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<Abstract>

Ham Seok-Heon’s World Minjung’s Philosophy and
Education: Tension and Harmony of Universality and

Particularity

Kim, Dei Seek

The purpose of this study is to reveal the universality and specificity of Ham
Seok-Heon's World Minjung Education. For this, the world minjung's sensitive aware-
ness is needed. It lies in the fact that the freedom for the people of the world to be-
come the subject and have their share of sensibilities must be possible within a
democracy. This is to reveal that the people's subjective political participation and the
people's subjective and unique voice are Ham Seok-heon's self-education of the people
of the world.
In this study, Ham Seok-Heon tried to pursue his anarchic propensity and eco-

logical community based on the points of criticism of statism and nationalism. This is
a work that transcends national and ethnic boundaries, and is intended to be presented
based on the universal world spirit. Ham Seok-Heon emphasizes personal solidarity as
world consciousness, that is, the unity of the world. Also, based on Gadamer's posi-
tion that true education is self-education, the author reveals that Ham Seok-Heon's
world minjung education is the development of the people's character, self-education
in which oneself becomes the subject of action and at the same time mutual aid edu-
cation among the subjects. Furthermore, it was pointed out that for Ham Seok-Heon,
religion was an educational religion that awakened the spirit and soul of the people,
and pointed out that the religion as a place of popular education that he said was
non-religious or super-religious. It is tolerance and critical reflection toward an open
universal religion.



The conclusions of this study are as follows. First, Ham Seok-Heon's idea that
there is a whole only under individuality, that is, under particularity, and that the self
is in the whole, is not a totalitarian idea, but a logic that emphasizes opinion, will, ac-
tion and practice of individual people. Second, as a strong criticism and resistance to
all violence and domination wrapped in uniformity and order, Ham Seok-Hun's anar-
chism and non-churchism are related to people's education as self-education. Third,
education is not different from self-individuality, self-becoming, and re-subjectification.
Therefore, we can realize that the self-education of the people who think differently
and reason like that is the true global citizenship education of this era that we learn
through Ham Seok-Heon

Keywords: anarchie, Ham Seok-Heon, self-education, sensibility, world minjung


