly specifies "when" and,  at least

implicitly, "where" also. On the other hand, a why― question can be asked without specifying when and

where, i.e. tine and Place, thus can be answered in a more general terms. A child can answer a why―

question remaining more ambiguous and non―specific about when and where of the behaviorノexperience.

2/ Even though both types of questions are equally open―ended, a why― question tends to i,Pose a

predetermined franes, the franes to be used in answering the question, whereas a what― question tends

to leave them more open to a1low the child to choose. To a why― question, a child would be led to

word his answer in such franes as "motive'' Ieithel・  in―order― to motive or because― motivel(Ao Schutz。

1967), "cauSe― effect" andノOr "means― end'・ .  A what一 question, on the Other hand, tends to encourage a

child to word his answer freely on his owII With no such constraint. Thus, a what― question a1lows

more freedom for the child to exPlore the possibili二 ieS, Whereas a why一 question allows less freedon.

3/ A why― question does not specify any perspective to be taken by the child asked, but often tends

to tempt, at least temporarily, the child to take an external persPご citve, i.e. other persPectiVes

than thё character― personts. A what― question, on the other hand, implicitly but clearly specify the

perspective to be taken by the child, i.e. the internal persPctive of the character― person's own。

4/ A behavior/eXperience of a human being ―――a character― person of a literary work included― ――has

much richer and deeper meanings than the why― question― and― answer frane can Possibly cover. However,

a why―question naturally tends to linit the scope of the exPloration of the meanings within the why―

frane. On the other hand, a what― question tends to a1low a much wider exPloration of the meanings as

long as it is within the character― person's perspective.

5/ A what― question has a richer resource of possible variatiois than a why― question. The variations

of a what― question can be created with regards to the loci of the temporal present, i.e. of the

"when'' in the what―question, to the temporal modes of experiencing, e.ge renembering, anticiPating

and their combinations, and to the mode of experiencing, such as seeing, feeling and thinking. This

difference between the what― question and the why― question also implies the what― question's iIIIInediacy

to exper■ ence.

6/ Entering a character― person's "life―world" (AoSchutz, 1973)by reading a literary work of art is

much more difficult than by watching a movie drama, for instance. Thus a child needs to be helped by

appropriate questions offered by the teacher. In this respect, a what― question tends to helP a child

"enter" the character― person's life― world, whereas a why一question tends to helP less. Thus a What―

question helps more in concretizing the "Places of indeterminacy・ 。
(R. Ingarden, 1973, pp.50-55) in

the work.

7/ A why―question tends to disclose the child's pre一 existing frane of reference; such as, in our

Takeda's teaching episode, 0'When someone laughs, he is feeling funny," "When one makes a nistakes

one feels funny," and so on, a "Pre― theory" of laughing which might be viewed as a naive protOtype
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of developed theories of laughing (e.g. Plessner,H. 1970; Bergson,H. 1900). On the Other hand, a

what― question tends to tempt the child to inaginatively exPlore the new energillg meanings of human

behavior/eXperience described in the work.

8/ A why―question, when asked by a teacher to a child, Put the child in a situation where he has to

give even a hurried and premature answer as to the motiveノ Cause― effect/means― elld relationshiPs. The

child would see/fee1/think that he is suppOsed by the teacher to be able to answer the why― question

and also that he is supposed to accept the teacher's suPPosition, so that the only way to escape or

ovecome the situation is to give a quick answer in whatever possible way. I recall an episode of a

5-year― old boy from Newzealand who used to finish answering a why― question just with the single

spell― like  word  'lBECAUSE"  emphatically  and  quite  cOntendedly,  giving no further elaboration

whatsoevero  When asked ''Why ?", a child would feel cOmpelled to say ''Because...・ ' even when he does

not yet have any clear idea about the reasOn. The exchange of why― question and its answer seen to

presuppose that every hunan behavior/exPerience can successfully be exPlained by an answer with

"Because'・ .

9/ When a teacher asks children a why―question in the classroom situation, the children tend to

SuPPOSe that somehow the teacher already knows the correct answer, unless the teacher exPlicitly

indicates otherwise, thus the children tend to linit their exPloration accOrdingly. On the other

hand, with a what― question, the children tend to suppose that there is no correct answer to this

question and that the teacher, therefore, is alsO wishing to explore the possibilities together with

them. Children, as well as teachers, gradually grow to know the inexhaustibility and unlinitedness

of possible meanings of any hurnan behaviorノ experience.  In fact,  to convince children of this

inexhaustibility and unlinitedness is, I believe, an objective of teaching children the literary

WOrk5 0f art.

10/ Even in resopnse to a why― question, sone mature children may actively begin asking, on their

own initiative, a series of various what― questions inPlied in the why―question, and may attempt to

answer them both accordingly. However, this is only in spite of the teacher's why― question, but not

because of it. Thus,  as Mr.Takeda writes,  a why― question depends too much on the quality of

children's own thinking。

11/ Within the context of the Why― What―Phenonenon, an objective of teaching literary works of art

may be expressed as helPing children grow to be able to aSk by thenselves a series of relevant what―

questions even when only a why― question is asked. In other words, the objective is to helP children

grow to able to "enter" by thenselves the lived world Of a character― person in the work.

12/ A why―question may be said to be oriented toward a technological interest, since, if the answer

to the "why" is known and clarified, then exPlanation, PrediCtiOn and control ,ould becone within

reach. On the other hand, a what― question would be oriented toward a hermeneutical interest, since,

if the "what'l is known and clarified descriptively, understanding of the character― Person.s life―

world would become facilitated, deepened and enriched.

This series of exPlicative observations could and should continue, in principle, without end, but

let me stop here.

§ 3  The Why and What of the Why― What―Phenomenon: ExPlanation and Understanding Reconsidered

Many of you may have noticed here the corresPondence between the Why― What cOntrast and the

ExPlanation― Understanding  contrast   in   socialノ human   sciences.   In   fact,   an  existential―

phenonenological  psychologist  once wrote as follows,  advocating the importance of the "what"

question over the .:why" question in Psych010gical researches.
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What  then is  the  80al  of  the  existential―PhenOmenological  Psychologist?  ...the existential―
Phenomenological psychologist seeks  to reveal the structure of experience  through descriptive
techniques and,ぃ 。., does this by asking the question ''What?"  That is, he Or she seeks tO understand
phenomena  in  their perceived  immediacy and is not concerned with exPla■ n■ng,  Predicting,~~Or

controlling them― ―the question "Why?" is not asked as this question implies an underlying causal
view of the world. (Valle & King, 1978, p.15。 )

As you may well know, there has been a long history of the ExPlanation―Understanding (Verstehen)

controversy (E/U ContrOversy, hereafter) in the philo50phy Of 50Cia1/hunan SCiences, a detailed

discussion of which far exceeds my capacity here. However, we may say that several representative

positions have staged so far in the controversy. They are:  l) The naive position neglecting,

ignorant or unconScious of the E/U distinction (Naive psychologists); 2)The enthusiastic belief in

ExPlanation following after the success, since 19th century, of natural sciences (Natural scientific

Psychologists); 3) The empashis on the importance of of Understanding, which is for the histOricalノ

human sciences, over ExPlanation, which is supposed to be for natural sciences ( w.Dilthey); 4)The

advocation of the separation between Explanation and Understanding (K.Jaspers) ; 5)The unificatiOn

and subordination of Understanding under the exPanded notion of ExPlanation (C.HenPel); 6) The

theoretical association Of ExPlanation― Understanding to distinct co―existing knowledge― constitutive

interests―――i.e. technical, PractiCal and enanciPatory cognitive interests (J.Herberlnas); 7) The

attribution of complementary roles to ExPlanation and Understanding in their dialectic cyclic

relationshiP (H.Yasunaga 1986, S.Strasser 1985,); 8) The prOposal of a hierarchically stratified

structure,  each stratun respectively presupposing the 'next One―一―i.e.  thё  four strata of the

scientific, the technological (exPlanation), the herrneneutical (understanding), and ultinately, the

ethical rationality (K― O Apel 1984).

This history of E/U ContrOversy may help us get deeper insights into our Why― What Phenonenon。

Our Why一 What Phenomenon involves at least four layers of Phenomena which await exPlication by our

study in a mutually consistent manner.  In the first llyer, children(C) eXPlainノ understand(E/U)

Sdibei(S)'S behavior/eXperience. In the second layer, Teachers(T) eXPlain/understand children(C)。 s

exPlanation/understanding.  In  the  third  layer,  we,  Psychologists(P),  exPlainノ understand both

Teachers(T). and Children(C)'S explanationノ  understanding. In the fourth layer, We(W)OurselVes are

a150 attempting to reflectively exPlain/understand our own exPlanationノ understanding contained in

the whole of the above situationo Schematically, thus, we can draw as follows:

l) Cく EノU〉S,   2) T(E/U)C,   3) P(E/U〉T  and  4) WIE/U〕 P

Therefore, we get:

W[EノU]IP(E/U)(T(E/U)(Cく EノU〉S))]

That is to say, We exPlain/understand Psychologists exPlaining/underStanding Teachers exPlaining/

understanding Children exPlainingノ  understanding Seibei.  This embedding can be,  in princiPle,

multiplied without  end.  Besides,  teachers  and  children  also  exPlain and understand others'

exPlaningノ  understanding in their own ways. Now, we notice the recurrence of IE/U〕 s in the schema.

If we accept that no one among S,C,T ,P and W is in a priviledged Position in any fulldamental sense,

and also if no special reasons to be otherwise, we as (w) WOuld WiSh to make our exPlanation/

understanding of all [E/U〕 s mutually consistent and systematic in such a way that exPlication of one

[E/U]would helP creatively and harmoniously exPlicate a11 0ther IE/U]s.
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If, what― questions, in Place of why一 questions, helP children, then the sinilar what― questiOns may

also help teachers, and ourselves, as P and/or W, t00. Thus, the history of E/U contrOversy helPs

exPlicate our IE/UIs in the whole situatiOn accordingly.

What do we want to know of our Why―What―Phenomenon?  It clearly depends upon the kind Of the

knowledge― constitutive cognitive interests which motivates our own research activitieso A typical

modern "scientific'' psychologist would choose to attempt answering the why― question of the ''Why― What

Phenomenon'', rather than its what―question, in his/her PSychological study: he/she wOuld ask 'tWhy

was it so?",  rather than t'What did the child see/feelノ think when he was asked each Of these

questions respectively?''

What if we, as Psych010gists, ask a what―question on the Why― What Phenomenon?

What if our knowledge― constitutive cognitive interest becones emancipatory more than technical or

PraCtiCal?  That is, what if the aim of our researches in the psych01ogy Of teaching becomes that of

attempting to aid in the self― reflective processes of teachers, of children and of ourselves as

researchers and thus promoting their owII self― understanding to emancipate and liberate their owrl

potentialities?

Many Japanese master teachers, with whom l have so far acquainted, are lovers of literary work5 0f

art. They a11 love to know and understand the richness of human psych01ogical lives in general,

including the Psychological lives and the lived worlds of children they teach. They also learn very

much fron the descriptive records by every master teacher, such as Mr.Saito and Mr.Takeda, to

"enter'・  his lived world as a teacher, so as to enrich their own lived worlds. A psychology of

teaching should be able to help teachers in their efforts in entering the lived worlds of the

children, their fellow teachers and the exPerienced master teachers, just as we saw in the way

Mr.Takeda helped children enter the world of Seibei. If this is the case, then shOuld not our

Psychology ask more what― questions than why― questions, to exPlicate the lived worlds of teachers and

children? Asking more what― questions will change the nature of our psychology of teaching (Please

refer to such 口orks as Ciorgi,A_ 1971; Yoshida,A。  1987)。

I・ am planning to devote my remaining years t6 exPlicating the why―what of teaching Practices of

master teachers fron the perspective of children and teachers with the ain of helPing the self―

reflective emancipation of learning一 children and of both PractiCing and ProsPectiVe teachers.

Lastly, let me ask you a what― question: ''What have yOu seen/feltノ thOught when you kindly and

Patiently listened to my presentation on Why―What―Phenonenon ?"     Thank you.
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[原典/原文]武 田常夫著『 イメージを育てる 文学の授業』 国土社 1973年

この作品の前半の部分に、清兵衛という子どもの、瓢箪に対するなみなみならない凝りようが描かれてい

る。かれは、道を歩いているじいさんの禿頭を見て、それを瓢軍と思いこみ、りっばな瓢だと感心する。気
がっいて、さすがのかれもおかしくなり、笑いながら半町ほどもかけた。<それでもまだ笑いはとまらなかっ

た。> わたしは、ここは問題としてとりあげて追求していい場所だと考えた。

かれがなぜかけ出したのか、わたしには明確には分からない。おそらく自分がおかした錯覚の突飛さに思

わず笑いがこみあげ、をれがどうにもこらえきれなくなって走りだしたのだろうと思われる。あるいは自分

ながらあきれるほどのこっけいな錯覚を演じた自分自身を早くその場から (だれも見ていたわけではないが )

遠ざけたいという気もちから発した無意識の行動だったのかもしれない。

しかし、そうした推理を、どれほど並べたててみても、決定的なものはえられない、そうかもしれないし、

そうでないのかもしれない。ここでだいじなことは走り出したわけではなくて、走らずにはいられないほど

にこみあげた清兵衛のおかしさの中身なのである。わたしは、そういう』、うにそこを考えて、「 なぜわらっ

たのだろう」と真正面からきいた。この教材にとりかかって、七時間目のことである。

「 おかしかったから」と子どもたちはこたえた。ばかばかしいほど当然の答えであった。

「 なぜおかしいの ?」

「禿頭を瓢箪とまちがえたから・ ◆・・ 」

わたしは、ここでぐっとつまってしまった。わたしの問いも、子どもの答えも、あきれるほど単純であり

明快であった。しかし、この間答のなかから、多少でも、子どもの思考や想像力にはたらきかける何らかの

要素があったかといえば、そうれはほとんど皆無であったといわぎるをえないのである。

わたしは、こんな怠惰な問答をするつもりでここをとりあげたのではなかった。この小さなェピソードの

背後に描かれている清兵衛の異常なほどの瓢箪への執着、そして、それがときには常軌を逸したとも思える

ほどの行動になってあらわれる、そういう清兵衛の内面を子どもといっしょに見つめたかったのである。

清兵衛が笑ったのは、じいさんのみごとな禿頭が原因ではない。むろん、そのことがまったく無関係だと

はいえないけれど、ここで清兵衛を強くとらえたのは、禿頭を瓢箪とまちがえ感心してしまうほどの瓢箪へ

の執着のはげしさ、その尋常とも思えない自分自身の姿に対するたまらないおかしさなのではないか。ここ

には一つのことに凝りかたまったモノマニアによく見られるアプノーマルな暗さはみじんもない。清兵衛の

それはあくまで明るく健康であり、そこに、たえず少年のナイープさがただよっている。

禿頭を瓢箪にまちがえるなんて、すこしどうかしているな、と思い、それにしても、あのじいさんの頭は、

みごとだったなと思い、それらはたまらないおかしみとなって、明るい洪笑をかれのうちがわにまきおこし

たのではなかったか。そういった清兵衛の内面をとおして、かれの瓢箪への異常なまでの執着と、そして同

時にそれがたえず明るい健康さに貫かれているという、清兵衛の内的イメージをわたしはよみとらせたいと

思った。「中略 ]

作品のなかで、とくに重要だと思われるところを明確に把握することと、それをそのまま授業での具体的

な問題として子どもに提出することは同じではない。教材の核はそのまま展開の核ではないのである。 [中

略]翌 日、わたしはまた同じところを問題にした。

「清兵衛は半町ほどもかけて、そしてやっと走るのをやめた。それでも、まだ笑いはとまらなかった。よっ

ぼどおかしかったんだね。でも、いつかは笑いもおさまったでしょう。笑いが上むときがあったでしょう。

そのとき清兵衛はいったいなにを思ったでしょう。」 [中略 ]

子どもたちは、こんどはすぐにこたえなかった。 [中略 ]

「 すこし、どうかしているな、と思った」

「禿頭を瓢箪と思ってしまうなんて、いくら瓢箪が好きでも、ちょっと夢中になりすぎているようだ、と

思って、ちょっと顔があかくなった」

「 ぼくは、おじいさんが禿頭をS、 り立ててむこうの横町へ入っていくようすがおかしくて、清兵衛が笑い

出したんだと思います。それで笑いやんだとき、やっばりどうかしているな、と思ったと思うけど、でも、

あの禿頭のことのおかしさも、まだ残っていたように思います。両方あると思います」 [中略 ]

「清兵衛はおちついたとき、禿頭を見つけたときから、走り出してとまるまでの全部のことをぶ、りかえっ

ていたと思います。そして、禿頭のおかしさよりも、自分の瓢箪への凝りようがお、つうじゃないな、と思っ

たとおもいます」 [中略 ]

前の時間とこの時間とで、すくなくとも子どもの反応だけはちがっていた。それは、授業での子どもの思

考や想像力は、教師の問題提起の内容、その角度やイメージの鮮明さにかかっているからなのであった。 [p
p.183-190]
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