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Methodological Implications of Hermeneutics for
Qualitative Research on Children
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ABSTRACT

This study discusses the nature of data-interpretation process in the perspective of modern
hermeneutics and explores its methodological implications for qualitative research on the life of
children. Discussions center around the basic concepts of modern hermeneutics, such as the
conceptual distinctions between understanding and explanation, the intersubjective reality con-
stituted between the child’s horizon and the researcher’s, the concept of the hermeneutic circle
and the importance of the openness of language in understanding children’s lifeworld. The con-
clusions are made as follows:

First, the concept of “understanding”, which is the basic concern of qualitative research on
children, has a much different meaning from that of “explanation” in quantitative research,
The task of understanding lies in interpreting the lived meaning In context as experienced by
children in all its complexity. Second the researcher’s subjectivity in the interpretation process
has a dual function in that it can produce a faulty hermeneutic circle and yet it provides the
researcher with the strong momentum to open up her understanding towards a deeper and
wider level. Third, the reliability and the validity of qualitative research should be discussed
within the interpretation process itself in that interpretation in qualitative research is guided ba-
sically by the researcher’s internal dialectic between data (text) and her subjectivity. Lastly,
the language in interpretive research should be open and free in terms of style in order to
present a fuller and richer description of children’s lifeworld and the delicate textures of their

lived meanings.
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2 RELEE /G0N

Habermas(1971)& 18] A 2o]&4A IZto]
AA thete] 7= B4 (interest) 2] A<
et hEe] I F¥o| €vty B, of
g VIEoz A HIY /¥EE UFn Aok
F, AHE 9 #4 dig 7le3d F A (technical
control) & Ao = st ‘AYH-EAH B
(empirical-analytic sciences)’, “43%} <17 1
o AN oujaFelgte AAAH  #A
(practical interests)Al HIZ® ‘“F3H-siy
Z #E(situational interpretive sciences)’, =
21 Azt F 213 A dig vHH g §

¢

st <Q17ke} A13]H 8 ¥ (emancipation) ol &4
& 5+ ‘Y1BH TF(critical sciences)’ o] LA
oj},

19809 TR E EAdoz BAsHY] A
fob 3 olERA ATE TUDIE FE o
A ATEL AdSLE BEE 4 A7,
A AT S ¥ AT(ROHITE)S e
o] Yeh(Hul%, 1994). Habermasel
of Wechd ol ‘AYAH-¥AH FI'o|
£ Hox, Wy AURE o] g B
4o B84, A5HE FTHE AFFAY B
o] obpAT ol Yof AW AT Mt
Polgige LaFD At Folch

o] & AT AL obFel Wl 3 olFHY

<t

A

4

el AAUAE 4AEd Phoz FHH:
gt BE AL & Aol AHolAL, okl A
o @44 #Age £YH BA4L vwoz of
U Wye) 2YuEHT AAH FUL

oaishe HlE WAL ek olol we H3 &
of, et e nF2RH 43Fd A4
o #AE AHHT o}BATY TURE AR

fu

Yo g ‘- d HT o ‘ajny JZ
5o it AF 2¥o] AUdHIE FHA(F
&, 1997), o5 AEAA Y FHsn o
oulg gFstnat shs A3 Aol Hiak B4
of IEHI Uxe dAFelth A AH AF(H
BIEHFE, qualitative research)E S HIT Ye
‘Sad A E F AulEHAd AT AZge|UR
AEA-BAH HIY TAE Holu A #71
7} o]Folle= spEAHo|n thaldHUd HAdE
AE3H o2 o#izly] 93 =Holt}, ol olFd
Toll Aol oherdt BHFA HIE Alole] ¥
& o|FA FozM ofFd s &9 o E
2ot FA @vke HdlM gAsE dast o
o]l& HMe tIE HZY FF dFE0] €
wahA Jgsolol ¥ BE, FAIT HI(in-
terdisciplinary approaches)2 & o]§fojz #HF
FATHYE A B =9z FE3] dAEHA
of & lojt},

2 A7e 1 e FH AT #w3 =
o2 A, s JFe Hed, YHEH J|HE
o]f1 gle dd HAMste] o]EEE BTt of
AT AAPYEA R AE3HA ol E H
st Hl EFo] Uk Fof e Azke] ‘o
& 9ol TR R0z A QEALY Bt Ro}
olA o]FoX|E HAH AT o] Fagh Wy
23 712E AT ol HMEFL BT
Hoehat vlEol Qztel A e 4AA, 4
23 929 &, vzl A T& AEH,
EAEHo 2 =3t Ut vhe FH AT
HHEE] Z7] YEdE FE BAY 2=
chekgh i Ageg 2zt ot dAHz o
Tl FHA Mol ESo ABE M

[

1) Habermas(1971)7} F83 33 3-s| 42 sh@'o &8he Folze @484, sj4sh3, =]2413]
3+, £3}7|# 3 (ethnography), W& HE (ethnomethodology)d H: &o] &%t}

—58—



49 oLEATE AT N wyged AL 3

£ A B o W At SR Ba AT
o WHH #Y B g BAE TEAe=
AU Yobn & 4 Utk DA W) At
421 Uge ABHOE 4stT, RN 3
2 NEEE Mg e okFe ‘ola Brie
ool HEH S A4 Asle) 4AE =)
oz W HHYo| olFATY AH WHe
o AlAbehs vhE TR

I. & #Azke] g1

et FAZEE ojojA WL GMuy Al
A, HEA Fo 1HH YAEE dMse W
HESE ¥uA givh 2y, 19417] U9
F. Schleiermacherg} W. Dilthey] 112 sjA
st, FAl712] M. Heideggere] &a|27 &3},
H.-G. Gadamer®] 38%H# s}, matsol P,
Ricceure] ®HFHH 4%, zln HI J
Caputo®] 5319 4% Fo ALE Fal,? &
3] ‘H2EE HfAste UAE d8 g7y
AE Holu} sfAdel Q0 QI &) P ghel
AT A= AA FEdHoz T A3
IE #ok= AEEA =R Ricoeur(1981:
43)of m=d e “dAE (text) o] s
T™EE ofd] #Hgol TI o]&7og FHojdArh
ghro] wabatE, Qzbely A F oW giate
olafiztr] fisle] oozl QI7te A PHAE
©TEe QL Holt)

M5 =ofof A WAlo] HE 'HAE (text)

Ao

o

¢

e Vi siAde 2l BT B WA
gt 2719 nAH Mstol e BAET g
2 oul di2 Easte zHEo|u EA (written
text)& A Hsle Ao 2 A Mo} HE
iAozt st gl Mo wEe
T3t} ste =¥ol FE o|Fch. a3y ¥
i st o]z drE9 sido] Wed
Z2kstE Wethe didez sd &9 Ade
2R Hojy, 45, 944 dolz ¢ zEg
HREt thdg B UL 59 B3y AE
oluf AlA Ax ¥ P, T2n FP T )
A9 Atz 9 HFo ZRE YeEhE BE AL
2 ek TEHQ Ado] =AUtk Kvale(1983:
185)= “<Izte] »E Zi3}H (objectivations)
23ty g9t drEZ dNg & Join B
otk &, Q17 s 9 T= o Ao ZA
W2 el He ZE AL 8RR ouldiA
o gxegn ¥ 4 .

o7|dl A zHEolt B9 A, 7HABE Ax
TE EF o 92EZ 53 F vke R vl
2 8% didEolut ol Wi ol st
WAooz e AdE TEeT Avke o
frollAolth. Ricoeur(1981:143)+ 34 sisgigh
‘F2 Y WELM HAET) Agshs AlA
€ HW&(HH, appropriate)dfrte By'oz
A “olaigitte AL HAE YoM =3} e
olgizte Aolgtm Wi IFdHo=z W
H, ot Ae “Ye £33 ololrise]
Wt &ola] 2] Zpale] olokr|E Yjurte

2) 333 &Y% (radical hermeneutics)2 A FA|AHelzhs NdE FAHoE WolAE FAERUY
=90

57 s Aote] dF & HEFo =N S TrERHY

AE3t12} g Caputo(1986) & thE

doh 2E $4oka TAERHYUZ FA Yol dad, BdA koo 4Ug Woh} A4 gl
$202 Weig o, $5H02 de UPA BHPYT 2480lH 420 B T Uke A

A Mz YzsHE ZWo] Quin Ro},



4 RELEE FHAEIMR

2= 9”9 AHolt}(Smith, 1989:9).
U= 9uje] ThAdE AAE
gto] BrE9] 7hde FHA AT ULE
& 4 9it}. Barthes(1977) 9] 28] E£7] Ak
ol BlAaEE 11 ofulg shte] "W 4E (prod-
uct)' 0 & A AJstz Fo] obvfat “Far A (pro-
duction)’ o8 A A@otn BogH, dred &
A7 'S 2 s dsfer & 1 F'o 2 )
T Atk F Exjoll o oo H(£EM) A&
HAZ she sHde] gHEE 'HAEYT Be
Holr},
d2E sde] o] £ WHsls Hef AT o
Astol} Meh, W] HWHE W
Hel Uzt EAl EAE X¥HA H
ujgtch, & s st e Izt H A agﬂ
gaeo #de A" A i sy
7R =ity Fele] nHA e &
ZY3HA = Aojch. vpRo] watd, ‘HAE’ &
o= Azl7l FHd At de x| Aot FH B
‘ABF Fert 2o dvkn U3 olF A
g B4 g oA B}, s e
AQl A7k 1 I EAvF EEHoZ ¥
F gle FodE Alzte] gzt A 8
A =ik aelstd, "o

l AQ ) Hn
rSL o,

Hepol s HAE ool ThugT BERUA,
283 Azel ouls }47 ode] BE, a4

B9 Sol FAEE AL
2 738 Yoz o =gt

= ol WlE drHom A
Aol TR FHORYH HEHE BRUS B4
B4l7 rLHzﬂau 3. B%, ol 2 7&4 ofwlgh A}

rh

ot g Lo J

doidl o ohiske g @zﬂg a7 Hg
ot} wjz o] FAIZ <
doie) 27 Sl AP A A, #7 4

2o 2AE T¥oe 4EF, EAEH 44
el WA wTh dRE Moz 49w

Gadamer(1979:108)= si4&h& “<7te] Fol
AU e A4y AY9E HAg Alste A
¢ Bg2 au... Q3o ols] ¥ ol& FH3E
E BE A diE 243 Fo4& B4
Aot E T2 Wl sjAste] BHEAHA T

4AE& dwstn gl

H

)
R

l

ru
k)

Il. ob5 olale 9% Ad 7o) 54

obgel TAll tie Ad AT ofwd 4
2 9n), 7 AN FH Ao} oA T
oy A7l e WA =98 Fahod W
4 olgdTe] B4e DolEATe T A
si'sh “EE 2)okFoldY AFHA, 3)obEo]
sel WA AAD ANt £, H)PH
hEAT F7] £o2 DITTH

1. obE e & Aot HH

HEHoZ AFAM FHEtoMe @i dig
ezl 2}9g& ‘o) (understanding)’9} ‘4w
(explanation)’ 9] aQPo g FTERI}= Aol
Aok 2t dl 2, Diltheye “#9 dddl diside
QUzke] AT AAL, A1HE
Ak die folsl e Mol A gt T
rh(Rickman, 1979:89<14 #14). F, ‘A
Hrojdt g 2ATE W EA o] 2 F
At o ¥ Sdke Aeg, #2 Lk ]

! il

AR & gdorh

ZS
o R BYT, bE ¥ 2 UL BT
97 $2, AR £¥F, Ao Y 5o
43 BF PEe vt olse Py o
el Chpe Wde 1HE FHYoR BYAT
F Qe ¥ ohie, 2 FHYe) =g 2FHe
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474 oFEATE AT NN PUEH AA S

2 43% + 90 438 4 AU 4 “47 (explanation)'st ¥l s “ol3f (under-
24 EHU0E AABSH Agqd NEE 2 standing)'e] AEL Iz Wls 23 7
oI}, Yozt E¥Y + & AAA Folstn o

oleld ‘4WA BPE DEE st ol YW oule AT AV o2 ERE T
TEE obF AN Yol YW, AuHoz s YE BPAH ug ol HBots Al
498+ 9

shbel 2% Ahelg Seuls A BRECH F, ojd'@ A7 Wael ¢ o]
e ¥ AL Apdolth Zeluh, o ERUH cpRe Yb adz xquw wol
of, AW ToILA s AT AT AT M9}

-4 1‘1—3«1 oy 7zl 4 , g FEE= Aog, Ale] &3 o] FAHY
gl A AATe 1 TEE-dd9d FEL § ek Lol vt AsE HAEEH 29| (lived
3 olFTHE WAL AUt TR H UHE meaning) 9] thFdt BE5E AAAH, AFHCLHE
o FFog FEFAFoRM dxHoT B oz F@skE d& EI olEHW, o=
ol ER3F olF ABAMAY 9vlEe U= 53 ol2d g I o obFuii
A2 AT} obEe AH, o, AR, FA, gt olsl g HAT(HEHIE) S Aol ol
ApSIAe] B dgirtEzre gozu £ obgol Ad F4 AzF g AMETHe] FFH TA
s ol ofuwn, R E weel dzpt ATHH Sk A ghef GAME FolA 29 EAE
Q) HEo 7Eo Yefjrgt dolrle Ax ol Aol el oz dotsle AL ™
o} $ele I Bok oke ‘AAAIR AldE 2 ok, aejsled dabe wig ‘T olF e Ay
M3k 2, Suransky(1992)7F 23 wie} 2o of gt FEE & 5 UA sHH, o Yoy} olF
olFEAE FAsT e FHote] YA T o] =7l AMEH ou|e] AF& THolsriztA
A, & obge] AAZE UEEe 42, EHE gk JH Aol | el e izt
A 7ldhg AYa ok HEg 288 st & A HebQl WHEQH #Egondt WY, 13 dF
ojth. ol olFe “[AH] HAEHT 11F0 o] BeE kst d4A =g, & g8 ug
P2 Qe A" o H|Fo] ofFe EAE ‘ol o} AE AR F I ¢ T EE 7
e dol age Terh(Smith, 1996). sl o]8 ZRAISHE of7) vlZ olH ol

oo Eo] "a} A=Esl Aok Ricoeur(1981:152)=

3) AT} ‘ola o] WEA o]
e Az dRHA Adolebzlecke AR GaRE) BAY ok

g2 el 2lof olsfet d

flo 12
-1
Mo
rlo

BEAgo s [dAEd A Yoz ] sle WEH (descending dialectic)” olgks 7l
& 53, HrEo] souge dAE 2H o FFL &*‘=7H Anz BAE vetsts AEEHL
lalz el atdw, Exte] 94 FHED} MY, MUA Atz AH, Aol F3 Zo] Foll s Y7

(s «
9 w& AA7AT Fetstn Fzte] EQrts4 °o*43°ﬂ77}2]E FAEE ‘old’ e TAHEH
ahgle] WEHA BA Lolld FTHAS Ol-?—ui ¥t HAeog B ol <dzte] 4 Y97t A
7—‘3 024, Heidegger Sl o AYE sHM3te) =&

o
b
2,
I
a2
g
oX,
1o
fo
k>
o mlu
14
e
&
S
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6 RESEE FHAETHK

2. ot olsfiel 2R (FIEEE)

A olFATe BHo] o}5AYE HEH 9
ool gk ‘old ol T, ofn] ofFI|E A
Adelel AFeM FFaE AGA o}F o HEA
ouig ‘A2’ olsfsid & U=Tt? o] AES
Ad Ao ol AT diddel tiE ‘ARH &
o] Fd rhEdvl, 28l A AFolXE &
Heo| AP EAE oFA dFu ddeTieke
FAE dAHD o] BAY qYH FHLE =
A A =2t gle At F8A4
o) BRAZA, H4so] EAHEA Heideggerst
Gadamer® Ax ®AE zHd #AE I3
A oA oy siade] FH| L Q17 FAjel] it
BHog FoleWA EAxHoz =957 Al
g Y gojrt.

Heidegger(1962:184-189)] jatd  ‘ojay’
b e b dol g5t AlAle
A zpalel EXFE Ad JHeAT Add F,
ol AME E Hiol tiste] UEE ous}
3t S Aste He 7 e At vtE 2 &
o] Al AU e 7HedE =dlle d
ole], 2 AJFA ztile] EAsHE Bhte] ¥
(mode of being-in-the world) ¢l Zojc}. o]g]
g BES A7t s oAms ZHE oF
AR elssikshe Ae ATAY fUT &
o] AlF gre] HARE oA 29 2 R
(being-in-the world), & &7} A oj& <
Agd A LU= HE ARG
Gadamer= 97|14 & A& ¢ doprt, 23

BAH Fuge UF AAH HA(preju-

=
2
N,
2
X
g
e
)
<9
8
o
o
X,
rir
=)
1
B
A
g
>
{m
2
=
e
X,
L
fr
0,
ok,
N

dice)& F¥Hg 43l glewl, o WA

el dolehriErs didol diE ol

ricity) & IdHo g HAL Fuksly Us=d,”
o|HL ale] NAYo g IoF oug e
ga LFAE 7 ARE st MAe distd
S-2le izt AZhg AEHoE dorke o
7| %27} "o}’ 1 @3stck(Gadamer, 1975:9).

o]l= Heidegger7} =33k o]s] &Aite] “M3
F(HFetsE, fore-structure)”, 28] Gadamer
9] “HMolsj (ATHEME, preunderstanding)”¢} “A
o\ (5 &k, fore-meaning)”2] /Hd Lol B
o HEs olslE 4 Uk Gadamer(1975:
236)°l f3hd,

YAEE olisten st Age dAY
A B B9E Bk 2E W
gdolurld Hzz oW ejuj7}l oo
s 1 onE gae WA YD
2 ol® WA A sinlojch TAbweh 1
o g 27} YAES JE o XD
A

o {m

Ir 3o B¢ omp 2L du

]

by

]
ofm 7tz ol elsl We=sl HE
otk o] o] 1& WAEE gelurtu

A Elg oulg FABIL FRSHD oAl T

Astn AFASE Age #Yglel HEol

a7l s, olziol vz Sl ols

ojch.

olsh Wael ‘Holal' ‘Hejn's HiEe]
ojujo] et B} Al sjiztelt g4,

B3 =70y o)

4 7bd $¢ elulsi, WAE sAel gl AR AE T2 BB 28 Ad AAS ou) g

7telZidt.
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(
.

4z Tl o8 wE FEsn 5JF on|g
Abete W&otk ol HxES] odd g
T WA LE2A, Bl wetME d2EQ
& L v dovt o8 BgE o 3
He] 7127} =Ho Ex2 dldg gAET =3
e oo x&Hoz AEgA e FHA
e b vhef ‘HATe] gk Exkes g
E9 9uld tf¥ BAE, AZFoly FEE 7HA
T A Hol WAT olart EvbsstA B Aol
o olAY elm|o] olsf #HFo] #Y gle €@
HPo 2 28 v HE IFY o, EHE
Mol Aot Hdide AHsA %e F
gtk BAlE ST HIolv Wol I A &
Mo g¥igolt 2934 AUANE FEITD
g o olx 573 Azte] S A AFE oldl-&
2717} sz vk ® dok(Larrain, 1979:
166). T A A7 ;M AN A 7T
gygd od ol AAY Hd4de nyIH
o I d79 Zae 2 ol& AA £V
A Ad AiEd Ao HIEA FdE
Fehell glg Zlolnt.

& B9, 2AdALH AT 712E AFY
& 1841719l AEF°| (Enlightenment)+ %
2 HAE BT AT AuAHon 2YEHA
ol g3 Feld& Fr At TeElste HEH A
o] FAe Al stell AAFAEH AA B}
Hetd Wy Es ‘ARdd d "od 2g,
Z oujg oy HAE gle HAsln 243
A ARH FAE AEsHA =AU

22, Gadamere 1 22 #H8HH APFo
o 2gg “RE FFY UFE B} T 3
o] HAHY #(a prejudice against preju-
dice)” o]zt FAMFT}. Qzke] A Wyt =d

(A

o

2AH QAT AT Azkel FriAel Bl 3ol
¥ o olsa A% A4Sl B gl Ane o

of A&Hoz oo AW ygel £ 3
Y B, o= # Aol Bt YH HA

o} olaid & 4 gl Aotk wehd, Be
N ApFe) TY 2 2L AT A Fol9 2
224 o= @ AW Azte] WAL 2 A4 U

(1975:236) o3 HAo| P& £4¢ AP
g FAEE Ae Qe Ak, F “A

A = I3 B AHE U F
Zoletil vy,

a2y, 2891 A FY olFdaTel o]
ATFA7E Y E obFe] MAE M3ty &R
% Hohe Fe F3F ohth. 1AL sy o
gy EotE £3d FHE 19e Aot
g T Frhe ‘ol o =E¥TE AL €
£2E9 £}, e A7 tio] HE o dF
o] F@gdol A& Ak WP A
A A2 e rE A (MERY,
intersubjective)’ FAo|th, 13]8te, o}Eo] o
g ola] Az olF9 T E &3 AT
o2 e AR ol 1, B AT zlAle]
Aoz sMst= A= ofd, olFe BE(Hx
E)T A7AH(FAL) Ateldl HAEE ‘FuH
A7) (intersubjective reality)’ ¢l Z o]t} (Barrit,
Beekman, Bleeker, Mulderij, 1987:74-80).%
ol AFz7E A E HEE 7D W ESE
o g oulg F&3| Y8 AEstn, oAt
3z, felske A otFe FHA YFolut
H3ol ojujo) tfsta] FH(4LME, resonance)d}
A HBe 2dt}h. Suransky(1992:65)7F A HE

5 UF Aol FAE SAE AP Hg47 £RoE AVFIW) BE.
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8 RESEE FH/UETHK

2, sde oA&s otz AAY AUA(EF
el A7 g Zzkel HEHoln I-¢H<
olgie] g AN&EHog FAHIT HIHTIAM
“=13 3 (fusion of horizons)”& o|FO.ZH
FAEE #AH BFEAF ool

3. otZ0|3He| HEYH AT MY =B

(hermeneutic circle)

ot g ‘T’ ojsY HF ‘AHEEFY
& AR TFEH Aol oj2E FHolztn Frh
H oust MHE AH 1 2 AHEHe] o) F
oA 4 oen, 2 BAL ofudd 4AL =
7b? obFol tiE HAHQ ATFE T \.‘V‘ZP
7t ol59] ol FF, F F& HAE Yo} §
o] O‘EMI % “H olajg WHA o4 HHE A
A obgol 3k ofmjel FHEA He UFH
= Aol 01_3—71} Herh? of £AE ddl 4
gto} Fg 7igel “sHAEA
circle)” & & w#sf 2o}

ol7te] #fMaigol= FAHo g YddH £
o] 4uk=Eic) Schleiermacher7b “F#3 A
A e] W= (dialectic between parts and
whole) olgk= 7Hd& Bl XA iz, od
o] digh sjMdolE I AHde BrES Z
FEo] "laeo] A digh 7 HjFo o
e, 1
ofgioll <& MEFA TF=He FHAFol LHEHA
sh#olth(Maddox, 1983167014 214, o] &
FRFLe 54 Yty 7oz dal g
Mdogx BxEQ ould iy Boh f4d"
ol E dAl slv 4o ¥EHAH &L UE

Wi o

%2 (hermeneutic

A4 o8 BYe TOE o Aud A
Wzyd ngs  YEed  Hed,  o:

Gadamert} Ricoeur®} &olz “#rof(g)9}
A9 (HE) o) W3 (dialectic between partici-
AR s
W5 (dialectic between question and an-
swer)”e] gog HdHHrt &, d2E9 =3}
ofe] AN Expe BHAES W&o EFatd
3 AAel B]lste ‘#HH EHn, daezd
B FA "ojd el ARE ¥ Bu A3

pation and disitanciation)” %

ol W& UEAM "HzES] &I} AF7HA
zhato] & a4 Wigol dia] FHAEE ‘A
ZHg WA "ok o] HHES F2e iy
HEHR §ge &80 ghREe #Hol7|E 3
o |8 &) dxE9] ojme x}7]xpAle} HA
7 9ol (fore-meaning)Zte] =@ o] ¥

ofuty, 3k H~E ke xHz} Fate] zH
Abojof A “=]3 §¥(fusion of horizons)”e] 7+
S&tA gk aebA, A A $3-2 Gadamer
o] 7 gl Hojs (preunderstanding) 9t Fo]&j
(understanding)Zte] &#2AA FAll, Hei
deggere] #4 tfz, Azto] MA W Ex(being
—in-the-world) 241 zt4lo] WglE|oj7t= HF
Z(fore-structure) 2] ¥ o g HAdHzy|E
e}t (Heidegger, 1962).

At 8o Hde HI Derrida 59 =X
A 8| A & (Deconstruction)® TAEFHUZE
dgoz “HA(MAE)T FEA(TE) e ¥F
A ¥ (dialectic between presence and
absence)” 9] 7hdo g7z wAgich & FUH
o2 =yt A¥AH W& (presence) St :LZMI =
& Aty ey FAshks Aoz ddsefe
FWa Y& (absence)E Al nelfozy, =
2Eo g oyt I AHA g olsjoTt
R 2 7o) ohvzt 2 Wi 75*1]14 %% 7t

ok 10 off

H T 2 gdiEs g8 58 Bt A#y
oln ZYA FHAshe ti7kA ol2e g A

—B84—



23 olFUTE AT %) WHES AN 9

&t 7ldolth(Caputo, 1987).

o] #iMeta o] P ZPE olFfdl o=
= Mo A g A, FH o}
FAF Qo] Hox F 7HA] FeM E AAHE
st ook AR, dFate] ®HAA (reflection)
Aze] ZoA48 Fzstn ok Ad dFdA=
g M gl dis] zhile] FHA HAE
HzatA wrgstAu gokeAl, obFol ®yst
Z ¥ ge F2E gotstn e sl
o AIZHE H3 EFHoz FERa3 ¥hAdstn
SJEHEE ptHeln £AHA Alno] A
hHog Bage ot aﬂ, A °=H14
SATY e JUG ouloA
2 B Fud gloes H

011:} 1&4% LRk
cgolgn Bae AbnY oL H3EE
HogA wHd 4AL uyl EWU A3 o=
g Al ol A A}u} 29 5 A Ae oy

= 3B BHFT 2

9 dolohe Aol 2 4 glest B4 5ol o}

& HHe PaThe =50l 2 Wolth
ols} B AAEEE A wAbeHA - sag
A A7y g2a7)ed 47 5 oy 34 @

I

F& 93 HHdEFom
Spradley(1979; 198

7ed HWEEE 9T oo FAATEHE
A 12%All 2R A "“‘?{E*ﬂ
Bogdan#} Biklen(1982)7F #|etgh

8] van Manen(1990)¢] vHA A 2
flective writing) &-& |4z ¥FEY ¢
@ 2Ee FAgo=MA M £ Jfde
A AFUyEd] 7|2 4Hoz £¢3tn k.

4. obEol0i9t I el BaT|

1F olpdTeME 4¥ATY 2T

oft

o] ‘HFRAH-FAH dFete 2, dFAE A
Hog o] gl A FxjolA AT

F date] A4, BRA7E A5 A
HAlstA Bk 282z, FAE AT I
EA}(think description)’7} Q3€th, 13,
Hi2 o] & E4o g Qs dd dye A o
ole] FAEH sleffolv wRYoR 8 HY
= Atk Arlelde FFH olFATFNA Aok
 F27]9 718 HgegE o 4T x2E
2 dojHste] =08 58 Hs3d sux ¢
t},

A ZFE AFAIS] HItof A Aofof tiF ot
gt =ort Wag=Elo} gk F3] ol “EA)
o %”eo @AM (Heidegger, 1962), = “[&X)
] #d 3 24”2 (Derrida, 1978) d#Hoix]
WAl <lzbe] At} BoIE AEiH Qb
of Helo} AYUdg =l F& J8L gt
@A stk ojz Gadamero] §0j2, BE
oAl BEAHo g EASE Aol (universality
of human linguisticality)ol] &%+ S2tolt},

Gadamer(1975)= dojgh -2l “Ao} A=
"o 24 HA HANE A2 & ¥ oy
g W3 JhedE ATk de doje
N AEAPE FERET FARE ujoA
Merleau-Ponty(1975) % dejollE & oli} of
H, B8 F Tﬁ‘ﬂi’?—fﬂ Ja=Eo] & “spoken
wHo, B GGEE) B 4% 54
7} 7FEA (intersubjectivity ) ol ek z}-§- 2 o]
WEst L LdHEEA YFoh ool ofn|7tx|
PAlshE AAxEH AHEY
speech” ZWo] Qb =Ast1 At} o} A}
of BAE doj¥A4H ZHAM E o spoken
speech= A9 <o HEBE
speech® T1A|8te 9HH, speaking speech= o
Feo] Aol 4¥-& F3ll spoken speechE A4

o
Y
ol

Al
(=%

BEorh

e

speech” 2] &

H

“speaking

53] speaking
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£

ot & 4 9rh. uvbxl Aol HE=} Saussurer}

ﬂ
£% “langue’$h “parole” sl W s

£ 4

kA, doje THAFE AL FEY Y 72
2 olge] Holth dojF 2 ArF dHH R
FYEED e AL FAlO E 2 o] Hem
o ozl 299 39 (act of transcending)”
1973:63)8 WHEST lth
olE ddol7h AT dES FHARJN BEE =9
@ & QT & speaking speechd] WuH ZHE

23 SUE o Aol Az olale) MWL

{\Merleau-Ponty,

o le. oot we
o ok
o
2ot g i
N h3
B
3L
f
% o
ek
+
rlr
a0
i)
lo

]
-

2 L
e
N
off r2 af ¥
Q9 o
g
h‘U

A zAlgelsiets AESe zolER(a
svstem of differenciation)d ¥olgtn = H3EH
th(Derrida, 1978; Culler, 1982:109).% u}g}A
27t HE g "aadot =eldelst U
o] & (correspondence theory)oll vlEg& £ o3

o g7l Edsivke FdEo] "dot.” 2elstd,

6) Demidats 7] . (signifier)/7] 2] (signified ) 2]

7% 599 €

Ie dole] AT FEAE WA= st L
23 Ao FoldehE QlAEo|u, dojiErE
g7 g Feolot HEd =2 ANE Fa4
e = AFFY #HES  AdolFAF9
(logocentrism)” 9] olH-& &2 7]t FZFHc}.D
Ay B E o FEFHoln A
doles sty o2 A&EHE =
2 A 9ol AL WFT F Qoo gt
%, A7 Y As BT dglsks B
2t £2 dAEq st ME BYglo] HEo]
&t HMED OAF e uistg # Qoo
2, 23% Y PHe T JdE9] FAYH ¥y
wredste Aolth. EX o= A HAAME &3
dolel 4dE ouiz HME + UE H2E
EAEA geth sHEolsld HME £ U=
We AR F2 Adof, F UHeo=z ﬁ"&‘g
& golvt ¢EE ‘Hn

TSV OO o [

Ricoeur(1985:67)= el AT AFHol
ol #de doi 43 HdE g =¥o
24 Z}xAd 23 (ambiguity) & A “FhY
dloj(poetic language)” sl F8 A& FEIcl
A Aol vlHEH] A folde FHL
Aoie] Fa =e, Bda dAS FFol H"

& SUNE, ¢ HozE 1 AAE AR2ol 4

rl

ol

27 2 Bl (texwality) ol thEh

rO(

2
ol
o

o 2 QIY/HF tid Aleldle FEHoR %{PQJ ELr(FE differ)7} lom, AHE ¥ 2

Ases 499 $EL AnHoz U3

7) Derridat A7 2313 3E3ste] ulelo] o
8) Derrida®] 4 & (Deconstruction) o] &

z.

BIE (3 defer) 8 9o fI2& wriloh 19 ¥ESE
“tjd &g (différance)”E o] F 73 HEE T3
215

ol

o7t FARIZE AHE AT £ Utk e "dEL Hold
8} (metaphysics of presence)”’olittz v|Fgie},

REeH oo e A =l FHF(1991) F
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oofr i
o
N
A
&
30,
L
o
kU
4z
o
2,
o
L
offl
e
e
o
do

& Fa® AAEE e & Utk

A% A7 A3Y olE WA BHER:
2H87] YE k5o 4% A oYstn ¥
29 ojnlgg Sobsinn s Fdolth 3,
F A4e ol 2 WP 2L el
glof HlaTael A 4&d 71Ee FA 1A

o
-

[y

Aol Bfol A AL FEsL, ol ¢n)
olx] ¥ AE F3H uiztat= AU A
ojch. &3] obF o AAAAE AU AAE
2AH 0z Aolue FEE FAMe mAHHU &
HE, ATA 7IEo 2 Hobetr] ofele AU
8 2 of 2t 9 ojekrlg2  SAAUH

(Langeveld, 1983). oj&{dt AAe 4d9 A
H doj2es F83] LAY 5=, 458 UA A
A8 = glch

A, A ofF AT dole 4ET F A
ARz efof gt v, A7l A Tele ‘9 A
gold = dFF Y HAA vt e
o 43 P AEH HEAH F FATe]
ottt ot AEAAIY wA4A e AviEH
I ouige Mg =& LI lEe XEF
AA et AFA zpale] S ovlg e
g1 glojof gtk Sojth. WRHFEA van
Manen(1984)& d-72te] £884, o3 <
o] old|@ FAlHo| AH oA FE
$3A "oknzlkx] 2gin), mhR #Zrhrh I |
2e) Bgtn ouje] FRFL XA LA T
Aol £74¢ ZRAST d4AH W 9 izl
o] Alg RRo7lR] of Rl H ¥hgEEo], dFAL
EF O XY oAU o]sfHe] oo} EH K o]

A WEL SRolA A5 A ANE +
= 24, ded 58 5ol oo} Arjs ¥
otk Fw2Ql FHE WY, “SE doje
A% [AMd8loF & 92E2] w13 ez e
e, dole Favke =3¢ do'x

O

[}
A EYE 2 olf7F AZldl Ut &

ZE
Zrel ZAlst 2 olsh WeFt A2 dojzRE A

%22 4 9ok WA s, A2 Aolg E
shof ofFolale) Aol ERETA sHE =
Aelck.

vz &

olell A Hy siMEtel Fg HdE B
2 oppdye TgE HMAA] 4HE =W
s Hgtch chokgh 43 Ao WRESsC UE
2 siddeite] B4 AUz o, ofdlE
Exog sk siadd dAe AA dFF Y
oA AFzle] FoAdd oEdtes WHE
Z Bdoz dste] A7ty WHA &y 2y
o] Ao} Bo] HHrh. o]HT HoA Hel A
T2 oA =2)7t ule}l goi, ‘oldl’e} ‘HEE e
2 d3=e 94 A9 Mz & x4, &y
HAo e FRAR MEAdY A, 21 ‘H
Hata oz Bl oo WEYH &,

o7k A1d TAEH 43 & FAARoA
47 ATE A A4 T BAA 4Ag
pd

Z 29s Fu ook =" U&& FHoz
H AFE AT REAR AAEE oEH 2ol
X Lide

AR, 48 dAFofiA B
o thgk ‘olaf’e] oz, o= UFLHA
A w=godlA A& 37 A A% AlAlY B3

[r o
rir
Hu
Ae
N rlo
rek
ox
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47 AgH oule] Holg FFE= dolth. 7]
E9 ojug ol 2 HAZ -‘?—5’—2—'1\_‘ Ha] Yol =
T 5 Qloke dEA A F2 Yzt
oAt ol HAlo| o3l LS Hotdl= A
o] ohjz}, Bt ARF NE IZ}OE Hu-
sserle] 9% W4shd WA “HA 11 AR
(to the things themselves)”dl| ‘3}71-7}_7’_1} &t
el Flojrh ol AF ol EAFE &
A E@4g dolMA 1 "] ool dis)
Aol FAHHA FHebE AEdhe Holr|x
stk E3] A ofmATAME Fod T (par-
ticipant observation) o]y 4]% e (in-depth
interview) o] AFUHE Ht1 ofFo ddH
izl FF 5 2o AHE cpEwe ogd »E
F371% hed], ole BF obFo] g 4
Al el Wes) A3Egdol Bt w3 oln
AzshAl AIgozM 27t AES W] ofu
X LstA Fatetee wyelrt
A, 44 A7 s Aol AT
< FEEojof & FAIQA FAlo, #4e
131‘ Fv FAGE AV ol gl A
upot o), AP zhalel A, MUH
HH73°3] uwet F48 7S Azt FaA
oA obFe] HEAA TAE FIRA =i
3 AFEA iE BFE A& BogH,
of FHAHE AlAl Wi g7 E 7}%3}731 st
LF o] = Zolv}h, 2}, dFab= v o
2EE oJ#fgtizl sk S HAaEE 9o}
7FA 2pAlo] THHE Zrie] Ao AR
Aol A AMs 2t 5Ro|, dFE de
Aol A zpale] 71Ed 7HHE FHEH, o2
A% HAE Aap BlolupHA obF ol dist
olgicl ZolE wa7tAl Hrh 53], ‘siyey
s oz dHE ¥ e ABHH HHE 97
Zpe] FHAHA Az} obF tide] =Eule A

p—
sl
3l

o 8 orr

ri it m[m

i

B ¥

(e} rJ
r°‘ me ox

]

_||ru _Ii') JN s

fu

& auge B9 gt el ol wa
4, A3 @74 A7) FuH Hd) £
SRS 28 7R 247 ohdth 28
ol& Eal ATATE EYT o A= WH A
23 $9 F39 dnelE N&Hoz AFLe
WA, 27l AHW o] 3B s4e) o
Holuhd H&AHTE EFH HHE B
= WY FAREAe) AL A He A

A

Mo & orlr

r

g, AH AT NS (reliability) st B4
= (validity) o] 4% 923 7)Ee] ohd A8
4 23 2e] Aol 4] =elslojof ek A
A AT, B3 @49E, AN AN 4
S #4e =77 sz d7a Aol £
52 A3} A4 2ol AU ol

A Goll Rro] AAA FAz A AEHA A4
58e LIS solth of FYYM aE ofF
WY 2 AR BB B B A, 3 Y Y

T3 AYE AN Ao BEES WA IIEA
“ggAde] =zl Moz gle W A4
9] =2 (logic of uncertainty and of qualita-
tive probability)”o oj&&le ‘EFA3t0 &
HE dMe & 5 UE Bolth(Ricoeur, 1981
212). wetA, 44 ofFdFoME BYS obF
el  dEAME oy HGE  HMEs
(legetimate plurality of interpretations)” o]
7Hsstch(Kvale, 1983:192). 3z 7R7R<19)
upel, EF Aol AlFe w2 dAb s
ME o # Yo 7tesitte wolth o] o, 4
T Al #id Adg heEtiAl gy AE
g e AEES FAHAR AAEl Al sy
& 259 Ur doE Bl BHFoEH =
22 stelg Y 7 A ¥ o 19 ML
‘HAFAE JAWA Heh #HE AP s
‘Azt & AE S gHA £ F e
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o R7o] @& 7] d&elth(A. Giorgi, Kvale,
1983:192901A A<l &). BfF=(validity) o] o€
Q1 o] ‘paliditas= Bl 7 (strength)’ &
olujste wolch, A AFvF I}y dAFee @
gl ‘AW Eche ‘oldl’e) Apeldl
& S0 ¥ o dH Avef Bl uiE
A

o o

5 Ao

T - 3&

Sy
o
il

G, AH ok AT T8 Bolx F2el
f2ee A7 A7 FFE wh @gE
A, FUH wYoz dusiEE Zol e
WA $EE AY vldstn e
24g oussis fYde wH Foh @y
A, sHga olgAToN £3 BAF

o
2o BY 9 =2 27]9 ARZE F4o| v}
4ol

SFEATANNE WY B B} FBEFYH o
VB 5 (FEEHIRHE) o ARE AolE 8okl
obFel FAHY AP PEE &

she ol Faetth 2ai, of el AdE
AFAe] FAel 24 2o Utk W AT
£ oel el & Qs B9 ofulE Hojul,
PAge saoz o

2talel =)dah Aol In

2 4+ o #AY YAAANE THHEA o
sapolA W5 A BHse o) Baw
Zolch

42 Tl TUAME 1 A7 Uy B
o) gobol wat ob5E EolHE ofFel 4

T AA g dH IFEo] =FY o]FoR]
o Aoi(AlEE, 1996; AL, 1986; ol=A,
1994; A3}, HAld, 1997). o5 2] o] g9
e Aol o gt ZRET, 1 FoA of
Fol AYsle APH onjo] digh olyF AT
< & ot Agel JAzle w2

T, UEHEe s2ojete =ajicke HollA
el FH AT JIRAE o|FHA olEd
g olslE Al S gdoz R AFLEE
thet Bot AAHeln JEH =ofet ofg
&, olgel g MA 3 eket g2 FH
A7t Bt #@Adstsojor & lofr.

2343

L2 o @ mn

#2 %9

AEE(1996). obge] HyuHE Al B
srled dF. Mgdstudstd w83
7} MAatetel=g. vizhe.
A& (1986). 219 obze] 27l REAE
73 ols]. FOIWKAT, 7, 63-77.
QRHAM (1986). Hrlf s{MdEe] BHA & n&
H oua% #H. B8 O/, 1(1), 85-
127.

saE (1991). T2ERGUET 1§,
o4, 14(2), 183-197.

F3% (1997). obsATo thdsE % o|&H
B2, NS, 17, 147-166.

ol £ (1994). oj®o] EolEjet EolaiFol AT
4z AT, FOIRMKATF, 14(1), 109-
132.

sl FAIE(1996). A8 3 obFol BEAF
ot A o] B, OLSHBX|, 17(2), 79
-105.

HEA(1997). 2&AF AR BFFF

e ol =, FAF(H) uF ¥

B e

==}
R
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