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[1]Henriksen, Lars Bo et al. Dimension of Change:

A Discourse Analysis of the meaning of Liberal Education
Li Huichun

Abstract: In most cases, ontological and typological methods are applied to understand the diversity and
the discrepancy of general education. However, these approaches are not free from flaws. With a particular focus
on “general education in use” and through the means of discourse analysis, this study identifies four different
discourses for general education: holistic development, cultural nativism, humanism and pragmatism. The holistic
development discourse sees general education as a way to facilitate students’ holistic development. In terms of
formal curriculum design, holistic development can be achieved by either distribution approach or integrated
approach. Cultural nativism makes critiques on the fragmentation of traditional general education approach, and
argues that general education should be based on a well—organized curriculum system. Therefore, it concerns a
lot of micro level issues such as course design and pedagogical method. It also uses general education as an
approach to promoting universities’ and learner’s cultural awareness, Humanism sees the problem of traditional
educational approach in terms of the disconnection between knowledge and life, and therefore argues for the
importance of building up the relationship between knowledge and learner’s life. The pragmatic supporters
concern a lot of the instrumental value of general education, and emphasize that general education should meet
societal and personal needs. It pays great attention to learning outcomes, in particular, learners’ skill
development.

Keywords: general education, discourse, holistic development, cultural nativism, humanism, pragmatism
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