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Meccaci notes that this whole chapter represents expository material concerning the MA thesis of one of Vygotsky’s students Josefina Shif, who was working with Vygotsky on disabled children. Shif went on to publish a book with a preface by Vygotsky, “The development of scientific concepts in schools”) and Vygotsky’s work was published during his lifetime as “Instructed learning and development during preschool” (now Chapter Six of “Mind in Society”) and “The problem of instructed learning and intellectual development during school”, after he died. 

1] 과학적 개념으로 이루어진 체계에 따라 아동을 가르쳐야 하는 학교의 과업 때문에 학령기 아동에게 나타나는 과학적 개념의 발달은 일차적으로 너무도 중요한 실천적 문제입니다. 그렇지만 그것은 엄청난 이론적 중요성을 지닌 문제이기도 합니다. 과학적 개념(즉, 진개념)의 발달에 대한 연구는 필연적으로 가장 기본적이고 본질적인 개념 형성의 일반법칙을 분명하게 합니다. 이 문제는 아동의 정신 발달이 전개된 전체 역사를 이해하는데 필요한 핵심적인 내용을 담고 있습니다. 그러므로 이것은 아동의 생각을 연구하려는 우리의 출발점이 되어야만 합니다. 그렇지만 최근까지도 이 문제는 전혀 연구되지 않은 채로 남아있습니다. 과학적 개념의 발달에 대한 우리의 지식은 너무도 제한되어 있습니다. 이 장에서 우리가 빈번하게 인용하게  될 우리가 행한 실험을 통한 조사는 이 문제에 대한 최초의 체계적인 연구들에 속합니다. 

Seve: The question of the development of scientific concepts in the child of school age is above all a practical question of immense importance, perhaps even primordial importance, for the problems posed by the teaching of a system of scientific knowledge in school. Now, what we know on this question is striking in its poverty. Its theoretical reach is no greater, because the study of the development of scientific concepts, that is to say, authentic, incontestable, true concepts, cannot help but shine a light on the rules which are the most profound, the most essential and which lie at the foundation of all processes of concept formation in general. And what is stunning is that this problem which holds the key to understanding the whole history of the mental development of the child and by which, it would seem, we must begin study of child thinking, remains in our own day a domain almost completely unexplored, so much so that the present experimental research (which we will return to more than once in this chapter and to which the following pages re the introduction) is probably the first experiment to study this question systematically.

Meccaci: The problem of the development of scientific concepts at school age is above all a practical question of immense importance, of primordial force from the point of view of the problems which are posed for schools in the teaching to children of a system of scientific knowledge. However, what is noteworthy in this problem is astonishing in its poverty. Nor is the theoretical significance of this problem any less, for the development of scientific, that is to say, authentic, secure, true concepts, cannot help but reveal, through its study, the most profound, essential and general rules of the process of the formation of concepts in general. In this regard the fact that this problem, in which is to be found the key to the whole of the history of the mental development of the child and with which, it would seem, we ought to begin the study of child thinking, has remained until recent times an area which is practically unexplored, to such a point that the present experimental research, to which we shall return more than once in this chapter and to which these pages must serve as an introduction, is probably the first systematic experimental investigation of the problem.

Prout: The topic of the development of academic concepts in school aged children is first and foremost a practical problem of enormous, even primary, importance, from the point of view of the difficulties which schools face in connection with providing children with an academic education. At the same time, we are shocked by the scarcity of any available information on this subject. The theoretical side of this question is no less significant, because a study of the development of academic, i.e. authentic, reliable and true concepts, cannot fail to reveal the most profound essential and fundamental laws which govern any type of process of concept formation. It is quite astonishing, in view of this fact, that this problem, which holds the key to the whole history of the child’s intellectual development and which, one would think, should provide the starting point for any investigation of the thinking process in children, appears to have been neglected until very recently, to such an extent that the present experimental study, to which these pages are to serve as an introduction is almost the very first attempt at a systematic investigation of this problem.

2] Shif에 의해 주도적으로 수행된 이 조사는 학령기 아동들에게 나타나는 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념의 발달에 대한 비교 연구였습니다. Shif가 맡은 핵심적 과업은 일상적 개념에 대립되는 과학적 개념 발달의 독특한 특징들에 관한 우리의 작업가설을 실험적으로 검증하는 것이었습니다. 두 번째 관심은 교수와 발달 간의 관계라는 좀 더 일반적인 문제였습니다. 학교에서 행해지는 교수 과정에서 이루어진 실제적인 아동 생각의 발달을 연구하려는 시도는 다음과 같은 기본적인 가정으로부터 싹텄습니다. 가정1) 일반적인 표현으로 말한다면, 개념 혹은 말의 의미는 발달한다. 가정2) 과학적 개념은 최종적 형태로 학습되지 않는다. 그것도 역시 발달한다. 가정3) 일상적 개념에 대한 연구에서 확립된 결과는 과학적 개념에 일반화될 수 없다. 마지막으로 가정4) 전체적으로 이 문제는 실험적으로 연구되어져야만 한다. 특별한 실험적 방법이 개발되었습니다. 구조적으로 같은 형태지만 그것들이 과학적 개념 혹은 일상적 개념에 근거한 문항들이 섞여 있다는 점에서는 다른 문제들을 실험자에게 제시했다. 일련의 그림을 사용하면서 실험자는 “○○ 때문에” 혹은 “비록 ○○ 하지만”이라는 표현으로 문장을 포함하는 이야기를 들려주었다. 이 절차는 인과 관계에 대한 의식적 반성의 수준과 과학적 자료와 현실적 자료가 가진 함축의 관계를 확립하기 위하여 임상 토론을 통해 보강되어졌다. 

Seve: This research, carried out by J.I. Schif, had as its goal the comparative study of the development of everyday concepts and scientific concepts at school age. Its basic tasks consisted in the experimental verification of our working hypothesis concerning the original path of development followed by scientific concepts in comparison with everyday concepts. At the same time it would resolve on concrete terrain the general problem of school learning and of development. This attempt to study real development of child thinking in the process of school instruction took as its point of departure the thesis that concepts—the meanings of words—develop, and that scientific concepts are not assimilated in a finished form but that they too develop, that it is not legitimate to extend to scientific concepts the conclusions drawn from the study of everyday concepts and that the problem in its whole ought to be the object of an experimental verification. For this comparative study we have elaborated a special experimental method. It consisted essentially of presenting to the subject of the experiment some problems of a homogenous structure and of studying in parallel their resolution with everyday material and with scientific material. The experimental method which we applied included a narration about a series of images, the completion of sentences which were broken off after the word “because” and “even though” and a clincial interview, all of which had as a goal to uncover the degree of conscious awareness of the relationships of causality and consequence and the relationships of logical consequence used in everyday and scientific materials.

SEVE AND 1934 HAVE A PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI DOES NOT. (In numbering the paragraphs, I will use Seve’s para breaks, since in this chapter, for some strange reason, they appear to be generally closer to the 1934 edition.)

3] 그림에는 사회과 교육과정에 있는 수업 혹은 일상적 생활에서 흔히 발생하는 일로부터 추출한 자료들에 근거한 일련의 사건들이 그려져 있었습니다. 일상의 사건에 근거한 문제들은  아이들에게 다음과 같은 문장을 완성하도록 했습니다. “ ○○ 때문에 코리야는 영화관에 갔다.” “ ○○ 때문에 기차가 출발했다.” 혹은 “ 비록 ○○ 하지만 올리야는 여전히 글을 잘 읽지 못한다.” 이런 식으로 2학년과 4학년 교육과정에서 사용하는 자료들에 근거한 문항들도 만들어졌다. 

SEVE: A series of images represented a chain of logical events—the beginning, the middle and the end. These reflected the program treated in school during lessons which were concerned with social studies, and they were compared with some others which dealt with everyday life. The type of texts which were pulled from everyday life (for example, Kolia went to the cinema because…”, “the train left the tracks because…”, “Olia does not read well yet even though…”) we constructed a series of scientific tests reflecting the programme of the second and fourth grade classes. In the two cases the child had to finish the sentence.

Meccaci: This research, conducted by Z. I Sif, had as its end the comparative study of the development of scientific concepts and of everyday concepts in the period of school age. It consisted, fundamentally, of an experimental verification of our working hypothesis concerning the particulars of the course of development followed by scientific concepts compared with everyday ones. In addition we wished to resolve on concrete grounds the general problem of instruction and development. This attempt to study real development of child thinking during the process of instruction took as a point of departure our thesis that the concept—that is, the meaning of the word—in developing is not simply assimilated in a ready-made form, and it is not legitimate to extend to the scientific concept conclusions drawn from studies of everyday concepts, and the problem in its ensemble needs to be the object of an experimental verification. This consisted essentially of presenting in to the subject problems of a homogeneous structure and studying in parallel their solution with materials from science and from everyday life. The experimental method consisted of stories based on a series of propositions which were broken off with the word “because” or “although” in a clinical interview, with the aim of determining the degree of awareness of the relations of cause and effect and of sequential relations based on the materials of everyday life and of science. A series of four frames representing a sequence of events, the beginning, the continuation, and the end. The series of frames, which reflected he material of the school program in social science was juxtaposed with a series from everyday scenes. The type of the series based on everyday life—for example, “Kolya went to the cinema because”, or ”the train left the tracks because” and “Olya does not read yet even though” –were also given for materials in second grade class and fourth grade classes. These were asked to finish the frame and the sentence.

4] 자료 수집을 효과적으로 하기 위하여 우리는 이런 목적을 위하여 특별히 조직된 초등학교 아동들의 수업을 관찰했다. 

SEVE: As auxiliary procedures (today we would call this triangulation—DK) we made observations during specially organized lessons and examined the learners’ state of understanding, etc. The study was concerned with children in primary school.

MECCACI: As an auxiliary procedure we carried out observations in the course of lessons organized in a special mode in order to take inventory of the state of understanding, etc. The subjects of the research were children in primary school.

5] 이 연구로 얻은 성과로 인해 우리는 과학적 개념의 발달이라는 특정한 문제와 학령기 아동의 생각 발달이라는 포괄적 문제에 관한 몇몇 결론을 도출할 수 있었다. 각각의 연령 집단을 고려한 비교 분석에 의한 결과처리를 통해 우리는 적합한 교육과정에서 과학적 개념의 발달이 자발적 개념의 발달을 따라잡고 앞서 나가고 있다는 것을 확인했습니다. 표는 이런 결론에 대한 실험적 근거를 제공하고 있습니다. 

	과제 : 연결사를 포함한 문장
	완성된 문장 비율 ( % )

	
	2학년
	4학년

	인과( ○○ 때문에 )
	과학적 개념들
	79.70
	81.80

	
	일상적 개념들
	59.00
	81.30

	반의(비록 ○○ 이지만)
	과학적 개념들
	21.30
	79.50

	
	일상적 개념들
	16.20
	65.50


SEVE: The examination of all the materials that we gathered permitted us to draw a series of conclusions on the plane of general rules of development of thinking at school age and, in particular, on the course of development of scientific concepts. Their comparative analysis at the same age showed that, in the process of instruction consisting of appropriate programmes, the development of scientific concepts runs ahead of that of spontaneous concepts. The table below is the confirmation of this:

MECCACI does not use italics, and adds (of thinking) in parentheses with the footnote that this was added in the 1982 edition but does not appear in 1934: 

An investigation of all the accumulated materials has permitted us to come to a series of conclusions on the level of the general rules of development (of thinking) at school age and the particular problem of the way in which scientific concepts develop. The comparative analysis of this has shown that in the presence of adequate programmes in a process of instruction, the development of scientific concepts is superior to that of spontaneous concepts. The table which we give below confirms this.

Comparative table of the resolution of problems with everyday concepts and scientific concepts (in percent)

TASKS





2nd Grade
4th Grade

Finishing phrases containing the conjunction

BECAUSE

Scientific concepts



79.7

81.8

Everyday concepts



59.0

81.3

Finishing phrases containing the conjunction

ALTHOUGH

Scientific concepts



21.3

79.5

Everyday concepts



16.5

65.5

6] 표를 통해 첫째, 일상적 개념보다는 과학적 개념에 대한 의식적 자각이 높은 수준에서 행해지고 있다는 것 그리고 둘째, 일상적 개념을 통한 수행 수준에서 급격한 증대를 수반하는 과학적 생각의 점진적 발달이 있다는 것을 알 수 있습니다. 이것은 지식의 축적이 직접적으로 과학적 생각을 행할 수 있는 수준을 향상시키는 것으로 이끈다는 것과 이어서 자발적 생각의 발달에 영향을 미친다는 것을 보여주었습니다. 이것은 학령기 아동의 발달에서 교수가 선도적 역할을 한다는 것을 입증하고 있습니다. 

SEVE: This table shows that in the domain of scientific concepts we are dealing with levels of awareness that are more elevated than those of everyday concepts. The slow rise of these elevated levels in scientific thinking and the rapid growth in the percentage of everyday concepts are testimony to the accumulation of understandings which leads unmistakably to a level of thinking that is more elevated for scientific types of thinking, which in its turn influences the development of spontaneous thinking, proof that school learning plays a directing role in the development of the schoolchild.

Seve says that the 1956 and 1982 editions of the work edited by Leontiev and Luria added the following footnote:

‘By “spontaneous” thinking or “spontaneous” concepts, the author means the forms of thinking or daily concepts which do not develop in the process of assimilating a system of knowledge, brought to the child by teaching, but which instead are formed in the process of the child’s practical activity and the child’s immediate communications with the child’s entourage.’
This note is not found in the Meccaci translation below.

MECCACI: This table shows that in the field of scientific concepts we are dealing with level of awareness more elevated than those of daily concepts. The progressive augmentation of these elevated levels in scientific thinking and the rapid growth of everyday thinking attests that the accumulation of knowledge unavoidably leads to a more elevated level of scientific types, which in turn influences the development of spontaneous thinking and supports the thesis of the directing role of learning in the development of the schoolchild.

Of course, the word is really Обучения, and not “apprendimento” or even “l’apprentissage scolaire”. Otherwise this sentence is a thumping banality. OF COURSE, learning plays a central role in the life of the schoolchild; it plays, almost by definition, a central role in the life of every human being. 

But Vygotsky is saying something a little different here: he’s suggesting that school learning has become the CENTRAL LINE OF DEVELOPMENT, that is, the main source of the new forms of mental life that correspond to this stage of child development.

This is really NOT the same thing as a “leading activity” in the sense of Leontiev and Elkonin. First of all, it’s not the PREDOMINANT activity of the child; a minority of the child’s time is taken up with other activities, just as earlier play only consumed a minority of the child’s time. Secondly, it is not CHARACTERISTIC of this age; children at school age are not particularly good learners, at least not in the academic sense. Third, and most importantly, it is something that is ENABLED by the destruction of the previous form of mental life (preschool, in which the central line of development was play) in the crisis. It doesn’t flow naturally from the previous stage, but instead builds on its ruins.

7] 반의 관계(비록 ○○ 이지만)에 대한 범주는 인과 관계(○○ 때문에)에 대한 범주보다 발생적으로 훨씬 느리게 발달하였고 4학년의 반의 관계 결과는 2학년 인과 관계의 결과와 유사한 양상을 보여주었습니다. 이것은 교육과정에서 사용한 자료의 특징과 연결되어 있습니다.  [ 무엇을 이야기하는지 잘 모르겠네요. ] 

SEVE: The category of adversative relations, which genetically comes to its maturity later than that of causal relationships, presents in fourth grade a picture close to the one offered by the category of causal relations in the students of second grade, which is linked also the particulars of the programme. 

SEVE AND 1934 HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE BUT NOT MECCACI

8] 이 데이터는 일상적 개념과 대립되는 과학적 개념의 발달과 깊이 관련된 독특한 과정에 관한 가설을 세우게 만들었습니다. 과학적 개념의 발달은 언어적 정의로부터 시작된다. 조직화된 체계의 부분으로서 이 언어적 정의는 구체성으로, 즉 개념이 제시하는 현상으로 내려갑니다. 이와 다르게 일상적 개념은 어떤 명확한 체계 밖에서 발달하는 경향이 있으며 추상과 일반화를 향해 위로 올라가는 경향이 있습니다. 

SEVE: The materials we obtained lead us to formulate the hypothesis that scientific concepts develop according to a path which is a little particular with respect to that of everyday concepts. This is due to the fact that their principal element in their development is the initial verbal definition, which descends towards the concrete, towards the phenomenal, in the conditions of an organized system, while the tendency of everyday concepts is to develop outside a determined system and to rise, to go towards generalizations. (идет вверх, к обобщениям)
MECCACI: The category of adversative relations, which genetically matures later than the category of causal relations, presents in fourth grade a picture similar to that which we see for the category of causal relations in second grade, which is linked to the particularities of the programme materials. (NO PARA BREAK HERE IN MECCACI, BUT THERE IS ONE BOTH IN SEVE AND IN THE 1934 EDITION.) This offers us the theoretical hypothesis of a path of development a little bit peculiar to scientific concepts. This path is determined by the fact that it has as a principal element in its development an initial verbal definition, from which it descends towards the concrete and phenomenal in an organized system, whereas the tendency of development in everyday concepts is to go, contrariwise, towards generalization outside of a determined system. 

As we shall see, this is the KEY to Vygotsky’s distinction between native language learning on the one hand and foreign language learning on the other. In native language learning, we work outside a volitionally determined or deliberately designed system, in a system which is really only determined by the social situation and the material environments in which we find ourselves. Our concepts begin without any definitions and then “rise towards the general” but only attain verbal definitions under conditions of reflection.

Foreign language learning is precisely the opposite: beginning with an initial verbal definition of a word (given in the native language, in the foreign language, or through Shushu’s inimitable system of examples and gestures) we “descend to the concrete” through a series of practical activities (controlled practice, production, and ultimately testing things out in real life). 

9] 과학적인 사회 과학 개념의 발달은, 즉 교육이 진행되는 동안에 발생하는 현상은 교사와 학생의 체계적인 협력의 독특한 형식을 구성한다. 아동의 고등정신기능의 성숙은 이런 협동적 과정에서 발생합니다. 즉 그것은 어른의 지원과 참여를 통해 발생합니다. 우리가 관심을 두고 있는 영역에 적합하게 표현한다면 인과적 생각에 관련되는 것이 증가하고 과학적 생각에서 자발적 통제의 정도가 발달한다는 것입니다. 이 자발적 통제라는 요소는 교수적 과정 그 자체의 결과물입니다. 과학적 개념의 성숙이 더 빠르다는 것은 교육의 과정에서 중심적인 요소인 아동과 성인의 협력이라는 독특한 형식에 의해 설명되어 집니다. 부연하면 이 과정에서 지식이 명확한 체계 내에서 아동에게 전이된다는 사실에 의해 설명되어 집니다. 이것이 과학적 개념 발달의 수준이 일상적 개념 발달을 위한 근접 가능성 영역을 구성하는 이유이기도 합니다. 과학적 개념은 일상적 개념을 위한 길을 개척합니다. 바로 준비적 교수 형식이 그것의 발달로 이끕니다. [ it 이 무엇인가요? ] 
The scientific concept, which OPENS the PATH for the more abstract development of the everyday concept. It is through the FOREIGN language that we “blaze the trail” for the development of our native language!

SEVE: The development of a scientific concept concerning social life is carried out under the conditions of an educational process, which represents a specific form of systematic collaboration between the pedagogue and the child, collaboration during which the superior psychological functions of the child ripen with the help an the participation of the adult. In the domain which interests us, that happens by the more and more relational character of causal thinking and in the maturation of a certain level of volitional character in scientific thinking, a level which is due to school learning. MECCACI AND 1934 PUT A PARA BREAK HERE, NOT SEVE. This specific collaboration between the child and the adult, which is the central element of an educational process which pairs them with the transmission of knowledge to the child in a determined system, explains the precocious maturation of scientific concepts and the fact that their level of development represents a zone of immediate possibilities for everyday concepts, breaking the trail for them, as a sort of propadeutic of their development.

MECCACI: The development of a scientific concept concerning social life is verified under the conditions of a process of instruction, which represents a special form of the systematic collaboration between the pedagogue an the child, a collaboration during which the higher psychological functions of the child mature with the aid and participation of the adult. In the field which interests us, it happens that its expression is the growth of the relationality of causal thinking and the maturation of a certain level of arbitrariness (произволЬности) in scientific thinking, a level which depends on the conditions of learning.

You can see that there is a BIG difference here: Seve says “volitional” and Meccaci has “arbitrary”. Which is it? 

Minick appears to support Seve. But the Russian text says: произволЬности, which is translated as “arbitrariness” in the dictionary.

As usual, the real problem is not what Seve says or what Meccaci says, or even what Vygotsky says, but rather what Vygotsky MEANS. Now, I think that for Vygotsky, “volitional” and “arbitrary” are linked.

It’s useful to remember that education for Vygotsky is really just ARTIFICIAL DEVELOPMENT; it’s a means of REPLACING the natural zone of proximal development that occurs in play (e.g. the tendency of roles to fall away and of abstract rules to replace them) with an “engineered”, or deliberately constructed zone of proximal development in the classroom.

Now, from the child’s point of view, this artificially designed zone of proximal development is rather ARBITRARY. Why should we learn mathematical equations, if what we really want to know is which team’s score is GREATER than the other? What is the point of learning about numbers WITHOUT objects? Why do we want to learn foreign languages, when nobody in our social situation speaks them?

If you think a minute, you will see that this ARBITRARINESS is actually complementary to the other point Vygotsky is making, which is that the child’s ideas about causality are actually growing LESS arbitrary—but only from the ADULT point of view of ABSTRACT necessity.

For the child, there was a “participation” concept of how things are caused, in which magical forces and lucky charms brought about effects without any spatial contact or even logical relationship. 

This notion was based on concrete, factual relations; it’s based on the idea that two events “happen together” even when there is no spatial or logical link. The child is able to replace this purely temporal notion of causality (“this happened, and then that did”) with a relational one (“this happened, so that did”). 

But this means that cause and effect are no longer simply time-sequences. They are now “arbitrary” in three senses. 

First of all, there is the sense that they are objectively necessary rather than subjectively wished, the sense that separates this notion of causality from that of syncretism. 

Secondly there is the sense in which an effect can come long after a particular cause.

Thirdly, the explanations which we give them are arbitrary, in the sense that we must ourselves choose and select which cause is to be considered necessary and sufficient.

Of course, it is in this THIRD sense that the arbitrary can be said to be volitional too.

MECCACI AND 1934 PUT A PAGE BREAK HERE.

This specific collaboration between the child and the adult, which is the central element in the educational process, begins from the fact that knowledge is given to the child in an orderly system, and this explains the precocious maturation of the scientific concept and shows that the level of its development may be represented as a zone of proximal possibilities in relation to everyday concepts, which show them the way, as a kind of propadeutic for their development. 

“Propadeutic” just means a “guide” here; Minick calls it “preparatory instruction”
10] 이런 연유로 어떤 한 아이의 발달을 이루는 어떤 한 단계에서 우리는 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념의 상이한 장점과 단점을 발견합니다. 

SEVE: At the same level of development and with the same child, the everyday concept and the scientific concept have strengths and weaknesses that are completely different.

MECCACI: In this way at the same level of development and in the same child there is a struggle between various aspects, strong and weak, of everyday and scientific concepts.

11] 우리의 데이터는 일상적 개념의 약점은 추상화를 행하지 못한다는 것, 즉 아동이 자발적 방식으로 개념을 (it 이 무엇인가요?) 조작하지 못한다는 것을 보여줍니다. 의지가 요구되는 곳에서 일상적 개념은 일반적으로 부적절하게 사용되어집니다. 이와 달리 과학적 개념의 약점은 그것의 언어주의(verbalism)에, 즉 구체성에 그것이 제대로 침투하지 못했다는 것에 있습니다. 이것은 과학적 개념 발달에서 피할 수 없는 위험입니다. 과학적 개념의 장점은 자발적인 방식으로, 즉 행위를 위한 준비가 된 상황에서, 그것을 사용할 수 있는 아동의 능력에 있습니다. 이런 양상은 4학년에서 변화하기 시작합니다. 과학적 개념의 언어주의(verbalism)는 그것이 점차 더 구체적으로 되어가면서 사라지기 시작합니다. 이렇게 되면 자발적 개념의 발달에도 영향을 미치게 됩니다. 궁극적으로 이 두 발달 곡선은 병합되기 시작합니다(Shif, 1935). [ 1934년 러시아판에는 이 표현이 없겠네요. 단순한 말놀음(verbalism)도 고민거리. ] 

SEVE: The weakness of everyday concepts is manifest, according to the data of our study, by its incapacity for abstraction an inaptitude for voluntary manipulation, that which dominates in these conditions is their incorrect utilization. The weakness of the scientific concept is its verbalism, which constitutes the principal danger for its development; it is insufficiently saturated in the concrete. Its strength is in its capacity for the voluntary use by the child and in its “availability in action”. For the fourth graders, the picture is modified. Their verbalism gives way to concretization, which is also retained in the development of their spontaneous concepts, putting them at the same level in their curves of development.  

MECCACI: The weakness of the everyday concept is shown, according to the data given in our research, by its incapacity for abstraction and for operations in a volitional and voluntary mode, for putting them to use on the spot. The weakness of the scientific concept is in its verbalism, and this constitutes the principal danger to the development of the scientific concept, its insufficient saturation in the concrete. The strong point is its readiness for action. The picture is modified in fourth grade, where we see that the verbalism has given way to concreteness, and this is shown also in the development of spontaneous concepts, which now brings together their curves of development (35).

The (35) refers to a rare footnote in Vygotsky’s text: the reader is referred to the MA thesis of Vygotsky’s student Josefina Shif.
12] 학교 교수 과정에서 과학적 개념은 어떻게 발달할까요? 교수/학습과 아동 의식에서 전개되는 과학적 개념의 내재적 발달과 연관된 과정의 관계는 무엇일까요? 이것들은 단지 본질적으로 동일한 한 과정의 두 측면일까요? 대상과 일치하지 않지만 그것의 움직임을 재생하면서 반복하는 자신을 만들어내는 대상을 따르는 그림자처럼 개념의 내재적 발달과 연관된 과정은 교수를 따르는 걸까 아니면 두 과정은 특별한 방식의 조사를 필요로 하는 더 복잡하고 미묘한 관계를 가지고 있는 것일까? 

SEVE: How do scientific concepts develop in the mind of a child who is following school instruction? What relationship is there between the process of learning properly called and the assimilation of knowledge (on the one hand—DK) and the process of internal development of the scientific concept within the understanding of the child (on the other—DK)? Do they coincide with each other, being only, at bottom, two sides of the same process? Does the process of internal development of the concept follow the process of learning like a shadow follows the object which projects it, reproducing and repeating very exactly its movement without coinciding with it, or do there exist between the two processes infinitely more complex and subtle relationships which can only be studied by only special kinds of research?

Meccaci changes the font slightly here, to acknowledge that the foregoing section, beginning with the second paragraph, was spliced in. From now on, we are getting the preface that Vygotsky wrote for Shif’s article, more or less as we find it in Chapter Fifteen of the Vygotsky reader.

MECCACI: How do scientific concepts develop in the mind of a child who follows school instruction. What relationships can be found in this process between the process of learning proper and true, of assimilating understandings, and the process of internally developing scientific concepts in the understanding of the child; do they coincide the one with the other, being at bottom two aspects of a same and identical process, the process of internal development of the concept following the process of learning, like the shadow of an object follows the thing which projects it, not coinciding with it but reproducing and repeating essentially its movements, or are the two processes related in ways that are more complex and subtle which we can only study with special research? 

PROUT: How do academic concepts develop in the mind of the child who undergoes school instruction? What are the relationships between the child’s proper learning* and the acquisition of knowledge and the processes governing the internal development of an academic concept in the child’s mind? Do they actually coincide and are they really only two sides of essentially one and the same process? Does the process of internal development of concepts follow the teaching/learning process like shadow follows the object which casts it, never coinciding, but reproducing and repeating its movements exactly, or is it rather an immeasurably more complicated and subtle relationship which can only be explored by special investigation?

At the spot marked with an asterisk “*” van der Veer and Valsiner add a note * to the effect that there is a distinction in Russian between the “teaching/learning processes per se” and the acquisition of knowledge, as well as the one he is speculating on, between these two things on the one hand and the development of the concept in the child’s mind on the other.)

What I think is important for US to notice is that what is being compared is NOT a process which is normally considered “inter-mental”, that is, instruction, and a process which is normally considered “intra-mental”, that is, learning.

What Vygotsky is REALLY comparing is a process which is external TO THE CONCEPT and a process which is INTERNAL to the concept. Unfortunately, this is completely lost in Minick’s translation.

What Vygotsky is asking here is whether the concept is RESTRUCTURED within the child’s mind EXACTLY as it appears in the teaching/learning process and in the “acquiring of knowledge” or whether it is restructured in some important and significant way. Obviously, if you have been paying attention during Chapter Five, you can guess the answer.

But even if you HAVEN’T, the question is not too difficult for working teachers to answer. We know that the amount of language that we can actually teach “as is”, that is, without fundamental restructuring on the part of the child, is TRIVIAL. It’s what we would call “fixed expressions”, or what Yongho might call frozen pairs.

In order for the child to really USE the language, it cannot be either a shadow of an external concept or as a shadow of the child’s thinking but as a complex and ever shifting frontier between the two, like the interface between the sea and the shore.

13] 동시대 아동 심리학에서 우리는 이런 질문에 대한 두 가지 대답을 발견할 수 있다. 우선적으로 우리는 과학적 개념은 자신의 내적 역사를 가지고 있지 않다는 입장, 즉 그것은 낱말의 진정한 의미에서 발달 과정을 겪지 않는다는 입장을 발견할 수 있다. 더 나아가 그것은 식별, 학습 그리고 이해 과정을 통해 완벽한 형태로 단순하게 배워지거나 받아들여집니다. 그것은 성인 생각의 영역으로부터 완벽한 형태로 아동에게 채택되어집니다. 이런 관점에서 보면, 과학적 개념의 발달 문제는 본질적으로 아동에게 과학적 개념을 가르치는 문제와 아동이 개념을 배우는 문제를 규명하면 충분합니다. 이것이 동시대 아동 심리학에서 이 문제에 대해 가장 널리 받아들여지고 실제로 일반적으로 통용되는 관점입니다. 이것이 최근까지도 학교에서 행하는 교수에 대한 대다수의 이론과 방법을 구성하는 토대입니다.  

SEVE: To all of these questions modern child psychology has given two answers. The first is that scientific concepts do not have in general a proper internal history, that they are not the object of a process of development in the literal sense of the word but that they are simply assimilated, perceived ready-made by the process of comprehension, assimilation and attribution of meaning, that they are borrowed as such by the children from the world of adult thinking and that the problem of the development of scientific concepts ought at bottom to be completely reduced to that of transmission to the child of scientific knowledge and assimilation by the child of the concepts. This is the most widespread conception and it is in practice admitted by everybody, and this still to date serves as the foundation of the theory of school teaching as well as of the methods utilized in particular disciplines.

I find the use of italics here VERY misleading. It implies that Vygotsky is emphasizing this. But why would he emphasize a MISTAKEN belief? 

Needless to say, neither the 1934 edition nor Meccaci use italics here, and our translation should not use them either!

MECCACI: To all of these questions, contemporary child psychology has given only two replies. The first is that scientific concepts do not have in general a proper internal history, they do not present a process of development in the proper sense of this term, but are only assimilated, perceived in a finished form and mediated by the processes of comprehension, assimilation and interpretation or taken ready-made by the child from the thinking of adults. In this way the problem of the development of scientific concepts is reduced completely to the problem of teaching the child scientific knowledge and the assimilation of the concepts on the part of the child. This is the conception which is most widespread and widely accepted today, and it has formed until very recently the foundation of all the theories of school teaching and the method of particular (scientific) disciplines.

Meccaci notes that the word “scientific” was omitted in 1982; we can put it back in.

Prout’s version is somewhat different. Meccaci or Seve seem better to me.

PROUT: Contemporary child psychology offers only two answers to all these questions. The first says that, generally speaking, academic concepts do not have their own internal history and that they do not go through a process of development in the strict sense of that word, but that they are simply acquired, are taken in ready-made state via processes of understanding, and are adopted by the child from the adult sphere of thinking and that, in essence, it should be possible to solve the whole problem of the development of academic concepts by teaching the child academic facts and for the child to be able to assimilate the concepts. This is the most widespread and practical generally accepted view which, until very recently has formed the basis of educational and methodological theories of the various academic disciplines.  

14] 가장 초보적인 과학적 비판조차도 이 관점에 근거한 이론과 실천에서 보이는 결함을 명료하게 드러내고 있다. 우리는 개념 형성에 대한 조사를 통해 개념은 기억의 도움을 받아 학습한 단순한 연합적 연결로 얻은 수집품이 아니라는 것을 알게 되었다. 우리는 개념은 자동적 정신 습관 형성이 아니라 단순한 기억과정을 통해 숙달할 수 없는 복잡하고 진정한 생각 작용이라는 것을 알게 되었다. 아동의 사고가 의식에서 작동하는 개념이 되기 위해서는 높은 수준으로 고양되어져야만 한다. 개념 발달의 어떤 단계에서도 개념은 하나의 일반화 작용이다. 이 분야에서 이루어진 모든 조사를 통해 알게 된 가장 중요한 사실은 낱말의 의미처럼 심리적으로 표상되는 개념이 발달한다는 것이다. 개념 발달의 본질은 한 일반화 구조에서 다른 일반화 구조로 이행한다는데 있다. 어떤 연령에서도 모든 낱말의 의미는 일반화되어진 것이다. 그렇지만 단어의 의미는 발달한다. 아동이 새로운 낱말을 처음 배울 때, 그 의미 발달은 완결된 것이 아니라 단지 시작되었을 뿐이다. 시작부터 낱말은 가장 초보적인 형태의 일반화 작용의 결과물이다. 발달의 정도와 일치하면서 아동은 초보적 일반화 양식에서 고도의 일반화 양식으로 나아간다. 이 과정은 진정한 개념이 형성되면서 마무리된다. 

SEVE: The inconsistency of this conception is shown up with the first contact with scientific criticism, and, what is more, as much on the theoretical plane as on the practical one. The research on the process of concept formation have taught us that the concept is not a simple collection of associative liaisons assimilated with the aide of the memory, it is not an automatic mental habit, but a true and complex act of thinking, that one cannot simply acquire it in learning it and it cannot appear in the consciousness except with the absolute condition that the thinking of the child must have itself attained a superior level in its development. Research teaches us that from a psychological angle the concept is at whatever level of its development an act of generalization. The most important result of all of these researches carried out in this domain is to have solidly established that concepts, which are presented psychologically as the meanings of words, develop. The essence of their development is above all a passage from one structure of generalization to another. All word meaning is a generalization, at whatever age. But it develops. At the moment when a new word, linked to a determined meaning, is for the first time assimilated by the child, the development of its meaning, far from being completed, has only just begun; in the beginning the word is a generalization of a more elementary type and it is only to the extent that it develops that the child passes from elementary generalization to more elevated types of generalization, a process completed by the formation of true concepts.

MECCACI: The inconsistency of this conception is shown as soon as it is related to a scientific critique, and, what is more, it is shown at the same time on the theoretical and on the practical plane. Research on the process of concept formation has noted that the concept is not simply an ensemble of associative links, assimilated by means of the memory, not an automatic mental capacity, but a true and complex act of thinking, that it cannot consist in simple learning, but that it is absolutely necessary for the thinking of the child to have reached in its internal development a higher stage before the concept can appear in the child’s consciousness. Research teaches us that the concept, at whatever stage of its development is from the point of view of psychology an act of generalization. The most important result of all the research in this field is the sold and stable affirmation that the concept, as it is psychologically presented in the meaning of the word, develops. The essence of its development is a passage from one structure of generalization to another. From the moment that a child assimilated a new word, linked to a determined significance, the development* of the word is not finished but has only just begun. In the beginning it is a more elementary generalization and only then does the child pass from the elementary generalization to types that are more elevated in generalization, a process which is terminated with the formation of true and authentic concepts.

Meccaci adds that the 1982 edition adds “the meaning” after “development”.

PROUT: The inadequacy of this view is revealed as soon as it is brought face to face with any scientific criticism, and this becomes clear simultaneously both from the theoretical and the practical points of view. From investigations into the process of the formation of concepts, it is known that concepts do not simply represent a concatenation of associative connections assimilated by the memory of an automatic mental skill, but a complicated and real act of thinking which cannot be mastered by simple memorization and which inevitably requires that the child’s thinking itself rise to a higher level in its internal development to make the appearance of a concept possible within the consciousness. (Wow! That’s UGLY—DK) Research shows that, at any stage of its development, the concept represents an act of generalization when looked at from the psychological point of view. The most important result obtained form all the research in this field is the well-established theory that concepts which are psychologically represented as word meanings, undergo development. The essence of this development is contained, first of all, in the transition from one generalization structure to another. Any word meaning at any age represents a generalization. However, the meanings of words develop. At the time when a child first acquires a new word connected with a definite meaning, the development of this word does not stop but is only beginning. At first it represents a generalization of the most elementary type and the child is only able to progress from the starting point to this generalization on this elementary level to ever higher types of generalization, depending on the level of his development and this process is accomplished when real and proper concepts make an appearance.

The Prout version seems VERY ugly and I’m not so sure about my Italian. Let’s go with Seve.

15] 개념 혹은 낱말 의미 발달은 총체적인 기능 발달을 전제로 한다. 그것은 자발적 주의집중, 논리적 기억, 추상, 비교, 그리고 변별 같은 기능의 발달을 전제로 한다. 이런 복잡한 정신과정은 단순하게 학습될 수가 없다. 이론적 관점에서 보면, 이런 이유로 개념이 완벽한 형태로 아동에 의해 취해진다는 그리고 정신 습관 형성과 같이 학습되어진다는 견해는 결함투성이임이 명백하다. 

SEVE: The process of development of concepts and the meanings of words require the development of a whole series of functions (voluntary attention, logical memory, abstraction, comparison, and contrast) and all of these very complex psychic processes cannot simply be learnt and assimilated. That is why from the theoretical angle no doubt can really be entertained: the thesis according to which the child acquires ready made concepts in the process of school learning and assimilates them as one assimilates any other intellectual habit is totally denuded of any foundation.

MECCACI: This process of development of concepts or of word meanings requires the development of a whole sereies of functions, such as voluntary attention, logical memory, abstraction, comparison and distinction, and none of these rather complex processes cannot simply be learnt and taken in by memory, they cannot simply be imprinted on the mind and assimilated. For this reason we cannot, on the theoretical side, harbor any further doubts about the complete inconsistency of the theory according to which the concepts are learnt in finished form and are assimilated the way we assimilate any other intellectual capacity. 

PROUT: This process of development of concepts or the meanings of words requires the development of a number of functions, such as voluntary attention, logical memory, abstraction, comparison and differentiation, and all these very complicated psychological processes cannot simply be taken on by the memory or just be learned and appropriated. Thus from the theoretical point of view, one can hardly doubt the total inadequacy of the view which claims that a child acquires concepts in their finished state during the course of his schooling, and that they are mastered in the same way as any other intellectual skill. 

16] 이 견해의 결함은 실천적 측면에서도 역시 명백하게 드러난다. 실험적 조사와 마찬가지로 교육적 경험은 개념을 직접적으로 교수를 통해 가르치는 것이 불가능함을 보여주고 있습니다. 그것은 교육적 견지에서 보면 쓸모없는 짓거리입니다. 이런 접근법을 사용하려는 교사는 단지 어리석은 낱말들을 학습시키는 것, 즉 아동에게서 개념 출현처럼 보이는 것을 흉내 내거나 모방하는 공허한 언어주의(verbalism)를 경험하게 하는 것입니다. 이런 조건 하에서 아동은 개념이 아닌 낱말을 배우고 이 낱말을 사고라기보다는 기억을 통해 취하게 됩니다. 그런 지식은 어떤 의미 있는 적용에서 결함투성이임이 입증되었습니다. 이런 식의 교수는 보편적으로 비판을 받아 왔던 순수하게 현학적인 언어적 교수 방식의 근본적인 결점을 드러냅니다. 그것은 생동하는 지식을 숙달하는 것을 죽은 공허한 언어적 도식을 학습하는 것으로 대체합니다. 

SEVE: From the practical angle as well the erroneous character of this conception is manifest at every step. Pedagogical experience teaches us, no less than theoretical research does, that the direct teaching of concepts proves always pedagogically profitless and impossible in practice. The teacher who tries to follow this road usually obtains nothing more than the vain assimilation of words, a pure verbalism, simulating and imitating in the child the existence of the corresponding concepts but in reality masking a void. The child assimilates not the concepts but the words; he acquires by memory rather than by thinking and shows himself powerless when it is necessary to try to employ to good effect the assimilated understanding. At bottom, this method of teaching concepts is precisely the fundamental default of the method of teaching condemned by all, the purely scholastic and purely verbal, which substitutes the assimilation of dead and empty verbal schemata for the mastery of an understanding.

MECCACI: From the practical side, the falsity of this position is shown at every step. Pedagogical experience teaches no less than theoretical research does that the teaching of concepts is always practically impossible and pedagogically fruitless. The teacher who attempts to follow this path does not obtain anything more than the vain assimilation of words, a naked verbalism, which simulates and imitates the existence of the corresponding concept in the child but which masks in reality an emptiness. In this case, the child does not assimilate a concept, but a word, and acquires it more by memory than by thinking, with the result that any attempt to employ in sensuous (concrete—DK) use the assimilated concept proves useless. At bottom this is the method of teaching condemned by all, purely scholastic, purely verbal, which substitutes for the mastery of living concepts the assimilation of dead and vacuous verbal schemata.

PROUT: However, from the practical point of view, the erroneousness of this view becomes revealed at every stage of the way. Educational experience, no less than theoretical research, teaches us that in practice, a straightforward learning of concepts always proves impossible and educationally fruitless. Usually, any teacher setting out on this road achieves nothing except a meaningless acquisition of words, mere verbalization in children which is nothing more than simulation and imitation of corresponding concepts which, in reality, are concealing a vacuum. In such cases, the child assimilates not concepts but words, and he fills his memory more than this thinking. As a result, he ends up helpless in the face of any sensible attempt to apply any of this acquired knowledge. Essentially, this method of teaching/learning (obuchenie) concepts, a purely scholastic and verbal method of teaching, which is condemned by everybody and which advocates the replacement of acquisition of living knowledge by the assimilation of dead and empty verbal schemes, represents the most basic failing in the field of education.

17] 낱말의 본질과 그 의미를 비범하게 파악하고 있었던 톨스토이는 직접적으로 교사에서 학생으로 개념을 전송하려는 시도가 무익함을 너무도 명료하고 정확하게 알고 있었습니다. 그는 다른 낱말들을 이용하여 한사람에게서 다른 사람으로 낱말의 의미를 기계적으로 전이하는 것이 불가능함을 파악하고 있었습니다. 톨스토이는 스스로 가르쳐본 체험을 통해 이런 접근법의 무익함을 경험했습니다. 그는 먼저 아동의 낱말을 이야기의 언어로 번역하고 이어서 이야기의 언어를 높은 수준의 언어로 번역하는 방식으로 아동에게 문학적 언어를 가르쳤었습니다. 그는 흔히 사람들이 강요된 설명, 기억 그리고 반복을 통해 프랑스어를 가르치는 것처럼 학생에게 문학적 언어를 가르치는 것이 불가능하다는 결론을 내렸습니다. 

SEVE: Leon Tolstoy, that very deep connoisseur of the nature and meaning of words, was more vividly and clearly aware than anyone else of the impossibility of transferring concepts directly and simply from master to pupil, the mchanical transmission of the meaning of one word from one head to another by the aid of other words, the impossibility of which he had encountered in his own pedagogical activity. SEVE DOES NOT HAVE A PAGE BREAK HERE, BUT MECCACI, PROUT AND 1934 DO.

MECCACI: L.N. Tolstoy, that profound connoisseur of the nature of the word and of its meaning, who recognized more clearly and more vividly than any other the impossibility of a direct and simple transmission of concepts from the master to the student, of the mechanical transfer of the meaning of a word from one head to another by means o the word, the impossibility of which he had encountered in his own pedagogical experience.

PROUT: It was Leo Tolstoy, the great connoisseur of words and their meanings who better than anyone recognized that a direct and simple communication of concepts from teacher to pupils and a mechanical transference of the meanings of words from one head to another by using other words, was impossible—this impasse he had encountered in his own teaching experience.

18] 톨스토이는 다음과 같이 적고 있습니다. 

우리가 지난 두 달 동안 이 접근법을 시도한 횟수와 학생들이 보여준 그것에 대한 직접적인 반감은 그것이 잘못된 것임을 입증하는 증거임을 우리는 인정해야만 합니다. 이런 실험을 통해 나는 유능한 교사일지라도 한 낱말의 의미를 설명하는 것이 불가능하다고 확신하게 되었습니다. 재능 없는 교사들이 좋아하는 설명식 수업은 더 성공할 수 없습니다. “인상”과 같은 낱말을 설명하기 위하여 당신은 그것을 마찬가지로 이해할 수 없는 다른 낱말로 혹은 그 낱말처럼 이해할 수 없는 그 낱말과 연관된 여러 개의 낱말로 대체해야만 합니다(1903,p.143). 

우리는 이 문제에 대한 톨스토이의 단정적인 입장에서 같은 평가 속에 섞여진 진실과 오류를 발견합니다. 그의 입장에서 옳은 측면은 톨스토이와 같이 고진 분투하는 그리고 낱말을 철저하게 분석하는 어떤 교사의 경험으로부터 직접적으로 흘러나오는 것들입니다. 톨스토이 자신의 말에 의하면 이 입장의 진실은 다음과 같은 사실에 있습니다. 

낱말 그 자체는 학생들이 이해할 수 없는 그런 것은 결코 아닙니다. 도리어 아동은 그 낱말이 표현하고 있는 개념이 결여되어 있습니다. 개념이 준비되어 있을 때면 낱말은 거의 언제나 준비되어 있습니다. 낱말과 사고의 관계와 새로운 개념 형성은 너무 복잡하고, 신비스럽고, 미묘한 정신 과정이라 그에 대한 어떤 간섭도 발달을 지체할 수 있는 강력하고 곤란한 힘을 발휘합니다(ibid). 

이 입장의 진실은 개념 혹은 낱말의 의미가 발달한다는 사실과 이 발달 과정이 복잡하고 미묘하다는 사실에 있습니다. 

SEVE: Teaching literary language to children by making them translate their own words into the language of stories and then from the language of stories into a more elevated style, he arrived at the conclusion that one cannot by such explanations, with the reinforcement of repetitions and memory, teach students against their will, literary language as if one were teaching them French. 

SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE.

MECCACI: Speaking of his experience in teaching the language of belle letters to children by making them translate childish words into the language of narration and then from the language of narration into a superior level, he arrived at the conclusion that one cannot, with this kind of forced explanation, memorization and repetition, teach to the students, against their will, a literary language as if one were teaching them French.

SEVE, MECCACI AND 1934 PUT A PARA BREAK HERE.

PROUT: Recounting these experiences whiles attempting to teach literary language to children by using translations of children’s words into the language of fairy tales, and then from the language of fairy tales to a higher level, he came to the conclusion that pupils cannot be taught the literary language against their will, in the same way as they are taught French, by forcible explanations, memorizing, and repetition. (PROUT HAS NO PARA BREAK HERE)

SEVE: “We must admit,” he says, “that more than once in these last two months we have tried this procedure, but always we have encountered in the children an invincible distaste that demonstrated their falsity. These attempts only convinced me of the absolute impossibility of explaining the meaning of one word or of a discourse, even for a teacher of talent, not to speak of the explanations so dear to talentless teachers, such as “an assembly is a little Sanhedrin”, and so on. When we explain any word at all, e.g. the word “impression”, we merely put into the place of the word to be explained either one other word which is as incomprehensible as the first or else a whole series of words which between them have a liaison which is just as incomprehensible as the word itself.” This categorical statement by Tolstoy mixes equal measures of truth and error. The true is the conclusion which flows direction from the experience of every teacher who attempts, like Tolstoy, and does so as vainly as he did, to explain a word: “Almost always it is not the word itself which is incomprehensible but the concept expressed by the word which is lacking for the student. The word is almost always ready when the concept is. Besides the relationship of the word with the idea and the formation of new concepts are a process which is so complex, so delicate ands so mysterious that all intervention is a gross, clumsy force which retards the process of development.” the Truth is that the concept and the meaning of the word develop and the at the process of development is complex and delicate.”
MECCACI: “We must confess,” he says, “that more than once in these last two months we have tried the proof of this procedure, but always we have encountered in the children an invincible distaste that demonstrated their error. With these attempts I became convinced of the complete impossibility of explaining the meaning of a word or of a discourse, even for a teacher of talent, not to speak of the explanations so dear to untalented teachers, such as “a multitude is a little Sanhedrin”, and so on. When we explain any word at all, we merely put into its place another word which is as incomprehensible as the first or else a whole series of words which between them have a liaison which is just as incomprehensible as the word itself.” This categorical position of Tolstoy is true and false in equal measure. The true part of this position is the conclusion which flows direction from the experience of every teacher who attempts, like Tolstoy, and does so as vainly as he did, to explain a word: “Almost always it is not the word itself which is incomprehensible but the concept expressed by the word which is lacking for the student. The word is almost always ready when the concept is. Besides the relationship of the word with the idea and the formation of new concepts are a process which is so complex, so delicate ands so mysterious that all intervention is a gross, clumsy force which retards the process of development.” the Truth is that the concept and the meaning of the word develop and the at the process of development is complex and delicate.”
PROUT: “We must admit,” he writes, “that we have treid this more than once in the past two months and have always met with an insuperable distaste on the part of the pupils which as proved the wrongness of the path we took. In these experiments I merely convinced myself that to explain the meanings of words and of speech is quite impossible, even for gifted teachers, not to speak of those explanations so beloved of ungifted teachers, that ‘an assembly is a small Sanhedrin’ and so on. In explaining any word the word ‘impression’ for example for example, you either replace the word you explain by another word which is just as incomprehensible, or by a whole series of words, the connection between which is just as incomprehensible as the word itself.” Truth and falsehood are mixed in equal measure in Tolstoy’s categorical statement. The true part of this statement is the conclusion which stems directly from experience and is known by every teacher who, like Tolstoy, is vainly struggling to explain the meaning of words. The truth of this theory, according to Tolstoy’s own words, lies in the fact that almost always it is not the word itself which is unintelligible but that the pupil lacks the concept which would be capable of expressing this word. The word is almost always available when the concept is ready.

In Jewish tradition, the Great Sanhedrin is the council of religious elders, and a “small Sanhedrin” is a lesser court, of 23 people. For the Christians, the Sanhedrin was the group of Jewish elders who allowed the Romans to kill Christ. 

The point that Vygotsky’s making here is that the word “Sanhedrin” is more obscure than the word “assembly”. So the teacher is giving a more obscure word to explain a common one. This is the sign of an untalented teacher who is more interested in showing off is own knowledge than in sharing it.

19] 교수 문제에 대한 톨스토이의 일반적 견해의 직접적 표현인 이 입장의 틀린 측면은 이 신비로운 과정에서 직접적 간섭의 어떤 가능성도 그가 배제했다는 것에 있습니다. 톨스토이는 자신의 내적 원칙에 의해 개념 발달 과정을 제시하려했습니다. 그는 개념 발달을 교수와 분리시켰습니다. 이것은 과학적 개념 발달에서 교사를 지나치게 수동적이게 합니다. 이 입장은 톨스토이의 자신의 입장에 대한 단어적인 공식화에서, 즉 “어떤 간섭은 발달을 지체시키는 조잡하고 곤란한 힘을 발휘합니다.” 

[ 밑줄 친 두 문장은 같은 표현 같은데, forceful 과 crude 로 다르게 표현되었어요. 왜 이런 차이가 있을까요? ] 

Seve: The false side of this thesis, directly linked to the general conceptions of Tolstoy in the matter of teaching is that it excludes all possibility of gross intervention (?) in this mysterious process, that it tends to abandon the process of development of concepts to its own proper internal course of development, separating it in this way from school learning and condemning teaching to playing only a passive role in the formation of scientific concepts. This error appears with particular clarity in the categorical formulation “All interference is a gross, clumsy force which retards the process of development.”
“Gross intervention” is clearly a translation error. Meccaci has something different.

Meccaci: the erroneous part of this position, directly linked to the general conception of Tolstoy on problems of teaching, is that it summarily excludes all possibility of internvention whatsoever, that it tends to abandon the process of the development of concepts to follow its own internal course, and that it separates the process of development of concepts from teaching and condemns teaching to a passive role in the problem of the development of scientific concepts. This error appears with particularly clear force in the categorical formulation according to which “All intervention is a brutal, awkward, clumsy force which retards the process of development.”
Prout: The erroneous part of his statement is directly connected with Tolstoy’s views on the subject of teaching/learning (obuchenie) and it consists of the fact that it excludes any probability of this mysterious process being crudely interfered with and strives to allocate the process of the development of concepts to the laws of its own internal strategy and by doing so, he separates the whole process of concept development form the process of teaching and thus condemns teachers to an extreme state of passivity, as far as the problem of the development of concepts is concerned. This mistake is particularly conspicuous in his categorical formulation where he proclaims that ‘any interference becomes a crude, clumsy force which retards the process of development’. 

Prout notes that this quotation can be found in Pinch and Armstrong 1982: Tolstoy on Education.

20] 어찌되었든 톨스토이는 간섭의 모든 형태가 개념 발달을 지체시키지 않는다는 것을 파악하고 있었습니다. 개념 형성에서 단지 조잡하고 직접적인 간섭만이, 즉 두 점 사이의 최단 거리를 연결한 직선과 같이 이동하려는 시도의 간섭만이, 피해를 야기합니다. 다른 형태의 간섭은, 즉 더 정교하고 복잡하고 간접적인 교수 방법은, 이 발달 과정을 더 높은 수준으로 나아가게 할 것입니다. 톨스토이는 다음과 같이 적고 있습니다. 

학생에게 말의 일반적 의미로부터 새로운 개념과 낱말을 습득할 기회를 제공하는 것이 중요합니다. 아동은 그가 접한 구에서 파악하지 못한 낱말을 듣거나 읽습니다. 후에 그는 다른 구에서 그것을 다시 듣거나 읽습니다. 이런 과정을 통해 그는 그것을 약간 모호하게 파악하며 습득하기 시작합니다. 결국에 그는 이 낱말을 사용할 필요성을 느끼기 시작합니다. 일단 그가 그것을 사용하기 시작하면, 그 낱말과 개념은 그 자신의 것이 됩니다. 이 똑같은 목적지에 이르는 천 가지의 다른 길이 있습니다. 그렇지만 나는 학생에게 의식적으로 새로운 개념이나 낱말의 형태를 전이하려는 것은 평형의 법칙대로 교수를 통해 아이가 걷게 만들려고 가르치는 것처럼 헛된 일이라고 확신하고 있습니다. 이런 종류의 어떠한 시도도, 자신이 꽃이 피는 것을 보고 싶다는 이유로 꽃 봉우리를 감싸고 있는 꽃잎으로 꽃을 만들려고 시도하는 사람의 조잡한 손과 똑같이, 학생을 의도한 목표로 나아가게 하지 못할 것이며 그 과정을 방해하게 될 겁니다(ibid, p.146). 

Seve: However, Tolstoy himself understood that not all intervention necessarily retards the process of concept development, that it is only a gross, direct intervention which proceeds in a straight line and by the shortest distance between two points, which cannot help but be damaging. Methods of indirect teaching, more fine, more complex, constitute on the other hand an intervention which makes the process of development of concepts in children progress higher and faster. “We must,” Tolstoy says, “furnish the student with occasions to acquire new concepts and news words beginning with a general sense of the discourse. If he understands or reads an incomprehensible word in a comprehensible phrase, and then another time in another phrase, he will begin to represent to himself confusedly the new concept and will eventually feel an occasion where the use of the word seems necessary. Once he has used it, the word and the concept become his property. There are a thousand other paths. But to deliberately give to a student new concepts and new forms of the word is, in my mind, as impossible and vain as to teach the child to walk according to the laws of equilibrium. All attempts of this type, far from making the child progress, take the child still further from the goal, just like the crude hand of someone who, hoping to help a flower blossom, sets to unpeeling the petals and destroys everything.”
Meccaci: In any case, Tolstoy himself understand that not every intervention will necessarily retard the process of concept development; it is only the gross, immediate, direct intervention, that is exercised along the shortest path between two points, which in the formation of concepts in the mind of the child can only do harm. Methods of teaching that are finer, more complex, and more indirect constitute an invention in the process of concept formation in children that can make this process of development go higher and farther. “We need,” says Tolstoy, “to give to the student occasions to acquire the new concept and word from a general sense of discourse. If at one time he hears or reads an incomprehensible word in a phrase which is comprehensible, and another time in another phrase, then he will begin to represent the new concept to himself in a confused fashion and eventually feel the necessity of employing the word himself. Once it is used the word and the concept will become his own property. There are a thousand other paths. But to deliberately give to the student a new concept and a new form of a word is, in my opinion, as impossible and vain as to teach a child to walk according to the laws of equilibrium. Any attempt of this kind does not bring the child closer but instead removes him further away from the expected goal, just as the rude hand of one who wants to make a flower blossom and attempts to bring this about by tearing open the petals of the flowers will destroy everything.”
21]  이와 같이 톨스토이는 우리가 새로운 개념을 아동에게 가르칠 수 있는 저러한 전통적인 현학적 특색을 지닌 교수와 다른 천 개의 길이 있다고 믿었습니다. 그는 오직 하나의 길을, 즉 그것의 “꽃잎”으로부터 새로운 낱말을 직접적이고 조잡하게 기계적으로 구성하는 (?) 것을 거부했습니다.  이 문제에 대한 톨스토이의 언급은 적절합니다. 실제로 논박의 여지없이 그것은 이론과 실천에 의해 지지되고 있습니다. 그렇지만 톨스토이는 자연적이고 우연적인 것에 너무 많은 중요성을 부여했습니다. 그는 모호한 표상과 느낌의 작용에, 즉 그 내부에서 이루어지는 외부와 단절된 개념 형성의 내재적 과정에 너무 많은 중요성을 부여했습니다. 그는 이 과정에 미치는 직접적 영향력의 잠재성을 과소평가했습니다. 좀 더 일반적으로 진술한다면, 그는 교수와 발달 사이의 거리를 과장했습니다. 

Minick’s METAPHOR is not correct. He translates this as “building” a flower, and “constructing” it by hand. 

This is not Tolstoy. What Tolstoy says is “UNFOLDING” the flower, that is OPENING the flower by hand to make it blossom.

Seve: In this way Tostoy understands that there is, besides the scholastic way, a thousand other ways in which to teach the child new concepts. He only rejects one: that of mechanically unfolding, directly and brutally, the petals of the concept. This is indisputably right. All of our theoretical and practical experience confirms it. But Tolstoy lends too much importance to spontaneity, to chance, to the work of representation and confused sensation, to the internal aspect, closed in upon itself, of concept formation, all the while underestimating the possibility of having a direct influence on this process and tearing apart learning and development. NOTE THAT MINICK AND 1934 PUT A PAGE BREAK HERE, BUT THAT SEVE AND MECCACI  DO NOT. 

Meccaci: So Tolstoy knows that there are a thousand other roads for teaching the child the new concept other than that of scholasticism. He only refuses oneo f them, that is, the mechanical, direct, and gross tearing asunder of the petals of the concept. This is right. This is indisputable. This confirms all of our theoretical and our practical experience. But Tolstoy accords too much importance to spontaneity, to hazard, to the work of representation and to confused sensation, too much importance to the internal aspect, shut up inside itself, of concept formation and he minimizes too much the possibility of a diret influence upon this process, he distances overmuch teaching from development. 

Prout: Thus Tolstoy knows that there are thousands of other ways besides the scholastic ones to teach children new concepts. He rejects only one of these, that of the direct, crude mechanical unfolding of a new concept by its petals. This is perfectly true and indisputable. It is confirmed by all theoretical and practical experience. But Tolstoy ascribes too much significance to spontaneity, randomness and the actions of vague ideas and feelings, and the inner aspect of concept formation, which is enclosed within itself, and he underestimates the role of possible direct influences on this process, exaggerating the gap which exists between education and development.

If you think a moment you will see there is a direct parallel between Tolstoy’s idea and “naturalistic” notions of language acquisition (Krashen and Terrell, but even some Vygotskyans, like the Goodmans). The theory of comprehensible input, which says that grammar is subconsciously provided even when we do not remember and even when we do not use particular forms, is an example of a theory which attributes too much significance to spontaneity (“comprehension”), randomness (that is, “rough tuning of the input”) and the actions of vague ideas and feelings (“the affective filter”). All of this results in a MYSTIFICATION, a concentration on a vague INNER ASPECT of grammar acquisition, enclosed within an LAD. It also results in an underestimation of classroom teaching!

22] 그렇다고 해도 현재의 맥락에서 우리가 일차적으로 관심을 두고 있는 것은 그 “꽃잎”으로부터 새로운 개념을 발달시키려는 시도는 평형의 법칙에 따라 걷기를 아이에게 가르치려는 시도와 같은 것이라는 그의 입장에 담겨진 진실의 핵심입니다. 이 입장은 절대적으로 옳습니다. 낱말과 개념이 아동 자신의 것으로 만들어지는 그 순간에 아동의 새로운 낱말과의 첫 만남으로부터 생성되는 길은 복잡한 내재적 정신 과정입니다. 이 과정은 새로운 낱말을 파악해가는 점진적인 발달을, 즉 단지 가장 모호한 표상으로부터 시작되는 과정을 포함합니다. 그것은 또한 아동이 그 낱말을 최초로 사용하는 것을 포함합니다. 그가 그 낱말을 실제로 숙달하는 것은 오로지 이 과정에서 이루어지는 마지막 연결일 따름입니다. 아동이 최초로 새로운 낱말의 의미를 배우게 될 때, 발달 과정은 완결된 것이 아니라 단지 시작된 것이라는 우리 주장과 본질적으로 똑같은 발상이라는 것을 표현하고자 했습니다. 

Seve: What interests us in all this is not the second, erroneous, aspect of Tolstoyan thinking nor the chance to expose it, it is the grain of truth that his theory carries in the end, that is, the impossibility of unfolding the petals of new concepts, which is altogether like teaching the child to walk using the laws of equilibrium. What occupies us is the perfectly correct idea that the way that leads fro the first encounter with a new concept to the moment where the word and the concept become the property of the child is a complex psychic process, implying the progressive comprehension of the new word starting out from a confused representation, its use by the child himself and ending only with its effective assimilation. We have at bottom tried to express the same idea when we said that at the moment where the child learns for the first time the meaning of a word, the process of development of a concept, far from being finished, has only just begun.

Meccaci: That which interests us is not the second erroneous aspect of Tolstoyan thinking and its elaboration, but the grain of truth in his position, which leads to the conclusion of the impossibility of tearing out the new concept from its petals, analogous to the impossibility of teaching the child to walk according to the laws of equilibrium. That which interests us is the completely true idea that the road which goes from the first encounter with the new concept to the moment when the concept becomes the property of the child is a complex internal psychic process which implies in itself the progressive comprehension of the new word beginning with a confused representation, its use on the part of the child and only in the end does it result in real assimilation. At bottom we tried to express the same idea when we said that the moment in which the child learns for the first time the meaning of a word which is new to him the process of concept development has not finished, but only just begun.

23] 제6장의 시작부분에서 (???) 언급한 가설을 검증하는 우리의 조사는 우리가 개념을 아동에게  가르칠 수 있는 길이 톨스토이가 이야기한 천 개로 한정되지 않는다는 것을 보여주고 있다. 학생에게 새로운 개념을, 즉 그 낱말의 새로운 형태를, 의식적으로 교수하는 것은 가능할 뿐만 아니라 실제로 아동 자신의 개념을, 특히 의식적인 교수에 앞서서 아동에게서 발달하는 개념을, 발달의 고등 형태로 나아가게 하는 원천이 될 수도 있습니다. 우리 조사는 학교 교수에서 개념에 대해 직접적으로 영향을 미치는 것이 가능하다는 것을 입증했습니다. 그러나 이것은 끝이 아니라 과학적 개념 발달의 시작일 뿐임을 보여주고 있습니다. 그것은 발달 과정을 배제하는 것이 아니라 발달 과정에 새로운 방향을 제시하는 것입니다. 그것은 교수와 발달 과정을 새롭고 가장 호의적인 관계로 위치 짓고 있습니다. 

Seve: As for the first aspect, our study which had for its task the experimental verification of the plausibility and fertility of the working hypothesis developed here, shows not only the thousands of other road of which Tolstoy speaks, but also that the deliberate teaching to children of new concepts and word forms is not only possible but can also be the point of departure for a superior development of proper concepts, already formed, of the child and that a direct work on the concept is realizable in the process of school learning. But this work as our study shows, dos not constitute the end but the beginning of the development of the scientific concept and far from excluding the proper process of development, it imprints them with new directions and establishes between them and the process of school learning relationships that are new and favorable to the highest degree to the ultimate goals of school.

Meccaci and 1934 do not use italics. The use of italics here is very confusing—why does he capitalize “new concepts” and not word forms???

With regard to the first aspect of the present research, which in practice has as a task the experimental verification of the truthfulness and fruitfulness of the working hypothesis developed in the present chapter, we will show not only the thousands of other roads of which Tolstoy speaks but also the deliberate instruction to the student of new concepts and new word forms is not only possible but can result in a higher development of the concepts the child has, already formed, and that it is possible to work directly on concepts in the process of school learning. This work, moreover, as our research will show, does not constitute the end but only the initiation of the development of the scientific concepts and not only does not exclude the proper process of his development but gives it a new direct and establishes between the process of learning and the process of development a relationship which is quite new and favorable from the point of view of the ultimate goals of schooling.

Of course, on the face of it, this DIRECTLY contradicts his earlier assertion, which was that the scientific concept cannot be directly taught. Yet when we read it VERY carefully, we see that there is actually no contradiction, but rather three subtle distinctions.

First of all, there is the distinction between DELIBERATELY, that is volitionally, teaching concepts and DIRECTLY teaching them. Deliberate teaching is, as Vygotsky pointed out, implicitly allowed by Tolstoy, who accepts that teachers need to create discourse situations in which new concepts and new words will be used. But Vygotsky goes farther, because he strongly believes that what nature does man can also learn how to do. Since nature has created a non-volitional form of development, it must be possible for man to build a deliberate and volitional one. 

Secondly, there is the distinction between TEACHING concepts directly, according to the principle of following the shortest distance between two points, and WORKING directly on the concepts. If I follow the shortest distance between two points, I simply substitute the product for the process; the finished concept is substituted for the developing one, and even the need for the concept is replaced by the concept in its ready made form. Vygotsky suggests that this is very different from creating the need for a concept (through discourse) and then working directly on the child’s developing concept.

Finally, there is a distinction between the INITIAL moment of concept development, that is, the linking of a meaning to a new word and the deployment of the word for active use and the FINAL form of concept development, which is the “assimilation”, that is, the internalization, of the concept itself. It is interesting that here Vygotsky goes rather FURTHER than Tolstoy; Tolstoy identifies the final moment with the active use of the word, but for Vygotsky this is still extramental. What Vygotsky seeks is not the use of a word in discourse, or even the use of the word in practical action, but rather thinking in concepts—which can involve NOT using the word at all.

An example. Many of our children believe that “stand up” is a single word, meaning “stand”. They do not actually have the concept of “up”. Let us suppose that the teacher wishes to DELIBERATELY teach the concept “up” and DIRECTLY work on the child’s concept of “stand” and then get the child to think in concepts and not simply use the word. The teacher DELIBERATELY teaches “stand” and “stand up” separately, and works DIRECTLY on the child’s concept by using an UP intonation to say “stand up” and a DOWN intonation to say “sit down”. The teacher also creates situations where the child will use the word: for example, a TPR in which the teacher is a photographer and the child is a model. But it is only by GENERALIZING the word to new situations that we can make the child think in concepts. So the teacher creates a new role play, in which the child is a DRIVER and the teacher is a DRIVING INSTRUCTOR (or a GPS Navigator, if you prefer). The child has to “start up”, “speed up”, “slow down”, etc. Eventually, the child understands that the concept of “up” is not simply spatial but also resultative and that other prepositions behave similarly. Thus, learning the meaning of “up” was only the beginning of assimilating the concept. 

24] 톨스토이가 개념을 이야기할 때 그것은 언제나 문학적 언어를 아동에게 가르치는 문제와 연결되어 있다는 것에 주목하는 것이 중요합니다. 톨스토이는 과학적 지식 체계를 배울 때 아동이 획득하는 개념에 관심을 둔 것이 아니라, 아동에게서 발달하는 것처럼 하나의 천으로 짜여져 들어가는 낱말과 개념에 관심을 두고 있습니다. 그가 사용한 예는 이것을 분명하게 드러내고 있습니다. 그는 “인상” 혹은 “도구” 같은 낱말을 설명하고 해석하는 것을 이야기하고 있습니다. 우리 조사가 관심을 가지고 있는 과학적 개념과 달리, 이러한 낱말과 개념은 잘 정의된 체계의 일부로 학습될 수 없습니다. 당연히 우리는 톨스토이의 주장이 과학적 개념 형성과 관련된 과정에 어느 정도까지 확장될 수 있는 지를 고려해야만 합니다. 이 문제를 상술하기 위해서 우리는 두 과정의 공통된 특징을 탐구해야만 합니다. 하나는 과학적 개념 형성과 관련된 과정입니다. 다른 하나는 개념이 아동 자신의 일상적 삶의 경험으로 출현하기 때문에 톨스토이가 마음에 두고 있었던, 우리가 일상적 개념이라고 지칭하는, 개념 형성과 관련된 과정입니다. [ 한 문장을 길어서 세 문장으로 나누었습니다. ] 

Seve: Before discussing this question, we must first clear up a point. Tolstoy speaks of the concept in relation to the teaching of literary language to children. Therefore, what he has in mind I not the concepts that the child acquires during the process of assimilation of a system of scientific knowledge but words and concepts of current language, which, previously unknown and therefore new, are inserted into the tissue of childish concepts which have already been formed. The examples which Tolstoy cites show the evidence. He speaks of the explanation and the interpretation of words such as “impression” or “tool” words and concepts which do not imply that they are assimilated obligatorily into a defined and rigorous system. However, the object of our study is the problem of the development of scientific concepts which are in fact formed during the process of teaching to the child a definite system of scientific knowledge. A question, therefore, arises: in what measure can the thesis that we have just examined be extended to the process of the formation of scientific concepts. For this we must elucidate the relationships which there are in general between the process of scientific concept formation and those of the concepts that Tolstoy has in mind, those which might, because of their experience in the proper experience of the child, be called conventionally everyday concepts. 

Meccaci: But before confronting this problem, we need to clear up a fact: Tolstoy always speaks of the concept in relation to the teaching of the language of belle lettres. Thus he has in mind not the concepts that are acquired by the child in the process of assimilating a system of scientific understanding but words and concepts of ordinary language which are new or unknown to the child, which are inserted into the tissue of the childish concepts which is already formed. This is clear from the examples that Tolstoy gives. He speaks of explaining and interpreting a word like “impression” or “instrument”, a word or a concept, which does not imply the obligatory assimilation into a determined and rigorous system. However, the object of our inquiry is the problem of the development of scientific concepts which are formed precisely during the process of teaching to the child a determined system of scientific understanding. So naturally the question arises to what degree the thesis which we examine here can be extended in equal measure to the process of forming scientific concepts. For this we need to clear up the relationships which there are in general between the process of formation of scientific concepts and that of the concepts which Tolstoy has in mind, those which might, because of their origin in the daily experience which is proper to he child, be called conventionally everyday concepts.

To return to our example. “Up” is an everyday concept. But “up” is a preposition, and because it is a preposition phrases like “speed up” and “slow down” are actually structurally similar to phrases like “turn left” and “turn right”. In order to understand the place of this preposition in a system of definite knowledge (that is, grammar) the Korean child requires foreign language instruction. This cannot be “acquired” by the child from his or her own language (which does not have prepositions) or from the proper experience of the child either. This is on of the reasons why the Goodman interpretation of Vygotsky has been so damaging in Korea.

25] 우리는 이런 식으로 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념을 변별하였지만 이것으로는 이러한 변별이 객관적으로 정당화될 수 있느냐의 문제를 해결할 수 없습니다. 실제로 우리 조사의 핵심 과업은 과학적 개념 발달과 연관된 과정과 다른 형태의 개념 발달과 연관된 과정 사이에 객관적 차이가 있는지 여부를 명료하게 규명하는 것입니다. 만약에 그러한 차이가 있다면, 우리는 그것의 본질을 분명히 드러내야만 합니다. 또한 우리는 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념 발달과 관련된 과정에 대한 비교 연구를 위한 토대를 제공할 수 있는 객관적 차이를 식별해내야만 합니다. 이 장에서 하고 있는 과업은 이런 구분이 경험적으로 근거가 있고, 이론적으로 정당화되고, 학습과 관련하여 유익하다는 것을 보이는 것입니다. 이 과업은 우리가 채택한 작업가설의 초석으로 그것이 기능해야만 한다는 것을 보이는 것입니다. 우리는 과학적 개념은 일상적 개념과 다르게 발달한다는 것을, 즉 이 두 개념의 발달은 같은 길을 가는 것이 아님을, 입증해야만 합니다. 그러므로 우리의 실험적 조사의 과업은 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념 발달 사이에 차이가 있다는 우리 입장을 지지하는 경험적 근거를 확보하는 것을 포함한다. 그것은 또한 우리가 이 차이의 정확한 본질을 분명하게 하는 데 필요한 데이터 취득을 요구한다. 

Seve: In delimiting in this way everyday concepts and scientific concepts, we do not prejudge in any way the objective legitimacy of this delimitation. On the contrary, one of the principal tasks of this study is precisely to determine if their exists an objective difference in the course of development of the one and the other, if such is the case, in what does it consists and what are the objective differences between the process of development of scientific concepts and that of everyday concepts which legitimate their comparative analysis. The goal of this chapter is to show that this delimitation is empirically justified, theoretically founded, heuristically fruitful and that it should be put, as a foundation stone, at the basis of our working hypothesis. We must establish that science concepts do not develop at all as everyday concepts do, that the course of their development is not a reproduction of that of everyday concepts. The experimental study, which is a verification of our working hypothesis, has as its task the confirmation by facts and the explanation of exactly in what consist the differences between these two processes. 

Meccaci: In delimiting in this way everyday concepts and scientific concepts we do not prejudge at all the legitimacy, from the objective point of view, of such a distinction. On the contrary, one of the main problems of this study is to determine if there does exist an objective difference in the course of development of one and the other type of concept, in what this consists of, and what really and actually exists in virtue of different objective facts between the process of the development of scientific concepts and everyday concepts that makes possible their comparative study. The task of this chapter (which is presented as an experiment in the construction of a working hypothesis) is to show that such a distinction is empirically justified, theoretically well-founded, heuristically fertile, and ought to be put as the foundation stone at the basis of our working hypothesis. We need to demonstrate that scientific concepts do not develop like everyday concepts, that the course of their development does not repeat the path of the development of everyday concepts. The task of this experimental research, which is presented as (an experiment in) the factual verification of our working hypothesis, is to confirm the differences that exist between the two processes.

Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses do not appear in the 1982 edition.

Prout: So, by making a distinction between everyday and academic concepts, we aer in no way prejudging the question to what extent such discrimination can be considered objectively valid. On the contrary, one of the fundamental aims of this investigation is just the problem of clarifying whether or not there exists an objective difference between the course that the development of both these types of concepts follows and if so what its nature consists of and if it really does exist, what objective factual differences between the developmental processes of the academic and the everyday concepts could be said to justify a comparative study.

PROUT HAS A PARA BREAK HERE.

The task of this essay, which is an attempt to construct a working hypothesis, is to provide evidence that such segregation can be empirically justified and is theoretically well grounded, and that for this reason it ought to form the basis of our working hypothesis. We require proof that academic concepts develop in a somewhat different ay from the everyday variety and that the course of their development is not just a repetition of the development of everyday concepts. The task of the study which attempts to verify our working hypothesis is the factual confirmation of this theory and the clarification of what the difference which exist between these two processes consist of. 

26] 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념의 이러한 변별은 우리의 작업가설과 조사문제에 대한 진술에 토대가 된다. 그렇지만 이것은 동시대 심리학자에게 일반적으로 받아들여지지 않았다. 사실상 이것은 이 문제에 대해 가장 널리 수용되어지는 견해와 모순된다. 이런 연유로 우리는 우리 입장을 분명하게 하고 이를 지탱하려는 시도를 해야 한다. 

Seve: It’s important to say that the delimiation between everyday concepts and scientific concepts which we adopt as a point of departure and which we develop in our working hypothesis and in all the problems of our study, far from being generally admitted in contemporary psychology is rather more in contradiction with the generally accepted opinions on this subject. This is why it needs to be explained and supported by evidence.

Meccaci: We must say that the delimitation of everyday concepts and scientific concepts which we adopt as the point of departure and which we develop in our working hypothesis and in all the formulations of problems in our inquiry is not only not commonly accepted by contemporary psychology but is rather more in contradiction with the opinions generally shared in this discussion. For this reason it requires explanation and a solid demonstration.

Prout: It should be said right at the start that the distinction drawn between everyday and academic concepts which we have chosen as our starting point and which we have developed in our working hypothesis and in the entire formulation of this problem, which was dealt within our research is not only not generally accepted by contemporary psychology but is seen as contradicting the widely held views on this subject. This is why it is in such dire need of elucidation and proof to uphold it. 

27] 우리는 학교 교수 과정에서 과학적 개념이 어떻게 발달하는 가에 대한 두 입장이 통용되고 있다는 것을 앞서 언급했다. 우리가 이제까지 드러낸 바와 같이 첫 번째 입장은 과학적 개념 출현에 어떠한 내재적 발달도 있을 수 없다는 것이었다. 우리는 이미 이러한 견해의 부적절함을 세세하게 지적했다. 이제 이 문제에 대한 두 번째 입장이 남아 있다. 두 입장 중에 현재 더 널리 받아들여지는 이 입장은 과학적 개념 발달은 아동 자신의 경험 과정에서 발달하는 개념 발달과 본질적인 방식에서 차이가 없다는 견해에 근거한다. 이 관점은 이러한 발달 과정들을 변별한 근거가 없다는 것을 함축하고 있다. 이 관점에서 보면 과학적 개념 발달과 관련된 과정은 일상적 개념이 발달하는 과정의 가장 토대가 되는 본질적 측면을 단순하게 반복한다. 이 부분에 대한 비판적 질문은 이 두 번째 입장을 지지하는 근거가 충분하냐는 것이다. 

Seve: We have indicated that there actually exist two responses to the question concerning the way in which scientific concepts develop in the mind of the child following school teaching. The first response, as we said, consists of totally denying the very existence of a process of internal development in the scientific concepts assimilated in school and we have attempted to show the inconsistencies in this. There remains a second response, which is more widespread today. The substance is that the development of scientific concepts, in the mind of the child, in a general manner, is not distinguishable at bottom in any from that of other concepts which are formed in the process of direct experience in the child and that, as a result, the very delimitation of these two processes is devoid of foundation. From this point of view, the process of development of scientific concepts is in it fundamental traits a simple replication of that of everyday concepts. It is useful, therefore, to ask as soon as possible whether such a conviction is justified.

Meccaci: We said before that there are at present two different responses to the problem of how scientific concepts develop in the mind of the child who is following school instruction. The first response, as has been said already, consists of totally denying the existence of a process of internal development to the scientific concept assimilated in school and we have already demonstrated quite clearly the inconsistency. There remains, however, the second response which is now the most widespread. This consists of maintaining that the development of scientific concepts in the mind of the child following a course of school instruction at bottom does not distinguish itself at all from the development of any other concept which is formed in the process of the proper experience of the child and that as a result the distinction between the two processes is unfounded. From this point of view the process of development of the scientific concept only repeats in its fundamental traits the essence of the course of development of everyday concepts. We need to clear up: on what is based this conviction?

Prout: We have already said above that at the present time there exist two answers to the question as to how academic concepts develop in the minds of school age children. The first of these answers, as has been said, fully denies the very presence of any process of an inner development of academic concepts which are acquired in school and we have already attempted to point out the unfoundedness of such a view. There still remains another answer. Thi sis the one that seems to be the most widely accepted at the present time. It says that the development of academic concepts in the mind so fchildren in school does not substantially differ form the development of all the rmaining concepts which are being formed in the process of the child’s personal experiences, and that, consequently the very attempt to separate these two processes is a meaningless exercise. From this point of view, the process of development of academic concepts simply repeats the course of the development of everyday concepts in all its basic and essential features. But we must immediately ask ourselves what such a conviction can be based on.

28] 우리가 과학적 문헌을 검토한다면, 금방 아동기 개념 형성에 대한 거의 모든 연구가 우리가 일상적 개념이라고 부르는 것의 발달에 초점을 맞추고 있음을 확인할 수 있다. 우리가 앞서 언급한 바와 같이 우리의 작업은 과학적 개념 발달을 연구하려는 최초의 체계적 시도 중에 하나이다. 확립된 모든 아동 개념 발달의 법칙과 표준은 일상적 개념에 대한 연구로부터 도출되었다. 이 두 형태의 개념이 발달하는 내재적 조건에서의 차이에도 불구하고, 이러한 발견 결과는 아동의 과학적 생각의 영역으로 확장되었습니다. 이러한 확장의 타당성을 검증하려는 시도가 없었습니다. 이러한 발견 결과를 과학적 개념의 영역으로 확장하는 것이 그 타당성을 평가하려는 어떠한 시도도 없이 이루어졌다는 것은 우선적으로 이 확장의 적절성에 대한 의문이 결코 제기된 적이 없다는 사실의 기능이다.  

It will be seen that there are some important differences, given in bold.
Seve: If we examine the scientific literature, we will see that almost without exception all the studies consecrated to the problem of the formation of concepts during childhood always have for their object everyday concepts. In a general way, as we have said, the current work is without doubt the first attempts to study systematically the course of development of scientific concepts. All of the fundamental rules for the development of child concepts are therefore established on data furnished by the child’s own everyday concepts. Then, without any verification, the are extended to the domain of the child’s scientific thinking, where they appear in other internal conditions—and this for the simple reason that the researchers have not even asked if it is just and legitimate to give such an extensive interpretation to the results of research which are limited to a determined circle of child concepts.

Meccaci: If we refer to all of the scientific literature on this problem, we will se that almost without an exception all of the research dedicated to the problem of the formation of concepts in the child has for its object everyday concepts. As we have said, in general our work is without doubt the first attempt at a systematic stuffy of the course of development of scientific concepts. Thus all of the fundamental rules of development for child concepts are stabilized on the basis of material from the everyday concepts proper to the child. Then, without any verification, these are extended to the field of scientific thinking of the child, and they are transferred directly to a completely different realm of concepts which are accompanied by completely different internal conditions, and this is done simply because in the mind of the researchers the problem of whether it is just or legitimate to give such an extended interpretation of results of research limited to a single circumscribed and unique research does not even arise. 

Prout: If we look at the whole scientific literature on this subject we will see that the subject of nearly all the research devoted to the problem of concept formation during childhood invariably deals only with everyday concepts. All of the basic laws guiding the development of concepts in children are based on material about children’s own everyday concepts. Later, without a thought, these laws are extended to the realm of the child’s academic thinking and thus they are transferred directly to another sphere of concepts ones which have formed in entirely different internal circumstances, and this happens simply as a result of the fact that the question of whether such an extended interpretation of experimental results limited to one single defined sphere of children’s concepts is right and valid does not even enter the minds of these researchers.

29] 최근에 피아제를 포함한 몇몇의 아주 통찰력이 뛰어난 연구자들은 자신들이 이 문제를 무시할 수 없다는 것을 마침내 알게 되었다. 게다가 이 문제가 제시되자, 이 연구자들은 아동 자신의 사고 조작을 통하여 우선적으로 발달하는 표상과 아동이 자신의 주변으로부터 획득하는 지식의 너무도 결정적인 영향 하에서 비롯된 표상을 날카롭게 변별하지 않을 수 없었다. 

Seve: To be fair, some of the more perspicacious of the new researchers, such as Piaget, have not been able to avoid this question. They had to, as soon as the problem was posed to them, establish a clear delimitation between the representations that the child has of reality and which develop thanks to the decisive role played by the work of his proper thinking (on the one hand—DK) and those which have been born under the determining influence of understanding which are given to him by his entourage, which he has assimilated (on the other—DK). 

Meccaci: In truth, recently a few of the more perspicacious researchers, such as Piaget, have not been able to avoid confronting this question. As soon as the problem is posed by them, they have been forced to establish a clear border between the representations of reality on the part of the child, the development of which shows the decisive role of child thinking, and those which are born under the decisive and determining influence on the child of the understanding s that the child has assimilated from persons in the child’s vicinity. NOTICE THAT MECCACI DOES NOT PUT THE PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE DOES. Piage defines the first group, as opposed to the second, as the spontaneous representations of the child.

Prout: We recognize that the most astute researchers, like Piaget, felt that they had to deal with this question. As soon as they were faced with this problem, they felt obliged to draw a sharp line of demarcation between those conceptions of reality in children where a decisive role is played by the working so the child’s own thinking , and those which have come into being as a result of the specific and determinant (sic) actions of facts (?) which the child had acquired from his environment. Piaget designates the first type as spontaneous conceptions and the others as reactive ones. 

Piaget’s term is NOT “reactive”. It is “liberated”. Notice that the other translations simply OMIT this problem which makes the passage rather hard to understand.

But it’s a real problem. Remember that the term “scientific concepts” really means “nauchnoe ponjatie”. The root of “nauchnoe” is really “instruction” or “teaching”, so what Vygotsky means is “instructed” concepts. 

These are not REACTIVE. But they are not spontaneous either. Piaget, whose emphasis is always cognitive even when he is speaking of the child’s interpersonal relations, calls these concepts “liberated”, because he believes they are “released’ from the child’s cognition by the question. 

Vygotsky, whose emphasis is always sociocultural even when he is speaking of the child’s understanding, calls them “nauchnoe”, which means something like “instructed”. Of course, the term also means “scientific”. I think the double entendre is quite intentional! 

30] 피아제는 이 두 가지 형태의 표상 중에서 첫 번째 것을 자발적 표상이라고 지칭했다. 

Seve: Piaget defines the first group, as opposed to the second, the spontaneous representations of the child.

MECCACI AND PROUT AGREE THAT THIS SENTENCE BELONGS AT THE END OF THE LAST PARAGRAPH, BUT THEY DISAGREE ABOUT WHAT IT SAYS!

31] 피아제는 이 두 가지 형태의 표상은 공통점이 아주 많다는 것을 입증했습니다. 이 두 표상은 하나, 외적 제안에 저항을 합니다. 둘, 아동의 사고에 뿌리를 깊게 두고 있습니다. 셋, 같은 연령의 아동 사이에서 어떤 공통성을 보입니다. 넷, (갑자기 사라지기보다는 점진적으로 새로운 개념에 자리를 양보하면서) 몇 년에 걸쳐 아동의 의식에 유지됩니다. 다섯, 아동의 첫 정답에서 자신을 드러냅니다. 이러한 특징들을 통해 이 두 가지 형태의 표상을 암시된 표상과 변별할 수 있고 유도 질문에 의해 아동에게 제시된 정답과 변별할 수 있습니다. 

Seve: he states that these two representations of child concepts have between them many points in common. 1) Both of them are resistant to suggestion, 2) both of them have profound roots in the thinking of the child, 3) both the one and the other present a certain generality among children of the same age, 4) both the one and the other persist for a long time, over several years, in the conciousness of the child and only cede palce little by little to new concepts instead of disappearing instantaneously, as suggested represtations do, and 5) both the one and the other are manifested in the first correct responses of the child. All of these traits, common to the two groups of child concepts, distinguish representations and suggested responses which the child gives under the pressure of questioning.

Meccaci; Piaget knows that the two groups of representations or child concepts have a great deal in common: 1) they both show a considerable amount of resistance to suggestion, 2) they have profound roots in the thinking of the child, 3) they show a certain generality among children of a particular age, 4) they persist for several years, in the consciousness of the child, and they cede their place gradually to new concepts instead of disappearing instantaneously as would be proper with suggested representations, and 5) they are shown in the first correct responses of the child. All off these traits, common to both groups of child concepts, distinguish these representations from suggested responses, which the child makes under the force (of suggestion) inherent in the question. 

Meccaci notes that “of suggestion” was omitted in 1982.
Prout: Piaget establishes that both these groups of children’s conceptions or concepts have a lot in common: 1) they both reveal a tendency to resist suggestion; 2) they both are deply rooted in the child’s thinking, 3) they bothdislose a definite common character (???) among children of the same age, (4) they both remain in the child’s consciousness for a long time, over a period of several years, and they gradually give way to new concepts instead of disappearing instantly, as suggested conceptions tend to do, and 5) they both become apparent in the child’s very first correct replies. 

PROUT HAS A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT MECCACI AND SEVE DO NOT.

All these signs which are common to both groups of children’s concepts differentiate them from suggested conceptions and answers which a child is likely to produce under the influence of the suggestive force of the question.

All this is taken almost straight from Piaget’s introduction to “The child’s conception of the world, which Vygotsky had just read. 

“(I)t is difficult—and curiously this is the only real difficulty we encountered in applying the method—to distinguish the spontaneous conviction from the liberated conviction amongst the answers obtained. As has already been pointed out: 1) Both resist suggestion; 2) the roots of both lie buried deep in the though of the subject under examination; 3) in both a wide generality of ideas occurs in children of the same age; 4) both last several years, decreasing progressively rather than being suddenly abandoned, and finally traces of both are still to be found interwoven with the first correct answers, that is to say with answers depending on he pressure of adult environment.” 

Piaget, J. (1929) The childs conception of the world. Lanham, MA: Rowman an d LIttlefield. p. 22.

You know that we also have trouble in our own research distinguishing between data on, for example, child motivation and child attitude that actually represents how the child feels with data that merely reflects what the child thinks the researcher wants to hear.

It’s for this reason that I don’t allow my grad students to use questionnaires on motivation or attitude, and I’m very skeptical of any kind of data which requires metacognition from children before the age of nine or ten.  

Piaget has the same problem. He is anxious to defend his “clinical method” by showing that he has rigorously separated out answers that reflect the child’s attitude towards the topic from answers that reflect, e.g. “romancing”, “language play”, religion, and suggestion by adults. 

This isn’t really possible, as Piaget later admitted. However, he doesn’t deal with the actual REASON why it’s impossible. Any answer, not just a child’s answer, reflects the speaker’s attitude towards the QUESTION. That’s the very quality that makes it an answer. 

With adults, there is a category of question which we think of as scientific and which we take seriously. But children lack this concept, and cannot be expected to take scientific questions about motivation or attitude seriously, the way we wish them to take them.

32] 우리의 견해와 비교할 때 이러한 입장은 옳다. 그들은 (분명히 피아제에 의해 논의된 두 번째 그룹의 표상에 속하는) 아동의 과학적 개념은 자발적으로 성장하기보다는 진정한 발달 과정을 겪게 된다는 것을 인정했다. 위에 작성한 이런 표상들의 다섯 가지 특징은 이것을 분명하게 하고 있다. 피아제는 다른 연구자보다 더 멀리 더 깊게 우리가 관심을 가지고 있는 문제로 나아갔다. 심지어 그는 이 그룹의 개념이 탐구를 위한 독립적인 대상이 될 수 있다는 것을 인정했다. 

Seve: In themselves, these theses, which for the essential appear to us correct, imply the complete recognition that the scientific concepts of the child, which are undoubtedly part of the second group of concepts (that is the “liberated” concepts—DK) because they do not appear spontaneously, undergo an authentic process of development. The enumeration of the five traits shows evidence of this. Piaget, who goes further to the heart of the problem than all the other researchers, recognizes that this group of concepts can by itself and legitimately form the object of a special study. 

Meccaci: Already in these theses which seem correct in their substance, there is the recognition of the fact that the scientific concept of the child, which belongs without any doubt to the second group of child concepts since it does not appear spontaneously, undergoes an authentic process of development. This is evident in the enumeration of the five aspects cited above. Piaget recognizes that the investigation of this group of concepts can be the legitimate and independent object of a particular study. On this question Piaget goes farther and deeper than all the other researchers into the problem which interests us. 

Prout: In these basically correct ideas one can already find a full affirmation of the fact that academic concepts in children, which undoubtedly belong to the second group of children’s concepts and which do not arise spontaneously, undergo a fundamental process of development. This is obvious from the five illustrations listed above. 

PROUT HAS A PARA BREAK HERE. NOBODY ELSE DOES.

Piaget concedes that research into this group of concepts may even become a legitimate and independent subject for a special study. In this respect he goes further and delives deeper than any other researchers (sic). 

PROUT DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE BUT EVERYBODY ELSE DOES. REMEMBER THAT THE PROUT ARTICLE WAS PUBLISHED SEPARATELY FROM THINKING AND SPEECH—AS THE PREFACE TO SHIF’S MA WORK.

33] 그럼에도 피아제는 자신의 주장에 담겨진 긍정적 측면을 벗어난 약간의 실수를 했다. 피아제 사고의 상호 연결된 세 가지 측면은 잘못된 것이고 이것은 우리에게 아주 흥미 있는 것입니다. 첫 번째 실수는 아동의 비자발적 개념을 독립적으로 연구할 가능성과 이 개념이 아동 사고에 뿌리를 깊이 내리고 있다는 사실에 관한 것입니다. 피아제는 이러한 견해와 직접적으로 모순되는 단정을 하곤 했습니다. 그는 오로지 아동의 자발적 개념과 표상만이 아동 사고의 독특한 속성을 직접적으로 알아 낼 수 있는 원천일 수 있다고 단정합니다. 피아제의 견해에서 아동의 비자발적 개념(아동을 주변의 성인의 영향 하에서 형성되는 개념)은 아동 생각의 특성보다는 그 아동이 배운 성인 사고의 수준과 성격을 반영한다. 피아제의 이런 단정은 아동은 개념을 학습하는 동안에 개념을 재가공한다는 자기 자신의 주장과 모순됩니다. 아동 자신의 사고의 특수한 속성은 이 변형 과정에서 개념에 표현되어진다는 견해와도 모순됩니다. 피아제는 이것이 비자발적 개념에도 똑같이 적용될 수 있다는 것을 전반적으로 파악하지 못하고 오로지 자발적 개념에만 적용된다고 주장하곤 했습니다. 이것이 이 문제에 대한 피아제 사고에 나타난 첫 번째 실수입니다. 

Seve: But at the same time he commits some errors which devalue the part of his reasoning which is correct. Three of these elements of error have between them an internal link in the thinking of Piaget which interests us especially here. The first is that, all in recognizing the possibility of an independent study on the nonspontaneous concepst of the child, all in indicating that these concepts have profound roots in his thinking, he is nevertheless impelled to affirm the opposite, namely that only the spontaneous concepts and the spontaneous representations can be the source or can yield a direct understanding of the qualitative specificity of child thinking. The nonspontaneous concepts of the child, which are formed under the influence of the adult entourage, reflect, according to Piaget, not so much the real particularities of his thinking but the character and degree of his assimilation of the ideas of adults. He thus enters into a contradiction with the correct idea which he himself had developed, namely that the child re-elaborates the concept which he has assimilated, imprinting it in the course of this re-elaboration with the specific particularities of his own thinking. He is nevertheless inclined to only apply this idea to spontaneous concepts, refusing to see that it is equally applicable to the concepts which are nonspontaneous. This is a conclusion which is perfectly bereft of foundation and it constitutes the first erroneous error in the theory of Piaget.
Once again, the italics appear to have been added by Leontiev/Luria in 1956. They do not appear in either Meccaci or Prout’s version of this paragraph:

Meccaci: At the same time Piaget commits a number of mistakes which depreciate the value of the correct portion of his reasoning. What interests us in the first place are three of these elements of error in the thinking of Piaget between which there appear to be an internal link. The first of these consists of the fact that while he recognizes the possibility of an independent study of the nonspontaneous concepts of the child, and even indicates that these concepts have profound roots in the thinking of the child, Piaget arrives nevertheless at the very opposite affirmation according to which only the spontaneous concepts of the child and his spontaneous representations can form the point of departure of for a direct understanding of the qualitative specificity of child thinking. He nonspontaneous concepts of the child, formed under the nfluence of the people who attend him reflect, according to Piaget, not so much the particulars of child thinking as the grade and character of assimilation ont eh part of the chil of the ideas of the adult. By this Piaget falls into contradiction with his own correct hypothesis, according to which the child, in assimilating the concept, re-elaborates it and imprints the concept in the process of re-elaboration with a specific particularity of his thinking. Nevertheless, he is inclined to apply this thesis only to spontaneous concepts and he refuses to consider that it applies in equal measure as well to the nonspontaneous concepts. In this unfounded conclusion rests the first erroneous element in the theory of Piaget.    

Prout: The first of these is that, whilst admitting the possibility of an independent investigation of nonspontaneous concepts in children, and at the same time as he points out that these concepts are deeply rooted in children’s thinking, Piaget is still inclined towards the contrary assertion, according to which only the child’s spontaneous concepts and his spontaneous ideas can serve as a source of direct knowledge about the qualitative uniqueness of children’s thinking. According to Piaget children’s nonspontaneous concepts which have been formed under the influence of adults who surround them, reflect not so much the characteristics of their thinking as the degree and type of assimilation on their part of adult thinking. At the same time, Piaget begins to contradict his own sound idea that when a child assimilates a concept he reworks it and in the course of this reworking he imprints it with certain specific features of his own thoughts. However, he is inclined to apply this idea only to spontaneous concepts and he denies that it could equally be applied to nonspontaneous ones. It is in this completely unfounded conclusion where the first incorrect aspect of Piaget’s theory lies concealed.

34] 피아제가 저지른 두 번째 실수는 첫 번째 실수에서 직접적으로 흘러나옵니다. 일단 아동의 비자발적 개념이 아동 사고의 특성을 반영하지 못한다는 것을 그리고 이러한 특성이 단지 아동의 자발적 개념에만 담겨진 있다는 것을 받아들이게 되면, 우리는 자발적 개념과 비자발적 개념 사이에 어떤 상호 영향도 배제시키는 장애물이, 즉 흐름을 차단하는, 견고한, 외적 장애물이 존재한다는 발상을 받아들이지 않을 수 없다. 이 발상이 피아제에게 받아들여졌다. 피아제는 자발적 개념과 비자발적 개념을 변별하는데 성공했지만, 그들이 아동의 정신 발달 과정에서 형성된 단일한 체계에서 결합된다는 것을 보지 못했다. 그는 단절만을 보고 연결을 보지 못했다. 결과적으로 그는 개념 발달을 두 분리된 과정의, 즉 공통점이 하나도 없고 마치 두 개의 완벽하게 고립된 혹은 분리된 통로를 따라 이동하게 되는 과정의,  기계적 결합으로 파악했다.  

Seve: The second error flows directly from the first. If we admit that the nonspontaneous concepts of the child do not reflect the particularities of child thinking as such, that these particularities are only found in spontaneous concepts, we must then recognize (as Piaget effectively does0 that there exists between spontaneous concepts and nonspontaneous  concepts an impenetrable border, a solid frontier, established one time for all, which excludes all possibility of reciprocal influence between these two groups of concepts. Piaget limits himself to marking off spontaneous concepts and nonspontaneous concepts and he does not see what unites them in a unique system of concepts which constitutes itself in the course of the mental development of the child. He sees only that which separates them and not that which links them. This is why he represents the development of concepts as something that happens mechanically, from two separate processes which have between them nothing in common and which follow in some way two absolutely distinct trajectories.  

Meccaci: The second element of error present in this theory derives directly from the first: as soon as we admit that the nonspontaneous concepts of the child do not reflect the particularities of the child’s thinking as such, that these particularities are found only in the spontaneous conceps of the child, then we are forced to admit (as Piaget does in fact) that between spontaneous concepts and those which are not spontaneous there is an inviolable border, solid, stable, one time for all, which excludes all possibility of reciprocal influence between these two groups of concepts. Piaget only marks off these concepts as constituting the course of the intellectual development of the child. He sees only division and not connection. For this reason the development of concepts is represented by him as being mechanically effected between two distinct processes, which have nothing in common and which follow in some sense two completely isolated and distinct channels. 

Prout: The second false premise flows directly from the first. One it has been acknowledged that children’s nonspontaneous concepts do not reflect any of the aspects of children’s thinking as such, and that these aspects are only to be found in the children’s spontaneous concepts, by the same token we have to accept—as Piaget does—that there exists an impassable, solid, and permanently fixed barrier which excludes any possibility of mutual influence among these two groups of concepts. Piaget is only able to differentiate between the spontaneous and the nonspontaneous concepts, but he is unable to see the facts which unite them into a single system of concepts formed during the course of a child’s mental development. He only sees the gap, not the connection. It is for this reason that he represents concept development as the mechanical coming together of two separate processes which have nothing to do with one another and which, as it were, flow along two completely isolated and divided channels.

35] 필연적으로, 이 두 실수는 피아제의 이론을 모순 속으로 몰아넣었고, 결국 세 번째 실수로 귀결되었습니다. 한편으로 피아제는 아동의 비자발적 개념은 그의 사고에 드러나는 특성을 반여하지 못한다고 단정합니다. 그는 이 특권은 배타적으로 자발적 개념에만 속한다고 단정합니다. 비자발적 개념을 습득하는 것이 아동 사고에 드러나는 특성에 의존하지 않기 때문에, 이러한 판단은 아동 사고의 특성에 대한 지식이 실천적 중요성을 가질 수 없다는 것을 함축하게 됩니다. 다른 한편으로 그의 이론에서 기본 테제 하나는 아동 정신 발달의 본질은 아동 사고에서 이루어지는 점진적인 사회화에 있다는 것이다. 우리가 이제까지 살펴본 바와 같이, 비자발적 개념 형성을 위한 근본적이고 가장 집중된 맥락들 중 하나는 학교 교수이다. 만약에 우리가 이 문제에 대한 피아제의 견해를 수용한다면, 우리가 교수에서 발견하는 사고의 사회화와 관련된 과정은 지적 발달의 아동 자신의 내재적 과정과 전적으로 독립적인 것이 된다. 한편으로  교수에서 아동의 사회화를 설명할 때 아동 사고의 내재적 발달은 어떤 중요성을 가질 수 없게 됩니다. 다른 한편으로 (교수 과정에서 전면으로 나아가는) 아동 사고의 사회화는 아동의 표상과 개념의 내재적 발달과 연결되지 않는 것으로 제시됩니다. 

Seve: These two errors lead his theory into an internal contradiction and drive him into the third error. On the one hand, Piaget considers that nonspontaneous concepts on the part of the child do not reflect the particularities of his thinking, that this privilege belongs exclusively to spontaneous concepts. He must therefore admit that in a general manner understanding of the particularities of child thinking has no practical importance, since the nonspontaneous concepts are acquired independently of these particularities. On the other hand, one of the fundamental theses that he develops in his theory is that the essence of mental development of the child consists in the progressive socialization of his thinking. Now, one of these essential forms, one of the most dense forms that the process of nonspontaneous concept formation takes is school learning, and by consequence the process of socialization of thinking such as it is manifested in school learning and which has the greatest importance for the development of the child, would appear to be somehow independent of the actual internal processes of his intellectual development. On the one hand, the understanding of the internal process of development of child thinking is of no importance for explaining his socialization in school learning, and on the other the socialization of thinking which plays a role of the first rank in the process of school learning, is in no way linked to the internal development of representations and child concepts.

Meccaci: These two errors inevitably enmire the theory in an internal contradiction and carry him to a third error. On the one hand Piaget claims that the nonspontaneous concept in itself does not reflect the characteristics of child thinking, that this privilege belongs exclusively to the spontaneous concepts so we must admit that the knowledge of these particularities of child’s thinking in general has no practical importance at all, because the nonspontanous concepts are acquired without any dependence on these particularities. Furthermore, one of the fundamental theses of his theory is that the essence of this mental development in the child consists of the progressive socialization of child thinking. One of the fundamental forms of this is the more dense process of concept formation we find in nonspontaneous concepts in school learning. But the process of socializing thinking, important for the development of the child as it is manifested in learning, is independent of the process of internal intellectual development of the child. On the one hand, the knowledge of the process of internal development of child thinking does not have any importance for explaining the socialization into the course of learning, and on the other the socialization of child thinking, which is in the first place a process of learning, is not linked in any way to the internal development of representations and concepts in the child.

Prout: These mistakes cause the theory to become entangled in another internal contradiction and this leads to the third one. On the one hand, Piaget admits (???) that children’s nonspontaneous concepts do not do not reflect any characteristics of children’s thinking, and that this privilege belongs exclusively to spontaneous concepts. In that case he should agree that, in general, the understanding of the characteristics of children’s thinking has no practical significance, as the non-spontaneous concepts are acquired completely independently of these characteristics. On the other hand, one of the basic points of his theory is the admission that the essence of a child’s mental development consists of the progressive socialization of his thinking; one of the basic and most concentrated aspects of the formation process of nonspontaneous concepts is schooling, so the most important process of thought socialization for the development of a child as it makes its appearance during schooling turns out, as it were, not to have any connection with the child’s own internal process of intellectual development. On the one hand, understanding of the process of the internal development has no significance for the clarification of the socialization process during the course of school education, and on the other, the socialization of the child’s thinking which takes the foreground during the process of schooling, is in no way connected with the internal development of the children’s conceptions and concepts.

36] 이 모순이 피아제 이론의 가장 취약한 고리이며 현 연구에서 우리가 그의 이론을 비판적으로 분석하는 출발점이 됩니다. 이런 이유로 그 이론의 이론적 측면과 실천적 측면 둘 다를 더 상세하게 고려하는 것은 가치 있는 일입니다. 

Seve: This contradiction, which constitutes the weakest part of the whole theory of Piaget and at the same time serves as a point of departure for re-examining it under a critical angle, deserves a longer pause. It has a theoretical aspect and a practical one.

Meccaci: This contradiction, which constitutes the weakens of the whole of Piaget’s theory and at the same time represents the point of departure for critically re-examining it in our research, deserves that we devote a little more time to it. It has a theoretical aspect and a practical one.

PROUT DOES NOT BOTHER WITH THE LAST SENTENCE.

Prout: This contradiction, which is the weakest point of Piaget’s whole theory and at the same time serves as the starting point for a critical review of it in the present study, deserves a more detailed analysis.

이러한 모순의 이론적 측면은 피아제가 학습지도(“oбучeния” instructed learning)과 발달의 문제를 제시한 방법에 그 근원을 두고 있다. 피아제는 이 이슈에 대하여 자신의 생각을 명확히 밝히지 않고 지나가면서 슬쩍 언급할 뿐이다. 그럼에도 이 이슈에 대한 그의 분명한 입장은 피아제 이론의 구조에 있어 근본적인 중요성을 가지는 공리이다. 사실, 그의 이론 전반은 이 공리에 의해 확립되기도 하고 무너지기도 한다. 우리가 할 일은 피아제의 이론에서 이 측면을 추출하고 발달시켜 그에 상응하는 우리 자신의 가설과 대비시키는 것이다.
Seve: On the theoretical plane, this contradiction has its source in the manner in which Piaget conceives the problem of instructed learning and development. Nowhere does he directly develop this conception; he hardly even mentions it in incidental remarks; yet a precise solution to this problem is included in his system of theoretical constructions as a postulate of the first importance, on which rests his theory as a whole. As this solution is implied in the question which we examine here, we need to set it out so as to be able to contrast it at the corresponding point of departure with our own hypothesis.

Meccaci: The theoretical aspect of this contradictin has at its source the position of Piaget concerning the problem of learning and development. Piaget does not expound this theory directly in any place, and he almost doesn’t touch on the problem except for observations made in passing. Nevertheless a precise solution of this problem is included in the system which he theoretically constructs as a postulate of the first importance, on which he bases himself and upon which stands the entire theory as a whole. Because this theory is contained in the theory as a whole, our task is to expose it in order to confront it with the corresponding point of departure of our own hypothesis.

Prout: The theoretical aspect of this contradiction has its source in Piaget's ideas about the problem of teaching/learning [obuchenie] and development. Nowhere does Piaget develop this theory directly and he hardly mentions this question in his incidental remarks, but at the same time a definitive solution to this problem forms part of the system of his theoretical structures as a postulate of paramount importance on which the whole theory stands or falls. It is implied in the theory in question, and our task consists of revealing it as a feature to which we can contrapose a corresponding point of departure of our own hypothesis.
(footnote: Piaget does this later, in a 1962 article entitled “Learning and Development”, where he makes quite explicit the argument that development leads to learning)

Piaget, J. (1964) Development and Learning. R. Ripple and V. Rockcastle, eds. Piaget Rediscovered. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, reprinted in C.S. Lavatelli and F. Stendler eds. Readings in Child Development. New York, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. pp. 38-46.

피아제는 어린이의 정신 발달을 어린이 생각의 특징이 서서히 사라지는 과정으로 표현한다. 피아제에게 어린이의 정신 발달은 어린이 사고의 고유한 성질(quality)과 특성이 더욱 강력한 어른의 생각으로 점진적으로 교체되는 과정이다. 어린이 정신 발달의 시작은 유아의 유아론(唯我論, solipsism)으로 표현된다. 어린이가 어른의 사고를 취하게 되면 이러한 유아적인 유아론은 어린이의 자기 중심적인 생각에 자리를 내어 주게 된다. 자기 중심적인 생각은 어린이 의식의 특징과 성인 사고의 특징 사이의 타협으로 간주된다. 이 때문에 더 어린 어린이일수록 자기중심성이 더 강하다. 나이가 듦에 따라 어린이 생각의 특징들은 사라지기 시작한다. 그들은 한 두 영역으로 부터 교체되기 시작하여 마침내는 완전히 사라지게 된다. 발달의 과정은 더 초보적이고 기본적인 형태의 생각으로부터 좀더 수준 높고 복잡하며 발달된 형태의 사고가 연속적으로 나타나는 과정으로 표현되지 않는다. 대신, 발달은 한 사고의 형태가 다른 형태에 의해 점진적이고 연속적으로 떠밀려나는 과정으로 묘사된다. 사고의 사회화는 어린이 사고의 특징들이 쫓겨나는 외적이고 기계적인 과정으로 간주된다. 이러한 의미에서 발달은 용기 외부로부터 주입된 액체가 용기를 채우고 있던 기존 액체를 교체하는 과정과 견줄만하다. 흰 액체를 담고 있는 용기에 붉은 액체가 계속적으로 주입된다. 발달과정 초기의 어린이에게 고유한 특성을 대표하는 흰 색의 액체는 어린이가 발달함에 따라 밀려서 밖으로 나오게 된다. 용기가 점차 붉은 액체로 채워지게 됨에 따라 흰 액체는 용기 밖으로 밀려난다. 결국, 필연적으로 붉은 액체가 용기 전체를 채우게 된다. 발달은 어린이 생각의 특징이 사라져가는 과정으로 전락한다. 발달에 있어 새로운 것은 외부로부터 주입되는 것이다. 어린이의 특성들은 그의 발달의 역사에 있어 구성적, 긍정적, 진보적 또는 형성적인 역할을 하지 못한다. 고차적 형태의 사고는 어린이의 특성으로부터 생겨나지 않으며 단지 그것을 대체할 뿐이다. 피아제에 따르면 이것이 어린이 정신의 발달에 있어 유일한 법칙이다.
Seve: Piaget represents the mental development of the child as a progressive decline in the particularities of child thinking to the extent that this approaches the end of its evolution. Development consists, according to him, of the process of progressively evicting the qualities and specific properties of child thinking by the stronger and more powerful thinking of adults. Piaget describes the initial moment of development as a solipsism of the little one’s consciousness, solipsism to the extent that the adaptation of the child to adult thinking cedes place to an egocentrism of thinking, which is a compromise between the characteristics inherent to the very nature of child consciousness and the properties of mature thinking. The younger the child is, therefore, the stronger is the child’s egocentrism. To the extent that the he advances in age, the characteristics of his thinking, driven from one domain after another, decrease until they finally disappear altogether. The process of development is represented not as a continual emergence of new properties, each superior, more complex and closer to developed thinking, from forms of thinking that are more elementary and more primary, but instead as the progressive and continuous eviction of certain forms by others. The socialization of thinking is considered as a kind of mechanical eviction, carried out from outside, of all the characteristics of child thinking. Seen from this angle, the process of development completely resembles the process of replacing one liquid contained in a receptacle by another which is introduced from without; if there was, in the beginning a white liquid and if one injects without any interruption a red liquid, it will result ineluctably that the white liquid, which symbolizes the particularities which are to the greatest degree characteristic of the child himself at the beginning of the process, will decrease to the extent of development, and will be driven out of the receptacle which will always be refilled with the red liquid, until it is completely full of it. Development, therefore, turns out to be at bottom a process of decline. What is new in development comes form outside. The particularities of the child himself do not play any constructive, positive, formative role and are not a factor of progress in the history of the child’s mental development. They are not a source from which emerge new and superior forms of thinking. Thse superior forms simply take the place of the old ones. SEVE AND MECCACI HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE FOLLOWED BY A SINGLE LINE PARAGRAPH, NAMELY:


Such is, according to Piaget, the only law of child development.

Meccaci: The mental development of the child is represented by Piaget as a progressive decline in the particularities of child thinking to the extent that this development approaches the final point of development. The mental development of the child for Piaget is formed following a process of progressive supplanting of the qualities that are specific to child thinking by the stronger and more powerful thinking of adults. Piaget describes an intial moment of development as solipsism of child consciousness which then cedes its position to the egocentrism of child thinking which is a compromise between the particularity proper to th nature of child consciousness and the properties of mature thinking. Egocentrism is therefore stronger when the child is younger. With age, the particularities of child thinking diminish as they are chased form one field after another, and in the end cease entirely to exist. The process of development is not represented as the continuous emergence of new properties, superior ones, more complex and closer to evolved thinking from more elementary and more primary forms of thinking, but rather as the progressive and continuous supplanting of one form by another. The socialization of thinking is considered to be a form of external and mechanical supplanting of the individual characteristics of child thinking. The process of development from this point of view resembles, on the whole, the process of substituting one liquid, held in a receptacle, with another which is introduced into the receptacle. If in the beginning the receptacle in full of a white liquid, but we introduced continuously a red one, the inevitable result will be that the white liquid, which symbolizes the particular proper to the highest degree to the child, will be greatest at the beginning of the process, will decrease with development and will be eliminated from the receptacle, replaced always by the red liquid which will finally fill the whole receptacle. Development is reduced, at bottom, to a diminution. The new, the developed, comes from the outside. The particularities of the child himself do not play any constructive, positive, progressive or formative role in the history of the mental development of the child. It is not from this that the superior forms of thinking come. These, the superior forms, simply take their position.


This is the unique law of mental development of the child according to Piaget.

Prout: Piaget describes the process of intellectual development in children as a gradual withering away of the characteristics of their thinking as they appoach the final stage in their development. For Piaget, a child's intellectual development comprises a process of gradual displacement of the peculiar qualities and characteristics of childish thinking by the more powerful and vigorous adult thinking process. The starting point of this development is described by Piaget as the solipsism characteristic of infantile consciousness which, as the child adapts to the adult way of thinking, gives way to the egocentrism of childish thinking, which is a compromise between the peculiar features inherent in a child's consciousness and the characteristics of mature thinking. The younger the age of the children, the more pronounced are the signs of egocentrism which can be seen. The characteristics of children's thinking decline with age, as they are forced out from one sphere after another, until such time as they disappear altogether. The process of development is seen not as an uninterrupted emergence of new characteristics which are higher, more complicated and closer to developed thought, out of more basic and primary forms of thinking, but as a gradual and uninterrupted replacement of one group of forms by another. The socialization of thinking is viewed like an external, mechanical replacement of individual features of a child's thinking process. From this point of view, the developmental process is quite like the process of displacing one liquid already present in a container by forcing another into it from the outside In the process of development, everything new comes from the outside. (NOTICE THAT PROUT ENTIRELY OMITS THE DISCUSSION OF THE RED AND THE WHITE LIQUID. PERHAPS VYGOTSKY ADDED THIS LATER?) The child's own peculiar characteristics do not play any constructive, positive, progressive or shaping role in the history of his intellectual development. They are in no way responsible for creating any of the higher forms of thinking. These higher forms simply take the place of the former ones. According to Piaget, this is the only law which applies to the intellectual development in children.

이 이슈에 대한 피아제의 생각을 확장해 보면 학습 지도와 발달 사이의 관계는 어린이 개념의 형성에 있어 하나의 적대감으로 표현된다. 처음부터 어린이의 생각은 어른의 생각과 대조적인 위치에 놓인다. 하나가 다른 것으로부터 생겨나는 것이 아니라 다른 것을 배제하는 것이다. 이는 단지 어린이가 어른으로부터 얻게 된 비 즉시적 개념이 그의 즉시적 개념과 무관하다는 말이 아니다. 다양한 방식으로 전자는 후자와 완전히 대조적이다. 이 둘 사이에는 계속적인 적대와 갈등 이외에는, 또한 비 즉시적 개념이 즉시적 개념을 점진적이고 연속적으로 교체하는 것 이외에는 어떠한 관계도 성립이 불가능하다. 하나가 자리를 잡기 위해서는 다른 것이 그 자리에서 물러나야 한다. 따라서 어린이 발달의 모든 과정에 있어서 두 개의 적대적인 개념의 그룹이 존재해야 한다. 나이에 따라 바뀌는 것은 오직 그들 사이의 양적인 관계이다. 처음에 한 쪽이 우세하지만 발달의 한 단계에서 다음 단계로 넘어감에 따라 다른 편의 양이 점차적으로 증대하게 된다. 학교에서의 학습지도와 관련지어서, 비 즉시적인 개념은 즉시적인 개념을 대체하게 된다. 이는 11세에서 12세 사이에 일어난다. 피아제의 견해로는 이것이 어린이의 정신 발달을 완성한다. 발달이라는 하나의 드라마에 있어서 결정적인 작용을 하며 성숙의 전체 시기에 연장되는 진정한 성인 개념의 형성은 어린이의 역사에 있어 잉여적이거나 불필요한 부분으로 제외되고 있다. 피아제는 어린이 표현의 발달의 각 단계에 있어서 우리는 어린이의 사고와 어린이를 둘러싼 사고 간의 진정한 갈등을 만나게 된다고 주장한다. 그는 이러한 갈등을 통해 어린이 마음 속에서 어른으로부터 받은 것으로의 체계적인 변형이 일어나게 된다고 주장한다. 이 이론에 따르면, 발달은 적대적인 사고 형태들 사이의 계속적인 갈등이 되어 버린다; 발달 과정의 각 단계에 있어 이 두 개의 사고 형태 사이의 고유한 타협의 확립으로 발달이 전락하는 것이다. 이러한 타협은 발달 과정의 각 단계마다 바뀌게 되는데, 이 과정 속에서 어린이의 자기중심성은 궁극적으로 사라져 없어지게 된다. 
Seve: If we pursue the idea of Piaget and we apply it to the most particular problems of development, we must incontestably admit that the direct prolongation of antagonism is the only adequate term for defining the relationships which exist between school learning and development in the process of formation of child concepts. The form of child thinking is from the beginning opposed to the more mature forms of thinking. These do not emerge from others but rather exclude them. So it is only natural not only that all the nonspontaneous concepts that the child receives and assimilates from adults have nothing in common with spontaneous concepts but which are the product of the proper activity of child thinking but that they must, according to a whole series of essential relationships, be directly opposed to them. Between the one and the other the only possible relationships are incessant, permanent antagonism, a conflict and an eviction of the one by the other. The ones must disappear for the others to take their place. There must, therefore be, all through the term of child development, two groups of antagonistic concepts, spontaneous and nonspontaneous, in which the reciprocal relationships, to the extent that the child advances in age, are only quantitatively modified. The one predominates at the beginning, and the number of the other grows gradually as the child passes form one age period to another. At the school age, around eleven or twelve years old, together with the process of school learning, nonspontaneous concepts will definitively evict spontaneous concepts, such that the mental development of the child is, according to Piaget, already completely finished, and the most important act which, taking place at the period of pubery, completes the whole drama of development, the superior stage of mental development, that is,t he formation of true concepts, concepts which have come to maturity, escapes this account, in which it is a superfluous and unnecessary chapter. Piaget says that we encounter at each stage in the development of child representations “real conflicts between the thinking of the child and that of those around him, conflicts which result in the systematic deformation of adults words in the mind of the child”. What is more, this theory reduces all of the content of development to an incessant conflict between antagonistic forms of thinking and to specific compromises between them, which are established at each age and which are determined by the degree of the diminution of childhood egocentrism. 

Meccaci: If we follow the idea of Piaget and apply it to the particular problem of development, we can incontestably maintain that the direct outcome of this idea should be that antagonism is the only adequate term for the relations that exist between instructed learning and development in the process of concept formation in children. The form of child thinking are at the origins opposed to the forms of adult thinking. The one is not born from the other, but excludes the other. For this reason it is natural not only that all the concepts which are non spontaneous, which the child receives from the adult and assimilates, have nothing in common with the spontaneous concepts which are the product of the proper activity of child thinking, but also that there must be a whole series of relationships which are essentially opposed to them in a direct way. Between the one and the other no other relation is possible, other than relations of constant and permanent antagonism, a conflict and a supplanting of the one by the other. One must disappear so that the other can take its place. It can only be during the course of the development in children of these two groups of antagonistic concepts—the spontaneous and the nonspontaneous—that with age the sole modification will be a quantitative one. One of them is predominant at the beginning; with the passage from one age period to another there is a progressive augmentation of the quantity of the other. Around school age, that is, eleven or twelve, in connection with the process of instructed learning, the nonspontaneous concept definitively supplants the spontaneous ones, and so for Piaget the mental development of the child is already completely finished, and the most important act which resolves the whole drama of development and which is only verified with the period of puberty, the superior stage of mental development, that is, the formation of true and mature concepts, is shown to be a superfluous, useless chapter in the in the history of mental development. Piaget says that we incontestably true that we meet at each step in the field of the development of child representations, real conflicts between the thinking of the child and the thinking of those in the vicinity, conflicts which bring a systematic deformation in the mind of the child of what is received from adults. In all of this the content of development remains completely, according to this theory, an incessant conflict between antagonistic forms of thinking and the specific compromises made between them which stabilize each level according to the diminution of child egocentrism. 

Some important differences with Prout’s account of this passage!

Prout: If one were to expand on Piaget's idea in a way that would include the more particular problem connected with development, without any doubt, one could maintain that what follows on from this idea directly would be an acknowledgement that antagonism is the only suitable name which could apply to those relationships which exist between teaching and development during the process of concept formation in children. To begin with, the form that children's thinking assumes is opposite to the form of mature thinking. Either originates from the other one, (This is EXACTLY the opposite of what Minick and Seve say “One does not arise from the other”, p. 175!--DK) but they are mutually exclusive. So, naturally, all the non-spontaneous concepts which have been acquired by the child from adults, not only will not have anything in common with the spontaneous concepts which are the product of the child's own active thinking, but they will inevitably be directly opposite to them in very many essential aspects. No other relationship between these two forms is possible, apart from a constant and unremitting antagonism, conflict and displacement of one by the other. One form has to clear off so that the other can take over. So, throughout the period of childhood development, two antagonistic groups of concepts, the spontaneous and the nonspontaneous, are forced to co-exist and they undergo changes with age, but only from the point of view of their quantitative ratio. At first one type predominates, but during the progression from one age group to another, there is a gradual increase in the number of the others. During school age, at about 11-12 years, as a result of the process of education, the non-spontaneous concepts finally (Minick: “begins to replace”--DK) displace the spontaneous ones, so that, according to Piaget, at this age the intellectual development of children appears complete and the most important act which represents there solution of the entire drama of development, and which coincides with the period of puberty, the highest stage of intellectual development-the formation of fundamental, mature concepts-is excluded from the history of intellectual development, like a superfluous, unwanted chapter. Piaget maintains that, in real circumstances, at every stage of the way in the field of development of children's concepts, we come across real conflicts between their thinking and the thinking of the surrounding world, conflicts which result in systematic deformations of the legacy they receive from adults which occur in the minds of children. Furthermore, according to this theory, the entire content of the developmental process, without exception, can be reduced to one uninterrupted conflict between the antagonistic forms of thinking and the special compromises which take place between them, which become established at every age and which can be gauged by the degree of decline of childish egocentrism. 

실제적인 관점에서, 피아제 생각의 이러한 모순은 어린이의 즉시적 개념에 대한 연구로부터 얻은 결과를 비 즉시적 개념의 발달에 적용하는 것을 불가능하게 만들었다. 한 편으로는, 어린이의 비 즉시적 개념, 특히 학교에서의 학습 지도의 과정을 통해 형성된 비 즉시적 개념은 어린이 자신의 사고 발달과 공통점이 전혀 없다. 다른 한 편으로는 즉시적 개념의 특징인 발달의 법칙을 학교의 학습 지도의 결과로 일어나는 개념의 발달에 전이시키고자 시도가 계속된다. 우리는 마법의 원 안에 갇힌 자신을 발견하게 된다.
Seve: As for the practical side of this contradiction, it consists of the impossibility of applying the results of the study of spontaneous concepts of children to the process of nonspontaneous concept development. On the one hand, as we’ve seen, nonspontaneous concepts, and in particular those which are formed during the process of school instruction, have nothing in common with the proper process of development of the child thinking. On the other, in order to resolve any pedagogical question from the psychological point of view, we tend to transfer the law of development of spontaneous concepts to school learning. SEVE, MECCACI DO NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT MINICK DOES. The result, as we have seen in Piaget’s article, “The psychology of the child and the teaching of history”, is a vicious circle: 

Meccaci: The practical aspect of the contradiction we have examined is the impossibility of applying the results of the study of spontaneous concepts of the child to the process of the development of his nonspontaneous concepts. On the one hand, as we have seen, the nonspontaneous concepts of the child, in particular the concepts which are formed during a process of school learning, have nothing in common with the proper process of development of child thinking. On the other hand, in order to resolve any pedagogical problem from the point of view of psychology we attempt to transfer the laws of devlopment of spontaneous concepts to instructed learning. The result, as we see in Piaget’s article Child psychology and the teaching of history is a vicious circle. NO PARA BREAK HERE.

Prout: The practical side of the contradiction in question consists of our inability to apply the results of the study of spontaneous concepts in children to the process of development of non-spontaneous ones. On the one hand, as we have seen, non-spontaneous concepts in children and particularly concepts which are formed during the process of schooling, do not have anything in common with the process of the children's own development of thinking; on the other hand, when considering any educational question from the point of view of psychology, an attempt has been made to transfer the laws of development of spontaneous concepts to the school teaching situation. (PROUT INCLUDES THE SENTENCE ABOUT THE CIRCLE IN THE FIRST SENTENCE OF THE NEXT PARA AS A REFERENCE TO A “VICIOUS CIRCLE” NOT AN “ENCHANTED CIRCLE”)
이는 피아제의 “어린이의 심리와 역사의 교수”라는 논문에서 특히 명확하게 나타난다. 여기서, 피아제는 만일 어린이의 역사적 이해를 기르는 것이 비판적, 객관적 접근의 능력을 전제조건으로 한다면, 이것이 상호의존성과 관계 그리고 안정성에 대한 이해를 전제조건으로 한다면 역사를 가르치는 방법을 결정하는 토대로써 어린이의 즉시적 지적 상태(그것이 아무리 소박하고 사소해 보일지라도)에 대한 연구보다 나은 것이 없다고 주장한다(Piaget, 1933). 그러나 이 논문에서 어린이의 즉시적 지적 상태에 대한 연구는 피아제를 역사를 가르치는 기본적인 목적을 구성하는 것은-- 비판적이고 객관적인 접근과 상호 의존성과 관계 그리고 안정성에 대한 이해는-- 어린이의 사고와 이질적이라는 결론으로 이끈다. 한 편, 우리는 즉시적 개념의 발달은 과학적 개념의 습득을 설명할 수 없다는 주장을 발견한다. 다른 한 편으로, 우리는 수업 기술에 있어서 어린이의 즉시적 상태에 대한 연구보다 중요한 것은 없다는 주장을 발견한다. 피아제는 이러한 실제적인 모순을 학습 지도와 발달 사이에 존재하는 적대성으로써 해결한다. 즉시적 생태에 대한 지식은 학습 지도의 과정에서 고려되어야 하므로 중요하다. 이는 우리가 적(敵)을 잘 알아야 하는 것과 유사하게 이해되어야 한다. (학교 교육에서의 기초가 되는)성인 사고와 어린이 사고 사이의 계속되는 갈등은 교수 기술의 개선을 위하여 반드시 이해되어야 한다. 
Seve: “But if truly,” says Piaget, “education in a sense of history for the child presupposes a critical or objective spirit, that of intellectual reciprocity and that of relations or scales, nothing seems more proper in determining the techniques of teaching history that the study of the spontaneous intellectual attitudes of the child, no matter how naïve and negligible they may appear at first glance.” But in this same article, which ends with these words, the study of the spontaneous intellectual attitudes of children drive the author to conclude that what is foreign to child thinking is exactly what constitutes the fundamental goal of historical teaching: a critical and objective sensibility, the sense of intellectual reciprocity, of relations and of scales. The result is that, on the one hand, the development of spontaneous concepts cannot tell us anything about the question of acquiring scientific knowledge. On the other, there is nothing more important for teaching techniques than the study of the spontaneous attitudes of children. The theory of Piaget resolves this practical contradiction with the help of the principle of the antagonism which exists between instructed learning and development. From the evidence, the knowledge of the spontaneous attitudes is important in so far as they represent exactly what must be eliminated in the process of learning. Knowing them is necessary as it is necessary to know an enemy. The incessant conflict between child thinking and mature thinking, which is at the base of school teaching, must be elucidated so that the technology of teaching may draw useful lessons from it.

Meccaci: “If it is true,” Piaget says, “that education of the child in a sense of history supposes that there be a critical, objective spirit, one of intellectual reciprocity, and one of a sense of relationships and scale, nothing would seem more important for determining the technique of teaching of history than a study of the spontaneous intellectual attitudes o the child, no matter how naïve and insignificant these may appear in the beginning.” But in this same article, which ends with these very words, the study of these spontaneous intellectual attitudes on the part of the child caries the author to the conclusion that child thinking is intrinsically foreign to what constitutes the fundamental aim of history—the critical and objective approach, the understanding of interdependence, the comprehension of relations and stability (???). The result is that, on the one hand, the development of spontaneous concepts cannot in fact cast any light on the problem of the acquisition of scientific knowledge, and on the other, that there is nothing more important for the teachnique of teaching than the study of the spontaneous attitudes of children. This practical contradiction is resolved in the theory of Piaget by means of the antagonism which exists between instructed learning and development. Evidently understanding the spontaneous attitudes of the child is important because these must be supplanted in the process of learning. Knowing them is necessary as knowing the enemy is necessary. The incessant conflict between mature thinking which is at the base of school learning, and child thinking must be clarified in order to draw useful lessons for the techniques of teaching.

Prout: As a result, as can be seen from Piaget's article 'Child psychology and the teaching of history', the result is a vicious cycle: 'But if the training of children to think historically', says Piaget, "'really...presupposes a critical or objective spirit, one of intellectual reciprocity and awareness of relationships or levels, nothing is more suitable to determine the technique of history teaching better than the psychological study of the child's spontaneous intellectual tendencies, no matter how naïve and negligible they may seem at first glance.' (NOTICE PROUT’S USE OF QUOTATION MARKS.) But in the very same chapter an investigation of these spontaneous intellectual tendencies in children brings the author to the conclusion that what children's thinking really requires, is the same thing that makes up the basic goal of history teaching, i.e. a critical and objective approach, an understanding of the interdependencies and an awareness of relationships and stability (Minick: “is foreign to the child’s thought”—DK). The result of all this is that, on the one hand, the development of spontaneous concepts can explain nothing about the question of acquisition of academic knowledge, and on the other, there is nothing more important from the point of view of teaching methods than the study of spontaneous tendencies in children. This practical contradiction is also resolved by Piaget's theory with the aid of the principle of antagonism which exists between teaching/learning [obuchenie] and development. It is obvious that a knowledge of spontaneous tendencies is important because they are the factors which are to be replaced during the process of education. Knowledge about them is as necessary as the need to know one's enemy. The continual conflict between mature thinking, which underpins school teaching, and the thinking of children needs to be illuminated to enable teaching methods to learn valuable lessons from it. 

본 연구의 목적 즉, 우리가 실험 가설을 형성하고 그에 대한 실험적인 증명을 하고자 하는 주된 동기는 본질적으로, 어린이 사고의 발달에 대한 가장 현대의 훌륭한 이론 중 하나에서 나타나는 이 세 가지 한계를 극복하고자 하는 데 있다.
Seve: The tasks of the present study, in what concerns the construction of our working hypothesis and its verification through experimentation, consist above all to overcome what we have come to describe as the three errors of one of the most powerful theories that exists at present.

Meccaci: The task of the present research is the construction of a working hypothesis, its experimental verification, and the overcoming of three fundamental errors, described below, of one of the most powerful contemporary theories.

Prout: The task of this study is partly to form a working hypothesis and partly to test it with the help of experimental evidence. It consists, first of all, of overcoming the three fundamental misconceptions of what is one of the most outstanding contemporary theories, discussed above. 

우리의 첫 번째 기본 가정은 피아제의 첫 번째 잘못된 논의와 정 반대이다. 비즉시적 개념의 발달(특히 우리가 고차적이고 순수하며, 이론적 실제적으로 중요하다고 생각하는 비즉시적 개념의 유형인 과학적 개념)은 한 발달 단계의 어린이 사고의 모든 기본적인 질적 특성을 드러낼 것이다. 이 입장은 과학적 개념이 단순히 어린이에 의해 습득되거나 기억되어서 어린이의 기억에 의해 조절(assimilate)되는 것이 아니라 어린이 스스로 열심히 노력하여 생각함으로써 생겨나고 형성된다는 생각에 기초를 두고 있다. 이는 과학적 개념의 발달이 어린이 사고의 특성을 나타내야 한다는 것을 함의한다. 이러한 가정은 우리의 실험적 연구에 의해 온전히 지지된다.
Seve: Against the first of these erroneous ideas, we can advance the inverse hypothesis: the development of nonspontaneous concepts, and in particular scientific concepts, which we have the right to consider as a superior type of nonspontaneous concepts, the most pure and the most important from the point of view of theory and practice, ought to present to a special analysis all the qualitative specificities proper to child thinking at this stage of development and at this age. We state, in order to advance a hypothesis previously developed on simple consideration, that scientific concepts are not assimilated or learned by the child, nor are they registered by the memory but that they are born and form thanks to a very great tension in the whole mental activity of the child’s own thinking. It follows then in all necessity that the development of scientific concepts must present integrally particularities of this activity of child thinking. Scientific research, we can say without any fear of pre-empting their results, confirm entirely this hypothesis.

Meccaci: Against the first of these three erroneous positions we can advance the hypothesis which is inverse in sense, according to which we need to attend to the development of nonspontaneous concepts, and in particular scientific concepts, which we have the right to consider a superior type, more pure and more important, of nonspontaneous concept according to their theoretical and practical aspects, must manifest in a special inquiry all the qualitative specificities which are fundamental and proper to child thinking at a given stage and age of development. In our hypothesis, we formulate the consideration, developed above, that scientific concepts are not assimilated or taken in by the child, they are not imprinted on the memory, but they are born and formed by the highest tension of all the activity of their thinking. It follows necessarily that the development of scientific concepts must present in all of their fullness the characteristics of this activity of child thinking. Experimental research, if we do not anticipate their results, will completely confirm this hypothesis.

Prout: To counter the first of these erroneous ideas, we can offer a suggestion with the opposite meaning, according to which one would expect that the development of non-spontaneous, particularly academic concepts, which we are justified in considering as representing a higher and most pure and significant type of non-spontaneous concept from the theoretical and practical point of view, should be able to reveal all their basic qualities which are characteristic of children's thinking, at any given stage of their development, when subjected to a special investigation. By putting forward this suggestion, we are basing ourselves on the simple premise previously developed, that academic concepts are not assimilated and learned by the child and are not taken up by memory, but arise and are formed with the help of the most extreme tension in the activity of his own thinking. And, with relentless inevitability, what emerges from this at the same time, is that the development of academic concepts should exhibit the peculiar characteristics of this high level of activity of children's thinking to the fullest extent. The results obtained from experimental studies entirely confirm this suggestion. 

두 번째 가정 역시 피아제와 대립된다. 가장 순수한 형태의 비 즉시적 개념으로써, 과학적 개념은 즉시적 개념에 의해 나타난 특성과 반대되는 특성을 나타낼 뿐 아니라, 동일한 특성도 나타낸다. 이 두 유형의 개념을 나누는 경계는 유동적이다. 발달의 실제 경로에 있어서 이 경계는 앞 뒤로 수시로 움직인다. 우리가 처음에 어떤 가정을 세워야 한다면, 이 가정은 즉시적 개념과 과학적 개념의 발달은 밀접하게 연결된 과정이어서 이들이 서로 지속적으로 영향을 미친다는 것이 되어야 한다. 한 편으로, 과학적 개념의 발달은 특정 수준의 즉시적 개념의 성숙에 직접적으로 의존한다. 이에 대한 증거는 우리의 실제적인 실험에서 찾아볼 수 있다. 과학 개념의 발달은 어린이의 즉시적 개념이 일정 수준의 발달에 도달하였을 때에만 가능해 진다. 이러한 발달의 수준은 특징적으로, 학령기가 시작될 때까지는 이루어진다. 다른 한 편으로는, 과학적 개념과 같이 고등의 개념 유형의 등장은 필연적으로 기존의 즉시적 개념에 영향을 미칠 것이다. 이러한 두 가지 유형의 개념은 어린이의 의식 안에 캡슐로 싸여 있거나 고립되어 있지 않다. 이들은 완전히 가로막힌 벽에 의해 나뉘어 있지 않으며 두 개의 떨어진 물길을 따라 흐르고 있지도 않다. 그들은 계속적으로 상호작용을 한다. 이는 필연적으로 과학적 개념과 같이 비교적 복잡한 구조를 일반화 하는 것이 즉시적 개념의 구조에 변화를 가져오는 상황으로 인도한다. 즉시적 개념의 발달을 말하든 과학적 개념의 발달을 말하든 우리는 개념 형성의 통합된 과정의 발달을 다루는 것이다. 이 발달의 과정은 다양한 내적, 외적 조건 하에서 실현된다. 그러나 그 본성에 의해 발달 과정은 통합된 과정으로 유지된다. 이는 서로 배척하는 두 개의 사고 형태 사이의 투쟁, 갈등, 적의의 기능이 아니다. 다시 한번, 실험적 연구의 결과에 주의를 기울인다면, 우리는 이러한 가정이 데이터에 의해 온전히 지지됨을 발견하게 될 것이다.
Seve: Against the second erroneous idea of Piaget we can once again advance the inverse hypothesis: the scientific concept of the child, as the most pure type of nonspontaneous concept, will show, during the course of our study, not only traits that are opposed to those which the analysis of spontaneous concepts has revealed to us, but also some traits that are common. The frontier separating the one from the other will show itself to be to the highest degree fluctuating and in the real course of development it is crossed from one side and from the other an incalculable number of times. The development of spontaneous concepts and that of scientific concepts are, we must presume, processes which are tightly bound together, which exercise the one upon the other a constant influence. On the one hand—this is the prolongation which we must give to our hypothesis—the development of scientific concepts must unmistakably take hold on a certain level of maturation of spontaneous concepts, which cannot be bereft of interest for the formation of scientific concepts for the simple reason that, as direct experience teaches us, the development of scientific concepts only becomes possible when the spontaneous concepts of the child attain a certain level, characteristic of the beginning of school age. On the other hand, we must suppose that the appearance of the superior type of concepts, such as scientific concepts, cannot but influence the level of spontaneous concepts that have already formed, since in the consciousness of the child the one and the other are not closed inside capsules, they are not separated by a watertight bulkhead, they do not follow two distinct trajectories but they find themselves in a constant process of interaction which ought to have as a consequence generalizations of a superior structure, proper to scientific concepts, provoking obligatorily modifications in the structure of spontaneous concepts. We found ourselves, in order to advance this hypothesis, on the following fact: when we speak of the development of spontaneous or scientific concepts, it is a matter of a unique process of concept formation which, all the while being carried out in different internal and external conditions, is nevertheless of a single nature and does not consist of a struggle, a conflict or an antagonism between two forms of thinking which from the beginning mutually exclude each other. Experimental research, if we again may anticipate the results, will confirm entirely this hypothesis as well.

Meccaci: Against the second erroneous idea of Piaget we can advance once again the inverse hypothesis according to which the scientific concept of the child, that is, the purest type of nonspontaneous concept, will show in the course of our inquiry not only the traits which oppose it to those of the spontaneous concept which our research has revealed, but also traits that are common to both. The borders which separate the one from the other concept, will reveal itself to be fluctuating and will be traversed from one side and from the other an incalculable number of times during the real course of development. The development of spontaneous concepts and that of scientific concepts, we must presume, are processes that are tightly linked, and that exercise, the one upon the other, a constant influence. On the one hand—in this way we must develop our hypothesis—the development of concepts (???) must rest inevitably upon a certain level of maturation of spontaneous concepts, which in turn cannot remain indifferent to the formation of scientific concepts for the simple reason that, as immediate experience teaches us, the development of scientific concepts is only possible when the spontaneous concepts of the child have achieved a certain determined level, characteristic of the initiation of school age. On the other hand, we must suppose that for their part concepts of the superior type, such as scientific concepts are, cannot help but influence the level of spontaneous concepts which are already formed, for the simple reason that the one and the other type of concept is not encapsulated in the consciousness of the child, they are not separated the one from the other by an impenetrable wall, and are not isolated in two channels, but they find themselves in a process of constant interaction which must inevitably have as a consequence generalizations of a superior structure, proper to scientific concepts, which will provoke the modification of the structure of spontaneous concepts. In order to advance this hypothesis, we found ourselves on the fact that, when we speak of the process of development of spontaneous or scientific concepts, while they are formed in different internal and external conditions, the process nevertheless has a single nature and does not consist of a struggle, a conflict, or an antagonism between two forms of thinking which are mutually exclusive from the beginning. Scientific research, if we may once more anticipate the result, will entirely confirm this hypothesis. 

Prout: Against Piaget's second false idea , we can once again put forward a countersuggestion which has the opposite sense, according to which academic concepts in children, the purest type of non-spontaneous concepts, under investigation reveal not just certain features which are opposite to those which we know from the study of spontaneous concepts, but some which are common to both. The dividing line between these two types of concepts turns out to be highly fluid, passing from one side to the other an infinite number of times in the actual course of development. Right from the start it should be mentioned that the developments of spontaneous and academic concepts turn out as processes which are tightly bound up with one another and which constantly influence one another. On the other hand-this is how we have to develop our suggestions-the development of academic concepts should certainly be based on a certain degree of maturing of spontaneous concepts, which cannot be ignored in the process of formation of academic concepts, if for no other reason that direct experience teaches us that the development of academic concepts is only possible when the child's spontaneous concepts have reached a certain level peculiar to school age. Conversely, we have to suppose that the emergence of higher types of concepts, which academic concepts belong to, cannot remain without influence on the level of the previously formed spontaneous concepts, for the simple reason that both types of concepts are not encapsulated in the child's consciousness, are not separated from one another by an impermeable barrier, do not flow along two isolated channels, but are in the process of continual, unceasing interaction, which has to lead inevitably to a situation where generalizations, which have a higher structure and which are peculiar to academic concepts, should be able to elicit a change in the structure of spontaneous concepts. Whilst making this suggestion, we are basing ourselves on the fact that, whilst we are speaking about the development of spontaneous or academic concepts, what we really have in mind is the development of a single process of concept formation, which is happening under different internal and external conditions, but which remains unified in its nature and is not formed as a result of a struggle, conflict or any antagonism of two mutually exclusive forms of thinking. If we allow ourselves to anticipate the experimental results once again, they, too, entirely confirm this proposal. 

마지막으로 (피아제의 잘못되고 모순적인 세 번째 입장과 반대로) 우리는 --개념 형성의 과정에서--학습 지도의 과정과 발달의 과정 사이의 관계는 피아제가 제안한 단순한 적대감보다 훨씬 더 복잡하고 긍정적이어야 한다고 주장하고자 한다. 학습 지도가 어린이 개념 발달의 기본적 근원이며 이 과정을 조정하는 대단히 강력한 힘이라는 것을 우리의 연구가 보여줄 것이라는 기대하는 것은 온당하다. 이 가정은 학습 지도가 학령기 중 어린이의 정신 발달의 모든 운명을 결정짓는 결정적 역할을 한다는, 일반적으로 받아들여지는 사실에 기반을 둔다. 나아가, 과학적 개념은 기존에 있던 더 낮은 수준의, 더 기본적인 형태의 일반화가 제공하는 토대 위에서만 어린이의 머리 속에서 생겨날 수 있다. 그들은 단순히 외부로부터 어린이의 의식 속으로 소개될 수 없다. 다시 한번, 이 세 번째 가정은 연구 결과에 의해 지지된다. 논제에 대한 이 입장 덕분에 우리는 피아제와는 대단히 다른 관점에서 행해진, 교수와 수업 지도에 대한 어린이 개념의 심리학적 연구의 유용성을 가늠해 볼 수 있게 된다.

Seve: Finally, we can put forward to counter the third idea, whose erroneous and contradictory nature we have already tried to show, the inverse hypothesis: in the formation of concepts there must exist, between the process of instructed learning and that of development not an antagonism but links that are infinitely more complex and positive. We should expect that school learning will reveal itself in the course of our special study to be one of the fundamental sources of the development of child concepts and the strongest force directing this process. In order to advance this hypothesis we base ourselves on the universally known fact that at school age instruction is the decisive element, which will determine the whole destiny of the mental development of the child including the development of his concepts, and we also base ourselves on the consideration that scientific concepts of a superior type can be born in the mind of a child beginning with the types of generalization that are lower and more elementary which existed before and which can in no way be brought from the exterior to the child’s mind. This time once again the research, if we cast a forward glance onto its results, will confirm the third and last hypothesis and by doing so will permit us to cast a light completely different from that of Piaget on the question of the application of the data of psychological study of child concepts to problems of teaching and learning.

Meccaci: Finally, against the third idea, whose error and contradiction we have already attempted to demonstrate above, we can advance the hypothesis that between the process of instructed learning and that of development there is not an antagonism, but relations of a character infinitely more complex and more positive. We can expect that instructed learning will be revealed, during the course of our special inquiry, to be a fundamental source of development for child concepts and a more potent force directing this process. In order to advance this hypothesis, we found ourselves on the universally noted fact that in the school age, instruction is a decisive element which determines all the destiny of the mental development of the child, including the development of the child’s concepts, and we base ourselves as well on the consideration that these scientific concepts, of a superior type, cannot be born in the mind of the child if not from a type of generalization which is more elementary and cannot be transported into the child’s consciousness from outside. If we may once again cast an eye forward to the final result, the research will confirm again this third and ultimate hypothesis and in so doing will allow us to bring to bear data from the psychological study of child concepts on the applications of problems of teaching and education on a plane which is quite different from the one offered by Piaget.  

Prout: Finally, we would counter the third idea by putting forward another assumption, which suggests that, so far as concept formation is concerned, not antagonism but relations of an infinitely more complex nature should exist between the processes of education and development. We should expect in advance that in the course of a special study, teaching/learning [obuchenie] will be revealed as one of the fundamental sources of the development of concepts in children and a powerful force which guides this process. In this proposal, we are basing ourselves on the generally accepted fact that teaching/learning [obuchenie] is a decisive factor during school age which determines the entire subsequent fate of the child's mental development, including the development of his concepts, as well as on the consideration that higher types of academic concepts cannot arise in the child's mind in any other way except out of already existing lower, rudimentary types of generalization, and that, under no circumstances, can they be deposited in the child's consciousness from the outside. 

이러한 논의를 자세히 발전시키는 것은 후에 하고자 한다. 우선, 우리는 즉시적 또는 일상 개념과 비즉시적, 또는 과학적 개념의 구분을 정당화 하기 위해 어떤 근거가 필요한지 언급해야 한다. 물론, 이 구분에 대해 철저하게 경험적인 증명에 의존할 수도 있다. 특히 본 책에 제시된 실험적 연구들의 결과를 인용할 수 있다. 이 연구들은 이 두 유형의 개념들이 동일한 논리적 조작을 요구하는 과업에서 상이한 결과를 만들어 낸다는 직접적 증거를 제공한다. 그들은 동일한 어린이에게 있어 동일한 순간에 자신들이 발달의 다른 수준을 나타낸다는 것을 가리킨다. 이 하나로 즉시적 개념과 비 즉시적 개념을 구분하는 것을 정당화하기에 충분하다. 그러나 우리의 실험 가설을 형성하고 이러한 구분을 이론적인 용어로 설명하기 위해, 우리에게 이 두 유형의 개념 사이의 차이를 예상할 수 있도록 해준 요소들을 반드시 고려해야 한다. 이러한 고려는 네 개의 그룹으로 나뉜다.
Seve: We shall endeavour to develop all of these theses in a more detailed manner, but first we should put forward the reasons which led us to delimit everyday or spontaneous concepts, on the one hand, and nonspontaneous, and in particular scientific concepts, on the other. We can simply verify in an empirical manner if they diverge from each other at different levels of development and then attempt to interpret this fact, which would appear undeniable. We can, in particular, invoke the results of experimental research cited in this book, which bear witness indisputably that the one and the other type of concept behave differently in similar problems requiring identical logical operations, and that the one and the other, taken at the same moment and in the same child, appear at different levels of development. This would suffice in itself. But to construct the working hypothesis and to explain theoretically these facts, we must examine the givens (the assumptions, the presuppositions, the postulates--DK) which permit us to suppose that the delimitation that we have done really exists in real life. These givens are divided into four groups. 

Meccaci: Here we will attempt to develop all of these theses in a more detailed manner, but before passing to this, we need to state what was the basis on which we distinguished between everyday and spontaneous concepts on the one hand and nonspontaneous and in particular scientific concepts on the other. If we can simply verify empirically that there exists this divergence between the two at the level of their development and if we can find an interpretation of these facts, this result will be incontestable. In particular, we can base our results on the experimental research cited in this book, which indicates indisputably that the one and the other type of concept behave differently in similar tasks, requiring identical logical operations, that the one an the other type of concept taken at the same moment in the same child, show levels of development that are different. This should be enough. But to construct the working hypothesis and to explain theoretically these facts, we need to examine the givens (the presuppositions, the assumptions, the postulates—DK) which permit us to suppose that this distinction in our inquiry exists in reality. These givens are divided into three (???) groups.

Minick’s formulation “nonspontaneous or scientific concepts” implies that the two categories are the same, while Meccaci’s implies that scientific concepts are only one kind of nonspontaneous concept. It is very clear, subsequently that Meccaci is right: other types include foreign language concepts and written language

The earlier, Prout, version of this chapter in the Vygotsky Reader does not have any of the rest of this section, because it is only a preface to Shif’s thesis.
첫 번째 그룹: 여기서는 실험적 연구보다는 경험적인 지식과 관련이 깊다. 우선, 이 두 그룹의 개념에 있어 발달이 일어나는 내적, 외적인 조건은 다르다는 사실을 무시해서는 안 된다. 과학적 개념은 즉시적 개념과는 전혀 다르게 어린이의 개인적 경험과 관련을 맺는다. 학교의 학습 지도에서 개념은 어린이의 개인적인 경험이 취하는 경로와는 완전히 다른 경로를 따라 생겨나며 발달한다.  개념들이 학교에서 습득되면 어린이의 사고는 혼자 남겨졌을 때와는 다른 과업들에 당면하게 된다. 종합하면, 과학적 개념은 어린이의 경험과 상이한 관련을 맺고, 그들이 나타내는 대상과 다른 관계를 가지고 있으며, 그들이 탄생에서부터 최종 형성에 이르기까지 다른 경로를 따른다는 점에서 즉시적 개념과 다르다. 
Seve: We put here all the givens (the assumptions—DK) which are purely empirical, furnished by direct experience. First of all, we cannot escape the fact that all the internal and external conditions in which the development of concepts takes places differ for the one and for the other circle of concepts. Scientific concepts do not have the same relationship with the personal experience of the child as spontaneous concepts do. They appear and they form in a process of school learning in a completely other manner from the process of the child’s personal experience. The impulses which push the child to form scientific concepts also totally differ from those that direct his thinking towards the formation of spontaneous concepts. The problems which child thinking encounters are not the same when the child assimilates concepts at school as when child thinking is left on his own. To sum up, we may say that scientific concepts, which form in the process of instructed learning, are distinguished from spontaneous concepts by a different relationship with the experience of the child, compared with their respective objects and by another trajectory of development from their birth until their being put into their final and definitive form.

Meccaci: The first group. We gather here all the givens (assumptions, presuppositions—DK) which are purely empirical, furnished by immediate experience. In the first place, we cannot bypass the circumstance that all of the internal and external conditions in which the development of concepts takes place differ for the one and the other type of concept. Scientific concepts have a different relationship with the personal experience of the child from that of spontaneous concepts. Because of this they are formed in a mode which differs completely, during the process of school learning rather than the process of the child’s personal experience. The internal motives, which drive the child to the formation of scientific concepts, are completely different from those which direct his thinking towards the formation of spontaneous concepts. The tasks which are posed to child thinking in the assimilation of concepts at school and when it is left to itself are different. In sum, we can say that the scientific concept, as it is formed in he process of learning, distinguishes itself from the spontaneous concept by a different relationship with the experience of the child, but a different relationship between the child and the object and that the concepts follow a different path from the moment of their birth until the moment when they take on their definitive and final form. 

We can see here that what Vygotsky means by “given” is not really “factor”, as Minick says. Instead, he means something like assumptions, or presuppositions, the “set” that we are taking into the experiment. Vygotsky was always conscious of how theory shapes any experimental enterprise and his disdain for Piaget’s idea of radical empiricism was sincere.
We can also see that what Vygotsky means by “empirical” is NOT what we mean; he is not totting up the results of previous research. He is using “empirical” in an ontological sense; he means the data that is related to the environmental conditions of the child (as opposed to data which is concerned with testing theories, or exploring child development).

둘째, 유사한 경험을 고려해 볼 때 즉시적 개념과 과학적 개념의 강점과 약점은 학령기 어린이들에게 있어 매우 다르다는 사실을 인식하게 된다. 과학적 개념의 강점이 일상적 개념의 약점인 것과 같이, 일상적 개념의 강점은 과학적 개념의 약점이다. 일상적 개념에 대한 어린이의 정의를 그가 학교에서 만드는 과학적 개념의 정의와 비교하면 후자가 엄청나게 더 복잡하다는 것을 알게 된다. 이 두 유형의 개념이 가지는 강점의 차이는 여기서 분명히 나타난다. 어린이는 형제가 무엇인가에 대한 정의를 내리는 것 보다 아르키메데스의 법칙에 대한 정의를 내리는 것을 더 잘 한다. 이는 이러한 개념들의 형성으로 인도한 발달의 경로가 다름을 명백히 보여준다. 어린이는 ‘아르키메데스의 법칙’의 개념을 ‘형제’의 개념을 배울 때와는 다르게 배운 것이다. 이 어린이는 형제가 무엇인지 알고 있었으며 (언어적 정의를 배울 기회가 있었다면)‘형제’라는 단어를 정의하는 방법을 배우기 전부터 이 지식의 발달에 있어 많은 단계들을 거쳐 왔다. 이 개념은 어린이 자신의 풍부한 개인적 경험으로 흠뻑 젖어 있다. 그것은 어린이가 정의로 마주치기 이전부터 발달의 경로에서 중요한 부분을 거쳐 왔으며 그것이 포함하고 있는 순수한 경험적 내용의 대부분을 소진하였다. 물론, ‘아르키메데스의 법칙’의 저변에 놓인 개념은 이와 다르다.
Seve: In the second place, empirical considerations which are just as indisputable oblige us to recognize that the force and the weakness of spontaneous concepts differ totally from those of scientific concepts in the school child. What makes the strength of the scientific concept is what makes the weakness of the spontaneous concept, and contrariwise the strength of the everyday concept is the weakness of the scientific concept. Who does not know that a confrontation with the results of the most simple experiments on the definition of everyday concepts with the typical definition given by a school child of a scientific concept, infinitely more complex, on any lesson shows in a striking manner the difference between the strength and the weakness of the one and the other? The child formulates the law of Archimedes better than he can define what a brother is. From all the evidence, that this cannot but be the consequence of the fact that the two types of concept have followed a different way of development. The child has not assimilated the “law of Archimedes” in the same manner as the concept of “brother”. He knows what a brother is but he must move in the development of his understanding through many stages before learning to define this word, if ever the occasion calls for it. The development the concept of “brother” does not have as its point of departure the teacher’s explanation nor the scientific formulation of a concept. On the contrary, it is saturated with the rich personal experience of the child. It has already undergone a considerable portion of its trajectory of development and to a certain degree it has already exhausted the purely concrete and empirical content which is included within it. This is exactly what we cannot say of the concept of the law of Archimedes.

Meccaci: In the second place empirical considerations which are just as incontestable force us to recognize that the strength and the weakness of the spontaneous concept and the science concept at school differ completely. That which is strong in the scientific concept is weak in the everyday concept, and vice versa, the strength of the everyday concept is the weakness of the scientific concepts. Who does not know that when we compare of the result of the simplest experiment on the definition of the everyday concept, the typical definition of a scientific concept is infinitely more complex, that the definition given during a school lesson of any argument shows clearly the difference between the strength and the weakness of the one and the other? It is a well known fact that the child formulates the law of Archimedes better than he does that of a brother. Clearly, this can only be the consequence of the facts which induce the concept having followed a different path of development. The child has assimilated the law of Archimedes differently from the concept of a brother. The child knows what a brother is, but must still ascend in his development many levels of this understanding to learn how to define this word, if ever the occasion for doing so should present itself. The development of the concept of a brother did not commence with the explanation of a teacher, nor with the scientific formulation of the concept. On the contrary, this concept is saturated with the rich personal experience of the child. It has already undergone a noteworthy part of its path of development and in a certain measure it has exhausted the purely factual and empirical content in itself. But the same cannot be said of the concept of the law of Archimedes. 

Vygotsky is responding here not to “empirical” work in our sense of the word but to a series of clinical interviews carried out by Piaget on reversible operations. For example, Piaget found that many children up to the age of eight or nine would say that they have a brother but that their brother does not have one. This was used by Piaget to demonstrate that the children do not have the notion of commutative (reversible) relations in mathematics (e.g. the knowledge that 3 + 2 = 2 + 3). Of course this is applied by Kohlberg to their moral reasoning as well; children at a lower stage of moral development do not understand that what is wrong for others to do to me is also wrong for me to do to others. Vygotsky’s point is that knowledge cannot be so easily ripped from the experiential context in which it comes to the child. 

Three points are worth noting (and perhaps worth footnoting?)

a) Vygotsky is following the method of “immanent critique” used by Hegel and even Kant. That is, he takes “on trust” certain basic assumptions and pursues them until they lead to a contradiction. This explains why he clothes his ideas in ill-fitting terms such as “spontaneous” and “nonspontaneous” originally crafted by Piaget. In the same way, he used “egocentric speech” to describe self-directed language in Chapter Two, although in many ways it is not so convenient for his argument (because so-called “egocentric speech” is for Vygotsky a completely socialized form of speech and therefore not egocentric at all).

b) Vygotsky alternates between using Piaget’s terminology (spontaneous and nonspontaneous)  and using his own terminology (scientific and everyday concepts) and although they do not mean exactly the same thing. For Piaget, the spontaneous concept is the true level of the child’s thinking; that is, the child’s independent level of problem solving, while the nonspontaneous concept is “liberated” by interaction with the adult. For Vygotsky, the everyday concept corresponds to a particular realm of experience which is also shared with adults, namely that of everyday life, and this explains why adults too use everyday concepts with children. The scientific concept, on the other hand, is ony ONE kind of higher concept (and in fact he uses foreign language concepts alongside scientific concepts precisely to emphasize this).

c) Vygotsky appears to have completely forgotten about the many distinctions he made in Chapter Five between forms of syncretic thinking (another Piagetianism which doesn’t quite fit), complexes (a Sternism that doesn’t quite fit) and potential concepts (a VERY ill-fitting Buhlerism). Instead, he appears to be reverting to the more recognizably Vygotskyan (and recognizably Marxist) type of argument he made in Chapter Four, discussing two lines of development which merge and transform each other at some point. 

This is true to some extent (much has happened between Sakharov’s work and that of Shif to make one forget!). But it is not entirely true. Both lines of argument, Chapter Five and Chapter Six, (and indeed the argument pursued in Chapter Two as well) can be seen as instances of the genetic law; according to which the mind which finds itself in a more developed social situation develops first in an outer layer which is directly connected to sensuous social practices (e.g. practical intelligence, everyday thinking, and other-directed discourse) and then in an inner layer in which abstractions are made from representations of sensuous social practice and then generalized to other less obviously social forms of sensuous practice (e.g. conceptual thinking, academic thinking and self-directed discourse).

두 번째 그룹: 여기는 이론적 고려와 관련이 깊다. 우리는 피아제 자신이 의지했던 이론으로부터 시작할 것이다. 어린이 개념의 고유한 특성의 증거로 피아제는, 어린이가 말 조차도 단순한 모방에 의해 배우는 것이 아니며 말 조차도 어린이에 의해 완전한 형태로 차용될 수 없다는 스턴의 논증을 인용한다. 스턴의 주장 밑바탕에 깔려있는 기본 원칙은 어린이 말의 고유성과 독특함은 단순히 어린이 주변의 말을 가지고 옴으로써는 나타날 수 없다는 점에 대한 인식이다. 피아제는 이 원칙에 전적으로 동의한다. 어린이의 사고는 그의 말보다도 더욱 고유하며 독특하다는 것이 바로 피아제의 관점이다. 여기서 형성적 요소로써 모방의 역할은 말의 발달에 있어서보다 명백히 덜 중요하다. 
Seve: The second group. In this group we class all of the givens of a theoretical character. We must put here in first place a consideration which Piaget also bases himself. In order to show the originality of child concepts, he refers in a general manner to Stern who has shown that even child language is not assimilated by simple imitation and borrowed in a ready-made form. Stern has as a guiding principle the recognition of the originality as much as the specificity of the rules and the nature particular to child language and the impossibility that such peculiarities would appear by the simple assimilation of the language of the child’s entourage. This principle, says Piaget, “we may make our own, all the while enlarging it in favor of the originality of the thought of the child. Thought is, in effect, even more original in the child than language. In any case, what Stern has said concerning language is valid a fortiori (all the more--DK) for thought” in which “the part of imitation, as a factor in formation, is evidently even more feeble” than in the process of language development.

Seve’s translations of Piaget are not translations at all, but instead quotations from the original French. This means they are sometimes slightly different from the Russian versions that Vygotsky gives. Minick, on the other hand, tends to substitute standard English translations of Piaget rather than re-translate the Russian. He apparently does not know that these are quotations. 

Meccaci takes a rather different tack. For him, what is important is not what Piaget said but rather what Vygotsky understood. As we shall see, this allows the Meccaci translation to distinguish between “jazyk” (language) and “rech” (speech) at crucial moments where neither Piaget nor his English translator would have seen a distinction.

Meccaci: The second group. In this group we place all the givens of a theoretical character. In the first place, we put a consideration upon which Piaget also bases himself. In order to demonstrate the originality of child concepts, in general Piaget refers to Stern, who had shown that language is not assimilated by the child simply by means of imitation in a form that is ready made. His fundamental principle is the recognition of the originality and the specificity of the rules and the particular nature of child language, and thus of the impossibility that these characteristics would appear through a simple assimilation of language from nearby persons. “This principle,” says Piaget, “we may make our own, extending its significance in force to the great originality of child thinking. In reality the thinking of the child is even more original than his language (jazyk). In each case what Stern says about language is even more applicable to thought in which the role of imitation as a formative factor is considerably less than in the process of development of speech (rech).” 

Meccaci notes that the quotation marks were omitted in the 1982 edition, which is why they do not appear in Minick. He also notes that Vygotsky translates “un po’ liberamente”, or a little too freely! 

어린이의 사고가 그의 언어보다 더 독특하다는 것은 피아제의 명제는 논란의 여지가 없는 것으로 보인다. 이에 비추어 보면, 과학적 개념 형성의 특징인 사고의 고등 형태가 즉시적 개념 형성의 특징의 그것보다 훨씬 독특할 것이라고 가정하는 것이 타당해 보인다.(?) 다시 말하면, 이러한 연관에서 피아제가 말하는 즉시적 개념에 관한 모든 것은 과학적 개념에도 적용되어야 한다는 것이다. 어린이가 과학적 개념을 재처리의 과정 없이 배운다거나 과학적 개념이 단순히 과자와 같이 어린이의 입 속으로 들어간다고 믿기는 어렵다. 즉시적 개념의 형성과 같이, 과학적 개념을 나르는 운반자의 역할을 하는 첫 의미와 용어들이 학습되는 것은 과학적 개념 형성의 완성이 아니라 오직 시작일 뿐이다. 이것은 단어 의미의 발달에 있어 일반적인 법칙이다. 그것은 즉시적 개념과 과학적 개념의 발달에 있어 동일하게 적용된다. 핵심은 이 두 유형의 개념 형성의 최초 순간에 근본적인 차이점이 있다는 사실이다. 이러한 생각은 비유를 통해 (비록 우리의 가설과 연구의 발전에 따라 이것이 단순한 비유 이상이라는 것을 보게 될 것이지만)명확해 질 수 있다.

Seve: If it is true that the thinking of the child is even more original than his language (and this idea of Piaget seems to us indisputable) we must then necessarily admit that the superior forms of thinking, which are proper to the formation of scientific concepts, must distinguish themselves by an originality which is even greater than those which participate in the formation of spontaneous concepts. Everything that Piaget has said must be equally applicable to scientific concepts. It is difficult to admit that the child would assimilate scientific concepts without re-elaborating them in his own way, that these would be like a flock of pigeons that fall out of the sky already roasted. The essential is to see that the formation of scientific concepts, as well as that of spontaneous concepts, far from being completed, is only just begun at the moment where the child assimilates for the first time a meaning or a word that is new to him, which is the carrier of a scientific concept. This is the general law of the development of the meaning of words, to which the development of spontaneous concepts like that of scientific ones are subject in the same way. The only thing is that the one and the other have points of departure that are essentially different. To explain this last idea, it seems useful to us to resort to an analogy which, as the subsequent development of our hypothesis and the very course of our study shall show, is something more than a simple analogy, something which appears in its psychological nature to be the same as the phenomenon we are examining, that is to say the difference between scientific and everyday concepts.

Meccaci: If it is true that the thinking of the child is more original than his language (and this idea of Piaget’s seems indisputable) then we must necessarily admit that the superior forms of his thinking, proper to the formation of scientific concepts, should distinguish themselves by an originality that is even greater with respect to the form of thinking which participates in the formation of spontaneous concepts and that all that Piaget has said in relation to the latter should apply as well to scientific concepts. It is difficult to permit the idea that the child assimilates but does not re-elaborate by himself, the scientific concept, that these fall into his mouth like already roasted pigeons. All that we know about the formation of scientific concepts suggests that in the same measure as spontaneous ones this does not end but merely begins at the moment when the child assimilates for the first time a term or a meaning which is new for him and which is the carrier of a scientific concept. This is the law in general of the development of word meaning, which we must suppose applies in equal measure to the development of spontaneous concepts as well as scientific ones. All rests simply in the fact that the initial moment of the two cases is distinct in a substantial way. To explain this last idea, it seems to us useful to have recourse to an analogy which, as will show the subsequent development of our hypothesis and the course of our inquiry, is something more than a simple analogy, something which suggests a common kinship in the psychological nature of the phenomena here examined, that is the differences between scientific and everyday concepts. 

어린이는 모국어를 배우는 것과는 전혀 다른 방식으로 학교에서 외국어를 배운다는 것은 잘 알려져 있다. 모국어 발달을 특징짓는 경험적 일정성이나 법칙들은 외국어를 배우는 학생들에게서는 거의 반복되지 않는다. 외국어가 성인들에게 나타내는 것을 성인들의 말이 어린이에게 나타내는 것은 아니라고 한 피아제의 말은 옳다. 특히 그것은 이미 획득된 개념의 체계에 하나하나 상응하는 상징의 체계가 아니다. 외국어 학습은 모국어 학습과는 매우 다르다. 이는 부분적으로, 전자의 경우 완전히 형성되고 발달한 일련의 단어 의미가 존재하기 때문이다. 이 단어 의미는 단순히 외국어로 번역된다. 환언하면, 이는 부분적으로는, 모국어 자체가 비교적 성숙되어 있음에 기인한다. 이는 또한 부분적으로는 외국어가 내적, 외적으로 완전히 다른 조건하에서 학습된다는 사실 즉, 학습 과정을 특징짓는 조건이 모국어를 특징짓는 것과 대단히 다르다는 사실에 기인하기도 한다. 상이한 발달의 경로와 상이한 조건하에서는 동일한 결과에 도달할 수 없다.

Seve: We know that the child in school assimilates a foreign language quite differently from the way in which he assimilates his mother tongue. Almost none of the factual regularities so well studied in the development of the mother tongue are found in even a slightly similar form in the process of assimilating a foreign language by the school child. Piaget says with justice that “the language of adults is not, for the child, what a foreign language is for us (that is to say a system of signs corresponding point for point to notions that are already acquired) (…)”. In part because there already exist meanings of words already ready and developed which can be translated into the foreign language, that is, thanks to the fact that the mother tongue has attained a relative maturity and in part because the foreign language, as special studies show, is assimilated in a wholly other system of internal and external conditions, this process of assimilating a foreign language presents traits which differ very profoundly from a those which are manifest in the course of assimilating the mother tongue. Developments which are carried out according to different paths, in different conditions, cannot end in results that are perfectly identical.

Meccaci: As has been noted, the child assimilates a foreign language in school in a mode completely different from that in which the child assimilates his mother tongue. Virtually none of the effective rules, so well studied in the development of the mother tongue, is found in any similar form in the assimilation of a foreign language as part of schooling. Piaget says, justly, that the language of the adult does not represent for the child that which a foreign language represents for us, that he does not learn it as a system of signs corresponding point to point with concepts* just acquired. In part, the presence of word meanings already ready-made and developed, which are simply translated into the foreign language, and also in part by the fact of the relative maturity of the mother tongue, and also partly because a foreign language, as a special study will show, is assimilated in a system which is completely different in its internal and external conditions, that this process of assimilation of a foreign language presents in all traits of development that are profoundly different from the course of (development**) of the mother tongue. Different paths of development cannot lead to completely identical results. MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE DOES AND SO DOES MINICK. 

Meccaci notes that Vygotsky has “liberally translated” the word “notion” as “concept”. Translators of Hegel would not say that this is taking a liberty, since “begriff” is often translated as “notion” or as “concept. Notice also the lack of quotation marks. 

Meccaci also tells us that in the 1982 edition Vygotsky’s expression “development of the mother tongue” was systematically replaced with “assimilation of the mother tongue”. This is certainly true in Seve, but not in Minick, since he uses the more general “learning”. 

학교에서의 외국어 학습에 관련한 과정이 모국어 학습에 연관된 것을 즉, 유아기에, 완전히 다른 조건 하에서 일어난 과정을 반복한다면 이상할 것이다. 그럼에도, 이 과정들의 중대한 차이점들로 인해 이들 둘 다 말의 발달의 측면이라는 사실을 지나쳐서는 안될 것이다. 문어(文語)의 발달에 관련된 과정들은 언어 발달의 이 통합된 과정의 세 번째 변수이다; 그것은 지금까지 언급한 두 가지 언어 발달의 측면 중 어느 하나도 반복하지 않는다. 세 가지의 이 모든 과정들 즉, 모국어 학습, 외국어 학습 그리고 문어의 발달은 서로 복잡한 방식으로 상호작용을 한다. 위에서 밝혔듯이 외국어 학습은 모국어의 의미적인 측면에 의존한다는 데 그 고유성이 있다. 따라서 초등학교 학생들(school children)에게 외국어를 가르치는 토대는 어린이들의 모국어에 대한 지식이다. 괴테는 이를 대단히 명료하게 이해하였다. 그에 따르면 최소한 하나의 외국어를 모르는 사람은 모국어를 모르는 사람이라고 한다. 이 생각은 연구에 의해 지지를 받는다. 외국어를 학습함으로써 어린이들은 모국어 발달의 수준을 향상시킨다. 언어적 형태에 대한 의식적 인식과 언어적 현상을 추상화하는 수준이 증대하게 된다. 어린이는 사고의 도구로써 또, 생각을 표현하는 수단으로써 더욱 의식적이고 의도적으로 말을 사용하는 능력을 발달시킨다. 외국어 학습은 대수 학습이 산술적 사고의 수준을 향상시키는 것과 같은 방식으로 모국어의 수준을 향상시킨다. 대수를 배움으로써 어린이가 산술을 대수적 조작의 특정한 예시로 이해할 수 있게 된다. 이를 통해 어린이는 구체적 양을 조작함에 있어 더 자유롭고 추상적이며 일반적인 관점을 가지게 된다. 대수가 어린이를 구체적인 수량 관계의 파악으로부터 해방시켜 더 추상적인 사고의 수준으로 향상시켰듯이 외국어 학습은 어린이의 언어적 사고를 구체적인 언어적 형태와 현상으로부터의 해방시킨다.

Seve: It would be miraculous if the assimilation of a foreign language during the process of school learning was a replica, a reproduction of that of the mother tongue, which was carried out long ago and under completely different conditions. But these differences, however profound they may be, must not mask from us the fact that the two processes of assimilating the mother tongue and assimilating the foreign language have between them so many points in common that it appears that at bottom there is a single class of verbal development processes, to which the extremely original process of the development of written language also attaches itself, for this does not repeat any of the precedents but instead represents a new variation of a single unified process. What is more, these three processes—the assimilation of mother tongues and foreign tongues and the development of written language—each exercise a complex action on the others, and this testifies incontestably to their belonging to single and same class of genetic processes and to their internal unity. The assimilation of a foreign language is also, as we have said, an original process because it utilizes the whole of the semantic aspects of the mother tongue which are the result of a long development. The learning of the mother tongue is based therefore on the knowledge of the mother tongue. Less evident and less well known is the relationship of inverse dependence between these two processes: the foreign language exercises in reverse an influence upon the mother tongue of the child. Goethe understood this very well, he who said that one who does not know a foreign language does not really know his own. Research entirely confirms this idea of Goethe, because it shows that the mastery of a foreign language raises the mother tongue as well to a superior level in the sense that the child becomes aware of linguistic form, that he generalizes verbal phenomena, that he utilizes more consciously and more volitionally the word as an instrument of thinking and as an expression of a concept. One can say that the assimilation of a foreign language raises the mother tongue to a superior level as much as the assimilation of algebra raises the level of arithmetic thinking to a superior level, because it permits the child to understand that all arithmetic operations are a particular case of algebraic operations, they give him a freer, more abstract, more generalized, and at the same time more profound insight into operations using concrete quantities. Just as algebra frees the thinking of the child from the hold which concrete numbers had upon it, in the same way, but by other paths, the assimilation of a foreign language frees his verbal thinking from the hold of forms and concrete linguistic phenomena.

Notice that the LONG, parallel sentences used by Seve (“X says that…because…(three reasons”)) actually makes the passage more powerful and more coherent!
Meccaci does not have a paragraph break here; it’s all one paragraph (nearly two pages in length). This is actually rather typical of Vygotsky’s style, particularly in his lectures. He often lays out three (related) points he’s going to make and then puts EVERYTHING into one of the points. 

So in this case he’s putting EVERYTHING into the theoretical presuppositions of the working hypothesis, by pursuing an extended analogy with foreign language teaching. Very fortunate for us, since in many ways this part of the argument is the one that is most relevant to our work!

Meccaci: AS WE SAID,MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE. It would be a miracle if the development of a foreign language during the course of instructed learning in school repeated or reproduced the course, made much earlier and in other conditions, of the development of the mother tongue. These differences, although profound, should not hide from us the fact that these two processes of the developing mother tongue and the foreign one have between them very much in common and are at bottom members of a single class of processes of verbal development, and, in addition, they are accompanied by the extremely original process of development of written language which does not repeat the preceding processes but represents a new variation in this unique process of linguistic development. What is more, these three processes—the development of the mother tongue and the foreign tongue and the development of written language—are found in an extremely complex interaction which shows incontestably that they belong to a single class of genetic processes which has an internal unity. As we have seen above, the development of a foreign language is an original process, because it uses the whole of the semantic aspects of the mother tongue, which are born during a prolonged process of development. The learning in school of a foreign language is based in some way upon the knowledge of the mother tongue. Less evident and less well noted is the reverse dependence between these two processes, which consists of the inverse influence of the foreign language on the mother tongue of the child. Nevertheless Goethe understood this very well when he said that oen who does not know any foreign language does not truly know his own. Research has completely confirmed this idea of Goethe’s, showing that the mastery of a foreign language raises the mother tongue to a higher stage, in the sense that the awareness of the forms of language, of the generalizations of the phenomena of language, of the more voluntary and more conscious use of words as instruments of thinking and as expressions of concepts. If we may say so, the assimilation of a foreign language raises the level of the maternal language (rech) for the child as much as the assimilation of algebra raises to a higher level the child’s arithmetic thinking, because it permits the child to understand any arithmetical operation as a particular case of algebraic operations, furnishing the child a freer, more abstract, more generalized and at the same time more profound and rich view of operations on concrete quantitites. Just as algebra frees the thinking of the child from its dependence on concrete numbers and raises it to a higher level of more generalized thinking, in the same way the assimilation of a foreign language in completely diverse ways frees verbal thinking from the grip of concrete forms and concrete phenomena of language.

따라서 연구는 다음의 세 가지를 지적한다. (1) 외국어 학습은 어린이의 모국어에 의존하는 동시에 그것에 영향을 미친다. (2) 그 발달의 경로는 모국어 발달의 경로를 반복하지 않는다. (3) 모국어와 외국어의 강점과 약점은 다르다. 

Seve: Analysis shows that the assimilation of a foreign language can rest upon the mother tongue of the child and exercise a reciprocal influence to the extent of its own development, and this is because it does not follow the same path of development of the mother tongue and because the strengths and the weaknesses of the one differ from those of the other.
Meccaci: Research shows that the development of the foreign language founds itself upon that of the mother tongue of the child and proves to have an inverse influence upon it because its development does not follow the path of development of the mother tongue and because the weakness and the strengths of the mother tongue and the foreign language are different. 

We know that Minick likes to NUMBER things, for no apparent reason. Here, I think that he WEAKENS the argument by removing the CAUSAL relationship between the last two points and the first one.

Vygotsky is saying that the reason WHY the foreign language can raise itself above the native language and look down upon it is that it is, in some measure, a continuation of the same process by foreign means.

The native tongue forms the solid base of the pyramid. The foreign language forms the tall summit. The meanings of the foreign language build upon but do not reduplicate those of the mother tongue. Their strengths and weakness are different. 

Usually Minick is okay, but I really HATE the way Minick mangles this! He’s turning Vygotsky into a kind of PPT!

Down with italics!  Away with bullet points! Let’ s have Vygotsky the way Vygotsky wanted it. 

이와 유사한 관계가 일상적 개념과 과학적 개념 사이에 있으리라고 믿을만한 충분한 이유가 있다. 두 가지의 중대한 숙고가 이 생각을 뒷받침한다. 첫째, 모든 개념(즉시적 개념과 비즉시적 개념 양자 모두)의 발달은 말의 발달의 좀 더 일반적인 과정의 일부이다. 개념 발달은 말의 발달의 의미적 측면을 나타낸다. 심리학적으로 개념 발달과 단어 의미의 발달은 동일한 과정이다. 언어적 발달의 일반적 과정의 일부로써 단어 의미의 발달은 하나의 전체로써의 과정의 특징인 규칙성을 나타내리라 기대할 수 있다. 둘째, 가장 핵심적인 특성인, 외국어의 발달과 과학적 개념의 발달에 관련된 내적, 외적 조건들에 있어 서로 일치한다. 아마도, 더욱 중요하게는, 이들이 모국어와 즉시적 개념의 발달에 관련된 조건들과 똑같은 방식으로 상이하다. 두 가지 경우 모두 학습지도가 발달의 새로운 요인으로써 생겨난다. 이런 식으로, 우리가 즉시적, 비 즉시적 개념을 구별한 것과 같이 즉시적 말의 발달을 모국어라고, 비즉시적 말의 발달을 외국어라고 할 수 있다.

Seve: We have every reason to suppose that analogous relations exist between the development of everyday concepts and scientific concepts. Two weight considerations militate in favor of this hypothesis. First of all, the development of concepts, spontaneous as well as scientific, is at bottom nothing more than a part or an aspect of verbal development, to be precise, its semantic aspect, because from the psychological point of view, the development of concepts and the development of word meanings are one an the same process, and only differ in the terminology. In the same way, it seems well founded to assume that the development of word meanings, as a part of the general process of verbal development, ought to present rules that are proper to the whole. Secondly, the internal and external conditions of the study of a foreign language and those of the formation of scientific concepts coincide in all of their most essential traits, and above all they distinguish themselves in the same manner respectively from the conditions of development of the mother tongue and that of spontaneous concepts, which in turn resemble each other. In both cases the former are chiefly distinguished as a function of the existence of instructed learning as a new factor in development, such that we can in a certain sense, just as we distinguished spontaneous concepts and nonspontaneous concepts, speak of with as much justice of the development of verbal spontaneity in the case of the mother tongue and nonspontaneity in the case of the foreign language. 

Meccaci’s translation is much easier to follow. Have a look:

Meccaci: We have every reason to suppose that between the development of everyday concepts and that of scientific concepts we shall see completely analogous relations. In favor of this we see two important considerations In the first place, the development of spontaneous concepts, like that of scientific concepts, is at bottom merely a part or an aspect of overall verbal development, to be precise, its semantic aspect, because, psychologically speaking,t eh development of concepts and the development of word meanings are one and the same process, referred to in different modes. Such is the foundation for supposing that the development of word meaning, as a part of the general process of language development, will present regularities proper to the whole. In the second place, the internal and external conditions of the study of a foreign language and of the formation of scientific concepts coincide in their most essential traits but above all they distinguish themselves in the same manner fro the conditions of development of the mother tongue and those of spontaneous concepts, which in turn resemble each other. Above all the difference depends on the existence of instructed learning as a new factor in development, so that we can, in a certain sense, speak of the development of verbal spontaneity in the case of the mother tongue and of the development of verbal nonspontaneity in the case of the foreign language just as we distinguished spontaneous from nonspontaneous concepts.  

우리 책에서 논의한 연구의 결과를 외국어 학습에 대한 심리적 연구와 비교해 보면, 이러한 비유가 확고히 지지된다.

Seve: If we compare the results of the research expounded I this book with those of research dedicated to the psychology of the study of foreign languages, we can see that the one and the other confirms entirely the legitimacy of the analogy we are proposing from the perspective of facts.

Meccaci: If we confront the results of the research given in the present work with the research dedicated to the study of the learning of foreign languages, this will confirm entirely and completely the legitimacy of the analogy that we are advancing in its factual aspect. 

중요성에 있어 떨어지지 않는 이론적인 숙고는 과학적, 일상적인 개념이 사고에 표현된 대상이나 행위와 다른 관계를 맺는다는 사실이다. 이 두 유형의 개념의 발달은 이들의 저변에 놓여 있는 지적 가정이 다르다는 선행 가정하에 이루어진다. 지식의 체계 안으로 학습 지도를 받아들임에 있어 어린이는 그의 눈 앞에 있지 않은, 자신의 실제적 또는 심지어 잠재적인 즉각적 경험의 한계보다 훨씬 뛰어넘는 대상을 학습하게 된다. 이렇게 되면 과학적 개념의 학습은 어린이 스스로의 경험을 통해 발달한 개념에 의존하게 된다. 이는 외국어 학습이 모국어의 의미에 의존하는 것과 같은 식이다. 외국어 학습이 발달된 단어 의미의 체계를 전제로 하는 것과 같이 과학적 개념의 학습은 어린이 사고의 즉시적 활동의 토대 위에 생겨난, 넓게 발달한 개념적 기초를 전제로 한다. 마지막으로, 새로운 언어의 학습은 객관적인 세계에 대한 새로운 지향을 습득함으로써 시작하는 것이 아니다. 그것은 모국어 습득에서 발생한 발달적 과정을 반복하지 않는다. 그 과정은 이미 학습된 언어 체계 즉, 새롭게 학습되는 언어와 대상의 세계 사이에 있는 시스템으로 시작한다. 같은 의미로, 과학적 개념 체계의 학습은 오직 개념적 체계와 대상의 세계 사이의 유사한 형태의 매개를 통해서만 즉, 오직 이미 발달한 다른 개념을 통해서만 생겨난다. 이 작용은 개념 체계의 자유로운 움직임, 이미 앞서 발달한 일반화들의 일반화 그리고 현존하는 개념에 대한 더 의식적이고 의도적인 조작의 방식과 연관되어 있다. 

Seve: We need to put in the second place a theoretical consideration which is no less important: the relationship between the object and the apprehension of the object in the different forms of thinking according to whether a scientific concept or an everyday concept is involved. As a result, the development of the one and the other implies that the intellectual processes which form the basis must be themselves different. In the process of teaching a system of knowledge we teach to the child what he does not have in front of his eyes, that which surpasses infinitely the limits of his immediate experience, both actual and potential. We can say that the assimilation of scientific concepts is as much based on the concepts elaborated in the process of the experience of the child himself as the study of the foreign language is based on the semantics of the mother tongue. Just as the latter case implies the existence of a system of word meanings which is already developed, the former case of the mastery of a system of scientific concepts presupposes a conceptual tissue already elaborated, which has developed thanks to the spontaneous activity of child thinking. And just as the assimilation of a new language is not carried out with the help of a new relation with the world of objects nor by the repetition of a process of development already accomplished once but by the intermediary of another verbal system, previously assimilated, which interposes itself between the new language which the child is assimilating and the world of things, in the same way the assimilation of a system of scientific concepts is not possible except through a relationship equally mediated with the world of objects, that is, by other concepts, elaborated beforehand. Such a formation of concepts requires completely different acts of thinking, linked to a free movement in the system of concepts, a generalization of generalizations that have already been formed, a more conscious and more volitional manipulation of old concepts. The analysis will also confirm these theoretical hypotheses.

We can see that Seve’s account of the first sentence concerning “the relationship with the object and the various acts of apprehension” is quite different from Minick “”the object or act that is represented in thought”. 

I think what Vygotsky means here is that in the process of learning scientific concepts (and foreign languages) we do NOT repeat the process of first mastering the indicative function of words, then reconstruing these as names, and finally learning to signify things that don’t exist and even can’t exist (abstraction on the one hand and imagination on the other).

I think that Vygotsky is saying that since the native language and the spontaneous concept already exist, it is the native language and the spontaneous concept which is the basis of the abstractions and generalizations of the foreign language and the nonspontaneous concept, rather than the object itself.  

But Minick’s translation does not make this clear at all, and it’s open to a serious misunderstanding. In Minick’s translation, we get “the object or the act that is represented in thought”. This sounds like nothing more than the distinction between an object and an act, viz. a noun and a verb. 

This is wrong. If anything, acts are even more basic than objects in Vygotsky’s concept of development. It is true, of course, that SYNTACTICALLY verbs are sometimes harder to learn and involve more generalization (tense, person, number, etc.) But as Yongho’s work makes clear, language develops from PRAGMATICS to SEMANTICS to SYNTAX and not vice versa.

PRAGMATICALLY the process is rather easier to perform than the object; that is why the syncretic heap is more basic than the object complex (and it is also why “listen and do” is so basic to language education). 

Vygotsky’s whole point is that the SIGNIFYING function, that is, the ability to link the word not to the object but to the act of thinking which generalizes and abstracts from the object, already exists. This SIGNIFYING function  is put immediately to work in learning foreign language words and nonspontaneous concepts. In foreign language learning, we don’t have to start all over from pragmatics; we can build immediately on the semantics and the syntax we already have.

Meccaci: Additionally we need to include here another theoretical consideration which is no less important, which consists of the fact that scientific and everyday concepts have a different relationship with the object and with the various acts of apprehension of this object by thinking. As a consequence, the development of the one and the other imply a diversity in the intellectual processes which are at their bases. In the process of teaching a system of knowledge to a child, we teach what is not in front of the children’s eyes, what surpasses infinitely the limits of his immediate experience, both potential and actual. We might say that the assimilation of concepts (???) is based on concepts that are elaborated in the process of the proper experience of the child (???), as much as the study of the foreign language is based on the semantics of the mother tongue. Just as in the latter case, the existence of an already developed system of word meanings is supposed, in the former case, the mastery of a system of scientific cases (?) presupposes a conceptual tissue which is already largely elaborated, developed thanks to the spontaneous activity of child thinking. And just as the assimilation of a new language is not verified through anew interaction with the world of objects nor by the repetition of the same process of development already completed once, but is instead verified thanks to another verbal system already assimilated previously, which is between the newly assimilated language and the world of things, in the same way the assimilation of a system of scientific concepts is possible only by an equally mediating relationship between the world of objects and other concepts previously elaborated. Such a formation of concepts requires other acts of thinking, linked to a free movement in the system of concepts, to generalizations of generalizations already formed, to the more conscious and voluntary mastery of past concepts. Research will also confirm this aspect of our theoretical thinking.  

In order to make thinking truly conscious, and thus truly volitional, we need some way of referring to the act of generalizing itself. Vygotsky points out that this is really only possible when we have some system that stands outside the system we are using to generalize. This is why foreign languages complete the native language, and why scientific concepts complete the everyday ones. Without foreign languages, and without scientific concepts, it is impossible to generalize about generalizations.

How EXACTLY does this “generalization about generalization” happen? See Lim, E.-S. and D. Kellogg (2008) The ascent of the concrete: Grammatical reification in science teaching exchanges and episodes Language and Education, 22/3 206-222 for one possible explanation. Their argument is that a form of grammatical metaphor is one way in which scientific concepts “rise to the concrete” out of more mundane everyday processes, both phylogenetically and ontogenetically.

세 번째 그룹: 여기서는 발견 학습적 고찰과 관련이 있다. 최근 심리학 연구는 개념의 탐구에 있어 두 가지 방법만을 알고 있다. 하나는 어린이의 실제 개념을 다루기는 하지만 다소 피상적인 방법에 의지한다. 다른 하나는 훨씬 더 복잡한 분석과 연구의 양식에 의존하기는 하지만 인위적 조건 하에서 형성되고 최초에는 의미 없던 단어를 통해 나타나게 된 개념만을 다룬다. 이 연구 분야에 있어 시급한 방법론적 과제는 실제 개념의 피상적 연구와 실험적 개념의 상세한 연구로부터 실제 개념에 대한 상세한 연구로 이동하는 것이다. 이러한 연관에 있어 과학적 개념의 발달에 대한 연구의 중요성은 명확해 진다. 한 편으로 과학적 개념은 실제 개념이다. 그러나 동시에, 과학적 개념은 우리가 보기에 실험적 개념이 형성되는 과정과 거의 같은 방식으로 형성된다. 따라서 과학적 개념은 현재의 두 가지 연구 양식이 가지는 장점을 결합한다. 과학적 개념을 통해 우리는 실제 개념의 탄생과 발달을 연구함에 있어 실험적 분석방법을 사용할 수 있게 된다.

Seve: Third group. We put in this group considerations of a more specially heuristic character. Modern psychological research knows only two forms for the study of concepts. One of them uses superficial methods but to make up for it operates on the real concepts of the child. The other can use processes of analysis and experimentation that are incomparably more advanced but which can only be applied to experimental concepts that are artificially formed and which designate words which are initially deprived of meaning. The methodological problem which is now the order of the day consists of passing from the superficial study of real concepts and the in depth study of experimental concepts to the in depth study of real concepts, putting to work all of the fundamental results of the two methods of analysis currently applied to the process of concept formation. In this regard the study of the development of scientific concepts which are on the one hand real concepts and on the other form under our very eyes in a mode that is almost experimental, is an irreplaceable means for resolving this methodological problem. Scientific concepts constitute a group apart, depending incontestably upon the real concepts of the child, and persisting afterwards throughout the child’s life, but on the other side the very course of their development is very close to the experimental formation of concepts, such that their study combines the advantages of the two current methods, and permits us to apply experimental analysis to the birth and the development of a real concept which effectively exists in the consciousness of the child. 

Meccaci: In this third group we include considerations of a character which is principally heuristic. Contemporary psychological research knows only two forms of study for concepts: one of them is realized using superficial methods but in contrast operates on the real concepts of the child. The second one has the possibility of inquiring into the process incomparably more profoundly by experiment and analysis, but only in the artificial formation of experimental concepts, indicated by words that are initially deprived of meaning. The problem of method which is at the order of the day in this field consists of passing from the superficial study of real concepts and the profound study of experimental concepts to the profound study of real concepts, using all the fundamental results of the two methods of analysis which currently exist on the process of the formation of concepts. In this regard the study of the development of scientific concepts, which are on the one hand real concepts and on the other form before our eyes in a quasi-experimental manner, is an irreplaceable means to resolve the methodological problem described above. Scientific concepts constitute a group apart, they belong incontestably to the real concepts of the child and they will stay with him for all of his remaining life, but the course of their development is extremely close to the formation of experimental concepts and this unites the advantages of the two current methods, permitting us to apply experimental analysis to the birth of a real concept, which effectively exists in the consciousness of the child.

Minick omits the parts in bold. Let’s have what Vygotsky wrote—all of it!

Eugene Subbotsky once remarked that Vygotsky is a masterful stylist in Russian. It’s sometimes hard to see this, because of the long sentences and their apparent redundancy. The translators, particularly the translators of his work into English, have not made this easier.

But it is starting to become clearer to me. First of all, notice how Vygotsky contrasts “superificial” with “in depth” to create a spatial metaphor that is completely lost in Minick’s version “rather superficial” vs. “sophisticated”. 

Secondly, see how he consistently APPROPRIATES words like “egocentric speech”, “syncretic heap”, and now “spontaneous” and “nonspontaneous” concept and hollows them out like a pumpkin, inserting his own special system of meanings like a little candle inside. 

These meanings make perfect sense in relation to each other, but not to the pumpkin. There is nothing really “egocentric” about self-directed speech, the “syncretic heap” is not based on two different systems of belief but on the activity of the subject, and of course the relationship between scientific concepts and everyday ones is rather poorly described in terms of spontaneity. 

BUT…it seems to me that a lot of the translations are simply translating the pumpkin and not the candle!

네 번째 그룹: 여기서는 실제적인 고찰과 관련이 있다. 앞에서 우리는 과학적 개념이 단순히 학습되고 기억된다는 생각에 대해 의문을 가졌다. 그러나 우리는 교수/학습의 성질과 그것이 과학적 개념의 발현에 있어 가지는 중심적 역할을 분석해야만 한다. 개념이 단순히 정신적 습관으로 학습되지 않는다는 주장은 우리는 교수/학습과 과학적 개념의 발달은 교수/학습과 습관 형성의 관계보다 더 복잡하다는 것을 의미한다. 우리 연구의 시급한 실제적 과제는 이러한 더욱 복잡한 관계를 이해하는 것이다. 우리가 발전시키고 있는 작업 가설은 이 문제의 해결을 위한 길을 열어야 한다. 

Seve: Fourth group. In this last group we class considerations of a practical character. We have previously contested the idea that scientific concepts are simply learnt or assimilated. This idea does not take account of school instruction and its primordial role in the appearance of scientific concepts. In saying that these concepts are not simply assimilated as mental habits, we wish to say that between instructed learning in school and the development of scientific concepts there exist relationships that are more complex than the relationships between learning and the formation of a habit. To discover these more complex relationships is precisely the immediate task of the greatest practical importance, which we must acquit ourselves of in this research. The working hypothesis which we elaborate here must break the trail. 

Meccaci: In this final group we include considerations of a practical character. We have contested above the idea that scientific concepts can be simply assimilated or learned. But the instructed learning and its primary role in the emergence of scientific concepts was not in fact taken into consideration. In saying that scientific concepts are not simply assimilated as mental habits, we mean that between instructed learning and the development of scientific concepts we find much more complex relations than between instructed learning and the formation of a habit. But uncovering what exactly these more complex relationships are is the immediate task, of an immense practical importance, of our research, and to solve it we must find a free path for the working hypothesis which we construct.  

Again, Minick has omitted a sentence (in bold).

오직 교수/학습과 과학적 개념의 발달 사이에 존재하는 복잡한 관계를 밝힘으로써 우리는 피아제의 생각이 발목 잡힌 모순에서 벗어날 수 있다. 불행히도, 피아제는 이 풍부한 관계 속에서 갈등과 적대적 관계 이외에는 보지 못하였다. 

Seve: Only the discovery of the more complex relationships between instructed learning in school and the development of scientific concepts can help us to get out of the contradiction which has entangled the thinking of Piaget, who sees nothing in the richness of these relationships except for conflict and antagonism between two processes.

Meccaci: Only the uncovering of these more complex relations between learning and the development of scientific concepts can help us to resolve the contradiction which has embroiled the thinking of Piaget, who in all the richness of these relationships can see nothing except continual conflict and antagonism between two processes. 

이상이 우리의 연구를 과학적, 일상적 개념의 구분을 중심으로 조직하게 한 가장 중요한 것이다. 연구를 통해 우리가 접근하고자 하는 기본 질문은 다음과 같이 정리될 수 있다: ‘형제’와 ‘착취’라는 개념이 발달하는 경로는 같은가 다른가? 두 번째 개념은 첫 번째 개념이 발달한 과정의 특징을 그대로 보이며 첫 번째 개념 발달의 경로를 반복하는가 아니면 고유의 정신적 특징을 가지는가? 연구의 결과에 의해 전적으로 지지되는 우리의 가정은 다음과 같다: 이러한 개념들은 그 발달이 취하는 경로와 기능의 양식 모두에 있어 다를 것이다. 이 발견은 어린이 개념 형성의 이 두 측면이 서로 미치는 영향에 대한 연구에 대단히 풍부한 가능성을 열어준다. 

Seve: We have now completed the exposition of the most important considerations which, in the organization of this research, led us to distinguish between scientific concepts and everyday concepts. As follows from the preceding evidence, the key question to which we have attempted to respond from the beginning of our study can be formulated in an extremely simple manner: the concept of “brother”—this typical everyday concept thanks to which Piaget was able to establish a whole series of peculiarities of child thinking (the incapacity to become aware of relations, and so on)—and the concept of “exploitation”, which the child assimilates in the process of learning a system of understanding pertaining to society: do they follow in their development the same path or different paths? Does the second concept simply borrow the path of development of the first, presenting the same particularities, or should one consider it, by virtue of its psychical nature, as a relevant concept of a particular type?  We must formulate the following hypothesis (not, as Minick has it “assumption”--DK) which the results of the analysis of the facts will entirely justify: the two concepts must differ as much in their paths of development as in their mode of functioning, which, in its turn, cannot avoid opening up new and very rich possibilities for studying the influence that one exercises upon the other of these two verbal variants in the course of a unified process of concept formation in children.

Once again, Minick is very seriously cutting corners. Also the use of “assumption” instead of “hypothesis” in the last sentence is methodologically quite wrong.

Let’s change it, Yongho!

Meccaci: We have now completed all of the most important considerations which have guided us in the design of this research to differentiate between scientific and everyday concepts. As clearly follows from what was stated before, the principal question from which we started and to which we must answer in the present inquiry can be formulated very simply: the concept of “brother”, that typical everyday concept from which Piaget was able to establish a whole series of the characteristics of child thinking such as the inability to take cognizance of relationships, etc., and the concept of “exploitation”, which the child assimilates in the course of learning a system of sociological knowledge—do they develop along identical or different lines? Does the second concept simply repeat the course of development of the first, presenting the same characteristics, or does this concept by its psychological nature deserve to be considered as a concept which is derived from a particular type? We must advance the hypothesis, completely justified by the results of our factual inquiry, that these concepts are as distinct in the paths of development as in their mode of functioning, and that this cannot in its turn help but open up new and rich possibilities for the study of the reciprocal influence of these diverse varieties of a unique process of concept formation. 

Meccaci says that the 1982 edition adds the words “in children” to the end of the last sentence.

과학적 개념이 발달하지 않는다는 생각을 논박함과 동시에 우리는 두 가지의 과업에 대면하게 된다. 첫째, 경험적 데이터에 의거하여 우리는 과학적 개념이 일상적 개념과 같은 발달 경로를 택한다는 생각의 타당성을 평가해야 한다. 둘째, 동등한 경험적 토대 위에서 과학적 개념의 발달이 일상적 개념의 발달과 공통점이 전혀 없다는, 즉 그것이 어린이 생각의 고유한 특성에 대해 아무것도 알려 줄 수 없다는 주장이 얼마나 타당성을 가지는지 평가해야 한다. 우리의 연구는 이 두 가지 가정 모두가 경험적 데이터에 의해 입증되지 않음을 보임으로써 위의 두 문제에 대하여 부정적인 응답을 할 것이다. 그것은 과학적 개념과 일상적 개념 사이의 실제적이고 복잡하며 양면적 관계를 파악하는 세 번째 대안의 가능성을 입증할 것이다.

Seve: If we reject, as we have done previously, the thesis which excludes totally the existence of development in scientific concepts, our research then has two tasks to carry out: to verify, with the aid of facts taken in experimentation if it is correct to consider that scientific concepts follow in their development the path of formation of everyday concepts and to verify if it is legitimate to consider that scientific concepts have nothing in common with the development of spontaneous concepts and can tell us nothing of the activity of child thinking in all its originality. We can suppose that the research will bring to these two questions a negative response. It will effectively show that neither the first nor the second hypothesis are justified by facts and that in reality there exists a third. It is precisely this which defines the true relations, complex and reciprocal, between scientific concepts and everyday concepts.  
Meccaci: If we reject, as we have done above, the thesis which excludes the existence of a development to scientific concepts, we find in front of our research two tasks to carry out: the verification, with facts, procured during the course of experimentation, of the correctness of the opinion according to which scientific concepts follow the course of development of the formation of everyday concepts and the verification of the legitimacy of the position according to which scientific concepts have nothing in common with the development of spontaneous concepts and can have nothing to say about the activity of child thinking in all its originality. Above all we must* suppose that this research will give a negative response to both of these question. This will show that in reality neither the first nor the second hypothesis are justified on the plane of facts an that in reality there exists a third which will define the true, complex and reciprocal relationships between scientific and everyday concepts.  

*Meccaci notes that “must” in the penultimate sentence was replaced by “should” in 1982.

이 세 번째 대안을 발견하는 유일한 방법은 과학적 개념을 일상적 개념과 비교하는 것 즉, 이제 막 체계적으로 연구되기 시작한 개념의 종류를 이미 널리 연구된 개념의 종류와 비교하는 것뿐이다. 환언하면, 이 세 번째 대안을 발견하는 유일한 방법은 이미 알고 있는 것 모르는 것으로 나아가는 것이다. 그러나 그러한 비교적 연구는 이 두 유형의 개념에 대한 명확한 구별을 필요로 한다. 관계는 오직 서로 일치하지 않는 대상들 사이에서만 존재한다. 대상은 그 스스로와 관계를 가질 수 없다. 

Seve: To discovery this third unknown but nevertheless real hypothesis there is no other method than to compare scientific concepts with the everyday concepts so perfectly studied in a whole series of research, that is, to go from the known to the unknown. But the precondition for such a comparative study of scientific and everyday concepts and the establishment of their true relationships is the delimitation of these two groups of concepts. These relationships in general and all the more the very complex relations that we are supposing, cannot exist except between things which do not coincide with each other, because nothing can have a relationship with itself.

Meccaci: To uncover this third and unknown hypothesis, which really exists, there is no other road than to contrast scientific concepts with everyday concepts, which have been so well studied in research series, the road of going from the known to the unknown. But the preliminary condition for such a comparative study of scientific concepts and everyday ones and the determination of their relations is the definition of these two groups of concepts. Relations in general, and even more so the complex relations that we are supposing, can only exist between things which do not coincide with each other, for a thing cannot have any relation with itself. 
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Seve: In order to study the complex relationships existing between the development of scientific concepts and that of everyday concepts, one must have a critical consciousness of even the scale at which we propose to proceed in our comparison: it is at school age that we must elucidate what characterizes the everyday concepts of the child.
Meccaci: In order to study the complex relationships which exist between the development of scientific concepts and those of everyday concepts we must have a critical awareness of the scale at which we count on completing our comparison. We should clarify that which characterizes the everyday concepts of the child at school age. 

Minick includes these two sentences (much abridged) in the next paragraph. Both Seve and Meccaci make it a separate paragraph. There’s another problem. I think the Seve and Meccaci versions make it clear that this is really another example of CRITICAL APPROPRIATION: that is, the method of “immanent critique” we noted earlier. This is further obscured, as we shall see, by Minick’s—and Vygotsky’s—lack of quotation marks.

Vygotsky’s STARTING POINT for this section is once again to take over the “scale”, that is, the measuring instrument, bequeathed by Clarapede and by Piaget. He will then USE it to try to “clarify” the “lack of consciousness” of everyday concepts in children, and he will discover that it is rather poor at explaining WHY children lack consciousness; in other words, it provides a purely phenomenological and not a genetic account.  

Seve: Piaget has shown has shown that at this age the most characteristic trait of concepts and of thinking generally is the incapacity of the child to become aware of the relations that he is capable of utilizing completely correctly in a spontaneous and automatic manner, when this does not require a particular awareness. What blocks all awareness of thinking is child egocentrism. How this influences the development of child concepts is shown by a simple example of Piaget’s: he asked children of seven or eight, “What does the word ‘because’ mean in a sentence such as ‘I won’t go to school tomorrow because I am sick’, and most of them answered ‘It means that he is sick’. Others said that ‘It means that he will not go to school.’ In short, these children have no awareness of the definition of the word “because” even though they know quite well how to use it.”*

Seve re-inserts the quotation marks here and uses a direct quotation of Piaget’s footnote on p. 26 of “Le jugement et le raisonnement chez l’enfant”, p. 26, except that the footnote speaks of seven to nine year olds and not seven to eight year olds.

What this suggests to me is that Vygotsky doesn’t really take notes. He just has a PHENOMENAL memory, reading books and retaining them just about word for word, but making slip ups here and there. When he writes he just QUOTES from his memory to begin with and then takes the argument as far as he can until it leads into a contradiction.

Meccaci: Piaget has shown that the most characteristic trait of concepts and of thinking in general at this stage is the incapacity of the child to take cognizance of the relations which he is in the habit of using completely correctly in a spontaneous and automatic mode when this does not require from him any special awareness. What impedes the consciousness of his own thinking is infantile egocentrism. As this is shown in the development of child concepts, we can see this in a simply example of Piaget’s, who asked children of 7-8 years old (sic) what the word “because” means in a phrase such as “I will not come to school tomorrow because I am sick”. The majority of them answered “It means that he is sick” and others maintained “It means that he will not come to school”. In brief, these children do not have consciousness of the definition of the word “because” even though they know how to use it spontaneously.

Seve: This incapacity of the child to be aware of his own thought and the resulting incapacity and the incapacity which is the consequence of it, to establish logical links, is prolonged until eleven or twelve years old, that is to say until the end of primary schooling. The child shows an incapacity for the logical relationships, substituting for them his own egocentric logic. “The roots of this logic and the reasons for its difficulties are due to the egocentrism of the thinking of the child until around seven to eight years old, and to the unconsciousness that this egocentrism results in. Between the ages of seven or eight and eleven or twelve, these difficulties are shifted to the verbal plane and childish logic is then felt by the perseverance of the causes which have acted previous to this stage.” 

Note the quotation marks! This is also from “Judgment and reasoning in the child.” 

Of course, in Piaget’s sentences, “because” DOES mean what the children say that it means. If I say “I will not come to school tomorrow” and then I attach a “because” clause it means that the clause is the attached clause is the cause of the main clause, and since the attached clause syas that I am sick, the “because” means that I am sick. 

In Piaget’s work this example makes very little sense, because Piaget appears to be asking the children to define something that would normally not be defined, except in a work on logic or philosophy. 

But if we think back to Vygotsky’s last chapter, it makes perfect sense. What Vygotsky is saying here is that this is an instance of concrete, factual links rather that abstract and generalizeable ones. For the child, this is not an INSTANCE of a more GENERAL set of causal relations. It is not separable in any way from the concrete situation, because it is an example of complexive rather than conceptual thinking.

This week Mr. Bae asked about how we will translate “smysl” and “znachenie” into Korean. I think it’s very important to realize the underlying distinction Vygotsky wants first. It’s NOT the distinction that Paulhan is making between subjective connotation and socially shared denotation.

Smysl includes all the meaning potential of a word, and most of this is concrete, factual, and as a result ever changing and never self-similar or self identical. It is like “this” or “that” or “a” or “the”, words whose nature is not in the fixed meaning but in the objective situation. It is, in other words, a complexive form of thinking. But it is social through and through. An example would be the utterance “The time is now… o’clock”, where the smysl actually changes as you speak.”
Znachenie is the most stable meaning potential, established through time and across space and as a result it can be written in dictionaries because it is self-similar and self-identical. It is like the definition of the word “time” rather than the actual moment of time in which we are now living; like the meaning of the word “clock” rather than an actual round metal clock with a glass face and two hands on it. It is, in other words, a conceptual form of thinking. But it is also individual through and through, and in fact we cannot actually make anything but indexical or inconic utterances without it. An example would be the concept of time.

As we know from the last chapter, all conceptual words (including, of course, “because”) can be interpreted as complexes, and that is exactly what the children in Piaget’s example are doing.

Meccaci: This incapacity to take consciousness of his own thinking and the incapacity which follows for the child to consciously establish logical relations is prolonged until the age of 11 or 12, that is to say to the end of the first period of schooling. The child shows the incapacity for the logic of relations, substituting his own egocentric logic. The roots of this logic and the reasons for his difficulty are due to the egocentrism of thinking in the child of seven to eight years old and to the unconsciousness that this egocentrism entails. Between seven or eight and eleven and twelve, this difficulty appears on the verbal plane, and childish logic then suffers due to how much of the motives that have acted well before this stage still remain in the mind.

Meccaci notes in a footnote that this is taken word for word from Piaget, but he does not add the quotation marks because they are missing from the Russian. 

Seve: From the functional angle, this absence of awareness of his own thinking is translated into a fundamental fact which characterizes the logic of child thinking. The child shows an aptitude in a whole series of logical operations when they appear in the spontaneous course of his thinking but he is shown to be incapable of exercising operations that are analogous in every way when these require an execution which is not spontaneous but voluntary and intentional. Let us limit ourselves once again to a single example in order to clear up another aspect of this phenomenon of the absence of awareness in thinking. One asks of children how one should finish the following sentence: “The mister fell off his bicycle because….” The children do not manage to do this at seven. They complete it very often like this: “He fell off his bécane (a French model of bicycle—DK) because he fell and then he was hurt” or “The monsieur fell from his bicycle because he was sick afterwards and they picked him up in the street” or “because he broke his arm” or “because he broke a leg” We see in this way that a child of this age is not capable of establishing intentionally and voluntarily a causal liaison but in his involuntary spontaneous language, he uses “because” completely correctly, appropriately and in grasping the meaning. IN the same way he is incapable of taking consciousness of the phrase cited above indicates the cause of the absence from school and not the fact of being absent or the illness taken separately, even though the child, assuredly, understands what this phrase means. He understands the causes and the simplest relations, but he does not have the consciousness of his own understanding. He uses the conjunction “because” spontaneously in a correct manner but he does not know how to employ it intentionally and voluntarily. In this way, in this way, in a completely empirical manner, an internal dependence between these two phenomena of child thinking is established: the absence of awareness and the nonvoluntary character, the unconscious understanding and spontaneous use. 

Meccaci: Only the functional aspect of this lack of awareness of his or her own thinking is translated into a fundamental fact which characterizes the logic of child thinking: the child shows the capacity for a whole series of logical operations when these are carried out in the course of spontaneous use of his own thinking, but shows the incapability to carry out logical operations  that are wholly analogous when these require an execution which is not spontaneous but voluntary and intentional. Let us limit ourselves once again to a single illustration for clearing up another aspect of this same phenomenon of the lack of awareness of thinking. If the child is required as a task to complete the following sentence: “The mister fell off his bicycle because…” The child of seven still does not succeed with this sentence. Children of this age sometimes complete the sentence in the following manner: “he fell from the bicycle because he fell and then he was hurt badly” or “The mister fell off his bicycle because he was very stick and then he got picked up in this street” or “Because he broke an arm” or “Because he broke his leg”. We see that in this way the child at this age is not capable of establishing intentionally and voluntarily the causal link, and yet in his involuntary, spontaneous use of “because” he uses it in a completely correct manner, in a way that is appropriate and correct; in the same way he was not capable of using consciously the phrase cited above indicating the cause of absence from school and taking it separately from the fact of absence or the fact of sickness, even though the child understands most certainly what is meant by this sentence. The child understands the cause and the relations but does not take consciousness of his comprehension. He uses spontaneously in a correct mode the conjunction “because” but he does not employ it in an intentional or voluntary manner. In this way, by a purely empirical route, we establish a dependence of internal links between two phenomena of child thinking, the lack of consciousness and non-volitional use and the unconscious understanding and spontaneous use.

Seve: On the one hand, these two particularities are closely linked to the egocentrism of the child’s thinking and on the other they lead by themselves to a whole series of characteristics of child logic that show up in the child’s incapacity for the logic of relations. These two phenomena dominate school age and until the end of school age, and development which consists in the socialization of thinking, leads to their slow and progressive disappearance, to the freeing of child thinking from the traps of egocentrism. 

Meccaci: These two particularities on the one hand are strictly linked to the egocentrism of child thinking and on the other lead to a whole series of particularities of child logic, shown in an incapacity by the child for the logic of relations. With the age of schooling, if not towards the end of this, there is the domination of these two phenomena and development, which consists of the socialization of thinking, brings their slow and progressive diminution, until the liberation of the child from the dead end of egocentrism.

Of course, what is meant here by the child’s incapacity for logical relations is Piaget’s logical operations, e.g. reversibility, associtivity, etc. You remember that Vygotsky criticized Piaget for a purely abstract view of what constituted logic in Chapter Two. But here he is accepting Piaget’s position as a possible starting point for the purposes of immanent critique.

Seve: But how does this happen? In what way does the child manage to slowly and painfully become aware of and master his own thinking? To explain this, Piaget resorts to two psychological laws which do not actually belong to his own work but upon which he has nevertheless founded his theory. SEVE AND MECCACI DO NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT MINICK DOES. THE 1934 EDITION DOES NOT. The first is the law of awareness formulated by Claparede. He has “shown in extremely interesting experiments that awareness of resemblance appears later in the child than that of difference. MECCACI AND 1934 PUT THE PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE. SEVE DOES NOT. In effect, the child adopts simply the identical attitude towards objects which lend themselves to assimilation without having the need to become aware of this identity in his attitude. He ‘acts’ therefore, so to speak, the resemblance without actually ‘thinking’ it. In contrast, the difference between objects creates a disadaptation and it is this disadaptation which occasions the raising of consciousness. Claparede makes of this fact a law, which he calls the ‘law of consciousness raising’: the more we make use of a particular relation, the less we are aware of it. Or again, we only become aware to the degree that we are maladapted.” (…) “The more a relationship is automatically used, the more difficult it is to become conscious of it.” 

Meccaci: What brings this about? How does the child manage to slowly and painfully become aware of and master his own thinking? In order to explain this, Piaget has recourse to two psychological laws which do not belong to him properly but upon which he founds the whole of his theory. The first law is the law of awareness formulated by Claparede. “Claparede in experiments of great interest has demonstrated that the consciousness of resemblance appears, in the child, later than that of difference.


“In fact the child simply adopts the same attitude when confronted with objects which present a resemblance, without having the need to take consciousness of their identical attitude. They ‘live’, therefore, so to speak, the resemblance without having to think of it. In contrast, the diffference beween objects creates a non-adaptation and this nonadaptation is what creates awareness. Claparede has made of this fact a law which he has called the ‘law of awareness’. The more we use a relation, the less we are conscious of it. Or, we only become aware of a relation to the degree that we are not adapted to it.” “…The more a relation is automatically employed, the more difficult it is to be conscious of it.”
Notice that ALL of this is a quotation, from pp. 170-171 of Judgment and Reasoning in the Child.

Here is the quotation from the most common English translation, where it appears on pp. 212-213:

“Claparede has shown in some exceeding interesting experiments that consciousness of resemblance appears earlier in the child than consciousness of difference. As a matter of fact, the child simply adopts an identical attitude to all objects that lend themselves to assimilation, but does nto need to be aware of this identity of attitude. He ‘acts’ resemblance in a manner of speaking before ‘thinking it’. Difference between objects on the other hand creates disadaptation and this disadaptation is what occasions consciousness. Claparede has taken this fact as the foundation of the law which he had called loi de prise de conscience: the more we make use of a relation the less conscious we are of it. Or again: we only become conscious in proportion to our disadaptation.”
Piaget, J. (1966) Judgment and Reasoning in the Child. Translated by Marjorie Warden, published by Littlefield, Adams and Co. Totowa New Jersey.

Meccaci too notes this is a quotation, and, rather inconsistently, adds quotation marks, although there are no quotation marks in the Russian original. It is only Minick who attributes it to Vygotsky.

Seve: But this law tells us nothing about how this consciousness raising actually comes about. “The law of awareness is a functional law, that is to say it indicates only that the individual needs or does not need to become aware. The structural problem still remains. What are the means for and the obstacles to this awareness? It is convenient, to respond to this second question, to introduce a second law, the ‘law of shifting’” or displacement. ”Becoming conscious of an operation is in effect making it pass from the plane of action to that of language, that is, to reinvent in the imagination in order to express it in words.” This operation of shifting from the plane of action to the plane of thinking is conjoined with the reappearance of difficulties and problems which accompanied the assimilation of this operation on the plane of action. The date will be modified but the rhythm stays the same. The reappearance during assimilation on the verbal plane, of the problems which arose with the assimilation of operations on the plane of action constitute therefore the essence of the second structure law of awareness. 

Meccaci: This law however tells us nothing about how this raising of awareness might operate. The law of the raising of awareness is a functional law, which indicates only when the individual has a need or does not have a need of awareness. There remains the problem of structure. What are the means of this consciousness raising and what are the obstacles which accompany it? In order to answer this question, we need to introduce once more another law: the law of transference or dislocation. “To become aware of an operation means, in fact, to make it pass from the plane of action to that of language; it means to reinvent it on the level of the imagination, in order to be able to express it in words.” This transfer of operations from the plane of action to the plane of thinking is accompanied by the difficulties and perturbations that accompanied the assimilation of these operations on the plane of action. What has changed is only the date, the rhythm remains the same. The re-emergence in the assimilation on the verbal plane of these perturbations which were verified during assimlation of these operations on the plane of action constitutes the second structural law of awareness. 

There is an important mistake here. Minick says “What has changed is the TEMPO”. But this is wrong. Vygotsky’s argument is that the Piaget (like Hall) is simply DISPLACING the same patterns of development observed in ACTION to the plane of VERBAL BEHAVIOR. This means that the RHYTHM of development is the same but the DATE (not tempo) of development is different for action and speech. 

Meccaci notes that Vygotsky has misquoted Piaget slightly: “The date alone will be different, but the rhythm will necessarily remain analogous.” All of the quotations here are added by Meccaci and do not appear in the Russian. The words, however, are certainly Piaget’s, as they can easily be found on pp. 171-172 of Judgement and Reasoning in the Child.

Here is the official English translation from pp. 213-214:

Claparede’s law is a functional law and only indicates when the individual does or does not require to become conscious. The structural problem remains. What are the means and the obstacles to this conscious realization. In order to answer this question, we shall have to introduce a second law, the law of ‘shifting’. For to become conscious of an operation is to make it pass over from the plane of action to that of language; it is therefore to reinvent it in imagination in order to reinvent it in words.”
“Consequently, given this perpetual necessity for reinvention, whenever a child attempts to speak an operation, he will probably relapse into the difficulties which he had already conquered on the plane of action. In other words, the process of learning an operation on the verbal plane will reproduce the same incidents as had arisen when this operation was being learned on the plane of action: a process of shifting will take place from one apprenticeship to the other. The dates will differ, but the rhythms will probably be analogous.”
Minick often retranslates his Piaget from Vygotsky’s Russian and gets confused.

Seve: We must examine briefly these two laws and determine what are their real significance and the origins of the unconscious and nonvolitional character of the operations relevant to concepts at school age and their volitional and intentional utilization.

Meccaci: We need to examine briefly these two laws and determine what is the real significance and origin of the nonconsciousness and nonvoluntariness of operations with concepts at school age and how the child arrives at an awareness of these concepts and an intentional and voluntary use of them.

Seve: We can make our critical remarks on these laws very limited. Piaget himself draws attention the insufficiency of the law of awareness of Claparede. Explaining the appearance of awareness exclusively by the appearance of a need that one has of it comes down fundamentally to explaining that birds have wings because they require them in order to fly. Such an explanation not only takes us far back in the history of scientific thinking but also implies that a need carries with it the capacity to create the apparatuses necessary for its satisfaction. As for the awareness itself, it is supposed that its constant disposition to intervene is not the object of any development and that, as a result, it is pre-formed.

Meccaci: We may limit to the extreme our critical observations on these laws. Piaget himself indicates the insufficiency of the law of awareness of Claparede. Explaining the appearance of awareness exclusively by the appearance of a need signifies fundamentally the same thing as explaining the origin of feathers with the fact that they are required for flight. Such an explanation does not simply carry us far back into the history of the development of scientific thinking, it assumes that a need in itself carries the capacity to create the means necessary for its satisfaction. As for awareness itself it is supposed that this lacks all development, that it has a constant readiness for action, (and that like the need) it is as a result pre-formed.

Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses “and that like the need” were omitted in the 1956 and 1982 editions.

Vygotsky’s complaint is that a functionalist explanation only attempts to answer the “why” and does not bother with “why now?” or “why this?” or “why in this way?”. This kind of attempt  takes us back in the history of the development of scientific thinking to the extreme rationalism of Dr. Pangloss in Voltaire’s “Candide”, who explained the Lisbon earthquake by saying that there must be a need for earthquakes because everything happens for the best in this best of all possible worlds.

This year, the seventy-fifth anniversary of Vygotsky’s death and this book, is also the 200th year of Darwin’s birth and the 150th anniversary of the publication of The Origin of Species. Now, the followers of Darwin (rather like the followers of Vygotsky, as we shall see) are somewhat split between a FUNCTIONALIST wing led by Richard Dawkins and a wing we may call EXAPTATIONIST led by the late Stephen J. Gould. 

The functionalists believe that absolutely everything is explained by a particular need. For example, genes need organisms to reproduce themselves. The reason why birds have feathers is that their genes need them to fly in order to mate and lay eggs and reproduce. 

Similarly, organisms need organizations in order to reproduce their genes. The reason why men are jealous is the same reason why they are promiscuous: their DNA clamors to reproduce itself, and their social organization is a tool of DNA in much the same way as their biological organism is. 

The exaptationists point out that many important developments appear initially unrelated to the needs that they ultimately satisfy. For example, feathers appeared in dinosaurs which could not fly. They also point out that Darwin’s view was that adaptation by natural selection was only one, very important, but still only one form of adaptation. 

A lot of adaptation seems to come from outside genes, at least initially: for example, the use of features of the natural environment for shelter (twigs for birds, caves for humans), the use of tools, and of course the use of features of the body (the lungs, the mouth, the tongue) for entirely new functions (communication rather than eating or breathing).

This distinction between followers of Darwin is also visible between followers of Vygotsky. First of all, there is the Leontiev view that it is orientation to an object (a goal, a motive) which “explains” activity. This almost pure example of functionalism really only explains the need for Engestrom’s subsequent elaboration of the activity triangle! As Vygotsky said, we cannot explain the trajectory of the cannonball simply by referring to the aim of the cannoneer. Leontiev cannot tell us why cannonballs miss any more than Dr. Pangloss can tell Candide why the earthquake happened in Lisbon rather than London.

Secondly, as we know from Chaiklin (2003), there is the common interpretation of the zone of proximal development as a general potential for problem solving which can be talked into being by the assistance of those in the environment of the child. I think of this interpretation as the GAP version, that is, the Generality-Assistance-Potential version of the ZPD. 

This interpretation cannot explain why now, why this, or why in this way. It simply assumes Whiggishly that everything that develops does so at the most propitious moment, in the most efficient form, and in the best possible manner. Worse, this Panglossian ZPD, whether located inside the child as a latent potential or outside the child as an undiscovered need, does not undergo any development itself; it is, as Vygotsky says, preformed. Such a conservative, social reproductionist view of the ZPD has a distinct affinity with the conservative, biological reproductionist view of DNA.

Seve: We have the right to ask ourselves: if the child becomes aware of difference before he is is aware of resemblance, may it not be due, not simply to the fact that with the relations of difference he comes up against a disadaptation and has to become aware, but also to the fact that awareness of resemblance itself requires a structure of generalization and more complex structures and thus later development than with the relations of difference? The special study which we have dedicated to the elucidation of this question forces us to answer in the affirmative. An experimental analysis of the development of concepts of resemblance and difference shows that awareness of resemblance requires the formation of a generalization or primary concept, including the objects which have between them this relationship. In contrast awareness of difference does not necessarily require of thinking the formation of a concept and can appear in a completely different manner. This is the explanation of the fact established by Claparede, that is to say the later development of awareness of resemblance. That the development of the two concepts is done in the inverse order of their development on the plane of action is only one instance out of a vast number of other phenomena of the same nature. We have been able to establish with the aid of an experiment that this inverse order of succession is proper, for example to the development of perception of the meaning of an object and of an action.* The child responds to the action before responding to the particular object but he seizes the meaning of the object before he seizes the meaning of the action; in other words, the action develops in the child earlier than autonomous perception. Nevertheless in the course of development the meaning of perception leads during a whole age period the meaning of action. The reason comes down to, as our analysis shows, internal causes linked to the nature of child concepts and to that of their development. 

Meccaci: Let us seek the reason. Is it possible that the child becomes aware of difference before similarity, not only because he encounters a non-adaptation and thus faces the need to become aware, but also because this same awareness of the relationship of similarity requires a structure of generalization and a concept more complex and later in development than awareness of the relationship of difference? Our specific study, dedicated to the clarification of this problem, requires us to give a positive response to this question. Experimental analysis of the development of the concept of difference and similarity shows that awareness of similarity requires the formation of a generalization or a primary concept which includes all the objects which have between them this relationship. In contrast the awareness of difference does not necessarily require of thinking the formation of a concept and can achieve this by other means. This explains (in an immediate manner) what was established by Claparede, and in this way the later development of awareness of similarity. The circumstance that we are developing of these two concepts follows an inverse direction on the plan of action is simply one case among many other phenomena of the same genre. By means of experiment we have been able to establish that such an inverse sequence is proper to the development of the perception of the “sense” of an object as opposed to the “sense” of an action* The child responds to the action before he responds to the separate object, but he grasps the sense of the object before that of the action. In other words, the action develops before autonomous perception in the child. Nevertheless, the development of the meaning of perception surpasses that of the action for a whole age period. At the base of this, as our analysis shows, there are internal causes linked to the nature of child concepts and their development.

Seve adds the following note from Vygotsky: “*We presented identical images to two groups of children not yet going to school and at similar ages and stages of development. One of the groups mimed the image, that is, they showed its content in action, while the other group narrated the image, putting in evidence the structure of their perception of meaning. While in the action they reproduced as an integral whole the content of the image, in the case of verbal transmission they simply enumerated the different objects.”
This is, of course, the replication of Stern’s experiment that the photograph that Hyosun used to begin her thesis, just as Shushu used the sun in a drop of water to begin hers. But what Vygotsky makes of his experimental result is rather different from what we made of it. We simply considered that role play was a more efficient way of getting the children to tell a cartoon story than question-and-answer sessions aimed at verbal reproductions.

Vygotsky’s argument is that this is simply one instance of a more general phenomenon. Like us, he notes that the child is able to act a story before the child is able to tell it. But our own response to this was phenomenological or even functionalist: we didn’t really ask why. Vygotsky says that the reason is that in ACTION the child is able to represent DEEDS before the child is able to represent THINGS. This is why the subjectively formed syncretic heaps of Chapter Five emerged before the concrete, objective complexes. But in WORDS the child is able to represent THINGS before he or she is able to represent DEEDS. 

Perhaps this is why our kids seem to live in noun-filled world: when we ask them “What do you see?” at the beginning of “Look and Listen”, they tend to respond with a long list of the objects in the picture, and why they have a great deal of trouble with tense and verb subject agreement long after they have mastered number in the noun system (articles, which are connected to abstract concepts, are a different matter). Perhaps it is also why they have a strong preference for the verb “to be” even though this is a very abstract relation: the verb “to be” locates the information of the sentence in objects rather than in acts.

Meccaci adds the same note as Seve: “We presented an identical scene to two groups of children in preschool, at the same age and stage of development. One group mimed the scene and was able to show its content; the children of the second group narrated this scene putting in evidence the structure of their sense perception. In action, the content of the scene was completely reproduced, but in verbal transmission, only isolated objects were enumerated.”
Minick’s translation “age grade” seems too precise to be accurate.
Seve: We might take his side. We could admit that the law of Claparede is after all only a functional law and that it is not intended to explain the structure of the problem. We might then ask if, as Piaget applies it, it can give from the functional side a satisfactory explanation to the problem of understanding awareness with respect to the concepts of school age. The general sense of Piaget’s reasoning on this theme appears briefly in the picture that he sketches of the development of concepts between seven and twelve years of age. During this period the child runs up again and again against the inadaptation of his thinking to that of adults in his mental operations, suffers constant checkmates and defeats, which translate the poverty of his logic. He bangs his head constantly against a wall, and the bumps which he gets are, according to the wisdom of Rousseau, his best teachers; they constantly engender in him the need for awareness which, like the words “Open Sesame!” will magically give the child access to conscious and volitional concepts. 

Meccaci: But with this it is possible to try to agree. We might try to admit that the law of Clarapede is only a functional law and cannot explain the structure of the problem. If this is so then we may ask if it explains in a satisfactory way the functional aspect of the problem of heightened awareness in relation to concepts in the school age in the way in which Piaget applies it. We get a succinct idea of the long chain of reasoning of Piaget on this theme in the picture which he draws of the development of concepts between seven and twelve years of age. During this period, the child in his mental operations continually bangs against the nonadaptation of his thinking (mysl “мысь”—DK) with respect to that of adults, constantly undergoing failure and frustration, unmasking the inconsistency of his logic, repeatedly beating his forehead against a wall and the bumps which are raised there are, according to the wise words of Rousseau, his very best teachers, for this will continually give rise to the need for awareness, which will like a magic “Open Sesame!” open for the child the road to conscious and voluntary concepts.

We can see that Minick’s translation loses the immanent critical method along with the irony of “Open Sesame!”
Seve: Is it really only to the checkmates and defeats that we owe the appearance of a superior stage in the development of concepts, linked to their awareness? Is it really the uninterrupted banging of the forehead against the brick wall and the bumps on the forehead that are the child’s only teachers in the matter? Is it really the maladaptation and the poverty of the automatic acts of spontaneous thinking that are the source of the superior forms of generalization that are called concepts? It is enough to formulate these questions to understand that they cannot have any other response other than the negative. Just as it is is impossible to explain by a need the appearance of awareness, it is impossible to see the motive forces of the mental development of the child in the failure and the bankruptcy of his thinking, which is produced at every moment, without a break, throughout the long period of the schooling age.

Meccaci: But in reality is it only the failures and defeats which lead to the superior stage of the development of concepts linked to their conscious awareness? Is it in reality the continuous bumping of the forehead against a wall and the bumps that are the only teachers of the child in this journey? Is the true source of the superior forms of generalization that we call concepts nothing more than non-adaptation and inconsistency of actions in spontaneous and automatic thinking. It is enough to formulate this question to see that it cannot have any other response than the negative. Just as it is not possible to explain the appearance of awareness with a need, it is impossible to see the motor force of the development of the child in the failure and bankruptcy of his thinking (mysl) which is produced continuously and at every moment during the duration of the school age.

Seve: The second law to which Piaget resorts in order to explain awareness requires a special examination because it brings up, it seems to us, that type of genetic explanation which is extremely widespread that uses the principle of repetition or reproduction on a higher stage the events or rules which are presented at an earlier stage in the development of the same process. It is fundamentally the principle which one applies habitually to the explanation of the characteristics of written language in the schoolchild, whose development would be, it appears, merely the repetition of that of oral language which took place in early childhood. This principle of explanation is already subject to caution, as it loses from view the difference in psychological nature between the two processes of development of which one according to the principle must repeat or reproduce the other. This is why the traits of resemblance that are reproduced or which repeat themselves in the later process frequently cause us to forget the differences due to the fact that the later process is carried out at a higher level. The consequence of this is that development turns in a circle instead of describing a spiral. But we will not engage here in an in depth examination of this principle (i.e. the Haecklian principle of “ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny”—DK). What interests us is what has relevance to our theme, that is its explanatory value for the problem of the heightening of consciousness. Effectively, if Piaget himself recognizes the total impossibility of explaining with the aid of the law of Claparede how the heightening of awareness takes place, we can only ask ourselves to what degree and in what respect the law of displacement, to which he resorts as an explanatory principle, is superior.

Meccaci: The second law to which Piaget resorts for the explanation of the heightening of awareness requires a special examination because it appears to belong to the type of genetic explanation which is extremely widespread and which uses the principle of repetition or reproduction at a higher level the events and rules that have already taken place in a preceding stage of development of the same process. It consists fundamentally of the same principle habitually applied to explaining the characteristics that are proper to the written language of the schoolchild in which are seen the repetition of the course of the development of oral language which took place in the child in the very first age of development. The uncertainly of this explicative principle derives from the fact that in using it one loses sight of the different psychic nature of the two processes of which one, second, is supposed to repeat or reproduce the other. This is why the traits of similarity reproduce or repeat the later process cause us to lose sight of the fact that the later process is taking place at a superior level. For this reason instead of a spiral we see that development results in turning in a circle. But we will not enter into an in depth investigation of this principle here. What is interesting with regard to our theme is its explanatory power relative to the problem of heightened awareness. In effect, if Piaget himself recognizes the complete impossibility of explaining anything of the problem of how the heightening of awareness comes about using the law of Claparede, we must ask in what sense the law of displacement, which Piaget has recourse to as an explanatory principle, is superior to it. 

Seve: The very content of this law already shows evidence that its explanatory power is not much greater than the first. It is fundamentally the law of the reproduction or of the reproduction in a new sector of development of properties and particularities of thinking that are already superceded. Even if we admit that this law is correct, it does not answer in the best of cases to the question we have called upon it to resolve. It can at the very most explain why the concepts of the school child are not conscious and involuntary and also why the logic of his action, now reproduced in his thinking, should be that of the non conscious and non-volitional preschool age.

Meccaci: But from the very content of this law, referred to above, it is evident that its explanatory power is not in fact any greater than the explanatory power of the first law. Fundamentally this is the law of the repetition of or the reproduction of the properties and particularities of thinking which were already left behind in a new field of development. Even if we admit the justice of this law, it cannot in the very best of cases respond to the question that we have called on it to solve. In the very best of cases, it might explain why the concepts of the school child are not conscious and involuntary and also why the unconsciousness and involuntary logic of his actions at school age are reproduced in this thinking.

Seve says “preschool” but Meccaci has “school age”. Because this is about the reproduction of logical problems of a previous stage of development during a later one, it would appear that Seve is right.

Notice that this is related to the earlier argument that Vygotsky was making about displacement. Vygotsky says that ACCORDING TO PIAGET the logic of action in preschool is reproduced on the verbal plane in school age because the rhythm of development is simply displaced from one plane to another: 
Cameron makes a very similar Haeckelian argument about the problems of oracy being “shifted” to the plane of literacy until around age eight or nine, at which point it becomes possible to assimilate information more rapidly through reading then through speech. Of course we all know the argument of “foreign language ego”, where the emotional development of children in a foreign language seems to lag behind their emotional development in their native language.

We may call ALL of these arguments Haeckelian, because they all take as their point of departure that the same process of development is reproduced on a higher plane. Vygotsky’s attitude towards this is one of “immanent critique”. He first of all follows the argument to see where it leads. Then, when it leads to a contradiction, he REVERSES the terms, and says that the higher process in some important ways actually REVERSES the lower one.

A case in point is his argument on foreign language learning!. 

Seve: However, this law still does not measure up to the question which Piaget himself asked: how does the heightening of awareness come about, how does the passage from non-conscious concepts to conscious concepts take place? With regard to this, it is fundamentally completely comparable to the first law. The one is at most capable of explaining to us that the absence of a need results in the absence of consciousness but is not in a position to explain how the appearance of a need has the magical power to release awareness. The other can in the best of cases show us in a satisfying way why concepts are not conscious at school age but is not capable of indicting how they become conscious. Yet that is the whole problem, because development consists precisely of a progressive heightening of awareness of concepts and of the operations of thinking proper.

Meccaci: But this law is not in a position to respond to the question that Piaget himself has posed about how the seizure of consciousness takes place, that is, the passage from concepts which are not conscious to concepts of which we have taken cognizance. In this regard it can be assimilated completely to the first law. Just as in the best of cases this (first law--DK) is capable of explaining that an absence of need results in the absence of heightened awareness but cannot explain how the appearance of this need magically provokes the realization of heightened awareness, so that (second law—DK) in the best of cases can respond in a satisfactory way to the question of why at school age concepts are not conscious, but it is not capable of saying how the seizure of conscious concepts will be attained. The problem proper lies wholly in this progressive conscious awareness of concepts and of the operations of thinking itself.

Seve: As we can see, these two laws do not resolve the problem; they make up a part of it. We cannot say that they explain the development of awareness in an erroneous or an insufficient manner; they do not explain it at all. We are therefore forced to put ourselves in quest of a hypothesis that will take account of this capital fact in the mental development of the school child which is directly linked, as we shall see in what follows, to the fundamental problem of our experimental research.

Meccaci: As we have seen, the two laws do not resolve the problem, but make up part of it. It is not that they do not explain in an erroneous or an insufficient manner how awareness develops; it is that they do not explain it at all. We are therefore constrained to search for an independent hypothesis for this fundamental event in the mental development of the school child, an event which as we shall see is directly linked to the foundational problem of our research.

Seve: But in order to do this we must first of all determine to what degree the explanations which Piaget, using the viewpoint of these two laws, offers for another question: why are the concepts of the school child not conscious? This question is, in a strict sense, narrowly linked to the problem which directly interests us: how does the child become aware? To be precise, these are not two separate questions, but two aspects of the one and the same problem: how does the child make the passage form nonconscious concepts to conscious ones through the length of the school age? This is why from all the evidence the manner in which we resolve the problem concerning the cause of the lack of consciousness of concepts would not seem to be irrelevant not only to resolving but even for correctly posing the question: how does the heightening of awareness come about? If, as Piaget would have it, we resolve this in the spirit of his two laws, we must look, as he does, for the solution to the second problem in the same theoretical perspective. But if we reject the solution which is proposed to us for the first question and if we know even if hypothetically how to outline another, our efforts for resolving the second problem will have a very different orientation. 

Meccaci: However in order to do this we need to determine before anything else in what measure the explanation given by Piaget from the perspective of these two laws is correct concerning another question: Why are the concepts of the school child not conscious? This question is narrowly linked, in the rigorous sense, to the problem which interests us directly, namely how the heightening of awareness takes place. In more exact terms, we are not dealing with two distinct problems at all but rather with two aspects of one and the same problem: how the passage from non conscious concepts to conscious concepts happens over the long duration of the school years. It is clear that not just for solving but even for correctly posing the problem of how this heightening of awareness takes place, we cannot remain indifferent to how the we resolve the problem relevant to the cause of the nonconsciousness of concepts. If we resolve it following Piaget in the spirit of the two laws, we must seek, as Piaget does, the solution to he second problem in the same manner, on the same theoretical plane. But if we reject the solution which is proposed to us here for the first problem and if we know, even if only hypothetically, how to trace out another solution, then it is clear that our efforts will be directed to solving the second problem will be oriented in a completely different manner.

Seve: Piaget considers that the nonconscious character of concepts during school age flows out of the past. In the past, he says, this lack of consciousness ruled to a far greater degree in the thinking of the child. At school age a part of the child’s psyche is liberated but another part finds itself under its determining influence. The more we descend the laddder of development, the larger is the sphere of the psyche which one must consider non-conscious. The world of early childhood, which Piaget characterizes as a pure solipsism, is completely unconscious. To the extent that the child develops, solipsism cedes its place without any combat or resistance to socialized thinking and becomes conscious; it retreats under the pressure of adult thinking which is stronger and more powerful which little by little drives it out. It is replaced by the egocentrism of child consciousness which is always the expression of a compromise which has managed to establish itself, at this stage of development between the thinking of the child himself and the thinking of adults which the child has assimilated.

Meccaci: Piaget sees the lack of consciousness of concepts in the school age flowing out of the past. In the past, he says, the lack of consciousness reigned in a fairly large section of the thinking of the child. Now, a part of the child’s psyche has liberated itself form this, but another part finds itself still under its determining influence. The more we go down the ladder of development, the larger is the area of the psyche which we need to consider as non-conscious. The very little child is entirely and completely nonconscious; here consciousness is characterized by Piaget as a pure solipsism. With the development of the child, solipsism cedes its place, without a struggle and without a fight, to socialized thinking and has become conscious, retreating before the more powerful and stronger thinking of the adults which has supplanted it. It is replaced by the egocentrism of child consciousness which represents always a compromise which is agreed at a particular stage of development between the proper thinking of the child and the assimilation of adult thinking on the part of the same child.

Seve: In this way the absence of awareness of concepts at school age is, according to Piaget, a sequel to an egocentrism in decline, which preserves an influence in a new sphere, still being formed, that of verbal thinking. So Piaget in order to explain lack of consciousness has recourse to the child’s residual autism and to the insufficient socialization of his thinking, which brings with it the lack of communicative capability. It remains to establish that this absence of awareness of concepts is really the direct result of the egocentric character of child thinking, which has, as a necessary consequence, the incapacity of the school child to become conscious. 

SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI DOES NOT.

This thesis seems to us subject to caution, to judge by what we know of mental development in the age of school. It appears subject to caution with regard to theory and research squarely refutes it.

Meccaci: In this way the lack of awareness of concepts at school age is, according to Piaget, a phenomenon which follows from the egocentrism which is in decline, but which conserves a certain influence in a new sphere, still in formation, that of verbal thinking. In order to explain the non consciousness of concepts, Piaget resorts to the residual autism of the child and the insufficient socialization of his thought, which renders him incommunicative. What remains is to establish that this fact of the nonconsciousness of child concepts derives directly from the egocentric character of the thinking of the child, determined necessarily by the inability of the school child to rise to awareness. This thesis seems more than doubtful in the light of what we have noted on the mental development in school age. It appears doubtful in the light of theory, and research will refute it directly.

Seve: However, before passing to a critical analysis, we need to clear up the second question: how form this point of view must we represent the process which leads the child to become aware of his own concepts? For the manner in which we envisage the causes of the lack of consciousness of concepts cannot but lead to a single way for explaining the process of becoming aware itself. Piaget does not speak of it directly, because this is not a problem for him. But the explanation which he gives of the non-consciousness of concepts in the child and his theory in its ensemble shows us with perfect clarity how he represents this process. This is precisely why he does not feel it is necessary to deepen the question and why the manner in which the heightening of awareness occurs is absolutely not a problem for him.

Meccaci: But before passing to its critical analysis, we need to clear up a second problem which interests us: how is it that the child manages to become aware of his own concepts. In effect, the precise mode of treating the cause of his non-consciousness of concepts can be derived in a necessary manner following a precise mode of explaining the same process of becoming aware. Piaget does not speak of this directly, because it is not for him a problem. But from the explanation of this lack of consciousness of concepts at school age appears in a completely clear manner how he represents this course of developments. Precisely because the problem of the heightening of awareness is not in fact a problem for him, Piaget does not consider it necessary to address it.

Seve: The heightening of awareness operates, according to Piaget, thanks to the eviction of the vestiges of verbal egocentrism by social thinking which comes with maturity. It does not prevail as a higher stage which is necessary in the development of non-conscious concepts, it comes from outside. Just as a snake sheds its skin in order to don another, the child sheds, abandons, the old mode of thinking because he is assimilating a new one. Briefly, that is in its essence how the seizure of awareness takes place. As we see, there is no need to refer to laws in order to illuminate the matter. The absence of awareness of concepts requires an explanation, because it is determined by the very nature of child thinking, but in contrast conscious concepts exist outside the child in the social thinking which surrounds the child, and they are simply assimilated by him in a fashion completely formed, when the antagonistic tendencies of his own thinking do not form an obstacle.

Meccaci: The heightening of awareness, according to Piaget, takes place by the supplanting of the verbal egocentrism which is residual by mature social thinking. Awareness does not come as a superior and necessary stage in the development of the concepts which he has not yet become aware of; it is taken into them from the outside. Simply, one mode of action supplants another. Just as a snake loses its skin in order to put on a new one, the child doffs and abandons his old way of thinking in order to assimilate the new. This is in a few words the fundamental substance of how awareness is realized. As we’ve seen, in order to clear up this problem, we do not need to refer to any laws. The non-consciousness of concepts requires an explanation, for this is determined by the nature of child thinking itself, but conscious concepts exist outside the child, in the social thinking which surrounds him, and these are simply assimilated by the child in a finished form when they are not obstructed by the antagonistic thinking of his or her own proper thinking.

Seve: We can now analyse together these two closely linked problems—the initial non-consciousness of concepts and the later becoming aware of them, problems for which Piaget has, in equal measure, offered a solution which is less than convincing on the theoretical plane as well as the practical one. Explaining the absence of awareness of concepts and the impossibility of using them volitionally by the fact that the child of this age is in a general manner incapable of conscious awareness, that he is egocentric, is impossible if only for this reason: it is just at this age, as research has show, that there appears at the very centre of development, the higher psychological functions, of which the fundamental distinctive traits are precisely the intellectualization and mastery, that is to say conscious awareness and the intervention of the will.

Meccaci: Now we can analyze together these two closely related problems—the lack of conscious awareness and the subsequent seizure of awareness—problems which in equal measure are resolved in a manner that is equally inconsistent on the theoretical plane and on the practical one by Piaget. To explain the lack of conscious awareness in concepts and the impossibility of voluntary utilization with the fact that the child in this period is not capable in general of achieving consciousness and is egocentric is not possible in itself because, as the research indicates, it is in this period that the very center of development is the appearance of the superior psychological forms whose fundamental and distinctive traits are mastery and intellectualization, in other words, conscious awareness and volition.

And we can now see why Vygotsky is so very insistent, repeating an apparently basic criticism of Piaget for many pages. His argument is that conscious awareness, which makes possible the action of the will upon psychological functions (planning, deliberate creativity, skilled improvisation) is the central neoformation, the new form of mental life, during this period. This is what forms the content of the school child’s zone of proximal development.

Now, if that is true, we need to understand what the central lines of development are. Clearly, literacy is one. Thinking in scientific concepts is another. Perhaps mathematics, and then algebra. Foreign language study appears to be another, and not the least central, because it brings about conscious awareness of the very means of development itself 

These central lines of development are all instances of a larger set of processes Mike calls the development of social-institutionally required forms of thinking. These appear at approximately the same time in virtually all cultures. But they are all verbal activities which have the abstraction and the reification of word meaning as their ulterior agenda.

This abstraction and reification of word meaning does not lie in the past, like Piaget’s dying away of solipsism, autism, egocentrism. It lies in the future. The reason why it is late emerging is found not inside the child, like the replacement of one mental “skin” by another, but rather outside the child, in the completion of one set of social practices which forms the foundation for another set: oracy forms the basis for literacy, everyday empirical knowledge for science, arithmetic for algebra, the native language for the foreign one. 

The model we want is not a snake shedding its skin, but rather a child reformulating a game of role play on a higher level, on the basis of abstract rules.  

Seve: The central fact of school age is the passage from the lower functions of attention and memory to the higher functions of voluntary attention and logical memory. We have explained elsewhere* with many details that we may speak of voluntary attention with the same justice that we speak of voluntary memory; and, in the same way that we speak of logical memory, we may speak of logical attention. This depends on the fact that intellectualization of functions and their mastery are two moments of a single and same process: the passage to higher psychological functions. We master a function to the extent that it becomes intellectualized. The intervention of will in an activity of a function is always the counterpart of the conscious awareness of it. To say that memory has become intellectualized at school age comes to exactly the same thing as saying that voluntary memory appears; to affirm that at school age attention becomes voluntary is equivalent to affirming, as Blonski rightly did, that it depends even more on ideas, that is to say, upon intellect.

Meccaci: At the core of development at school age we see the passage from lower functions of attention and memory to higher functions such as voluntary attention and logical memory. In other places we have shown in a very detailed manner how with the same justice as we speak of voluntary attention we may also speak of voluntary memory; how with just as much right as we speak of logical memory, we can talk of logical attention. This results in the fact that the intellectualization of these functions and their mastery are two moments of a single and same process: the passage to higher psychological forms. We master a given function to the degree that we intellectualize it. Volitional activity in a given function is always the result of conscious awareness. To say that memory has become intellectualized in the school age is completely equal to saying that voluntary memory has appeared; to affirm that attention in the school age becomes voluntary is the same as saying, as Blonsky has rightly said, that it depends all the more on thinking, that is to say, on intellect. 

*Seve and Meccaci give the 1934 paper “The problem of the cultural development of the child” as the source Vygotsky refers to here. This paper was published in the very first issue of a journal that Vygotsky co-founded, Pedology. It is based on research down by Vygotsky, Luria, and Leontiev (with their students) at psychological laboratories of the Krupskaya Academy in Moscow, and can be found in the Vygotsky Reader, pp. 57-73. 

Seve: We see therefore that in the spheres of attention and memory not only does the schoolchild show us the capacity for conscious awareness and volitional intervention, but also the development of this capacity forms precisely the principal substance of the whole of school age. This fact in itself forbids us to explain the absence of awareness and non voluntary manipulation of concepts by a general incapacity in thinking to become aware of them and to master them, that is, to explain these phenomena by egocentrism. 

Meccaci: In this way we see that in the spheres of attention and memory the school child not only shows the capacity for conscious awareness and volition but that the development of this capacity forms the principal content of the whole school period. For this reason alone we cannot explain the lack of conscious awareness and the lack of volition of concepts in the school child by a general inability for awareness or an incapacity for conscious mastery, that is, by egocentrism. 

Seve: Nevertheless there is one fact established by Piaget which is in itself irrefutable: the schoolchild is not conscious of his concepts. The situation becomes more complicated if we compare this fact to another which appears to testify the contrary: how can we explain that, in effect, the child of school age shows himself capable of conscious awareness in the domain of attention and of memory, of the mastery of these two extremely important intellectual functions, while he proves to be incapable of mastering the processes of his own thinking and becoming aware of them? At school age all the essential intellectual functions become intellectualized and become volitional, except intellect itself in the proper sense of the word.

Meccaci: All the same one fact, established by Piaget, appears irrefutable: the school child is not consciously aware of his own concepts. The situation becomes more complex when we confront this situation with another fact which seems to indicate the contrary: how can we explain the fact that the child in the period of schooling shows himself capable of becoming conscious in the spheres of memory and attention, in the mastery of these most important intellectual functions, and at the same time incapable of mastering the process of his own thinking and of becoming consciously aware of them. In the period of schooling, all of the fundamental intellectual functions intellectualize themselves and become volitional except for intellect in the proper sense of the word.

Seve: In order to explain this apparently paradoxical phenomenon, we must appeal to the fundamental psychological laws of development at this age. In another text* we have developed in detail the idea that the liaisons and the interfunctional relation are modified in the course of the psychic development of the child. We have therefore had the possibility of showing by circumstanced arguments and concrete proofs that development consists not so much of the development and perfection of the functions taken in isolation as of the modification of the links and interfunctional relations on which depends, in its turn, the development of each of the partial psychological functions. Consciousness develops like everything else, modifying at each new stage the whole of its internal structure and the liaisons between its parts, and not as a sum of partial modifications intervening in the development of each function. The fate of each functional part in the development of consciousness depends upon the modifications of the whole and not the reverse.

Meccaci: In order to explain this apparently paradoxical phenomenon, we need to resort to the fundamental laws of the development of psychological functions in this period. In another place*, we have developed in detail our ideas relevant to the change of links and the interfunctional relations during the course of the psychic development of the child. There we have had the possibility of arguing at length and in detail, in a manner founded on factual proofs, the thesis according to which the psychic development of the child consists not so much of the development and the perfection of isolated functions as of the change in the links and relations between functions on which depend the development of each partial psychological function. Consciousness develops as does everything else, through modifications at every turn of its internal structure as a whole and of the links between the parts, and not as the sum of partial modifications which intervene in the development of each isolated function. The fate of each partial function in development of consciousness depends on the changes of the whole and not the reverse.

Both Meccaci and Seve cite the 1982 Russian collected works, according to which this refers to two of his last works which were written just before Vygotsky’s death and published just after it: “The problem of the development and the disintegration of the higher psychological functions” and “The psychology and the theory of the localization of functions.” Some of this material appears in “The Development of the Higher Mental Functions”, that is, Volume Four of the Collected Works and also in “Mind in Society”.

But this brings us full circle, to the quotation with which Mike began the San Diego/Helsinki seminar in November 2007! If you remember, he was puzzled by Vygotsky’s assertion that in normal development the changes in each part (memory, attention, judgment) seem to depend on the reorganization of the whole, but in critical periods it is the other way around: the whole seems to depend on the development of a particular leading function.

An example of this would be the change from infancy to the crisis at one. During most of infancy, the child’s ability to move, respond, eat and sleep depends on active responsiveness to adult initiatives. But in the crisis at one, the child attempts to seize control using “autonomous speech”. This single function tries, and fails, to reorganize consciousness as a whole.

I think the way to understand this is the way that Yongho has sketched out in his book chapter “Virtual Worlds and Avatars for the Development of Primary Foreign Languages and Primary Foreign Languages for the Development of Real Children”. I tried to develop some of these ideas in my Busan talk “Unfinished Developments”. 

Regular development has a two part structure: a change from the passive exercise of new functions to their active exercise, and this is true of all the partial functions: physical, verbal, and mental. This transition from passive to active brings into being a new formation, a new form of mental life, a new form of consciousness. 

Critical development has a three part structure: the period before the crisis when the neoformation comes into being and attempts to direct development, the crisis of failure, and the perseverance of a critical neoformation as a dependent part of subsequent lines of development.

Seve: Fundamentally the idea that consciousness represents a unique whole and that the different functions are indissolubly linked to each other is not in itself a new thing in psychology. To be exact, it is as old as scientific psychology itself. Almost all psychologists agree that the functions act in unbreakable unity of each one with the others. Unmistakably, memorization implies the activity of attention, perception and sense apprehension. Perception necessarily includes the same functions of attention, recognition (that is, memory) and comprehension. Nevertheless in the old psychology and even in the new one, this idea, correct fundamentally, of the functional unity of consciousness and the indissoluble bonds between different aspects of its activity has always remained marginal and we have never drawn adequate conclusions from it. Furthermore, all the while admitting this indisputable idea, psychology has deduced from it conclusions that are directly opposite to those which should have flowed form it. Psychology has certainly established the interdependence of functions and the unity of consciousness in its activity, but it has nevertheless continued to study the activity of functions taken in isolation, neglecting their bonds, and considering consciousness as the sum of the functional parts. This orientation of general psychology has passed into genetic psychology where it has lead us to understand also the development of child consciousness as the sum of the modifications of the various functions taken in isolation. The primacy of the functional part in the consciousness in its whole is maintained here in the form of the prevailing dogma. In order to understand how one could have arrived at conclusions which so obviously contradict our premises, we must take into consideration the latent postulates upon which, in the old psychology, the representation of the reciprocal links between functions and the unity of consciousness was founded. 

Meccaci: Fundamentally the idea that consciousness represents a unique whole and that the isolated functions are indissolubly linked to each other has nothing new in it for psychology. More exactly, this idea is as old as scientific psychology. Nearly all psychologists recognize that the functions act in bonds that are unbroken and continuous with one another. Unmistakably, memorization implies the activity of attention, perception and apprehension by the senses. Perception includes in itself necessarily the same functions of attention, recognition or memory, and comprehension. Nevertheless in both the old and again in the new psychology, this idea, correct in its substance, of the functional unity of consciousness and its indissoluble links between the diverse aspects of its activity, has always been relegated to the periphery and we have not been able to draw from it the correct conclusions. Furthermore, in admitting that this idea is indisputable, psychology has nevertheless deduced conclusions that are directly opposed to those which we ought to have drawn. Having established the interdependence of the functions and the unity of the activity of conscious awareness, psychology has continued to study the activity of separate functions, obscuring their links and has continued to consider consciousness as the sum of the various functional parts. This orientation has passed from general psychology to genetic psychology where it has brought about the fact that the development of child consciousness is said to comprise the sum of the changes which the separate functions undergo. The primacy of the functional part in consciousness as a whole is simply maintained as a prevailing dogma. In order to understand how we could have arrived at a conclusion which so clearly contradicts our premises, we need to pay attention to the nascent postulates which are to be found at the basis of the representations of the reciprocal links between functions and of the unity of consciousness in the old psychology. 

Notice that this part substantially repeats Chapter One, which suggests they were written at the same time, just before Vygotsky’s death, almost exactly seventy-five years ago. There is other evidence of this (in the fact that Chapter Two on Piaget is sometimes referred to as Chapter One.
Seve: The old psychology taught that the functions always operated in combination with each other (perception with memory and attention, etc.) and that it is only in this combination that the unity of consciousness is realized. But in order to complete this idea, it surreptitiously added three postulates, postulates from which a liberation would be fundamentally equivalent to liberating psychological thinking from the functional analysis which is paralyzing it. All psychologists recognize that the functions always intervene in liaison with each other in the activity of consciousness but it was also assumed as well 1) that these interfunctional liaisons were constant, immutable, given once and for all and are not the subject of development, 2) that in consequence these liaisons, being of a constant dimension, unchanging and always self-identical cooperate invariably in the activity of each of the functions to the same degree and in the same manner, and can be taken out of parentheses and not taken into consideration when we study them in isolation, and 3) finally, that these liaisons are not essential and that the development of consciousness should be understood as a product derived from the development of its functional parts, since, while being linked with each other, the functions conserve nevertheless an independence and a total autonomy of development and of change. by reason of the immutability of their liaisons.

Meccaci: The old psychology taught that the functions always operate in unison with each other, perception with memory and attention, etc, and that it is only in these links that the unity of consciousess is realized. But in order to complete this idea it introduced in masked form three postulates, and liberating psychological thinking from these three postulates would be equivalent to freeing it from the functional analysis which paralyzes it. It has come to be admitted by all that the activity of consciousness is always realized in the links between functions, but it is also supposed 1) that these links between functions are constant, immutable, given once and for all, and not subject to development, 2) that as a consequence these links between functions are of a constant size, immutable, always equal to themselves and that they co-participate in the activity of each function in the same measure and in an identical mode, so that we may take them out of their brackets and can be left out of consideration in the study of each separate function, and 3) that in the end these links are not essential and that the development of consciousness can be understood as the result of the development of the functional parts, since these conserve a complete autonomy and an independence in development and combination because of the immutability of these links.

Minick’s introduction divided Vygotsky into three Vygotskies: Vygotsky ONE of the instrumental act, Vygotsky TWO of the psychological system, and now Vygotsky THREE of functional differentiation and analysis into units. Is there any Vygotsky that links the three Vygotskies? 

Yes! In Vygotsky’s early essay on the History of the Crisis in Psychology, he argues that BOTH the old pre-behaviorist psychology (associated with James, Wurtzburg, Titchener and of course Chelpanov) and the new behaviorist one (associated with Pavlov, Thorndike, Watson, and of course Kornilov) are DUALISTIC. 

But they are both dualistic BY NEGATION: the one establishes a unified psychology by NEGATING the relevance of the data of external behavior and the other establishes a unified psychology by NEGATING the relevance of the data of internal consciousness. Vygotsky described this as a science of mind without behavior and a science of behavior without mind. 

Here we see Vygotsky applying the same critique. For example, we recognize that apperception (apprehension, or interpretative perception) always acts in combination with attention and memory. So when we see a clock on the wall we attend to it and we remember all the other clocks we have seen on walls in recognizing it. Attention, perception, and memory are placed in brackets (parentheses) like this: 

Apperception = (attention + perception + memory) 

But since the relationship is given, we can ignore it, just as we can ignore any variable which is controlled in a study. So when we want to study perception, we can take away the brackets and study perception:

Perception – (attention + memory)

For example, we can do experiments on the perception of meaningless signs for which the subject has no memory. We can study peripheral perception where the subject is not paying attention and generalize the results to apperception.

But, the mature Vygotsky asks, suppose we CANNOT do this? Suppose by virtue of always acting in concert with each other, the functions become DIFFERENTIATED, that is, perception becomes rather more like attention and attention becomes rather like perception? 

Why, then our unit of analysis for understanding this functional differentiation cannot be “perception” or “attention” or “memory”, but rather consciousness as a whole with all of the changing relations of its various functional parts! This is what he was working on in the unfinished manuscript “Child Development” (Volume Five)..

Seve: These three postulates have all turned out to be perfectly erroneous, beginning with the first. The facts that we have knowledge of in the domain of psychical development teach us that not only are the interfunctional links and relationships not constant, inessential and susceptible to being removed from the brackets in the limits of which they operate within the psychological calculus, the modification of the interfunctional links, that is to say the modification of the functional structure of consciousness forms precisely the principal and central substance of the whole process of psychological development. If it is so, then psychology must transform into a problem was previously a postulate. The old psychology began from the postulate that the functions were linked together, and it rested there, without making the very character of these functional links and their modification the object of its study. For the new psychology the modification of the links and interfunctional relationships has become the central problem of all of our research, and, as long as it has not been resolved, it cannot understand the modifications of this or that particular function. This idea of the modification of the structure of consciousness during the course of development should also serve us in explaining the question that interests us here, that is to say, why at the age of schooling attention and memory become conscious and voluntary while the intellect proper remains unconscious and involuntary. The general law of development is that the heightening of awareness and mastery are only proper to the higher stage of the development of a function. They appear late. They are necessarily preceded by a stage where the functioning of a given form of activity is non conscious and involuntary. In order to become aware, one must possess the thing of which one is to become aware. In order to master, one must first have at one’s disposal that which is to be subjected to one’s will.

Meccaci: All three of these postulates have proven completely erroneous, beginning with the first. All of the facts that we have from the field of psychic development teach us that the links and relationships between functions are not only not constant, or inessential, or susceptible to be taken out from between brackets in their quality with which they operate within the psychic calculus, but the modification of these interfunctional relations, that is to say the modification of the functional structure of consciousness constitutes the principal, central substance of the whole process of psychological development in its ensemble. If this is so, it is necessary to admit that psychology must make a problem of what used to serve as a postulate. The old psychology took as its point of departure the postulate according to which the functions are linked together and limited itself to this, without taking as an object of inquiry the character of those functional links and of their combination. For the new psychology the combination of links and the interfunctional relationships becomes the central problem of all of our research, and without the solution of of this problem we cannot understand any change within this or that particular function. This idea of the change of the structure of consciousness during the course of development has ramifications for explaining the problem that interests us here: why is it that at the age of schooling the attention and the memory become voluntary and aware, but the intellect in its strict sense remains involuntary and does not become aware. The general law of development says that conscious awareness and mastery are proper of only a higher level of the development of this or that function. It appears later. A given form of conscious activity is necessarily preceded by a stage of functioning which is unconscious and involuntary. In order to become aware, we must first possess that of which we are to become aware. In order to master, we must first have at our disposal that which must be subjected to our will.

Seve: The history of the mental evolution of the child teaches us that eh first stage of development of consciousness in infancy, a stage which is characterized by the nondifferentiation of singular functions, is followed by two others: early childhood and preschool age. In the first of these stages, perception is diferentiated and carries out the essential in its own development; it predominates in the system of interfunctional relations at this age and determines as a central function the activity and the development of all the rest of consciousness, and in the second stage, the preponderant central function is taken over by the memory which moves to the forefront of development. In this way, at the threshold of school age, perception and memory are already acquired a certain maturity, which forms part of the fundamental premises for the whole of psychological development during this period.

Meccaci: The history of the mental evolution in child development teaches us that in the first stage of the development of consciousness in the neonate (sic), characterized by the nondifferentiation of distinct functions, is followed by two other stages, namely infancy and the preschool period (sic). The first of these two stages sees the differentiation and the completion of the fundamental course of development of perception, which then dominates the system of interfuntional relations in this period and which, as the central and dominant function, determines the activity and the development of all the rest of consciousness. The second stage this central and dominant function is supplanted by that of memory which comes to th forefornt. In this way at the threshald of school age there is already a noteworthy maturaiton of perception and of memory, which become the fundamental premises for the whole of pscyhic development during this period.

Meccaci clearly has the stages wrong: Vygotsky sees consciousness proper as occurring only in early childhood, not infancy. See Volume Five of the Collected Works. Yongho has written a very good summary of this Volume in his chapter.

Seve: If we take into account the fact that attention is a function of the structuration of the perceived and the remembered, we can easily understand that the child has already at the threshold of school age attention and memory of relative maturity. He has, therefore, the wherewithal of which he must become aware and which he must master. We may grasp, therefore, why the conscious and voluntary functions of memory and attention come to the forefront at this age.

Meccaci: If we take into account the fact that attention is a function of the structuration of what is perceived and represented in the memory, we understand easily how it is that the child on the threshold of the school age has at his disposal a relatively mature attention and memory. He has, therefore that which he must become aware of that which he must master. If we understand why the voluntary functions of which he has become aware, that is, memory and attention, move to the centre during this period.

Seve: We also know why the concepts of the schoolchild non-conscious and involuntary. In order to become aware of something and in order to master it, we must first have it at our disposal, we said. But concepts—or more accurately, preconcepts, since we prefer to designate with a more precise term those concepts which are not conscious of the schoolchild which have not yet attained the higher stage of their development—appear precisely for the first time at school age, and do not reach their maturity during the course of this period. Until this time, the chi이 thinks by general representations, or complexes, as we have elsewhere called this initial structure of generalizations which dominates the preschool age. And if preconcepts do not appear until school age, it would be miraculous if the child can become conscious of them and master them, because this would signify that consciousness is capable not only of becoming aware of and mastering its own functions but can also create them out of nothing, forge them from various pieces, even before they have developed. 

Meccaci: In this way we may also understand why the concepts of the school child remain involuntary and without conscious awareness. As we said above, in order to become aware of something and to master it, we must first of all possess it. But the concept—or more exactly the preconcept, as we prefer to indicate concepts of which the schoolchild has not yet become aware and which have not yet reached the higher stage of their development—appear for the first time in school age and only mature during this period. Before that time, the child thinks using general representations, or complexes, as we have elsewhere called those initial structures of generalization which dominate during the preschool period. But if preconcepts only appear during school age, it would be miraculous if the child could become conscious of them or master them, because this would mean that consciousness is not only capable of becoming aware of its functions and mastering them, but it is even capable of creating them of nothing, creating them anew, before they have actually developed.

Seve: These are the theoretical arguments which impel us to reject the explanations given by Piaget for the non-conscious character of concepts. But we must have recourse to the data of research and discern what represents by its psychical nature the very process of awareness before we can see how attention and memory become conscious, and from where comes the non-consciousness of concepts, how the child is subsequently able to become aware of them and why becoming aware of them and mastering them are two aspects of one and the same process.

Meccaci: These are the theoretical arguments which lead us to reject the explanations given by Piaget on the nonawareness of concepts. But we must fall back on research data in order to specify by this means the psychological nature of this process of becoming aware, to clarify how the heightening of awareness comes about in attention and memory, and from where we derive the unconsciousness of concepts, by what road the child arrives at becoming aware, and why conscious awareness and mastery are two aspects of one and the same process.

Seve: The investigation shows that the raising of consciousness is a process of a completely special sort, of which we are now going to compel ourselves to elucidate the most general traits. We must first pose an essential question: what does it mean to “become conscious”? This expression has two meanings, and it’s precisely because it has two meaning, it is precisely because Claparede and Piaget have mixed the terminology of Freud and that of general psychology that there is a confusion. When Piaget speaks of the non conscious character of child thinking, he does not hold that the child is not conscious of what is going on in his consciousness, that the child is unconscious. He thinks that consciousness takes part in the thinking of the child, but not completely so. In the beginning there is unconscious thinking: the solipsism of the infant, then socialized and conscious thinking, and in the middle a series of stages which Piaget designates as those of the progressive decline of egocentrism and the growth of social forms of thinking. Each intermediate stage represents a certain compromise between the unconscious autistic thinking of the infant and the social and conscious thinking of the adult. What is meant, then, by: the thinking of the school child is not conscious. This means that the egocentrism of the child is accompanied by a certain unconsciousness, that his thinking is not completely conscious, that it includes relevant elements of the conscious and relevant elements of the non-conscious. This is why Piaget himself says that the notion of “unconscious reasoning” is very slippery. It is correct to consider the development of consciousness as a progressive passage from the unconscious (in the sense of Freud) to full consciousness. But the research of Freud has established that the unconscious, as something which is repressed from consciousness, appears late and is in a certain sense a derivative of development and of the differentiation of consciousness. In this way there is a big difference between the unconscious and the non-conscious. The non-conscious is not at all partly unconscious and partly conscious. It does not indicate the height of raised consciousness but rather another direction to the activity of consciousness. I tie a knot. I do it consciously. Nevertheless, I cannot say exactly how I did it. I did not take conscious (notice—DK) of my conscious action, because my attention was directed on the act of tying itself and not on the manner which I was doing it. Consciousness always represents a certain fragment of reality. That which is the object of my consciousness is the act of tying, the knot and what I did with it, and not the acts which I carried out while making the knot, not the way in which I did it. But it is precisely this which can become the object of my consciousness—this, then, will be the raising of awareness. The raising of awareness is an act of consciousness of which the object is the activity of consciousness itself.*

Meccaci: Research tells us that becoming conscious is a process of a completely specific type, which we will now attempt to describe in its most general traits. We need to begin with an initial question: What does it mean to become conscious? This expression has two meanings, both because it properlyhas two meanings, and because Claparede and Piaget have stirred together the terminology of Freud and of general psychology, with which it is confused. When Piaget speaks of the lack of consciousness of child thinking, he is not thinking that the child has no consciousness of what is going on in his consciousness, that the thinking of the child is not conscious. He thinks that consciousness does play a part in the thinking of the child, but not completely. From the beginning we see the non-conscious thinking of the child (bessoznatal’naja mysl), the solipsism of the small child, and at the end socialized and conscious thinking, with a series of stages in between that indicate for Piaget the progressive decline of egocentrism and the growth of the socialized forms of thinking. Every intermediary stage represents in itself a certain compromise between the non conscious autistic thinking of the small child and the conscious, social thinking of the adult. But what does it mean that the thinking of the school child is not conscious? This means that the egocentrism of the child is accompanied by a certain non consciousness, that his thinking is not completely conscious and contains elements that are conscious and elements that are not conscious. This is why the same Piaget affirms that the notion of “unconscious reasoning” is very slippery. If we consider the development of consciousness as a progressive passage from unconsciousness in the sense of Freud to full consciousness, that idea is correct. But the same research of Freud has established that the unconscious as a thing which is removed from consciousness appears late, and is in a certain sense a dimension which is derived from the development and differentiation of consciousness. This is why we see a big difference between the unconscious and that of which we have not become aware. That of which we have not taken conscious is not partly conscious and partly unconscious. It does not indicate a gradation of consciousness, but another direction of the activity of consciousness. I make a knot. I do it consciously. But I cannot say precisely how I did it. My conscious action was unaware, because my attention was directed towards the act of tying but not directed to how I did it. Consciousness always represents a certain aspect of reality. The object of my consciousness is to make the knot, the knot, and how it was derived, but not the action which make up tying, not how I did it. But the object of consciousness can become this, and then this will become conscious. The act of becoming aware is an act of consciousness, in which the object is the activity of consciousness itself. 

This is a long paragraph because Vygotsky is making three linked points:

a) “Unconscious” has two meanings: first of all, absolute unconsciousness (“I was asleep”) and then relative unconsciousness (“I didn’t notice”). This double meaning is further complicated when Claparede and Piaget “stir in” a third meaning, namely the Freudian concept of repressed consciousness. 

b) The UNITY of consciousness cannot be maintained if we mix Freud’s concept of the unconscious with ideas of general empirical psychology, because Freud’s conception of consciousness is at war with the unconscious, just as Piaget’s socialized thinking is at war with autistic thinking.

c) The DEVELOPMENT of consciousness cannot be maintained if we do this either, because for Freud unconsciousness is repressed consciousness, and must occur later, but in development it appears first. 

In these three points, Vygotsky is in agreement with Volosinov’s 1927 critique of Freudianism (which was also a critique of Luria).

Vygotsky then distinguishes between the unconscious and the non-concious or preconscious. The preconscious is not “half conscious and half unconscious”, it is not half being asleep and half being awake, or half noticing and half not noticing, and it is certainly not half being asleep and half not noticing. 

Vygotsky says that the preconsciousness of the schoolchild and the non consciousness of the adult tying a knot (or speaking his native language) is not really a different degree of consciousness at all. It’s just a different DIRECTION, a different FOCUS of consciousness.

When we say the schoolchild is not conscious of his thought processes, we simply mean that he does not focus his thinking on the actual process of thinking itself, he does not attend to his own mental operations in the same way he does not notice whether he puts the left over the right or the right over the left when he ties his shoes.

If I tie a knot, I may focus on the process (the tying) or on the product (the knot) without actually noticing the specific operations within the process of tying (how I actually tied it; e.g. did I put the left lace over the right lace or the right over the left?) But it is also possible, with practice, to focus on the process of tying itself (and to discover whether one puts the left over the right or the right over the left).

This is made clear with what at first glance seems a trivial footnote:

“If we ask a preschool child, “Do you know your name?” he will answer “Kolya (Nicky)”. He does not notice that at the heart of the question is not what he is called but whether or not he knows his name. He knows his name, but he does not have the consciousness of knowing it.”
This seems trivial, because it seems to be simply a matter of cutting discursive corners, of interpreting an indirect question as a direct one. But Vygotsky is arguing that the preschooler cuts corners and interprets the question this way because he DOES NOT and perhaps even CANNOT interpret the question any other way. 

Seve: The research of Piaget showed already that introspection does not begin to develop itself to a degree that is minimally notable until school age. Continuing research has made it appear that in the development of introspection at school something analogous to what is accomplished in the development of external perception and observation during the transition from infancy to early childhood appears. As is well know, the most important modification of external perception during this period consists in the fact that the child passes from nonverbal perception and, by consequence, a nonperception of meaning to a perception of meaning, verbal and concrete. One ought to say the same thing about introspection at the threshold of school age. The child passes here from nonverbal introspection to a verbal introspection. He acquires an internal perception of the meaning of his own psychological processes. But, as investigations have shown, the perception of meaning, no matter whether it is internal or external, means nothing other than a generalized perception. In consequence, the transition to verbal introspection is necessarily the indication that the psychological forms of activity have begun to generalize themselves. The transition to a new type of internal perception signifies also a transition to a superior type of psychological activity, for perceiving things otherwise is at the same time acquiring other possibilities of action with respect to them. When I am in front of a chessboard, if I see things otherwise then I will play otherwise. In generalizing the proper process of my activity I acquire the possibility of a new relationship to it. It is, roughly, as if a process had been selected in the general activity of my conscious of remembering; that is, a make of the act of remembering the object of my consciousness. There is a selection. In the same way, all generalization chooses an object. This is why the heightening of awareness, conceived of as generalization, leads directly to mastery. 

Meccaci: The research of Piaget has already shown that introspection begins and develops at a relatively low relevant level only at school age. Further studies have demonstrated that this development of introspection in the schooling period produces something analogous to what is manifest with the development of external perception and observation in the passage from the neonatal age (sic) to early childhood. As is well known, the most important modification of external perception in this period is that from a nonverbal perception, and one which does not include meaning, the child passes to an objective verbal perception laden with meaning. The same must be said of introspection on the threshold of the school age. When the child passes from nonverbal introspection a verbal one. An internal perception of the meaning of his own psychological processes develops. But perception of meaning, whether it is internal or external, means nothing other than a generalized perception, as rsearch has shown. In this way the passage to verbal introspection signifies nothing other than the initiation of generalization in the forms of internal psychological activity. The passage to a new type of internal perception signifies again the passage to a superior type of internal psychological activity, because to see things means nothing other than to acquire at the same time other possibilities for action with respect to it. I am in front of a chessboard. I see in a different manner, and I play in a different manner. Generalizing a specific process of activity is acquiring the possibility of another relationship to it. Roughly speaking, this is how separation from the general activity of consciousness comes about. A separation accurs. Every generalization has an object to one degree or another. This is how the heightening of awarness, conceived as a generalization, leads direction to mastery. MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, ALTHOUGH SEVE DOES AND SO DOES 1934.

Again, it’s a very long paragraph with multiple linked points. Let’s take them point by point.

a) Vygotsky gives us a comparison with the development of verbal meaning in perception. Instead of seeing a round metal object with a numbered and glass-in face and two long black stripes describing various angles the child learns to see a clock, and in fact learns to no longer notice what color it is or what it is made of.

b) Vygotsky suggests that the same process goes on with the development of introspection; that is, it acquires verbal meaning. Just as the development of verbal meaning in perception requires GENERALIZATION (that is, we must generalize from a metal object to a clock and from metal clocks to all clocks) the development of verbal meaning in introspection requires ABSTRACTION. Through introspection, the child passes from the generalization of perceptions to the perception of generalizations.

c), Vygotsky tells us that this abstraction opens up CONCRETE possibilities for action. Anticipating the work by de Groot on how chess masters perceive and are able to reproduce patterns of chess pieces very differently from less competent players, he points out that seeing things different allows for clear differentiation of options in chess. This same ability to distinguish options and select amongst them explains the link between awareness and mastery. 

Seve: In this way, the raising of awareness rests on a generalization of specific psychological processes, which leads to their mastery. In this process, it is above all school learning which plays the decisive role. Scientific concepts, with their other relationship to the object, their mediation by other concepts, their internal hierarchical system of reciprocal relations, are the domain where, undoubtedly, the awareness of concepts, that is, their generalization and their mastery, develops to the highest degree. Once it has appeared in the sphere of thinking, a new structure of generalization is, as a principle of activity, subsequently transferred, like any other structure, to all the other domains of thinking and all the other concepts without any further apprenticeship. In this way scientific concepts open the door to the heightening of awareness. 

Meccaci: In this way at the base of achievement of awareness we see a generalization of specific psychological processes, which leads to their mastery. In this process the decisive role is undoubtedly played by instruction. Scientific concepts, with their diverse relations with objects mediated through other concepts, with their internal system of hierarchy and their reciprocal relations, are the field in which the achievement of awareness of concepts and therefore their generalization and their mastery happens first and foremost. Once it appears in this way in one sphere of thinking, the new structure of generalization can be subsequently transferred, like any other structure or determining principle of activity, without any further instruction, to other fields of thinking and other concepts. In this way the achievement of awareness enters by way of scientific concepts.

Vygotsky returns to his argument with Thorndike, who claimed that intellectual skills did not transfer. For Herbart, dead languages imposed a “discipline” of “formal education” which transferred to many different psychological skills. But Vygotsky is claiming that scientific concepts do this, by virtue of a generalized relationship to their object (e.g. all water freezes at the same temperature), reciprocal relations (the freezing point and the melting point are roughly the same), and their hierarchy (water, ice, and steam are all instances of the more general states of matter, liquid, solid, and gas).

Vygotsky’s claim that once scientific concepts are mastered the same kinds of mental operations (generalization, reversal, and hierarchization) can then be transferred to other concepts “without instruction” is rather startling, but a moment’s thought shows that it is true.

The obvious example is arithmetic. As soon as the child masters the reversability of an addition as a GENERAL PRINCIPLE (e.g. 3+2 = 2+3) the child is in a position to apply this principle to ANY addition. The same thing is true of generalizations (e.g. ratios) and hierarchizations (e.g. fractions and whole numbers as instances of real numbers).

Once we understand that generalization, reversal, and hierarchy hold for matter, we can apply the same modes of thinking to human languages: all languages appear to have nouns and verbs, translation from Korean to English is fundamentally the same process as translation from English to Korean, and of course languages like Korean and Japanese are more cognate than Korean and English. We do not require further explicit teaching to know this. 

Seve: Two elements in the theory of Piaget are remarkable in this respect. The fact that spontaneous concepts are not conscious stems from their very nature. Children know how to use them in a spontaneous manner but they do not become conscious of them. We have seen this in the example of the child concept “because”. From all the evidencem the spontaneous concept is in its nature necessarily non conscious because the attention that it implies is always directed towards the object which it represents and not on the act of thinking which apprehends it. The idea that, applied to concepts, spontaneous is synonymous with non conscious, an idea which he does express directly in any place, runs like a red thread through Piaget’s pages. This is exactly why Piaget, who limits the history of child thinking to the development of spontaneous concepts, just cannot understand how, if it is not for the outside, conscious concepts can emerge in the world of spontaneous child thinking.

Meccaci: In this regard two elements are noteworthy in the theory of this same Piaget. It is from the very nature of scientific (???) concepts (this is clearly Meccaci’s mistake: the Russian is “спонтанных понятий” which means spontaneous concepts—DK) that the fact that they the child is unaware of them results. We have seen this above with the example of the child concept of “because” It is evident that the spontaneous concept as such must necessarily have something in its being of which we lack awareness, because it implies that the attention is directed to the object that it represents and not to the act of thinking which seizes it. Throughout all the pages of Piaget runs like a red thread, an idea never expressed directly by him, that is, that concepts that spontaneous, in relation to concepts, is synonymous with that which we do not gain aware of. This is why Piaget, who limits the history of child development to the development of spontaneous concepts alone, cannot understand why, unless it is from outside, the consciousness of concepts and awareness of them can appear in the spontaneous thinking of the child.  

It is easy to understand this paragraph if we simply replace spontaneous concepts with first language and science concepts with foreign languages. It is in the nature of first language acquisition, the Piagetian argument runs, that there is no focus on form, and the history of “real”  language development may be reduced to first language acquisition; foreign languages are a different story. 

Seve: If it is true that spontaneous concepts are necessarily non conscious, scientific concepts, by their very nature, also necessarily imply conscious awareness. This is linked to the second of the two elements in the theory of Piaget mentioned above.  It concerns very closely, very directly the object of our analysis and is of extreme importance. All the research of Piaget leads to an idea that the first and foremost characteristic, the most decisive characteristic which distinguishes spontaneous concepts from nonspontaneous concepts, and in particular scientific ones, is that they are presented outside a system. If we wish to discover experimentally the way which leads from the nonspontaneous concept stated by the child to the spontaneous representation that the concept covers, we should, according to the rule of Piaget, liberate this concept from every trace of a link with a system. Detaching the concept from the system in which it is included and which links it to all other concepts is the method which Piaget recommends as the most adequate to ensure that the intellectual orientation of the child should be free with respect to non spontaneous concepts. With the aid of this method he has shown in practice that the “desystematization” of child concepts is the surest way to obtain from children the type of response which appear in abundance in all of his books. The existence of a system of concepts is evidently not something that is neutral or indifferent for the life of and the structure of each concept taken in isolation. The concept becomes something other, it changes totally in its psychological nature when it is taken by itself, when it is detached from the system, and when the child finds by this means that it has a more simple and more immediate with the object.

Meccaci: If it is true that the spontaneous concept must necessarily be something of which one is not conscious, then the scientific concept by its very nature implies necessarily conscious awareness. To this is connected the second of the two elements of the theory of Piaget which we mentioned above. It has a more immediate, direct, and important relationship to the object of our analysis. All the research of Piaget carries us to the conclusion that the first and most decisive characteristic that distinguish spontaneous concepts from non spontaneous ones, in particular those which are scientific, is that they are presented outside a system. If we wish to examine experimentally the road by which the non spontaneous concept enunciated by the child goes toward a spontaneous representative which covers it, we must, following the rules of Piaget, liberate this concept from every trace of a system. Tearing the concept from a system, in which the concept is found and which links it to all of the other concepts, this is the method which is recommended by Piaget so that the mental orientation of the child may be liberated from the non spontaneous concept. In this way Piaget has demonstrated in practice how to obtain the responses from children that fill all of his books. Evidently the existence of a system of concepts is not something that is neutral or indifferent for the life and the structure of each distinct concept. The concept becomes other, it changes totally in its psychological nature the more it is taken in its isolated form, detached from its system and placing the child is a more direct and immediate relation with the object. MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE DOES, AND SO DOES 1934.

Vygotsky is referring to the “clinical method” used by Piaget to ensure that the child’s responses are not tainted with adult concepts; the way in which he “liberates” answers from children. Piaget gives this method in detail at the beginning of “The child conception of the world”. 

Seve: This single fact permits us already to formulate, in advance, what will constitute the very nucleus of our hypothesis to be studied below, in generalizing the results of experimental research: It is only when it is integrated into a system that the concept may become conscious and voluntary. Applied to concepts, consciousness and systematicity are absolutely synonymous, just as spontaneity, unconsciousness and non-systematicity are three different words for designating a single and same thing in the nature of child concepts.

Meccaci: We can already formulate what will below become the kernel of our hypothesis, generalizing the results of our experimental enquiry, exactly: Only in a system can concepts become the object of conscious awareness and only in a system can they acquire volitional control. Conscious awareness and belonging to a system are, in relation to concepts, complexly synonymous,just as spontaneity, the lack of awareness, and not belonging to a system are three different words for designating a sole and same thing in the nature of child concepts. 

Note that this is a very rare place where the 1934 edition also uses italics. 

Seve: Fundamentally, this flows directly from what has been said above. If conscious awareness of a concept is equivalent to a generalization, then it is perfectly evident that the generalization, in its turn, means nothing other than the formation of a superior concept (Oberbegriff, übergeordneter Begriff) which includes in its system of generalization the concept given in a particular case. If there appears behind the concept a given superordinate concept, this implies necessarily the existence not of one but of a series of subordinate concepts, with which the given concept has relations determined by the system of the superordinate concept—without which the superordinate concept would not be superordinate to the given concept.But this higher concept supposes at the same time a systematic hierarchization of lower concepts to the given concept, which are subordinated to it, and which are linked to it by a determined system of relations. In this way the generalization of a concept has as a consequence for it that it is placed in a determined system of relations of generality which represent the most fundamental, natural and important relations between concepts. Generalization means, therefore, both a heightened awareness and a systematization of concepts.  

Meccaci: In substanct, we may derive this directly from what is said above. If the seizure of consciousness signifies generalization, then it is completely clear that generalization in its turn does not signify anything other than the formation of a superior concept (Oberbegriff, übergeordneter Begriff), which is included within a system of generalization as a particular case. But if behind the given concept appears a superior concept, this necessarily will imply the existence not of one but of a series of subordinate concepts each of which each of which is related to the given concept in a way determined by the superior concept, without which the superior concept would not be superior with respect to the given concept. This same superior concept supposes at the same time a hierarchical systematization of inferior concepts with respect to the given concepts, concepts which are subordinate to it, which for their part are linked through a system of relations which are completely determined. In this way generalization of a ocncept carries with it the localization of a given concept in a determined system of relations, which are links that are the most fundamental, most natural, and most important between concepts. Generalization means at the same time the seizure of consciousness and the systematization of concepts.
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Seve: The idea that a system is not something that is a thing without importance for the internal nature of child concepts flows from the evidence given by Piaget himself. “Observation shows,” he says, “that the child is not very systematic, not very coherent, not very deductive, and in general foreign to the need to avoid contradictions, juxtaposint affirmations instead of synthesizing them and being content with syncretic schemata instead of pushing forward the analysis of elements. Put another way, the thinking of the child is closer to a group of attitudes which come out of both actions and dreams (….) than to the self-conscious and systematic thinking of the adult.” 
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Seve: We can now see clearly drawn the very great importance of scientific concepts for the development of children’s thinking. It is in just this sphere that thinking crosses for the first time the frontier separating the preconcept from true concepts. We have discovered the discovered the sensitive point in the whole process of development of child concepts, the point to which we wish to bring our research to bear. But at the same time we have inserted this narrow problem into the context of a more general question which we need to point to, even if it is only to the most general traits. 

Meccaci: From what has been said above we may see very clearly delineated the great importance of concepts for (all*) the development of thinking in the child. It is in precisely this sphere that thinking overcomes the confines which separate the preconcept from true concepts. We have discovered the most sensitive point of the whole process of development on child concepts, to which we must apply our research. But at the same time we have inserted our circumscribed problem into a broader issue which we must point to, even if it is only to indicate the most general aspects.

Meccaci notes that the word “all” was omitted in 1982. 

Three puzzling things worth noting here:

a) Vygotsky no longer refers to syncretic heaps, complexes, and potential concepts as distinct entitities representing different modes of thinking. He includes them all under the term “preconcepts.”
b) Vygotsky implies that only scientific concepts are truly concepts. This is completely consistent with his earlier reference, in Chapter Five, to the complexive and therefore preconceptual nature of a great deal of adult thinking. But…
c) This means that everyday concepts are not really concepts at all, but something like pseudoconcepts! This too makes some sense—they look like concepts and act like concepts but they are not mutually determined within a system by comparable concepts, nor are they relatable in a reciprocal way to hypernyms and hyponyms. They are concepts for others (functionally and phenotypically concepts) but not for themselves (genotypically concepts). They cannott be considered, in a Hegelian sense, as realizing their own necessity.

I think we can RESOLVE this contradiction if we simply understand that Vygotsky is taking words like “pseudoconcept” and even “concept” and vitiating them of their dictionary meanings, using them with his own sense. This is all part of his method of immanent critique.

So…Vygotsky believes that only science concepts are truly concepts, in the sense that only science concepts are fully determined by a system of meanings. Everyday concepts are overdetermined by object relatedness and concreteness and underdetermined by generality and abstractness. Only scientific concepts truly have one foot in the material and one foot in the idea.

Seve: The problem of nonspontaneous concepts and in particular scientific concepts is at bottom that of school learning and development, because the very fact of their appearance during the process of school learning, which is the source of their development, is rendered possible by the existence of spontaneous concepts. This is why our study of spontaneous concepts and nonspontaneous concepts is a particular case of a more general study which has for its object the question of school learning and development, outside of which we cannot even correctly pose our particular problem. From this fact the research consecrated to the comparative analysis of the development of scientific concepts and everyday concepts will resolve also a particular case of this general problem, because it will submit to the proof of facts the general representations of relations between these two processes. That is why the significance of our working hypothesis and of the experimental research which it has brought to light goes far beyond the limits of this study of concepts and in a sense reaches as far as the problem of school learning and development.

Meccaci: In substance, the problem of nonspontanous concepts and in particular that of scientific ones is the problem of (the relationship between) learning (obuchenie) and development, because it is spontaneous concepts which render possible the fact of their appearance in the process of school learning and which are the source of their development. This is why the inquiry into spontaneous and nonspontaneous concepts is a special case of the more general inquiry into the problem of learning and of development apart from which our problem cannot even be posed correctly. In this way our research, dedicated to a comparative analysis of scientific and everyday concepts, resolves in this case the general problem, because it submits to empricial verification the general representations of the relations between the two processes (which were formed during the course of the elaboration of our hypothesis). This is why the signfiicance of our working hypothesis and of the experimental research derived above goes far beyond the confines of the study of concepts alone and reaches far, in a sense, outside its confines to the problem of learning and development.

All of the words in parentheses were omitted in 1982. 

Meccaci simply uses “learning” to translate “obuchenie” but he inserts the Russian word (in Italian transliteration) after it. Seve uses “school learning”. 

We’ve already seen that a great deal of “Thinking and Speech” looks like a patchwork, but it is really more like a palimpsest; a text in which different layers of Vygotsky’s thinking at different historical periods of time are superimposed and shine through each other. 

Here we see an argument on school learning superimposed over the whole of Chapter Six of “Mind in Society”, entitled “The Interaction Between Learning and Development”. This was originally published as a work on preschool teaching, but Vygotsky is reworking it to apply to the whole of instructed learning.

Seve: We will not expound this problem and its hypothetical solution here, not even in an underdeveloped way. We have already attempted this elsewhere. But to the degree that the problem serves as a backdrop for the present study and to the degree that (the problem--DK) is itself in a certain sense the object (of the study—DK), we cannot help but put forward the principal theses concerning it. Without presenting the many solutions advanced over the course of the history of our science, we wish only to stop on three fundamental attempts which sought to resolve this question, and which are still present in Soviet psychology.

Meccaci: We will not attempt to lay out this problem and its hypothetical solution here, not even in a very little developed manner. We have attempted to do this elsewhere. But to the extent that this problem serves as the foundation of our research and this constitutes in certain respects the object of the same reseaerch, we cannot help but put forth the principal ideas. Without presenting the multiple solutions of this problem which over the history of our science have been put forward, we will limit ourselves to presenting three fundamental attempts to resove the problem which are still significant for Soviet psychology.

Minick’s version makes Vygotsky seem slightly contradictory; first he says he will not lay out the problem and its hypothetical solution, not even in an poorly developed way. Then he says that he cannot help addressing the basic issues.

This translation underplays the CRITICAL element in Vygotsky’s writing. According to Minick and Seve (and Vygotsky) what the passage really says is this. 

a) Our OWN solution to the problem of the relationship between learning and development is still a work in progress (the Zone of Proximal Development). 

b) But this problem is really the GROUND (in the Hegelian sense) of our own study, and since our study is DEVELOPMENTAL, it must be included as the background and even to a certain extent as the object of our study.

c) Therefore we will (as usual!) critically appropriate what has been done on this problem, by focussing on what is CURRENTLY being done in Soviet psychology. 

Naturally, this critical appropriation will involve looking at the oldest idea (idealist psychology, in which the processes of development and learning are as separate as body and mind) first. Here Tolstoy’s views, already examined in 6.1, spring to mind although Vygotsky does not refer back to him. Then we are going to examine more modern behaviorist ideas in which there is no distinction at all, and development is reducible to collated acts of learning, as in the work of Thorndike. Finally, we will look at the first (in Vygotsky’s view unsuccessful) attempt to synthesize the two views, namely Koffka.

Then Vygotsky really WILL contradict what he said about not attempting a resolution here. But that is later. The problem here is that Minick’s translation of “address the basic issues” doesn’t really prepare the ground for Vygotsky’s critical appropriation of idealist psychology, vulgar materialist psychology and syncretic attempts as synthesizing them.

Seve: The first theory, which has been the most common with us until now, considers that school learning and development are two independent processes. The development of the child is described as a process which is subject to natural laws and which happens in the manner of maturation, so that learning is conceived as the purely external utilization of the possibilities which appear during the process of development. MECCACI HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT SEVE DOES NOT. This conception has as its typical manifestation the attempt, in the analysis of the mental development of the child, to meticulously separate what comes from development and what comes from school learning and to hold as pure and distinct the results of these two processes. As no research has yet succeeded in doing this, we usually attribute the cause to the imperfection of the methods employed, and we attempt to compensate for their insufficiency by efforts at abstraction, which permit us to carry out a differentiation of the intellectual properties of the child into 1) properties resulting from development and 2) properties due to school learning. We habitually represent things in this way: development can follow its normal course and attain a superior level without the slightest amount of school learning, and by consequence children who do not follow a course of school learning develop all the superior forms of thinking accessible to people and show the same plenitude of intellectual possibilities as those who learn in school. 

Meccaci: The first point of view, and the one which is the most widely diffused among us is the one in which the relations between learning and development consist of the fact that learning and development are considered as two processes independent from each other. The development of the child is described as a process which is subject to natural laws and which occurs along the lines of maturation, in which learning is conceived as a purely external use of possibilities which appear during the process of development. 

MINICK HAS A PARA BREAK HERE.

The typical manifestation of this conception is the tendancy, in the analysis of the mental development of the child, to separate scrupulously that which comes from development and that which comes from learning, to take the result of these two processes in a pure and isolated form. Since this has not yet been successfully carried out by any researcher, the cause is usually attributed to the imperfection of the methods used to this end and the researcher attempts to compensate for this inusfficiency with abstractions, by means of which he effectuates the differentiation of the intellectual properties of the child himself linked to development and those which are linked to learning. In fine, the question is represented in the following way. Development can pursue its own normal course and attain a higher level wihtout any learning; whether or not the child follows school instruction the child will obtain all the higher form sof thinking accssible to man and will manifest all of the wealth of intellectual potential that can be found in the child who learns in school.

Minick uses the word “function” in a rather confusing way. Sometimes he uses it to mean the practical ROLE of a process and sometimes he uses it to mean the mathematical RESULT of a process. Here he uses “function” in the latter sense: the intellectual characteristics that are a FUNCTION of development and those that are a FUNCTION of instruction. Let’s avoid confusion and use 기능 for ROLE and 결과 for RESULT.

Seve: But more frequently, this theory takes a slightly different aspect. It begins by acknowledging the incontestable dependence which exists between the two processes. Development creates possibilities, and school learning realizes them. In this case, the relationship between the two processes is represented as analogous to the relations that (the doctrine of—DK) preformism establishes between the germ of aptitudes and their development. The germ contains potentials which are realized in development. Thus we find here the idea that development pulls from itself the plenitude of its possiblities, that these are concretized in the process of learning. In this way, school learning is a sort of superstructure of maturation. It is to development what consumption is to production. It feeds itself on the products of development and uses them by putting them to (practical—DK) application in life. In this way we can recognize a unilateral dependence between development and learning. The latter depends on development—this is obvious. But development does not change in any way under the influence of school learning. This theory relies on a very simple form of reasoning: all learning requires as necessary premises a certain level of maturity in certain specific psychological functions.  NOTE THAT SEVE AND MECCACI INCLUDE THIS LAST SENTENCE IN THIS PARAGRAPH, WHILE MINICK PUTS IT IN THE NEXT ONE.

Meccaci: More frequently, however, this theory assumes a somewhat different aspect, in which it begins by considering the indisputable dependence between the two processes. Development creates possibilities, and learning realizes them. The relationship between the two processes is represented as an analogous case of the relations between what preformism establishes between a predisposition and a development: the predisposition contains potentials which are realized in development. In this way it is thought that development itself has within all of the premises of its possibility, that these are concretized in the process of learning. Learning, then, would be something that emerges from maturation. It is to development as consumption is to production. It nourishes itself with the products of development and puts them to use, applying them to life. In this way we recognize a unilateral dependence between development and learning. Learning depends upon development, this is clear. But development does not modify itself under the influence of learning. At the basis of this theory is a very simple reasoning. All learning requires th epresence of a certain level of maturation of determinate psychological functions as a necessary premise.   

As you can see, Seve has “germ” and Meccacci has “predisposition”. I think that both are correct, but they are focusing on slightly different aspects of Vygotsky’s thinking.

At the beginning of “The Meaning of the Crisis in Psychology”, Vygotsky criticizes the “botanical” fallacy; the idea that development is contained in a child the way that a plant is contained in the germ of a seed. According to the botanical fallacy, actions (including acts of school learning) unfold from development the way that puberty unfolds from hormonal changes, or the way Chomskyans believe that the ability to use language unfolds. But the concrete way in which this botanical fallacy was realized in psychology in Vygotsky’s day (for example, in the work of Kulpe and Titchener) was in the form of the idea of a “predisposition” to a particular act. 

Vygotsky points out that this idea of a fixed “predisposition”, or a “germ”, is current in Soviet psychology, and of course he is quite right: it is implicit in Uznadze’s idea of a “mental set”. In fact, it is STILL current in the form of activity theory, because for Leontiev an activity is explained by its motive, an action is explained by its goal, and an operation by its orientation to an object. All of these are forms of disposition.

Seve: One cannot teach a one-year-old infant to read or write. One cannot begin to teach writing to a child of three either. As a result, the analysis of the psychological process of learning is reduced to determining what the necessary functions are and what degree of maturation is required before learning becomes possible. If the functions of the child have evolved to the required level, if his memory has attained the stage where it can retain the names of the letters of the alphabet, if his attention has developed to the point where he can concentrate for a certain amount of time on a subject which he does not find interesting, if his thinking has ripened to the point where he can understand the relationship between written signs and the sounds that they symbolize, if all of that has progressed to a sufficient level, then the teaching of writing can begin.

Meccaci: One cannot teach reading and writing to a child one year old. One cannot begin to teach writing to a child of three. In this way, the analysis of the psychological process of learning is limited to indicating what should be the series of functions necessary and what should be the stage of their maturation for learning to become possible. If these functions are developed to the required level, if his memory has reached the stage at which it is possible for him to remember the names of the letters of the alphabet, if his attention has developed to the point where it is possible for him to concetnrate for a certain time on a subject which interests him (???), if his thinking is mature to the point where he can understand the relationship between written signs and the sounds that they symbolize, if all of this is developed to a sufficient degree, then the teaching of writing may begin.

This whole paragraph is a very good example of the method of immanent critique. I think that Minick tries to show us this by including the last sentence of the preceding paragraph (“In accordance with this theory, then it is sufficient ot recognize that a certain level of maturation in certain mental functions is a prerequisite for instruction”) to introduce this.

But Vygotsky’s way of showing this is different. Vygotsky begins the paragraph with TWO sentences which say essentially the same thing at two ages. This redundancy BOTHERS Minick and he elminates it (“It is impossible to teach a yone year old to read or a three year old to write”). But Vygotsky has a stylistic reason for this redundancy. 

Previously Vygotsky said that the reasoning is very simple. He shows that this is true by beginning with a folk theory, a vulgar commonplace, a perfectly unscientific everyday conception of the problem, namely “One cannot teach a one-year-old infant to read or write”. 

Vygotsky then DEVELOPS this folk theory into a statement about three-year-olds that is not quite so obvious. He does this to demonstrate that this folk theory is really the basis for the whole theory of Meumann on learning, a very large body of research based on the child’s ability to discriminate letters, remember nonsense words, and produce the sounds they represent. 

Notice that Vyotsky lists THREE functions required for the literacy threshold: memory, attention, and judgment. Not coincidentally, these are the three functions he referred to in the last section (6.2) when he discussed how the old psychology took the links between functions as static and unchanging. Here he is showing how the assumption that the interfunctional links are static and unchanging lead directly to a nonholistic theory of development in which school learning and maturation occur worlds apart. 

In contrast, for Vygotsky it is precisely the CHANGES in the interfunctional links that provide the content of development: the young child remembers instead of thinking (“a grandmother is soft and smells of soap”), while the adolescent thinks instead of remembering (“my mother’s mother or my father’s mother?””). Remembering and thinking are taking place in the same child, and te development of the young child into the adolescent is explainable in terms of the change in interfunctional links.

Seve: Although this theory recognizes a unilateral dependence of learning upon development, it nevertheless conceives of this as purely external and excludes all interpenetration and combination of the two processes. Thus in this way we may consider it as a particular variety (the most recent and the closest to reality) of the theories which rely on the postulate of the independence of the two processes. If it is thus, the grain of truth which this variety carries is drowned in the mass of radically erroneous principles of the theory itself.

Meccaci: In spite of the fact that this theory recognizes a unilateral dependence of learning upon development, this dependence is neverthless conceived of as purely external, excluding all co-penetration or internal reciprocity or combination of the two processes. We can therefore consider that this theory is a particular variety, the latest and closest to reality, of theories which are based upon the postulate of the independence of the two processes. If it is so, then it is the case that the grain of truth which this variety contains is lost in the mass of principles, wrong at root, of this theory. 

Minick does not bother to mention that this theory (Ernst Meumann’s, but also Piaget’s) is the most recent of the theories. That is unfortunate, and I think it’s made worse when Minick rather skips over the phrase “excluding all copenetration or internal reciprocity or combination of the two processes” and renders it as “Any internal interprentration or interconnection is excluded”. Seve is better here, but Meccaci is best.

Why is Meccaci best? Remember that Minick pointed out that there were two major differences between Middle Vygotsky (1930-1932) and Late Vygotsky (1932-1934). I think that these two major differences are really two aspects of the same major shift in Vygotsky’s thinking.

You remember that the first difference was analysis into units. We’ve already seen a good example of that in this section, when Vygotsky rejects analysis into separable functions like attention, memory and thinking and insists on the mutability and changeablity of their links. Functions are not units but elements.

You also remember that the second major difference, was the differentiation of the functions themselves. This happens because they copenetrate, which means that they restructure each other. For example, attention restructures memory by making it voluntary. Thinking restructures attention in the same way. Memory restructures both, and perception as well. In this sense, they are copenetrating (just as thinking and speech are and just as science concepts and everyday concepts will be).

Functional differentiation also happens because the functions are internally reciprocal, which means that each can be used to define the other. Memory, for example, is a form of attention to things which are distant in time as well as space. Thinking in the child involves a form of remembering. In this sense they are mutually defining, just as perception and attention once were, just as thinking and speech are, and just as first and foreign language learning will be..

Finally, functional differentiation happens because the functions combine into new functions, which means that the new function (e.g. attention plus thinking) is more than just the sum of its parts. Vygotsky considers that these combined “functions” (e.g. logical attention, logical memory, and verbal perception) are not just ROLES that the mind can play but central lines of development which bring into being NEOFORMATIONS, that is, entirely new forms of mental life. 

Seve: There is an essential element of this conception of the independence of the process of development and the process of school learning to which one has, it seems to us, lent little attention until now but which from the point of view of what interests is central. It is the question of the order in which development and learning succeed each other. We think that for these theories, learning must lag behind development. The latter must accomplish certain cycles, must pass certain stages, and must ripen and bear certain fruits for learning to become possible.

Meccaci: Essential for this conception of the independence of processes of development and learning is an element which, it seems to us, has attracted very little attention up to know but which is central from the point o view o what interests us: the problem of the succession that exists between development and learning. We think that this illustrates what this theory must really contain, in so far as they resolve the problem of succession by linking the two processes in the sense that learning must be the coda of development. Development must complete certain cycles, must attain a determined stage, and ripen specific fruits so that learning may become possible.

It will be seen that Meccaci is significantly longer than Seve! I think Minick is right but a little literal; the Russian expression, “chvostism” or “tailism”, refers to trade union leaders who simply “tail” working class consciousness instead of trying to lead it, i.e. they pursue purely economic demands instead of raising political ones. 

Seve: This idea bears a portion of truth. Certain premises in the development of the child are necessary, in effect, before school learning is possible. That is why new learning depends incontestably upon certain cycles of child development. It is true that there really does exist a lower threshold underneath which learning is impossible.  But in any case, this dependence, as we will see, is not essential but contingent, and making it pass as the essential or the predominant reason for everything that occurs can lead one into a whole series of misunderstandings or mistakes. (According to this mistaken view—DK), (s)chool learning does gather the fruits of childhood maturation, but in itself is of no interest in itself for development. When a child’s memory, attention, and thinking have achieved in their development the stage where it is possible to learn how to read, to write, and to count, and one teaches the child to read, to write and to count, do his memory, his attention, and his thinking change or not? To this question the old psychology answered that they modify themselves to the degree that we exercise them, that is to say that, if they modify themselves, it is the result of exercise but nothing changes in the course of their development. Nothing new appears in the mental development of the child from the fact that one teaches him to read and write. It’s still the same child, and the only difference is that he knows how to read and write.

Meccaci: We must say that this theory contains a certain portion of truth, which concists of the fact that certain premises of development in the child are really necessary before learning becomes possible. New learning depends necessarily on completing certain cycles of child development. This is true: there really does exist a lower threshold below which learning is not possible. Neverthless this dependence, as we will see in time, is not the essential but a subordinate one, and the attempt to make it pass as essential and exhaustive carries with it an entire series of misunderstandings and errors. Learning gathers in the fruits of child maturation but this same learning is indifferent for development. The child’s memory, attention, and thinking are developed to the point where it is possible to learn to read and write and do arithmetic, but if one teaches him to read and write and do arithmetic, does his memory, his attention and his thinking change or no? The old psychology responded to this question in the following way: if there is a modification, it is only to the extent that we exercise (these functions), so that the modification is a result of the exercise but nothing has actually changed in the course of the child’s development. Nothing new appears in the mental developmet of the child from the fact that we have taught him to read and write. It is still the same child, but literate. MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE (OR ANYWHERE ELSE UNTIL THE SECOND POINT OF VIEW) BUT MINICK AND SEVE DO.

I think Minick has really garbled this sentence: “(T)raditional psychology sugested that these processes (?) always change when they are exercised whatever form that exercise may take.”
The problem with rendering it this way is that it sounds like Vygotsky is referring to the Herbart argument that learning, e.g., Latin and Greek is good for the mind because it provides it exercise. Exercise is good for the regardless of the content of the exercise.

This isn’t what Vygotsky means. Meumann is a big champion of “practical” knowledge and Piaget was a firm opponent of teaching dead languages in school; but as we shall see in the very next paragraph, Meumann and Piaget are the real targets of Vygotsky’s criticism.

What Vygotsky means is this: when we assume that development and learning are separate, we assume that any interaction between the two has to pass through the OUTSIDE, that is, through mental exercise. Of course, learning provides mental exercise just as work and play do. This mental exercise expands the child’s mind the way that exercise provides more muscle. 

But this expansion does not fundamentally restructure the mind. The child is still using the same concepts, even if the child pays attention more carefully, remembers for longer, and thinks more quickly.
Seve: This conception, which characterizes all of the old pedagogical psychology, including the well known work of Meumann, has been developed to its logical limit by Piaget. For the latter, the thinking of the child passes necessarily through a number of phases and stages, whether or not the child receives instruction. If the child does, it’s a purely external fact, which does not form a whole with the proper processes of his thinking. In this way pedagogy has to keep track of the autnomous peculiarities of child thinking as a lower threshold which determines the moment when teaching becomes possible. When other mental capacities are developed in the child, other forms of learning will become possible as well. For Piaget, the index of the level of thinking of the child is not what the child knows, nor even when he is capable of assimilating but the manner in which he thinks in a particular domain where he has no knowledge. It is here that the opposition between school learning and development, between knowledge and thinking, is the most marked. From this point of departure, Piaget poses the child questions concerning subjects on which it is virtually certain that the child cannot know anything at all. If one questions a child on matters about which he has some knowledge, what one obtains is not the result of his thought but only of his knowledge. That is why spontaneous concepts, which appear in the process of development of the child, are considered to be indicative of his thinking while scientific concepts, which come from learning do not possess the characer of an index. Therefore, if learning and development are squarely opposed to each other, we necessarily arrive at the fundamental thesis of Piaget; scientific concepts evict spontaneous concepts and take their place rather than coming from within them and transforming them.

Meccaci: This point of view, which entirely characterizes all of the old pedagogical psychology including the noted work of Meumann, is carried to the logical limit by the theory of Piaget. From his point of view the child’s thinking passes necessarily by certain phases and certain stages, independently of the fact that the child undergoes a process of learning. If he receives instruction, this is a purely external fact which cannot be found in a unity with his proper thought processes. For this reason pedagogy must consider the autonomous peculiarities of child thinking as a lower threshold which determines the possibility of learning. When the child attains other capacities for thinking through development, then other forms of learning will be possible. For Piaget the index of the development of child thinking is not what the child knows, nor how much he is capable of assimilating, but how he thinks in a field where he has no knowledge. Here we see the clearest opposition between learning and development, knowledge and thinking. From this point of departure, Piaget poses questions for which he is assured that the child can have no relevant knowledge. If we ask questions to the child concerning things about which he has knowledge, then we obtain not the result of his thinking but the result of his knowledge. For this reason spontaneous concepts, which appear in the process of development of the child, are considered as indicative of his thinking, but scientific concepts which come from learning, do not possess this indicative character. In this way, once learning and development are squarely opposed to each other, we arrive necessarily at the fundamental thesis of Piaget according to which scientific concepts supplant spontaneous ones and take their place rather than emerging from them and transforming them.

Meumann’s book on learning consists mostly of his work on memory. You can see that if we take the view that learning consists largely of memory, then the idea that it “rides the tail” of development makes a lot of sense. Learning depends on the growth of the child’s capacity for memory, and the content of learning is largely reducible to the content of the memory. A great deal of the literature on vocabulary learning is, of course, like this, and Shushu’s work was a rare exception. This is why it is so difficult to publish.

We can see why Vygotsky contends that Piaget is a logical extreme of this current if we simply take what Meumann says about the role of memory in learning and apply instead to the role of the function Vygotsky calls “thinking”, that is, the child’s ability to carry out logical operations. If learning consists largely of “thinking”, then the idea that it “rides the tail” of devleopment similarly makes sense. Learning depends on the growth of the child’s ability to reason, and the content of learning is once again reducible to that of a single function, this time judgement. The result must be a view of intellectual development not that far from the kinds of non-verbal intelligence tests we were discussing last week.

Seve: The second conception is diametrically opposed to the one we have just set out. Here, learning and development are confused and the two processes are considered identical. This point of view was initially developed in pedagogical psychology by James, who sought to show that the proces of formation of associations and habits (навыков) is as much a par of the base of learning as it is of mental development. But if the two processes have the same nature, there is no reason to distinguish the one from the other. From this to the proclamation of the famous formula: learning is development, learning is a synonym for development, there is only one step.

Meccaci: The second point of view on the problem which interests us is diametrically opposite to the one we have just laid out. This theory mixes up learning and development, identifying the two processes. The point of view was developed initially in pedagogical psychology by James who stought to show that the process of the formation of associations and of abilities (навыков) is at the nature of learning as well as mental development. But if the nature of the two processes is one and the same, there is no reason to distinguish between them. From here there is only one more step to proclaim the celebrated formula according to which learning is development. Learning is a synonym for development.

Note that Seve and Meccaci disagree over the word habits/abilities (навыков). Notice that although Minick’s sentences are shorter and blunter than Vygotsky’s, his translation is notably SOFTER: “identified” instead of “mixes up”, and “there is no foundation on which to differentiate them” instead of “there is no reason to distinguish between them.” 

Vygotsky is rather the opposite: the syntax is complex and ornate but the content is rather hard and polemical.
Seve: This theory rests on the fundamental conception of all the old psychology now in decline: associationism. Its renaissance today in pedagogical psychology is the work of the last of the Mohicans, Thorndike, and of reflexology, which translates the conception of the associationists into the language of physiology. To the question “What does the rocess of development represent in the child intellect?” this theory answers: “Mental development is nothing more than the progressive and continuous accumulation of conditioned reflexes.” But when it is a matter of saying what learning consists of, it gives literally the same response. From this it leads to exactly the same conclusions as Thorndike: learning and development are synonymous. ItThe child is developed only insofar as he is instructed. Development is learning and learning is development. BOTH SEVE AND MECCACI (AND 1934 TOO OF COURSE) HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MINICK DOES NOT.

Meccaci: At the base of this theory is the fundamental conception of all the old psychology in decline: associationism. Its rebirth in pedagogical pscyhology is represented today in the last of the Mohicans, Thorndike, and in reflexology, which has translated the associationist theory into the language of physiology. In response to the question of what the process of development of the child intellect represents, his theory answers: (mental*) development is nothing more than he progressive and continuous accumulation of conditioned reflexes. But in response to the question of what learning is, this theory offers literally the same response, arriving at the same conclusion as Thorndike, learning and development are synonymous. The child develops in the same measure as he learns. He is developed only insofar as he is instructed. Development is learning and learning is development. 

Meccaci notes that the word “mental” in parentheses was replaced with the word “natural” in the 1982 edition.

Notice that Vygotsky now considers reflexology a form of associationism. Ten years earlier, in Educational Psychology, he felt it offered a principled, materialist alternative to associationism. By calling Thorndike “the Last of the Mohicans”, he means of course that the tribe of psychologists that Thorndike leads is a) confined to the USA, and b) dying out. In this, unfortunately, he is quite wrong: the Thorndike current dominated educational psychology until the 1960s, and spread well beyond North America.   

Seve: While in the first theory the knot of the question concerning the relationship between learning and development is not untied but rather cut, because between the two processes no relationship at all is recognized, in the second this knot is totally bypassed and ignored, because in a general manner the question of their relations cannot be posed if one thing and another are exactly the same.

Meccaci: If in the first theory the knot of the problem on the relations between learning and development is not undone but sliced, because between the two processes we do not recognize any relationship at all, in the second theory the knot is simply put aside or evaded, because in general it is not possible that there is any relationship between learning and development if they are one and the same thing.

Vygotsky is repeating the same analysis that he applied in the “Meaning of the Historical Crisis in Psychology”, where he described how the old psychology recognized no relationship between mind and behavior and the new one (behaviorism, or, in the Soviet version, reflexology) mind and behavior were one and the same thing.

He isn’t doing this because he lacks originality and cannot come up with a more content-specific critique. He is doing this because the method of “immanent critique” leads inexorably in this direction. Even the development of non-dialectic thinking (dualistic thinking) obeys the law of the dialectic, and Vygotsky’s immanent critique shows how a science first establishes absolute differentiation, and then negates this. The next step, of course, is an attempt at synthesis (but not sublation).

Seve: There is, finally, a third group of theories which is particularly influential in child psychology in Europe. These theories try to raise themselves above the two extreme points of view we have just laid out. They attempt to navigate between Charybdis and Scylla. In attempting to do this, they encounter the usual fate of theories which occupy an intermediate position between two extreme points of view. They do not rise above the two theories but stand between them, and they avoid one extreme to the exact degree that they manage to fall into the other. They get over one of the erroneous theories by giving in partially to the other and they conquer the other by conceding to the first. At bottom, these theories are dualistic: situated between two opposing points of view, they manage to make a certain reunion of the two points of view. 

Meccaci: We find, last of all, a third group of theories which are particularly influential in European child psychology. These theories attempt to surmount the failings of the two extreme points of view described above. They attempt to navigate between Scylla and Charybdis. They then meet the end that awaits any theory which occupies an intermediate position between two extreme points of view. They do not stand above the two theories but between them, and they surmount one extreme exactly in the measure that they cede place to the other. They attempt surpass one extreme by making concessions to the first. At bottom these are dualistic theories and they occupy a position between the two opposing points of view, arriving at a certain merging of the two points of view.

Charybdis and Scylla, in Book Twelve of Homer’s “Odyssey”, were a giant whirlpool and a six headed sea monster, between which Odysseus attempted to steer his ship. While trying to avoid the whirlpool Charybdis, Scylla seized and devoured six of his men. 

Seve: Such is the point of view of Koffka, who declares at the very beginning that development always has a dual character: one must distinguish in the first place development as maturation and in the second place development as learning. But this is equivalent at bottom to recognizing the preceding two extreme points of view one after the other, or else uniting them. According to the first, the process of development and that of learning are independent, the one from the other. Koffka takes this up, affirming that development is precisely a maturation whose internal laws do not depend on learning. But according to the second point of view learning is a development. Koffka takes this up too, word for word.

Meccaci: This is the point of view of Koffka who affirms from the very start that development always has a dualistic character. In the first place we must distinguish a development which is like maturation and in the second place we need to distinguish a development which is like learning. But this means, at bottom, a recognition of the two preceding points of view, the one following the other, or reuniting them. The first point of view says that the process of development and learning are independent, the one from the other. Koffka takes this up, affirming that development is precisely a form of maturation which does not depend, in its internal laws, on learning. The second point of view says that learning is development. Koffka literally repeats this point of view.

In Hegelian philosophy, a sublation means, first of all, the negation of the negation, and secondly the transformation of the whole. Just as with idealist psychology and vulgar materialist behaviorism in the essay on the Meaning of the Historical Crisis in Psychology, Vygotsky here does not attempt to combine the two theories of relating learning an development, for this will only add up their weaknesses. Instead, he uses the two theories to negate each other; their sublation lies not in the middle but beyond both extremes simultaneously.

Seve: To pursue the image of our comparison, we may say that if the first theory cuts but does not undo the knot, and the second avoids or evades it, the theory of Koffka, for its part, pulls the knot even tighter and more solidly, so that in fact the position that it adopts with respect to the two opposed points of view, far from resolving the question, muddles it up even more, because it erects as a principle what, in the formulation of the question, constitutes the fundamental error which has given rise to the two first groups of theories in the first place. It takes off from a conception of development which is dualistic in principle. Development is not a single process; there is a development-as-maturation and a development-as-learning. Nevertheless, compared to the two preceding ones, this new theory helps us progress on three levels.

Meccaci: To pursue our imaginary comparison, if we say that the first theory cuts but does not unpick the knot, and if the second one avoids or evades the knot, then the theory of Koffka pulls this knot ever tighter. In effect, its position on the relationship between these two points of view not only does not resolve the problem but obscures matters even more, because it raises to the level of principle what constitutes the fundamental error in the formulation of the problem that has given origin to the two first groups of theories in the first place. It takes as its point of departure a concession to the dualistic principle of development. Development is not a single process, but there is a development which is like maturation and another development which is like learning. Yet this new theory takes us forward with respect to the previous two theories in three different ways.

Minick is simply unreadable here:

“It lifts itself upward to the level of the principle which underlies the mistake that is common to both the first two groups of theories, to the level of the princiople that produced their shared misstatement of the problem.” 

I can’t understand a word of this. But Seve and Meccaci are quite clear. 
Seve: 1) For the unification of the two opposing points of view to become possible, we must necessarily admit that between the two aspects of development—maturation and learning—there must exist a mutual dependence. This is what Koffka does in his theory. One the basis of a series of facts, he establishes that maturation itself depends on the functioning of the organs, and, as a consequence, on the perfection of this function in learning. And, inversely, the function of maturation in itself makes learning go forward by opening new possibilities for it. Learning influences in a certain manner maturation, and maturation has an influence likewise upon learning. But after having admitted this fact in general, the theory of Koffka does not go any further and leaves this “in a certain manner” unelucidated. Instead of making it the object of study, it is content with postulating the existence of an interdependence between the two processes.

Meccaci: 1. In order that the reunion of the two opposing points of view might be possible, we must necessarily admit that between these two points of view—maturation and development—there exists a mutual difference.  Koffka admits this in his theory. On the basis of a series of facts he establishes that this same maturation depends upon the maturation of the organ and this depends on the its function in the process of learning. And vice versa, the same process of maturation pushes forward learning, opening before it new possibilities. Learning, to a certain extent, influences maturation and maturation to a certain extent learning. But this “to a certain extent” remains completely undeciphered in this theory, and it does not go any further than a general recognition. Instead of making this “extent” the object of inquiry, it is content to postulate the existence of an interdependence between the two processes.

Two problems:

“должна существовать взаимная зависимость”, or, “there must exist a mutual/reciprocal interdependence”
a) Meccaci has “difference”, but Seve and Minick prefer “dependence”. The Russian is “взаимная зависимость” which is really “mutual or reciprocal “interdependence”.  

“органа”
b) The word “organ” doesn’t make sense to me. “Organism” would make more sense here (in the sense that Werner talks about it.) But everybody agrees that the word is “organ” and not “organism” or even “organs”. Sure enough, the word is “органа” which really does mean “the organ”.

But it’s not clear at all to me which organ he is talking about. Maybe Koffka can help!

Seve: 2) This third theory introduces a new conception of learning as well. While for Thorndike learning represents a mechanical process which leads from the method of trial and error to happy results and is devoid of meaning (of intellect, of intelligence, of comprehension—DK), for structural psychology, the process of learning is the appearance of new structures and the perfection of old ones. Because the process of formation of structures is considered as the beginning, not as the result of an education but as the premise of all school learning, it is, according to the new theory, furnished from the beginning with a structural character imbued with meaning. The fundamental property of any structure is its independence with respect to the element which constitutes it, the concrete material form which it is formed, so that the structure may be transferred into any other kind of material. If, in the process of school learning, the child forms a structure, assimilates an operation, not only do we open by this development the possibility of reproducing this structure but one also gives him many other possibilities in the domain of other structures. We have taught the child for a penny and he has developed for a mark. One single step in learning can signify a hundred steps of development. This is the most positive element of the new theory. It teaches us to see the difference between a teaching which brings only what it brings immediately and one which brings much more than it brings immediately. If I learn to use a typewriter, it may be that nothing is modified in the general structure of my consciousness. But if, let us say, I learn a new method of thinking, a new type of structure, that will give me not only the possibility to practice this activity with what has been the direct object of learning but a lot more besides—that will give us the possibility of going well above the immediate results of learning.

Meccaci: 2. The third theory introduces a new conception of this same process of learning. According to Thorndike, learning represents only a mechanical process which has no sense at all, which brings, through a process of trial and error, results crowned with success. But for structural psychology the process of learning is the appearance of new structures the their perfection of the old ones. For this reason the process of formation of a structure is considered primary, it is presented not as the result of education but as the precondition of all learning, which gives it in the new theory a structural category lacking in meaning (???). The fundamental property of any structure is the independent of its constituent elements form the concrete material of which it is formed, through which we have the possibility of putting it into other materials. If the child in the process of learning forms a given structure and assimilates a given operation, at the same time we have opened in his development the possibility not only of reproducing this structure but owe have given him an even greater possibility in other fields and other structures. We have taught the child for a pfennig and we have gotten development for a mark. One single footstep in learning can produce a hundred footsteps in development. In this we find the most positive element of this new theory, that which teaches us to see the difference between an instruction which gives only what it gives immediately and that which gives more than it gives immediately. If I learn to write with a typing machine, this does not change the structure at all. But if I learn, let us say, a new method of thinking, an new type of structure, this gives the possibility not only of modifying this activity which is the direct object of learning, but much more as welll: it gives the possibility of going over and above the immediate results of what learning has brought. 

Some problems:

a) In Minick, Thorndike’s conception of learning is mechanistic and “meaningless” but the new structuralist view of learning is “meaningful”. Seve has “deprived of sense”. Meccaci says that BOTH of them are “lacking in sense. The Russian words are осмысленный  “intelligent” and неосмысленный “unintelligent”.

b) Minick has “penny” and “dollar”, but Vygotsky is talking about Koffka, who is a German, so he uses “pfennig” and “mark”.

c) Notice the clear reference to Russian formalism, in particular the idea that structures are completely independent of the materials. This is of course an exaggeration. It is true that in a sculpture there are THREE things: the “form” (the style), the “content” (the topic), and the “materials” (the actual stone or bronze or other matter of which the sculpture is made). 

But these three things are not completely independent: some styles are poorly suited to some content and some materials, and some materials are poorly suited to some contents and styles. It’s very hard to cast a bee in bronze, and the style of Michaelangelo depends at least in part on the properties of uncut marble.

However, in SEMIOTIC materials, which is Vygotsky’s main concern here, the statement is  quite true: meaning is largely independent of pronunciation, and style is largely independent of handwriting. And of course semiotic materials that are the stuff of the higher psychological functions. 
Seve: 3) The third element is directly linked to the preceding and flows from it. It concerns the problem of the order of succession which ties school learning to development. The question of the temporal relationships between learning and development established already an essential line of demarcation between the two first theories and the the third.

Meccaci: 3. The third element is directly tied to the problem just discussed and derives directly from it. It regards the problem of the succession which links learning and development. The problem of the temporal links between learning and development differentiates in essence the first two theories from the third.

At this point I find it useful to remind myself what the previous two positive elements that Vygotsky attribues to the third, syncretic, group of theories about learning and development were. 

The first one was the idea of mutual interdependence and reciprocal influence beween learning and development. The second one was the idea of generalizability, the idea that learning new structures of consciousness (e.g. concepts) would allow the child to not only master the object of the activity but could be exended throughout the child’s mental life. 

The third idea, which as Vygotsky suggests flows directly from the second, is the idea that learning can lead development.

Seve: The first theory, as we have seen, has a completely determined position on this: instructed learning lags behind development; first development and then instructed learning. For the second theory, the question of the order of succession of the two processes cannot in general even be posed, because the two processes are considered identical and therefore confounded with each other. In practice, nevertheless, this theory takes as its starting point the hypothesis that learning and development evolve synchronously, as two parallel processes coinciding in time, (the hypothesis that) development follows learning step by step like a shadow follows the object which projects it. The third theory naturally preserves the two representations of a temporal relationship between learning and development (because it unites these two points of view and establishes a distinction between maturation and learning). But it completes them with something that is essentially new. That something which is essentially new flows from what we have indicated above, that is to say the understanding of school learning as a structural process which is endowed with meaning. Learning, as we have seen, can bring more development then its immediate results would imply. Applied to a point in the sphere of child thinking, it modifies and transforms numerous other points. It can have consequences upon development which are not only direct but still far in the future. School learning can not only follow development, not only march at the same pace as development, but can also lead it, making it progress, and evoking within it new formations. Here is an idea which is infinitely important and precious. The fact of recognizing as equally possible and important the three orders of succession of the two processes that are logically conceivable all by itself highlights the numerous insufficiencies of the eclectic theory of Koffka. MECCACI HAS A PARA BREAK RIGHT HERE, BUT SEVE DOES NOT. The first theory which separates learning and devleopment and the second which identifies them both lead, despite their apparent opposition to each other, to a sole and same conclusion: school learning does not modify anything within development. The third theory leads us to a problem that is completely new, which bears a particular importance for the hypothesis which we are developing.

Meccaci: On the problem of the temporal relationship between learning and development, the first theory, as we have seen, has a position which is completely determined: learning is the coda of development, first there is development and then there is learning. From the point of view of the second theory the problem of succession of the two processes cannot in general be posed at all, because the two processes are identified and confused with one another. But in practice this theory begins from the hypothesis that learning and development proceed as two parallel and synchronous processes, coinciding in tempo; that development follows learning footstep by footstep, as a shadow follows the object which projects it. The third theory conserves, to be sure, the two representation of the temporal links between development and learning, from the moment that it unites these two points of view and differentiates maturation from learning. But it completes this with something that is essentially new. This essentially new thing derives from what we have said above on the the comprehension of learning as a structural process which is deprived (???) of meaning. Learning, as we’ve said, can bring wih it far more than the content which is its immediate result. Applied to a point in the sphere of child thinking, it modifies and and transforms many other points. We can say that it can have consequences for development that are long term and not simply immediate. Learning can not only follow behind development, not only go step by step alongside development but can walk ahead of development pushing it in advance and drawing from it new formations. This is infinitely important and infinitely precious. This alone shows the numerous insufficiencies (of this eclectic theory) which recognizes as equally possible and equally important the three logically conceiveable types of succession in the relationships of the two developments.

The first theory, which differentiates learning and development, and the second theory which identifies them lead, notwithstanding their mutual opposition, to a single and same conclusion: learning does not modify anything in development. The third theory carries here a problem wich is completely new and which has a particular importance for the point of view of the hypothesis which we are developing.

Minick’s got this:

“This insight has immeasurable importance and value. It atones for many of the inadequacies of Koffka’s eclectic theory, a theory which accepts all three of the logically conceivable temporal relations between instruction and development as equally plausible and significant.” 

But that’s VERY different from what we read in Meccaci and Seve. Meccaci and Seve BOTH say that Vygosky says that the positive aspects of Koffka’s theory do NOT atone for the theory but on the contrary highlight the eclecticism and show up how inconsistent it is..

Of course, this makes much more sense. If learning really does lead development, then it is logically impossible that development produces the infrastructure on which learning builds a superstructure. If learning leads development, it is logically impossible that they are one and the same thing..

The incompatibility of this theory with the other two also shows how they are incompatible with each other. If development and learning really are different, then it is logically impossible that development and learning are completely parallel. If development and learning are one and the same thing, it is logically impossible that one can trail behind the other. The three points are ALL logically incompatible; one must live and the others must die. 
Seve: While this is new, the problem represents at bottom, at a new historical stage in the development of science, the return to a very old problem almost forgotten today. Of course, this return does not signify the resurrection of ancient theories which have long proved their inconsistency. But as frequently happens in the history of scientific thinking which develops itself in a dialectical fashion, the re-examination of a given theory at the very highest point attained by science at a given moment leads us to put once again into action some of the correct theses contained in theories that are much older than those which are under re-examination.

Meccaci: This problem is new, but in substance it represents a return, at a new historical stage in the development of science, to a much older problem which has been nearly forgotten. Certainly, this return does not signify the resurrection of antique theories which have already for shown their inconsistency for some time. But as it often happens in the history of scientific thinking which develops in a dialectical fashion, the re-examination of a particular theory at a point of view which is more elevated leads science to re-evocation of the correct content of theories which are older still.

Meccaci simply cuts out the phrase on the dialectical development of scientific thinking. But this is really key to the whole paragraph. We often complain in English language teaching about the “pendulum swings” (e.g. from “focus on form” to “focus on meaning” or from nativism to constructivism). 

Other examples are the see-sawing back and forth from idealist views to objectivist ones in the  sciences, between the linear and the pictorial style in art, and in religion between extreme monotheism (e.g. Protestantism with its single god) to extreme polytheism (Catholicism with its trinity, its cult of the virgin, and literally thousands of saints ). In all of these disputes, traditional intellectual histories tends to see the struggle as two dimensional: the balance of power goes back and forth but the ideas themselves do not change. 
Dialectical intellectual history is very different. The two lines of thought do not simply negate each other, they raise each other to a higher level through sublation. This means that what appears to be a cycle, in developmental terms, is really a spiral, and that older ideas (in this case the idea of formal discipline, e.g. training in dead languages like Latin and Greek) are revisited at a higher level (in this case, the study of modern foreign languages).

Seve: We wish to speak of the old doctrine of formal discipline, with which the name of Herbart is normally associated. The notion of formal discipline brings with it, as we know, the idea that there are certain materials for teaching which not only bring knowledge and habits implied by the discipline themselves but which also develop the general intellectual capacities of the child. This is why we differentiate in between particular subjects according to their degree of importance as formal disciplines. This idea, progressive in itself, led in practice to a pedagogy of reactional froms of teaching of which the most pure expression was the classical German and Russian “gymnasium”. If these schools lent enormous attention to the study of the Greek and Latin tongues, it was not because one recognized their vital importance but because it was believed that the study of these subjects favored the general intellectual development of the child. In modern teaching establishments, a similar significance is attributed to mathematics. This, so it is believed, stimulates the same development of intellectual capacities necessary in the domain of exact sciences as ancient languages do in the domain of the human sciences.

Meccaci: We have in mind the old doctrine of formal discipline which is tied in general to the name of Herbart. The notion of formal discipline, as is well known, contains the idea that there exist particular courses of study which bring about not only knowledge and ability implicit in their materials but devleopment for the general mental capacities of the child. From this point of view the subjects can be differentiated into those of more or lesser importance following the criterion of formal disicipline. This idea, in itself progressive, has in practice brought form a reactionary form of teaching, which finds its pure state in the German and Russian classical gymnasium. If in thse schools one lent the greatest attention to the study of Greek and Latin, this was done not because one recognized in them a vital imporatance, but because one believed that the study of this material as formal disicplines favored the general mental development of the child. The same was true of mathematics in the “Realschulen”. It was said that mathematics produced the same mental capacities required by the field of real (exact) disciplines that the study of ancient languages once had for the field of human sciences.

Three places where there are disagreements. Let’s use the principle of majority rule: if there are two translators with one formulation and one with another we go with the first and not the second:

a) Meccaci and Seve both use “vital importance” instead of Minick’s “for life”. Let’s go with the former.

b) Seve has “modern teaching establishments” while Minick and Meccaci speak of the German Realschule. Let’s go with the latter.

c) Seve and Meccaci speak of the “real” disciplines or the “exact” disciplines in contrast to the humanities, while Minick speaks of “science and technology” (this is somewhat anachronistic; many Realschule were founded early in the eighteenth century). Let’s use the former.

Seve: It is partly its insufficient elaboration, but above all because of the inadequacy in its practical application to the tasks of modern bourgeois pedagogy that have led this theory of formal discipline into theoretical and practical bankruptcy. The ideologue of this has been Thorndike, who attempted to show through a sereies of experiments that formal discipline is a myth, a legend, and that teaching as no influence, no long term consequence in development. He managed, at the end of this study, to deny completely the existence of dependency between school learning and development, dependencies which the theory of formal discipline had put forward, correctly, but then caricatured to the highest degree. The theses of Thorndike are nevertheless unconvincing except in the sense that they concern the exaggerations and caricaturizations that deform the doctrine. They do not affect the kernel; still less do they reduce it to nothing. The not very probing character of his arguments stems from the fact that he has not been able to go beyond the erroneous formulation that Herbart and his partisans have given. He sought to conquer them by adopting the same position as they have and by using their proper weapons, but in this way he has not refuted the idea itself, which forms the kernel of this older theory, but only the envelop (of the idea—DK).

Meccaci: In part because of the non-elaboration of this theory of formal discipline but above all because of its inadequacy in practical application in modern bourgeois pedagogics, the entire theory of formal discipline has been brought to bankrupcty in both theory and practice. The ideologist who did this was Thorndike, who in a series of experiments sought to show that formal discipline is a myth, a legend, that teaching has no influence, no successive consequences for development. As a result of this inquiry, Thorndike has managed to completely negate the existence of all dependancy between learning and development, which were presented rightly, but in excessive measure, the form of a caricature by the theory of formal discipline. Nevertheless, the theses of Thorndike are only convincing to the extent that they touch upon the exaggerations and caricatural deformations of this theory. They do not extend to the nucleus and still less do they destroy it. The lack of persuasiveness of the arguments of Thorndike stems from the fact that he has not gone beyond the erroneous formulation ofhte problem which is contained in the theory of the Herbartiani (that is, the “Herbart-ists”—DK). He sought to vanquish it by taking the same position and using its own weapons; but he has not refuted the idea that stands at the core of this old theory, but only the covering which wraps it.

Vygotsky understands that the main problem in education is always “education for whom” and “education to do what”? For the rising bourgeoisie, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, the answer to this question was rather contradictory.

On the one hand, they wanted for themselves and for their children a system of education that was just as prestigious as the religious education that the nobility and clergy had enjoyed during the long night of feudalism. On the other, they wanted a system of education for their employees that had practical applications in the new technologies of production. The choice of classical languages (as distinct from religious texts) satisfies the first requirement but not the second, while the choice of mathematics satisfies the second requirement but not the first. 

So on the one hand the theory was not sufficiently elaborated (because it could not show a concrete cause and effect relationship between the formal discipline of Latin and Greek and mental development) and on the other it was not up to the practical tasks of bourgeois pedagogics (because Latin and Greek could not provide the skills that employees in the new mercantile enterprises really needed). This is why von Humboldt’s attempts to introduce educational reform based on formal discipline in Prussia were a complete and total failure.

Thorndike is an American. His critique is profoundly bourgeois. He considers that the ideological battle with the feudal aristorcracy was won in practice with the American revolution and then the French. He wants the educational system to provide practical skills, quite specific to particular tasks of production, rather than general mental development. 

For this reason Thorndike attacks the theory of formal discipline using the method of “immanent critique”, by taking its own postulates and axioms as a starting point. As Vygotsky will show, however, the result of his “immanent critique” is to strengthen the central idea of word-based knowledge which provides general mental development rather than practical skills. When we take away the exaggerated value placed upon Latin and Greek and replace the dead languages with modern foreign language teaching, we may find that the theory of the Herbartiani (which was after all also the theory of von Humboldt) is basically sound. 

Now, this whole passage is saturated with Vygotsky’s respect for von Humboldt and for Vygotsky’s former teacher and colleague Gustav Shpet. So why doesn’t he mention their names? I think the answer is pretty simple, but a little depressing. Shpet was already under police investigation. He was arrested and shot about three years after Vygotsky died.

Seve: In effect, it is on the theoretical plane that Thorndike poses the question of formal discipline in the following way: in school learning, does everything influence everything else? Can the study of the multiplication tables, he asks, have an influence on the good choice one must make if one wishes to marry or the capacity to better understand anecdotes? In answering this question in the negative, Thorndike only shows us what we already know: in school learning and in development, not everything influences everything else. Influences cannot be universal and cannot link absolutely any points in learning and development without rhyme or reason of absolutely different psychological nature. In the same way he is perfectly wrong to pull from the correct thesis that not everything influences everything the conclusion that nothing influences anything. He has only shown that school learning, which concerns functions that have nothing in common with functions which are implicated in other forms of activity and thinking and no meaningful relationships with them, cannot exercise any influence whatsoever on forms of activity linked to functions which are totally dissimilar. This much is incontestable. But another question remains entirely open: Is it not possible that diffeent subjects of instruction may concern, even if only partially, identifical functions, related or simply relevant in their pscyhological nature? In this case, might not the learning of a given discipline have an influence, facilitating or helping the devleopment of a determined system of functions by the study of another discipline based on psychological processes that are akin to the first or close to them? Int his way the thesis of Thorndike, rejecting the idea of formal discipline only retains its validity when it is a mattter of an absurd combination of random functions—such as those which intervene in the study of the multiplication table, the choice of a spouse, or the comprehension of an anecdote.
Meccaci: In effect, Thorndike poses the theoretical problem of formal discipline according to the point of view of the influence of learning everything on everything. He asks if the study of the mutiplication table can have an influence on the proper selection of a marriage or on the development of the capacity to better understand anecdotes. In giving a negative response to this question, Thorndike only tells us what we already know, which is that in learning and development it is not the case that everything influences everything, that an influence cannot be universal, that it cannot link any point on development and any point of learning without any reason and without anything in common in their psychological nature. For this reason he is absolutely wrong when from the correct idea that not everythign influences everything he draws the conclusion that nothing influences anything. He has only demonstrated that learning relative to functions which have nothing in common with functions that are involved in completely different forms of activity and thinking and which have no meaningful relationship with them cannot have an influence on another form of activity linked to a completely dissimilar function. This is indisputable. But the problem remains completely open, whether or not if we vary the material of instruction to materials which regard, even if only in part, identical, affiliated, or simply proximate in psychological nature, and in this case the learning of a given disicipline, it cannot elicit an influence which facilitates or aids the development of a given system of functions when the study of the other discipline is founded on the pscyhological processes which are akin to or only simlar to the first. In this way the thesis of Thorndike, when he refutes the very idea of formal discipline, conserves its strength only in the ambit of a combination of functions without any meaning, functions which are involved in the study of the multiplication table, the choice of a spouse, and the comprehension of an anecdote.

Here the Minick version is much more readable, at least in English. But there are some things missing that help understand at the end. Let’s put them back

The literature on language aptitude is a good example of what Vygotsky’ is talking about here. Since World War 1, there has been a lively, or rather a morbid, interest on the part of the military in “predicting” which soldiers will turn out to be good language learners (and hence suitable for intelligence work) and which ones will fail (only good for cannon fodder). It was discovered that phonemic coding ability, long term memory, and tolerance for ambiguity were three general “non-linguistic” traits that correlate well with language learning success, and appear to “predict” it.

Of course, this is far from the whole story. In addition to phonemic coding ability, we need graphemic coding ability, morphemic coding ability, syntactic coding ability and semantic coding ability. In addtion to “long term memory” which appears to be largely a matter of semantic coding, we need the ability to select which semantic units will be useful and productive and which will not. In addition to tolerance for ambiguity, one requires the ability to generalize and to abstract from ambiguity.

Yet in a sense “short” story of language “aptitude” is already too long: the three components of language “aptitude” are not simply aptitude but actual language ability. That is why it is not much of a surprise to discover that the same three components are also part of first language competence and many other capabilities as well (mathematics, science, moral reasoning).

This is hardly an accident. All of these “abilities” are in fact not abilities in the sense of physical skills based on perception or hand to eye coordination or reaction times, the sort of measurable skills that the psychometrician Thorndike was interested in. They are forms of cultural knowledge, and the underlying psychological nature which they all have in common is the meaningful word. Not so easy to measure, and therefore very easy for poor Thorndike to ignore.

Seve: One may ask what gives Thorndike the right to extend his conclusions, which are valid only for absurd combinations, to the whole domain of the instructed learning and development of the child. Why does he draw from the fact that not everything influences everything else the conclusion that nothing can influence anything? The reason inheres in his theoretical conception of the whole, according to which in a geenral manner there are no combinations in the activity of consciousness which are not absurd. Thorndike reduces all school learning, along with development, to the mechancial formation of associative links. As a consequence, all of he activities of consciousness are linked in a uniform manner, following a single process: the assimilation of the multiplilcation table and the comprehension of an anecdote are just like the formation of algebraic concepts and understanding the laws of physics. But we know that thi sis not the case, that in the activity of consciousness links and structural relationships that are embued with meaning are predominant, and that the existence of absurd liaisons is more the exception than the rule. It is enough to adopt the point of view considered indisputable by modern psychology for all of the thunder and lightning which Thorndike’s critique attempts to vent upon the doctrine of formal discipline falls back upon his own theory. Koffka, because he was the representative of structural psychology, which radically rejects the associative conception of school learning and child mental development, must in a certain sense take up again, without being fully conscious of it, the idea of formal discipline.

Meccaci: Here we ask: by what right does Thorndike extend these conclusions, valid only for conclusions that are without sense, to the whole field of the instructed learning and the development of the child. Why does the fact that not everything can influence everything lese lead to the conclusion that nothing can have any influence on anything. This flows form the general theoretical concept of Thorndike, according to which there do not exist, in a general way, any other combinations in the activity of consciousness other than those which are deprived of sense. Thorndike reduces all learning, and all development, to the mechancial formation of associative links. In this way the activity of consciousness consists of links which are made in a single and uniform way: the assimliation of the multiplication talbe is like the compehension of an anecdote, and the formation of algebraic concepts is like understanding the laws of physics. But we know that things are not thus; that the activity of consciousness is dominated by links that have sense and meaning, and that the existence of links without sense is more the exception than the rule. It is enough to admit this indisputable conclusion of contemporary psychology for all of the thunder and lightning of Thorndike’s critique, which he sought to call down upon the doctrine of formal discipline, to fall instead on his own theory. In this way Koffka must, without being conscious of it, once again take up, at least in a sense, the idea of formal discipline, since this represents structural psychology which has radically refuted the associative concept of learning and mental development in the child. 

It will be seen that Minick’s opening sentence is actually the closing sentence of the preceding paragraph.

Thorndike’s criticism of formal discipline is that it attempts to link general skills such as dead languages or mathematical ability with specific competences such as the multiplication table or listening comprehension. Vygotsky says, this IS a valid criticism of the “husk” or the “covering” of formal discipline, because there are of course skills specific to a particular dead language (spelling and pronunciation, for example) which do not generalize. But it does not touch the core of the theory, because the core consists of a SEMANTIC system which underlies many domains of knowledge. 

As soon as we recognize that the core of the theory, and the core of language ability, is its meaningful SEMANTIC system, then it is only Thorndike’s own theory, that is, the theory based on meaningless connections, which is destroyed by the critique of ungeneralizeability.

Now, the phrase Vygotsky uses is “without sense”, that is, without “smysl”. This shows us that “sense” and “meaning” are not two interchangeable types of semantic value. 

Meaning is a particularly stable and durable form of sense, specifically the kind underlying the most static and self-identical acts of language use (e.g. written language, and of course foreign language study too). But it is not the main form of semantic value underlying everyday language use, or even pedagogical practice in school (since pedagogical practice is inherently dialogic, whether we recognize this or not). Like Volosinov, Vygotsky believes that the essence of meaning is NOT its stability and self-similarity but rather its mutability and creativity. The es-SENSE of meaning is not meaning, but SENSE.

Seve: However, the critique of the theory of formal discipline carries with it a second element that Koffka has not even noticed. It is that, in order to refute the conception of Herbart, Thorndike resorted, in his experiments, to extremely narrow, specialized and unusually elementary functions. He performed an experiment on subjects with the differentiation of the length of line segments, and then he studied how this learning influenced the capacity to differentiate the magnitude of angles. Evidently, no influence was discovered, and that for two reasons. First of all, Thorndike did not teach to his subjects what is typical of school learning; no one has ever argued that learning to ride a bicycle, to swim, or to play golf—forms of activity which are very complex compared to the differentiation of the value of angles—can have even the slightest effect on the general development of the child’s mind. One only attributes such an influence to the study of subjects such as arithmetic, the mother tongue, and so on, that is to say, to complex subjects which concern vast and whole complexes of psychical functions. It will be easily admitted that if the differentiation of the length of lines has no direct effect on the differentiation of angles, but in contrast the study of the mother tongue, and in connection with this, the general development of the semantic aspect of language and concepts can have a certain relationship with the study of arithmetic. Thorndike has only shown that there exist two different types of learning: one, which is typical of the narrow specialized formation that one finds in the professional training of adults and which has as its object the acquisition of habits and the practical application of the same and the other, typical of the period of childhood, which includes whole complexes of psychical functions and which puts into action entire and extensive domains of child thinking, necessarily touching, in different aspects and different subjects into which it can be decomposed, nearby psychological processes, those which are akin or even identical. For the first, formal discipline is the exception rather than the rule. But for the second it must be, visibly, one of the fundamental laws.

Meccaci: But there is a second element of the critique of the theory of formal discipline which has passed by unnoticed by Koffka. This consists of the fact that, in order to refute the Herbartian concept (la concezione herbartiana), Thorndike falls back on experiments upon functions that are very limited, specialized, and unusually elementary. Thus he put his experimental subjects to differentiating the lengths of line segments and then studied how this learning influenced the ability to differentiate the magnitude of angles. It will be understood that no influence could be demonstrated, and that for two reasons. In the first place, he did not teach subjects which were typical of school learning; nobody has ever sustained that in affect learning how to ride a bicycle or how to swim or how to play golf—forms of activity which are much more complex than differentiating the magnitude of angles—can have any influence on the general development of the human mind. This is only attributed in relation to the teaching of subjects such as arithmetic, the mother tongue, that is to say complex subjects that are relevant to an entire and vas ensemble of psychological functions. If we admit easily that the differentiation of lines does not directly influence the differentiation of angles, the study of the mother tongue and, in relation to this, the general development of the semantic aspect of language and of concepts can have a relationship with the study of arithmetic. Thorndike has only demonstrated that there are two different types of learning. One of them, typical of specialized formation of a restricted type, is found particularly in the professional training of adults for the acquisition of abilities and is exercised in their practice, and the second form of learning, more typical of the school age, consists of understanding complicated complexes of psychic functions, puts into action a whole vast field of child thinking and must necessarily touch on different aspects of different subjects which accompany it, those of nearby psychological processes, akin or even identical. For the first type of learning, formal discipline must be the exception rather than the rule, but for the second type it must visibly be a fundamental law.

This section is much more important than Minick makes it sound. It is Vygotsky’s direct and explicit refutation of the “generalizeability assumption” which is used to identify the zone of proximal development with scaffolding (Chaiklin 2003).

He gives two reasons. But as usual Vygotsky’s reasoning is hard to segment, because the two reasons are really two sides of the same reason. On the one hand, Thorndike has chosen materials that are not typical of school instruction: they are narrow skills having to do with line segments and angles rather than, say, word meanings. As Vygotsky points out, these skills are actually narrower than physical skills like bike riding, swimming or golf. Nobody expects these physical skills to generalize to mathematics, social studies, and ethics, so why should we expect estimating angles?

On the other, Thorndike has chose LOWER psychological functions. Now, it may be thought that estimating the length of line segments is a mathematical skill. I think the key word here is “estimate”, as opposed to measure. Measuring is a cultural operation, and it involves using culturally agreed units. Estimation, on the other hand, is a lower psychological function linked to  perception.

Seve: Next, Thorndike has, as we indicated, taken as the object of learning activities which are linked to the lower functions, the most elementary ones, the ones which are simplest in structure, while school learning is concerned with higher psychological functions, which are not only distinguished by a more complex structure but which represent, as special research has shown, formations which are completely new—complex functional systems. In the light of what we know on the nature of the higher psychological functions, we may guess that the possibility of a formal discipline should not in principle be the same in the domain of the elementary psychological processes and the domain of the higher processes, which are born in the course of the cultural development of the child. What convinces us of this is the homogeneity of the structure and the unique origin of all of the higher psychological functions which experimental study has put in evidence at many points. We have already indicated that these have a homogenous basis and only become superior thanks to the seizure of consciousness of which they are the object and conscious mastery. Logical memory, we have said, can be called voluntary memory in the same way as voluntary attention can be qualified as logical attention. We must add that these two functions, in contrast to concrete forms of memory and attention, can be said to be abstract in exactly the same measure as we distinguish an abstract thinking and a concrete thinking. But the idea of the qualitative distinction between higher processes and lower processes is even stranger to the conception of Thorndike than the idea that they have structure. He considers that the one and the other have an identical nature and he considers himself thus justified in resolving the question of formal discipline in the domain of school learning, which is narrowly linked to the activity of the higher functions, using examples of learning that remain entirely within elementary processes.

Meccaci: Thus Thorndike, as we’ve said, has taken as the object of learning activities that are linked to the lower functions, the most elementary the most simple in their structure, whereas school learning has to do with the higher psychological functions, which are distinguished not only by their more complex structure but which represent, as we have shown in specialized research, a formation that is completely new: a complex functional system. In the light of what we know about the nature of the higher psychological functions, we can see the possibility of a formal discipline in the field of the higher processes, which have their origins in the course of the cultural development of the child, developing in a line which diverges from that of the elementary processes. What convinces us is the homogeneity of structure and the single origin of the higher psychological function which has been demonstrated in experimental research. We have said above that all of the higher functions have a homogenous base and become higher by virtue of their seizure of consciousness and of their mastery. Logical memory, we’ve said, can be called voluntary memory just as voluntary attention may be said to be logical. To this we must add that this function has an abstract dimension and this differentiated a concrete form of memory and thinking from a more abstract form of memory and thinking. But the conception of Thorndike is a stranger to the idea of structuration, and indeed to the idea of the qualitative distinction between higher and lower processes. He considers the one and the other to be identical in their nature and for this reason considers himself right to resolve the problem of formal discipline in the field of school learning, which is linked to the activity of the higher functions, following examples of learning which are based entirely on elementary processes.

At this point the 1956/1982 editions end a section, but the 1934 and Meccaci editions (which have FIVE sections instead of Meccaci and Seve’s EIGHT sections) continue for quite a while.

A few points to make clear in our translation which are not terribly clear in Minick’s:

a) Vygotsky begins this paragraph with “thus” (Meccaci) or “next” (Seve) or “moreover” (Minick). It doesn’t matter which we use; the important thing to grasp here is that THIS is the second reason why Thorndike did not find a correlation between the ability to discriminate the length of line segments and the ability to estimate the magnitude of angles. Remember that this is Vygotsky’s LAST chapter; it is written in the very last days of his life. He is mostly dictating the work to Kolbanovsky. As he does in his lectures, he often says he is going to make two points and then makes them, but he elaborates the first point to such a degree and then doesn’t mark the second point as being second. Perhaps we should translate this as “In the second place”.

b) “Complex functional systems” are NOT something in addition to “entirely new formations”, as Minick says. “Complex functional systems” are another name for “neoformations”, the new forms of mental life that Vygotsky refers to in his unfinished work on Child Development (Volume Five). The “neoformations” are created by the reorganization of previously existing functions, e.g. thinking and speech, or will and memory.  

c) Vygotsky insists that “logical memory” and “voluntary memory” are the same thing, just as “logical attention” and “voluntary attention” are the same thing. This is the second or third time he’s made this point. What can he mean by this? I think that what he means is that only when memory becomes VOLITIONAL, and subject to WILL (for example, when I can call something from the memory by CHOICE instead of waiting to be reminded of it) does it become possible to free one’s thinking of the graphic visual context and make it subject to abstract logic. Similarly, only when attention becomes VOLUNTARY, and subject to CHOICE (e.g. when I can pay attention to something going on the in the room without even looking at it) does it become possible to pay attention to things which are not actually here and now. Of course, logical concepts are precisely this sort of thing; they do not exist in concrete form in the visual purview, and it is only by an effort of will that we can pay attention to them.

d) Vygotsky is arguing that the great crime of associationism is not simply that it does not differentiate between the higher and the lower functions, but also that it does not allow for structuration. Minick translates the former point but not the latter. A moment’s reflection will show how very true this latter argument is: one reason why a Galton’s photograph is NOT a good model for concept development is that it has no more structure than a cloud. But the process of concept development is structured; that’s what Chapter Five was all about.    

6.4

Seve: We have now brought together all of the theoretical givens necessary and we can now attempt to formulate schematically the solution to the question which we have until now mainly examined from the point of view of critique. In order to develop this part of our hypothesis we base ourselves on four research series which brought us to a unique conception of the problem of school learning and development. We take as our point of departure the thesis that school learning and development do not represent two independent processes but rather one single and same process (???) and that there exist between them very complex relationships. We have sought to study these complex relationships in special research, whose results we will lay out in order to be able to found our hypothesis on facts.

Meccaci: THIS PARAGRAPH FOLLOWS ON FROM THE LAST PARAGRAPH OF SECTION THREE. AS NOTED EARLIER, MECCACI AND 1934 CONSIDERS THIS WHOLE SECTION TO BE PART OF SECTION THREE. We have reunited the necessary theoretical material and we can now pass to formulate schematically and briefly the solution of the problem which we have thus far examined in a manner that has been above all critical. The elaboration of this part of our hypothesis is based on four series of inquiries which led us to assume a unique conception of the problem of learning and development. Let us say that we begin from the thesis that the processes of development and learning do not represent two independent process or a single and same process, but that development and learning are linked in complex ways. We have sought to make these relationships the object of specific research whose results we will use to illustrate and support with facts our hypothesis. 

As you can see there is a VERY serious mistake in the French translation. Seve says that Vygotsky says that learning and development are one and the same process. This is completely impossible.

But there is a less serious mistake in Minick as well. Remember that at the very beginning of our translation problem we noted that Vygotsky’s method was to critically appropriate the best work on a topic, often in a contrapuntal manner, using one author to criticize another. That is what he did with Piaget and with Stern, and of course it is what he has just done with the theories of Herbart and Thorndike. Only then does he overleap the problems revealed by the mutual criticisms of the previous studies with a hypothesis of his own.

Minick OBSCURES this method by reducing the “working hypothesis” (which is the product of this sublation to which this chapter is dedicated) to a mere “perspective” (which is simply contrasted with the previously rejected perspectives). This is wrong. Let’s re-establish Vygotsky’s wording—and Vygotsky’s meaning. 

Seve: What unites all of this research is, we have said, that they situate themselves in the framework of the unique problem of school learning and development. They have as their task the discovery of the complex interrelationships between one sector and another of the concrete work of schooling—learning to read and write, grammar, arithmetic, natural science and social science. They embrace a whole series of questions: the specifics of the mastery of the decimal number system together with the development of the concept of number, the children’s seizure of conscious awareness of their own mathematical operations in the process of resolving problems, the particularities of the construction and resolution of problems by primary school children. They have placed in evidence many characteristics of the development of oral and  written speech during the period of elementary education, they have shown diverse stages in the development of the comprehension of figurative language, they have given us a good deal of data on the influence which the assimilation of grammatical structures has on the course of psychological development, and they have shed light on the comprehension of relationships between the study of the social sciences and the natural sciences in school. These inquiries had as their mission the discovery and illumination of different aspects of the problem of school learning and of development, each of which resolved this or that aspect of the unique problem.

Meccaci: All of this research, as we’ve said, reunites in the framework of the unified problem of learning and of development. Their task is to examine the complex reciprocal relationships between learning and development in concrete sectors of schoolwork: teaching the child to read and to write, the learning of grammar, of arithmetic, of natural science and of social science. They include a series of problems: the characteristics of the mastery of the decimal system of numeracy in connection with the development of a concept of number, the problem of the seizure of awareness of the mathematical operations in the process of the solving the problems that have been set, the problem of the characteristics of construing and solving problems of the first grade. We have put in evidence a series of characteristics of development of oral and written language during the first period of scholarization, we have furnished material on the problem of the influence of the assimilation of grammatical structures on the course of psychological development, we have shined a light on the problems of comprehension of the relationships during the natural and social sciences in school. The task of this research is to try to examine and interpret different aspects of the problem of learning and development, each of which has a resolved this or that aspect of the unified problem.

Meccaci changes the font here. He notes that the 1956 and the 1982 editions of Vygotsky’s book (in the Russian Collected Works) change this paragraph a good deal. The differences do not seem very big to me, however. 

Minick’s version is, as van der Veer notes, not very literal. The main point Vygotsky is trying to make here is not that the different lines of study are separate, which is what Minick’s translation implies, but rather than they all cover aspects of the same central problem.
Seve: The central questions were the degree of maturity of certain psychological functions at the beginning of schooling and the influence of school teaching on their development, the temporal relationship between school learning and development and the nature and significance of the learning of a formal discipline.

Meccaci: The central problems were those relevant to the degree of maturation of this or that psychic function at the beginning of school teaching and the influence of teaching on the course of development, the chronological relationship between learning and development, and the nature and significance of the zone of proximal development and the problem of the significance of this or that material from the point of view of the theoretical analysis of the theory of formal discipline. (38)

Here we DO have a major difference between the 1934 edition and the 1956/1982 edition. In 1934 Vygotsky includes a reference to the zone of proximal development, and also implies that the studies were concerned with the evaluation of study materials. 

Meccaci and the 1934 edition also include the following biographical reference:

“Thesis work of students at the Herzen Institute of Pedagogy in Leningrad (Arsen’eva, Zabolotnova, Kanushina, Canturia, Efes, Nejfec, and others).”
Seve simply includes the following note, similar to what we find in the Minick version:

“L.S. Vygotsky here made use of the thesis work realized, under his direction, of the students of the Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad (note of the Soviet edition 1956 and 1982).” 

Seve: In the first research series, we clarified the question of the degree of maturity of the psychological functions which serve to support the learning of fundamental school materials: reading and writing, arithmetic, and natural science. The research all showed that at the beginning of the period of scholarization children who succeeded very well did not show the least sign of the maturity of the psychological premises which should have, according to the first theory, been present even before the beginning of school learning. We will take as an example written speech.

Meccaci: The first series of our researches was dedicated to the elucidation of the problem of the degree of maturation of psychological functions which serve as the basis for the learning of the principal school materials: reading and writing, arithmetic, and natural science. All of our research showed that at the moment of the beginning of the child’s learning, which went well enough, the children did not show even the slightest sign of the maturation of those psychological premises which, according to the first theory, should have been present from the very beginning of learning. We will explain this with the example of written speech.

Minick’s version is much less emphatic than this. Otherwise they are fairly similar.

Seve: Why is written speech so difficult to master for the schoolchild and less developed in the school child than oral speech to the point where the linguistic difference in age between the two aspects of language can be six to eight years at certain stages of school learning? The usual explanation given is that written speech as a new function must reproduce in its development the principal steps already taken in good time by oral language and that, in consequence, the written speech of the child of eight must necessarily resemble the oral speech of a child of only two. Some even advised measuring the age of written speech from the beginning of school age and establishing a parallel between it and the corresponding age in oral speech.

Meccaci: Why does written speech encounter such difficulty in school and why does its development and that of oral speech differ to the point where (when we compare them) the two forms of language can, at certain stages of learning, show a gap of six to eight years? The usual explanation given refers to the fact that as a new function written speech must repeat in its development all of the principal stages which in its time the oral speech did and in consequence the written speech of the child of eight years will be similar to the oral speech of one or two. It has even been proposed that we measure the age of written speech from the moment of the beginning of teaching and establish parallel and corresponding ages between written and spoken language. 

Of course, identical arguments have been made about foreign language development, and in fact identical arguments lie at the basis of every argument in favor of the “naturalistic” acquisition of foreign languages: immersion, task based teaching, etc.

Seve: This explanation is clearly not satisfactory. We can understand why the child of two uses a small kit of words and primitive syntactic structures: he only has a very poor vocabulary and has not yet mastered a complex propositional structure. But for the school child the vocabulary of written speech is not more impoverished than that of spoken language; it is the same. The syntax and the grammatical forms are the same in written speech and in spoken language. The child has mastered them already. As a result, the reason invoked in order to explain the primitive character of oral speech at two (the poverty of vocabulary and the underdevelopment of syntax) is no longer valid for the written speech of the schoolchild and from this fact alone the analogy with oral speech is revealed to be incapable of explaining to us what interests us, that is to say, the enormous lag between the written speech of the schoolchild and his spoken language.

Meccaci: This explanation, however, is clearly unsatisfactory. We understand why the child of two uses only a small reserve of words and primitive syntactic structures. He has as yet only a very impoverished vocabulary and he does not yet have mastery of a complex propositional structure. But the vocabulary of written speech for the school child is not more impoverished than that of oral speech, because it is the same, unified vocabulary. The syntax and grammatical forms are the same for written and for oral speech. The child has already mastered them. From this the reasoning which ascribes the primitiveness of the oral speech of a child of two (the poverty of the vocabulary and the underdevelopment of syntax) ceases to be be valid for written speech in the school child, and by this alone the analogy with oral speech as explicative cause of the problem which interests us here, the problem of the enormous retardation of written speech with respect to oral speech, is revealed as inconsistent. 

Notice that Minick uses “syntactical structure” while Vygotsky’s actual words are “propositional” (i.e. logical) structure. I think this is an important difference; for Vygotsky, what the child lacks are complex CONCEPTS, complex modes of THINKING. But in Minick’s translation, the child only lacks rules of grammar.

Seve: Research shows that the essential traits of the development of his written speech do not reproduce at all the history of spoken language and that the resemblance between the two processes is based on external appearances rather than the basis. Written speech is not the simple translation of oral speech into graphic signs, and its mastery is not the simple assimilation of the techniques of writing. If it were, then we would have to expect that with the assimilation of the mechanism of writing, written speech would become just as rich and developed as oral speech and would resemble it as closely as a translation resembles the original. But this is not the case.

Meccaci: Research shows that written speech in the most essential traits of its development does not in fact reproduce the history of oral speech, that the similarity between the two processes is symptomatic, on the external plane rather than a resemblance at bottom. Written speech is not simply a translation of oral speech into graphic signs; the mastery of written speech is not simply the assimilation of the technique of writing. In that case, we would expect that as soon as the mechanism of writing was assimilated written speech would become as rich and developed as oral speech and it would resemble it just as a translation resembles the original. But this does not take place in the development of written speech.

What I find confusing about this paragraph is the apparent logical leap between the first sentence and the second one. The first one criticizes the view that written speech must REPRODUCE the development of spoken language; but the second one suddenly begins to criticize the view that written speech does not need to develop at all.

These are two very different lines of argument, and it’s not clear to me how Vygotsky gets to the second one, according to which written speech does not need to develop because it can simply TRANSLATE spoken language and LEAP OVER the whole course of development. 

Previously Vygotskhy argued that the learning of a particular mathematical operation or a particular scientific concept allows the child to translate this operation and this concept into completely new domains without having to relearn anything. This is because the mathematical operation and the scientific concept are independent of the domain; no matter where we apply them the psychological nature does not change. 

Now Vygotsky argues that the learning of spoken language and written speech are different in their psychological nature. Written speech is not simply spoken language written down. It has a different (psychologically more abstract) nature, closer to scientific concepts.

It is a very important point; it literally contradicts some things that Vygotsky has written before (e.g. the idea that writing is a form of “second order symbolism” which we find in Chapter Eight of “Mind in Society” which is used by Lynne Cameron to explain the “lag” between spoken language and written speech and perhaps even the lag between foreign and first language). 

It also appears to contradict many things that Leontiev, Luria, and Belyayev wrote after Vygotsky’s death (e.g. the idea that language itself is a “second signal system” analogous to the “first signal system” of Pavlovian thinking). My guess is that it represents a major leap forward in Vygotsky’s thinking, from a historical to a structural comparison of written speech and oral speech. But he did not have time to develop this comparison properly.

Seve: Written speech is a completely different verbal function which, in its structure and its mode of functioning, is no less distinct from oral speech than inner speech is distinct from externalized speech. As our investigation shows, its development at even a minimal level requires a high degree of abstraction. It is language without intonation, without expressiveness, in a general manner without its sonic aspect. It is language in thinking, in representation, but language deprived of the most essential trait of oral speech—sonic material.

Meccaci: Written speech is a verbal function of a very particular sort which is as different from spoken language to the same degree that inner speech is different from external language in its structure and mode of functioning. As research shows, written speech requires for even the most minimal development a high level of abstraction. It is language without its (musical) intonation, without expression, and in general without all of its sound aspects. This is the speech of thinking (mysl), of representation, a speech deprived of the most essential trait of oral speech, its sonic material.

Meccaci notes that the 1982 edition omits the word “musical” which is an unusual term in Russian. The term is not at all unusual in French, of course. Vygotsky uses a lot of terms of foreign derivation; these might have been more permissable in 1934 than in 1956.

The idea of “musical” and “sonic material” is probably from Vygotsky’s friend, the poet Osip Mandelstam (who he anonymously quotes in Chapter Seven).

Mandelshtam, O.E. (1977) Austin: University of Texas Press. Selected Essays. (Translated by Sidney Monas.)

p. 77:  “It is most convenient and in the scientific sense most accurate to regard the word as an image; that is, a verbal representation. In this way, the question of form and content is removed; assuming the phonetics are the form, everything else is the content. The problem of what is of primary significance, the word or its sonic properties, is also removed. Verbal representation is an intricate complex of phenomena, a connection, a “system”. The signifying aspect of the word can be regarded as a candle burning from inside a paper lantern; the sonic representation, the so-called phonemes, can be placed inside the signifying aspect, like the very same candle in the same lantern.”
Seve: This element of it alone completely modifies the ensemble of the psychological conditions which create themselves in oral speech. The child at this age has already attained with the aid of spoken language a certain level, well elevated, of abstraction with respect to the concrete world. He finds himself now in front of a new problem. He must abstract away the sensuous aspect of language itself; he must move on to abstract language, to a language which utilizes not words but the representations of words. In this respect, written speech distinguishes itself from spoken language in the same way that abstract thinking distinguishes itself from concrete thinking. This fact alone is enough to explain why it does not simply reproduce the steps of development in oral speech or simply correspond to the level of its development. As research shows, the abstract character of written speech, the fact that this language is simply thought and not pronounced, represents precisely one of the greatest difficulties which the child encounters in the process of mastering writing. Those who continue to consider the insufficient development of musculature and other elements linked to the techniques of writing as one of the principal obstacles do not see the roots of the difficulty where they actually lie and take instead for a central and fundamental cause something which is only accessory.

Meccaci: This unique element changes completely the ensemble of psychical conditions which exist for the formation of oral speech. In this period the child has, thanks to sound language, reached a certain rather elevated level of abstraction with respect to the objective world. Now a new problem is posed: the child must abstract the sound aspect of language itself, and must pass on to abstract language, the language which does not use words but the representations of words. In this way written speech is distinguished form oral just as abstract thinking is distinguished from concrete. It is natural that by this fact alone written speech cannot repeat the steps of the development of oral speech. As research shows, it is precisely this abstractness of written speech, the fact that it is only thought and not pronounced, which represents the major difficulty in the process of mastering writing. Those who continue to consider the insufficient development of fine muscles and other elements linked to the technique of writing as one of the major obstacles do not see the roots of the difficulty where they are really present and take as the central cause something which is insignificant.

We can see here why Vygotsky distinguishes between word and word meaning on the last page of this book, and why he used “word meaning” or “meaningful word” instead of “word” in Chapter Five to describe the difference between the complexive thinking and conceptual thinking. 

This does NOT mean that Vygotsky has a DUALLIST view of the word like that of Saussure. On the contrary, it will be seen that the division between the material word and its meaning is a LATE development; the two aspects differentiate and they differentiate when and ONLY when it becomes materially possible to do without the “sensuous, material” nature of the word.

Seve: Written speech, as research tells us, is more abstract than spoken language in another sense as well. It is a discourse without an interlocutor, a verbal situation which is completely new for the child. Written speech implies a situation in which the one to whom the discourse is addressed is either completely absent or is not found in contact with the one who writes. It is a monologue-discourse, a conversation with a white piece of paper, with an imaginary or only figurative interlocutor, while the situation of oral speech is always that of conversation. Written speech implies a situation which forces the child to carry out a double abstraction: that of the sonic aspect of language and that of the interlocutor. Our investigation shows that this is the second major difficulty which the school child faces in mastering written speech. It goes without saying that a language deprived of its real sonority, which is only imagined and thought and which necessitates symbols for sounds, that is to say, a symbolization of the second degree, must be more difficult for the child than oral speech, just as algebra is more difficult than arithmetic. Written speech is precisely the algebra of language. And just as the assimilation of algebra is not the repetition of the study of arithmetic but represents a new and superior plane of development of abstract mathematical thinking, one which reorganizes and elevates arithmetical thinking which has been previously elaborated, in the same way the algebra of language—that is, written speech—permits the child access to a more elevated and abstract plane of language, reorganizing in the same way the pre-existing psychological system of oral speech.

Meccaci: Written speech, as our research teaches us, is more abstract than oral speech in another respect. It is language without an interlocutor, in a conversational situation which is completely unusual for the child. The situation of written speech is a situation in which the person to whom the discourse is addressed is either completely absent or not in contact with the person who is writing. This is a discourse-monologue, a conversation with a blank page, with an imaginary interlocutor or one who is only represented, while the situation of oral speech, it goes without saying, is (without any effort on the part of the child) a situation of conversation. The situation of written speech is a situation which requires two abstractions form the child: that of the sound aspect and that of the interlocutor. Research shows that it is here that the second difficulty which the child encounters in the mastery of written speech must lie. It is clear that language without any real sound, which is only represented and thought, requires the symbolization of sound symbols, in other words, a kind of second order symbolism, must be more difficult than oral speech, in the same measure that algebra is more difficult than arithmetic for the child. Written speech is the algebra of language. But just as the assimilation of algebra does not repeat the study of arithmetic but represents a new and higher plane of abstract mathematical thinking and reorganizes and elaborates arithmetic thinking at a higher level, so too the algebra of language, written speech, allows the child access to a plane of higher abstraction in language, reorganizing at the same time the psychological system of that oral speech had previously formed.
Note that Minick softens the contrast between oral speech and written speech: “Still, like oral speech, it is a conversational situation.” This is not what Vygotsky says; he actually says the very opposite: a conversation with a blank page is NOT a conversation, but oral speech is a conversation without any effort on the part of the child. 

Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses “without any effort on the part of the child” are missing from the 1982 edition.

Seve: Our investigation next leads us to the conclusion that the motives which incite the child to have recourse to written speech are not yet within reach of the child who has already begun to read. Nevertheless, as with any other new form of activity, there is always at the beginning of the development of this language, a motivation, a need. The history of the development of oral speech has taught us that the need for verbal communication grows all through infancy and constitutes one of the most important premises for the apparition of the first meaningful words. If this need has not ripened, we observe a retardation in verbal development. But at the beginning of school age the need for written speech is absolutely not developed We can even say, on the basis of the data from our research, that the schoolchild who begins learning writing not only does not feel the need of this new verbal function but has only a very vague idea of its necessity in general.

Meccaci: The inquiry that we carried out led us to the conclusion that the motives which lead the child to use written speech are still very little accessible to the child who has begun to write. Nevertheless the motivation of speech, the need of speech, as in any other form of activity, is always there at the very beginning of this activity. We know very well that the history of the development of oral speech develops in its extension from infancy and that this is one of the most important premises for the appearance of the meaningful word. If this need has not matured, we observe a retardation in verbal development. But at the beginning of school learning, the need for written speech has not yet matured in the school child. On the basis of the data that we have from our research on the school child who has begun to write, not only does he not feel the need for this new verbal function, but he has only a very vague idea of its necessity in general.

Remember we saw earlier that Vygotsky was very critical of the objectivist explanation of activity; he compared it to attempting to explain the flight of the cannonball by the aim of the gunner.

Here is another example. The child who begins to write experiences a need, but it is not a need for written speech. For example, when my wife was a little girl, she wanted to have her older brother’s broken pencils to play with. So she began to draw.

Like any other activity, written speech must have some motive in order to develop. But unlike oral speech, the motive for written communication is really not present when the child begins to write. This explains, in part, the lag in development. But it also refutes, in whole, the activity theory idea that an activity is explainable by its motive.

The child who begins to write is still object oriented. But writing requires the child to think and act like a SUBJECT, with conscious volition, with will, and with choices that are quite free of objects in the immediate purview. This basic psychological premise has not yet matured. 

Seve: The fact that motivation precedes the activity is verified not only on the ontogenetic plane but also for each conversation and for each phrase. (???) Each phrase, each conversation is preceded by the appearance of a motive, that is to say, a reason why I speak, the source from which the impulses and the affective needs of this activity feed themselves. The situation implied by oral speech creates at each moment the motivation which determines the new turn taken by the discourse, the conversation, the dialogue. The need for something and the demand, the question and the response, the remark and the reply, the misunderstanding and the explanation and a multitude of other analogous relationships between the motive and the discourse determined entirely the situation proper to language which is effectively sound. In the case of oral speech there is no need to create the motivation. It is the dynamic situation which regulates the course. It flows entirely from itself and it evolves according to the type of motivating processes which are conditioned by the situation. For written speech we are constrained to create ourselves the situation, or more precisely to represent it to ourselves in thinking. To a certain extent the use of written speech supposes relationship with a situation that is fundamentally different from the one which exists in the case of oral speech; it requires a relationship that is more independent, more voluntary, and more free.

Meccaci: The fact according to which the motivation must precede the activity is verified not only on the ontogenetic plane but also for each conversation and each phrase. Each phrase and each conversation is preceded by the appearance of a motive for speech, a cause for which I speak, which is the source of the impulses and affective needs which feed this activity. The situation of oral language determines at each moment the motivation and the new course of the speech, the conversation and the dialogue. The need for something and the request, the query and the reply, the order and the response, the misunderstanding and the explanation and a quantity of other analogous relations between the motive and the discourse determine absolutely and entirely the situation of language in sound. In the case of oral speech, there is no need to create the motive for speech. Sound speech in this sense is regulated by the course of the dynamic situation. It is derived entirely from this and proceeds according to the type of motivating process and the conditions of the situation. But written speech we are constrained to create the situation, or more exactly to represent it in thinking (mysl). In a certain sense the use of written speech presupposes a fundamentally different relationship with the situation than the use of oral speech does; it requires a relationship that is more independent, more voluntary, and more free.

Once again, Vygotsky shows us a link between “arbitrariness” and “freedom”. Freedom is not simply choice; it is the use of selection and choice in self emancipation, which is here understood as emancipation from the tyranny of immediate stimuli presented randomly and arbitrarily by the environment. Freedom is, therefore, self regulation, and it is in this sense that it is equivalent to the recognition (that is, the internalization) of necessity.

Seve: Research reveals in what this different relationship to the situation required by written speech really consists: the first particularity is that the child must act voluntarily; written speech is more voluntary than oral speech. This trait is found in written speech at every stage. Already the phonic form of the word, the pronunciation which is automatic in oral speech without any decomposition into distinct sounds, requires, when one wishes to write, being spelt out, that is, decomposed. When the child pronounces any word, he is not conscious of the sounds that he emits and he does not carry out any deliberate operation when he pronounces each distinct sound. But in written speech, in contrast, he must be conscious of the phonic structure of the word, it must be spelt out and composed.

Meccaci: With written speech, research shows what this other relationship with the situation (which is required of the child) consists of. Its primary characteristic is the fact that with written speech the child must act voluntarily, that written speech is more voluntary than oral speech. This runs like a red thread through all written speech from top to bottom. Already the phonetic form of the word, which in oral speech is pronounced automatically without being analyzed into distinct sounds, must be decomposed in order to be written. In pronouncing a given word, the child is not conscious of the individual sounds he is producing and does not undertake any intentional action to pronounce a distinct sound. But in written speech, on the other hand, the child must be conscious of the phonetic structure of the word, he must decompose it and recompose it voluntarily in graphic signs. MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE AND MINICK DO.

Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses “which is required of the child” are omitted in the 1982 edition.

Perhaps we need a footnote to explain the somewhat paradoxical notion of something that MUST be become VOLUNTARY. This idea of the NECESSITY of FREEDOM is only apparently contradictory, and it is rather important in Vygotsky’s thinking about how development becomes necessary.

It’s especially important for US, because the process Vygotsky is describing for the development of written speech is partially reproduced in foreign language learning. Here VOLITIONAL ATTENTION, VOLITIONAL MEMORY (which, you remember, is equivalent to LOIGCAL ATTENTION and LOGICAL MEMORY) “runs like a red thread” binding with the learner’s will the sounding of sounds to the wording of words to the making of meanings.

The other day one of the grads and I noted that BOTH children AND teachers consistently tend to construct phrases that are between four and five words in length, When teachers and children (and even novelists) construct WORDS, the number of letters also tends to between four and five. 

Between four and five is, according to George Miller, somewhere near the LOWER limit of the short term human memory (which is the magic number seven plus or minus two). This suggests that the principle of volition is operating at the level of constructing the word and also at the level of constructing the phrase.

Notice that it does NOT operate at the level of the turn. The teacher tends to use two phrases in a turn (responding and reinitiating) while the children use only one (responding). So at the turn level the children and the teacher are operating well below the lower level of the human memory and they are both constructing very short turns. 

Yongho’s thesis work on role play and rule play argued that short but many turns is a hallmark of the zone of proximal linguistic development. Complex discourse always develops well before complex grammar, just as complex grammar develops before complex word structure. Both of these are instantiations of Vygotsky’s genetic laws.

Seve: The activity of the child organizes itself in a completely analogous manner when it is a matter of forming a written phrase. He voluntarily constructs the phrase just as he recreates voluntarily and intentionally the sonorous word taking as his starting point letters taken one by one. The syntax of written speech is just as voluntary as its phonetics. In the end, the semantic system of language requires a voluntary labor on the meanings of words and their disposition in a certain order of succession, just as much as its syntax and its phonetics did. This stems from the fact that written speech has a different relationship with inner speech than oral speech does. If the development of exteriorized language precedes that of interiorized language, written speech, in contrast, is attendant upon interior language and presupposes its existence. Written speech is, according to Jackson and Head, the key to inner speech. Nevertheless, the passage from inner speech to written speech also requires what we have called a voluntary semantics, which we may put in a relationship with the voluntary phonetics of written speech. In written speech, the grammar of thinking does not coincide with that of written speech, the syntax of meaning is other than that of oral or written speech. Here there are completely different laws of construction and semantic units of the whole which dominate. And in a certain sense one can say that the syntax of inner speech is exactly the opposite of that of written speech. Between these two poles lies the syntax of oral speech. 

Meccaci: (MECCACI INCLUDES ALL OF THIS AS PART OF THE PREVIOUS PARAGRAPH)  The activity of the child in constructing a written sentence proceeds in a mode that is completely analogous. Here too he constructs voluntarily, just as he voluntarily and intentionally recreated the sounds of the word out of isolated letters. In written speech, his syntax is every bit as voluntary as his phonetics was. In the end the semantic organization of language requires, in phonetics as well as in syntax, a voluntary labor on the meanings of words and their disposition in a certain succession. From this we derive the fact that written speech has another relationship with inner speech than oral speech does. If the development of external language precedes that of inner speech, written speech comes after inner speech and presupposes already its existence. Written speech, according to Jackson* and Head**, is the key to inner speech. Nonetheless the passage from inner speech to written requires what we shall call (in the course of our inquiry) a voluntary semantics which we can put in relation with the voluntary phonetics of written speech. The grammar of thinking (mysl) of inner speech and that of written speech do not coincide, the syntax of sense in [written] speech is completely different in the syntax of oral and written speech. Here completely different laws of construction of the whole and of the units of sense must dominate. In some respects we can say that the syntax of inner speech is directly opposite the syntax of written. Between these two poles lies the syntax of oral speech.

Notice that Minick’s version “It (the semantic aspect of written speech) requires that they (word meanings) be arranged in a particular syntactic (?) and phonetic (??) sequence” is incoherent: semantics does not have phonetics, or for that matter grammar.

Meccaci notes that the words in round parentheses “in the course of our inquiry” were omitted in the 1982 edition. In the 1956 and 1982 editions the word in square brackets “written” was replaced with “inner speech”, contrary to the 1934 text.

How to explain this? Vygotsky, like Volosinov before him, distinguishes two kinds of meaning. Volosinov called these “theme” on the one hand and “meaning” on the other; Vygotsky prefers to use Paulhan’s terms “sense” and “meaning”, although of course he fills them with a completely different content. 

We can call them 뜻 and 의미, but the important distinction is between a more psychological form and a more social one, a more psychological “pragmatic meaning” rooted in affect and interpersonal relations and a more inter-mental “semantic meaning” rooted in the wider sociocultural endowment: science, literature and society as a whole. Vygotsky’s point is that the relationship between these two kinds of meaning changes with the mode. It is different in inner speech, spoken speech and written speech. 

In inner speech, it is the context bound pragmatic portion of meaning which predominates; semantic meanings are either entirely absent (in affect) or late appearing (in verbal thought), as predicates rather than topics. In spoken speech, the semantic component of meaning is present, and in fact it is the semantic component which allows the construction of the pragmatic one, but it is still subordinated to pragmatic meaning. 

Only in written speech does the abstract, semantic component of speech brought into being by the other modes of speech predominate, and so the chains of affective senses which characterize inner speech are quite different from the chains of semantic meanings which characterize written speech.

I think that Seve expresses this best, although her translation is probably the least literal.

Meccaci adds the following biographical information on Head and Jackson:

*John H. Jackson (1835-1911) was an English neurologist, author of a study on the basis of language in the brain.

**Henry Head (1861-1940) was also English and also a neurologist. His ideas on language and aphasia were laid out in Aphasia and Kindred Disorders of Speech, Cambridge University Press, 1926.

Seve: Inner speech is language which is abridged, stenographic, maximally reduced. Written speech is maximally developed, more complete in its form than oral speech, and contains no ellipses. Inner speech is full of them. It is, in its syntactic structure, almost exclusively predicative. Just as when, in spoken language, syntax becomes predicative when the subject and the elements which are brought together in the proposition are known to the interlocutors, inner speech, in which the subject of the conversation and the ensemble of the situation are known to the thinker, is composed almost entirely of predicates. We never have to communicate to ourselves (what our thoughts are about—DK), or with what matters they are concerned. All that is understood and constitutes the bottom line of consciousness. From this stems the predicative character of inner speech. This is why, even if it were to become audible to a stranger, it would remain incomprehensible to all except the speaker himself, because nobody knows the psychological field on which it is developed. That is also why it abounds in  idiosyncracies. NEITHER SEVE NOR MECCACI PUTS A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT MINICK DOES. In contrast, written speech, in a situation where it must be reconstituted in all its details in order to be intelligible to another, is developed to the maximum and must even mention what is omitted in oral speech. It is a language which is oriented towards maximal intelligibility for others. Everything must be included. The passage from inner speech, reduced to a maximum, langue for the self, to written speech, developed to the maximum, language for others, requires from the child very complex operations for the voluntary construction of semantic tissue.

Meccaci: Inner speech is a speech which has been reduced to the maximum, abbreviated, made stenographic. Written speech is developed to the maximum, formally more finished than oral speech. Here we do not find ellipses. Inner speech is in its syntactic structure almost exclusively predicative. Just as when, in oral speech, our syntax becomes predicative under the conditions where the subject and the part of the proposition which is reported are noted by the interlocutors, inner speech, in which the subject, the situation of the conversation are always known to the person who is thinking, is made up almost entirely of predicates. We do not have to communicate what the discourse consists of. This is always understood and constitutes the background of the consciousness. What is left is only to say that it is from this that the predicativity of inner speech comes. It is for this reason that inner speech, even if it were audible to a stranger, would remain incomprehensible to all except the person who is speaking, because nobody would know the psychological field in which it is being developed. For this reason too inner speech is full of idiosyncracies. MINICK HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT NOBODY ELSE DOES. In contrast, written speech where the situation must be recognized in all its details in order to become intelligible to the interlocutor, is more developed; in this what is omitted in oral speech has necessarily to be mentioned in written speech. This speech is oriented towards maximal comprehensibility by the other. In it, everything must be said to the end. The transition from maximally reduced inner speech, a speech for the self, to maximally developed speech, a speech for the other, requires of the child very complex voluntary operations for the construction of the tissue of meaning,    

In Korean the topic of a sentence is clearly marked using 은/는, whereas in English and Russian it is only occasionally marked (using phrases like “Speaking of…” or “With respect to …” or “Concerning…” etc.). Instead we tend to place the topic of a sentence at the beginning of an utterance (in the thematic position, as Halliday would say). 

Now imagine a situation where we simply OMIT the portion of the sentence marked 은/는 and DROP the whole first part of the sentence. We also CUT any part of the sentence which has already been mentioned before, and LEAVE OUT everything that is in the visual purview and can be understood. The result is that nothing is left but the “comment”, the “new information”, or the predicate. 

Here Vygotsky’s argument requires a certain leap of faith. He is arguing that the transition from Written speech to SPOKEN language (or rather, ontogenetically and phylogenetically, the historical transition from SPOKEN language to Written speech is in a sense analogous to the transition from SPOKEN language to UNSPOKEN, inner language, the language of silent thought. 

Of course there is no way to directly hear the latter, and even if we could we would not be able to understand. But just as physicists have experiments which allow them to INDIRECTLY theorize particles such as the Higgs boson which we cannot directly observe, Vygotsky will show us the arguments which allow him to indirectly theorize the predicativity of inner speech. 

One of these is what he has already mentioned; the tendency of language between intimates (say, married couples) to become increasingly elliptical in just this way. But another has to do with the motives of speaking, the affective/attitudinal substrate of thought, explored in Chapter Seven. It will be seen that the former argument is observational and empirical while the latter is genetic and functional. 

What he will NOT do is to use so-called “verbal protocols” or “think aloud” techniques which were already current in the psychological research thanks to the Wurzburgers (though not yet widespread in applied linguistics as they are today). For Vygotsky, the motive for speaking is the starting place, and in “think aloud” protocols that is precisely what is removed from the picture. 

Seve: Written speech has a second particularity which is tightly bound to its voluntary character: that of being more conscious than oral speech. Wundt has already drawn attention to the intentional and conscious character of written speech as one of the characteristics of capital importance distinguishing it from oral speech. The essential difference, according to Wundt, between the development of language and that of writing is only that the latter is almost from the very beginning governed by consciousness and intentionality. This is why it can easily appear as a totally voluntary system of signs, for example, cuneiform writing, while the processes which modify speech and its elements are always unconscious.

Meccaci: The second  characteristic of written speech is strictly connected to its volitionality; it is the more conscious character of written speech compared to oral. Already Wundt drew attention to the great role of intentionality and consciousness in written speech. “The essential difference,” says Wundt, “between the development of language and that of writing is simply the fact that the latter is, almost from the very outset, governed by consciousness and intention, and for this reason it can appear as a totally voluntary system of signs, such as cuneiform writing, while the processes which modify language and its elements remain always unconscious.” 

Notice the quotation marks. This explains why Vygotsky suddenly switches from comparing “written speech” and “spoken speech” to talking of “language” vs. “writing”. He is not switching at all; he is DIRECTLY quoting Wundt.

Meccaci notes that these quotation marks were absent from the 1982 edition, which is the source of Seve.

Seve: We have succeeded in our research in establishing that what constituted in the eyes of Wundt the essential peculiarities of the phylogenetic development of writing is also true for the ontogenesis of written speech. Conscious awareness and intention govern the beginning of the written speech of the child. The signs of written speech and their utilization are assimilated consciously and volitionally by the child, in contrast to the unconscious assimilation and utilization of the phonic aspects of language. Written speech constrains the child to a more intellectual activity. It constrains him to seize consciousness of the very process of words. The motives behind written speech are more abstract, more intellectual, and less directly linked to a need.

Meccaci: In our research we managed to establish relative to the ontogenesis of written speech what Wundt considered as the most essential characteristic of the phylogenetic development of writing. Conscious attention governs from the very outside the written speech of the child. The signs of written speech their use are assimilated by the child consciously and voluntarily in contrast to the unconscious use and assimilation of all the phonetic aspects of speech. Written speech constrains the child to act in a more intellectual mode. It constrains the child to seize conscious awareness of the processes of speaking. The motives of written speech are more abstract, more intellectual and more distant from a need. 

Because Minick does not make it clear that Vygotsky was quoting Wundt in the previous paragraph:

a) It is not clear why Vygotsky switches from talking about written and oral speech to “language” and “writing”
b) It is also not clear that the previous paragraph was concerned with Wundt’s “ethnic” psychology (what Mike calls “cultural psychology” and phylogenesis while this paragraph is concerned with pedology and ontogenesis.

Seve: If we draw the balance of this brief exposition of the results of our inquiries into the psychology of written speech, we can say that this is a completely different process from oral speech with respect to the psychological nature of the functions which constitute it. It is the algebra of language, a more difficult and complex form of intentional and conscious verbal activity. From this finding we can draw two conclusions: 1) we find here the explanation of this marked split between the oral speech of the school child and his written speech, this gap and its magnitude are determined by the gap between the level of development of spontaneous, involuntary and unconscious activity on the one hand and that of abstract, voluntary and conscious activity on the other, and 2) at the beginning of the learning of written speech none of the fundamental psychological functions which form the base have been completed nor have they even truly begun their real process of development; learning is based on immature psychological functions, which are only at the beginning of their first cycle of development.

Meccaci: If we sum up this brief exposition of the results of our research on the psychology of written speech, we may say that written speech is very different from oral language from the point of view of the psychological nature of the functions which constitute it. It is the algebra of language, the more difficult and more complex form of conscious and intentional verbal activity. This conclusion allows us to draw two conclusions of interest here:

1) We find in this the explanation of the reason why we find such a clear divergence in the schoolchild between his oral speech and written speech; this divergence is determined and measured by the difference between the level of development of spontaneous, involuntary and unconscious activity on the one hand and that of abstract, voluntary and conscious activity on the other.

2) (for the problem which interests us, relative the maturity of functions connected to written speech at the moment of the initiation of teaching written speech, we have come to recognize a surprising fact:)* at the moment of the initiation of teaching in written speech, all the psychological functions which lie at the base have not only not concluded they have not really begun the true process of their development; learning is realized on the basis of immature psychological processes which have hardly begun the first and fundamental cycle of their development.

*Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses were cut from the 1982 edition. 

Two other points to note. 

First of all, Vygotsky is making the development of written speech into another instance of the genetic law, by arguing that written speech represents a more intra-mental, more psychological form of language. Mescharyakov does not include this as a separate law; presumably he would say that it is an instance of extra-mental before intramental development or perhaps social before individual.

Secondly, Vygotsky refers to CYCLES of development (here and throughout). Minick consistently translates this in a rather Piagetian manner, as “phase” or “stage” of development. I think that Piaget sees development as phasal for precisely the same reason he sees it as being a matter of punctuated equilibrium, while Vygotsky sees development as cyclical for the same reason he sees it as being a matter of revolutionary crises.

In every age level, Vygotsky sees a social situation of development confronting the child with a predicament that is too much for the child’s extant forms of psychic life. This leads the child to LEARN through the exercise of now inadequate and undeveloped functions, but this learning brings about the development of these functions (in Volume Five these function are generally discussed as physical, mental, and verbal activities). 

The line of development of these functions makes it possible to reorganize them, structurally, into a new form of psychological life, which Vygotsky calls a neoformation. But this neoformation attempts to drive development all by itself, to reorganize the whole social situation around itself. This creates a new predicament. 

Development is CYCLICAL in the following senses:

a) There are cycles of non-critical development followed by crises. 

b) Within the non-critical portion of the cycle, there is an epi-cycle of passive development followed by active development.

c) Within the critical portion of the cycle, there is an epi-cycle of pre-critical, critical, and post-critical development. 

As Vygotsky points out, however, cyclical development does not mean circular; there is an “ascent” which creates a spiral and that ascent is to conscious awareness. This is not the abstract self-awareness of Hegel, however; it is eminently practical, because it is operationalized in volitional, voluntary, self-regulated activity.

Seve: This fact is confirmed by other inquiries: the learning of arithmetic, grammar, natrual sciences, and so on, does not begin at the moment when the corresponding functions have reached maturity. On the contrary, the immaturity of these functions at the beginning of learning is the general and fundamental law to which the research in all these domains of school teaching drives us in a consistent manner. This immaturity appears in its most pure stage when we analyze the psychology of the learning of grammar. That is why we limit ourselves, to conclude, to this question, without going into the other scholarly disciplines and putting off to the next point of this chapter the examination of learning linked to scientific concepts which is the direct object of this study.

Meccaci: This fact is confirmed by our other research: the learning of arithmetic, of grammar, of natural science, etc, does not begin at the moment when the corresponding functions are already mature. On the contrary, the immaturity of the functions at the moment of the beginning of instruction is a general and fundamental law, to which our research in all the fields of school learning brings us. This immaturity appears in its most pure stage in the analysis of the psychology of the learning of grammar by virtue of its characteristics. For this reason we will limit ourselves, in conclusion, to this problem without going into other school subjects such as arithmetic and so on, and we will put off to the next paragraph (???) the examination of learning connected with the acquisition of scientific concepts, which is the direct argument of our inquiry. 

The next paragraph is NOT concerned with the acquisition of scientific concepts, but the next numbered section (6.5) is so it seems to me that Seve is right and Meccaci is wrong here. 

Seve: The question of learning grammar is one of the most complex questions from the point of view of methodology and psychology, given that grammar is a specific subject which does not seem necessary or useful to the child. Arithmetic brings new skills to the child. The child who does not know how to add or divide learns to do so thanks to a knowledge of arithmetic. But grammar, it appears, does not give him any new skill. Before entering school, he knew how to decline and how to conjugate. What then does he learn with grammar that is new? If we follow the judgment which as at the basis of the movement against grammar, this should be eliminated form the system of school subjects because of its lack of utility, because it does not give in the domain of language any new skill which the child did not previously possess. Nevertheless, the analysis of grammatical learning, as with the analysis of written speech, shows its immense importance for the general development of child thinking.

Meccaci: The problem of school instruction in grammar is one of the most complex problems from the point of view of methodology and psychology because grammar is a specific subject that seems of little necessity or utility to the child. Arithmetic brings to the child new capacities. The child is who is not capable of adding or dividing learns to odo so thanks to arithmetical knowledge. But grammar, it seems, does not give any new capacity to the child. Even before going to school, the child knows how to decline and how to conjugate. What does grammar instruction bring that is new. As we noted, it is on the basis of this judgment that the idea at the bottom of the movement against grammar concludes that grammar must be eliminated from the system of school subjects because of its uselessness, because it does not furnish any new capability in the field of language use that the child did not have before. Nevertheless the analysis of grammatical learning, like the analysis of written speech, suggests what an immense significance grammar has for the general development of child thinking.

“Decliniing” and “conjugating” might be alien concepts for Korean readers. We could explain this with English examples.

Declining has to do with case. It is a paradigmatic way of explaining to children the “I  I(me, We(us, “이/가”( “을/를 changes that they already know how to do in English pronouns, Russian nouns, and Korean noun phrases. 

Here’s an example:

I like him. He likes me. We like him. He likes us. 

I like her. She likes me. We like her. She likes us.

Conjugation has to do with person, number, and tense. It is a paradigmatic way of explaining to children the “I you he she we you they” distinction they already know how to do in English verbs. 

Here’s an example:

I like him
I liked him..
I will like him.

…
You like him
You liked him.
You will like him.
…
He likes him.
He liked him.
He will like him.

…
She likes him.
She liked him.
She will like him.
… 

Seve: Of course the child knows perfectly well how to decline nouns and conjugate verbs well before going to school. Well before going to school, he has mastered almost all the grammar of his mother tongue. He declines and conjugates but he does not know that he is declining and conjugating. He assimilates this activity on a purely structural plane, as with the phonetic composition of words. If one asks a small child to pronounce a given combinations of sounds, for example /sk/ he will not do it, because such a voluntary articulation of sounds is unfamiliar to him. But in the word “Moskva” (Moscow) he pronounces involuntarily the same sounds with ease. In the inside of a determined structure, these sounds appear by themselves in child language. Outside of the structure, the child cannot pronounce them. In this way, the child knows how to pronounce any sound but he does not know how to do it voluntarily. This is a central fact that applies as well to all the other verbal operations on the threshold of school age.

Meccaci: The substance is in the fact that the child knows how to decline and how to conjugate long before the child goes to school. Long before primary school the child has practically mastered the whole of the grammar of the mother tongue. He declines and conjugates but he does not know that he declines and conjugates. This activity is assimilated by him on a purely structural plane, just as was the case with the phonetic composition of sounds. If in the course of a particular experiment we ask the child in the first period of schooling to pronounce a given combination of sounds, for example “sk”, he will not be able to do it because such a voluntary articulation is difficult for hm, but in the word “Moskva” (Moscow) he pronounces the same sounds involuntarily and easily. In the interior of a determined structure these sounds appear by themselves in child language. Outside of this, these same sounds are not available to the child. In this way, the baby pronounces a particular sound but cannot pronounce it voluntarily. This is a central fact regarding all the other verbal operations of the child. It is a fundamental fact that strikes us on the threshold of the school age.
Some points seem worth making before we continue.

a) Vygotsky uses the word “structural” to mean “as part of a structure but not outside of that structure”, in other words, “not analyzed”. This is consistent with his view of development as functional differentiation.

b) Vygotsky has two logical leaps here that are a little hard to follow. At the beginning of the paragraph he argues that what the child gains from grammatical instruction is conscious awareness of his own syntactic processing. He then draws an analogy with phonetic processing. This analogy contains TWO assumptions.

First of all, the analogy assumes that phonetic processing is really a special case of morphological processing, just as morphological processing is a special case of syntactic processing. Halliday would disagree with this; for Halliday, the line of arbitrariness divides phonetic processing from morpho-syntactic. 

To me it makes much more sense, because I don’t believe that morpho-syntactic processing is entirely driven by functional considerations and I don’t believe that phonetic processing is entirely arbitrary. So on the one hand. I think there is no particular reason why the English uses tense to talk about time, and on the other I think there are very good reasons why baby babble is incorporated into nursery rhymes and counting songs and even scat singing. 

The second logical leap is that consciousness of a particular linguistic process (e.g. declining nouns and conjugating verbs) is equivalent to volitional control of it. It is easy to think of examples where this is not true: I can be acutely conscious of hunger or of having to go to the toilet but quite unable to control it. Yet this very example suggests that there is more than a germ of truth in what Vygotsky is saying, even in the case of purely physiological processes, and in the case of the higher psychological processes it seems to me that Vygotsky is once again on very firm ground.

I’m afraid this is the nature of Chapter Six: it is written very near the end, and so it inevitably contains some giant steps forward but also some pretty big logical leaps. We may wish to footnote these and show that the vast territory Vygotsky covers with a single bound can also be measured out in smaller slower steps.

Our task is in some ways not that different from that of a school child learning to analyze declined nouns and conjugated verbs into morphemic components which can recombined at will; we need to show that the paragraphs which contain several ideas fused together with an analogy will withstand careful logical analysis.!

What is true of the logical progression of Vygotsky’s argument is even more true of  empirical verification. Chapter Six is full of many vague references to “Our studies show”, “Our research confirms” and “Our inquiry demonstrates” but very short on hard data. Vygotsky did what he could in the time that he had, but there is a great deal of work left for us to do. 

Seve: The child has mastered certain skills in the domain of language but he does not know that he has mastered them. These operations have not yet become conscious. This is shown by the fact that he masters them spontaneously, in a determined situation, automatically, that is to say when certain larger structures in the situation incite him to prove a particular skill, but outside of this determined structure, that is to say in a voluntary, conscious and intentional manner, he cannot do what he knows how to do involuntarily. The utilization of his skills has, as a consequence, limits.

Meccaci: Thus the child has mastery of certain capabilities in the field of speech but does not know that he has this mastery. He has not yet seized conscious awareness of these operations. This is shown by the fact that he masters them spontaneously, in a determined situation, automatically, that is to say he masters them when the structure of the situation requires this capacity, but outside of the determined structure, voluntarily, consciously and intentionally—the child cannot do what he knows how to do voluntarily (!!!!). There are limits, therefore, to the use of his capacities. 

Meccaci just has a mistake here. 

Seve: The non conscious character and the involuntary character appears once again as two parts of a whole. This is equally true for the grammatical habits of the child, his declensions and his conjugations. The child employs the correct case and the right form of the verb in a determined sentence but has no idea of the number of these forms; he is incapable of declining a noun or of conjugating a verb. The child of the preschool age has mastered all of the fundamental grammatical and syntactical forms. In the course of learning his mother tongue in school he does not acquire any essentially new habits as to the grammatical and syntactical forms and structures. From this point of view, the learning of grammar is, in effect, useless,. But the child learns, thanks in particular to written speech and thanks to grammar, to seize consciousness of what he does at school, to use his own skills voluntarily. He has transferred his skill from an automatic and unconscious plane to a voluntary, intentional, and conscious one.

Meccaci: The non conscious character and the lack of voluntariness appear once again as two parts of a single whole. This is true for the grammatical ability of the child, for declination and for conjugation. The child employs the correct case and the right verbal form within a determined phrase, but he does not realize how many of these forms there are; he is not able to decline a noun or to conjugate a verb. The child at school age (?) masters already the fundamental grammatical and syntactic forms. At school during the learning of the mother tongue, the child does not acquire any abilities that are essentially new respecting the grammatical and syntactical forms and structures. From this point of view, the learning of grammar really is useless. But in school the child learns, partly thanks to written speech and thanks to grammar, to seize conscious awareness of what he is doing and to use voluntarily this capacity. His capacity passes form a non conscious, automatic plane to one which is voluntary, intentional and conscious.  

You can see that the order of Minick’s sentences is quite different.

Seve: What we know already on the conscious and voluntary characteristics of written speech permits us, without the need for any further explanations, to conclude that this seizure of conscious awareness and this mastery of his proper language by the child is of primordial importance for the mastery of written speech. We can say without hesitations that without the development of these two elements written speech is in a general manner impossible. Just as in written speech the child seizes for the first time conscious awareness that the word he pronounces as “Moskva” contains the sounds ‘m-o-s-k-v-a”, that is to say he seizes conscious awareness of his proper phonic activity and learns to pronounce voluntarily each element of the sound structure, in the same way, when he learns to write, he begins by doing voluntarily the same things that he did involuntarily in the domain of oral speech before. Thus grammar as well as writing gives the child access to a higher level of development in his own language.

Meccaci: From what we know already about the conscious and voluntary character of written speech we can conclude without any further explanation that this seizure of consciousness of his own proper language and this mastery has a primary importance for the mastery of written speech. If we can affirm directly that without the development of these two elements, written speech is in general not possible. When in written speech the child seizes conscious awareness for the first time that when he says “Moskva” the word comprises the sounds M-O-S-K-V-A, that is to say he becomes consciously aware of his phonic activity and learns to pronounce voluntarily each separate element of the sound structure, when the child learns to write he begins to do voluntarily what he did involuntarily in the field of oral speech. In this way grammar and writing give to the child the possibility of access to a higher level of development of language.

What does Vygotsky means when he says that “without the development of these two elements”? I think, but I am not sure, that this is a reference to consciousness and volitional use, the two aspects of the same phenomenon.

We saw earlier that Minick likes to make up his own metaphors and put them in place of Vygotsky’s; so, for example, the “roasted pigeons” of scientific concepts were transformed into “hotcakes”.

Unfortuantely, Minick also likes to make up his own examples and put them in place of Vygotsky’s; so, for example, he put “Smith” in place of “Petrov” and changed “one pfennig of learning” and “one mark of development” to “one penny” and “one dollar”. Here, he changes “Moskva” to “fast”.  

Seve: We have only examined two disciplines—writing and grammar—but we could also invoke results of research concerning all the other basic school subjects because they all show the same thing: the immaturity of thinking at the beginning of school learning. We can now draw a more substantial conclusion from our research. We see school  learning, from the psychological viewpoint, turns ceaselessly around the axis of the fundamental neoformations of school age: the seizure of conscious awareness and mastery. We can establish that the different subjects of teaching have in some sense a common basis in the psychology of the child and that this common basis develops and ripens as the fundamental neoformation of school age in the process of learning but does not complete its cycle of development at the beginning of this age. The development of the psychological basis necessary for school learning in the fundamental disciplines does not precede the beginning of learning but occurs in an indissoluble internal link with it, in the course of its progression.

Meccaci: We have only examined two subjects, writing and grammar, but we may report the results of all the other researches we did on the basic school subjects which lead us to the same conclusion: the immaturity of thinking (mysl’) at the beginnning of instruction. But now we may draw a more substantial conclusion from our study. We have seen that school learning, examined according to its psychological aspect turns all the time around the axis of the fundamental new formations of the school period: the seizure of conscious awareness and mastery. We may establish that the different subject matters of teaching have a common basis in (psychology) of the child and that this common basis is the development and maturation of this fundamental neoformation of the school period during the course and process of this learning, but it does not complete the cycle of its development at the outset. The development of the psychological basis for learning the fundamental disciplines but appears in an indissoluble internal connection with it during the course of its progressive movement. 

Meccaci notes that the word “psychology” in brackets was replaced by “psychic” in 1982, and also that the tone of this passage is more hypothetical in Vygotsky’s original version, using “might” rather than “can”.

This clearly refers to the work that Vygotsky was doing on his unfinished book on “Child Development”. Because Vygotsky died before he could write the chapters on the period of scholarization, we don’t really know what he considered to be the social situation of development, the central lines of development, and the central neoformation of mental life which emerged from those lines of development. 

But here he appears to be say that the social situation of development is that the child has mastered language but is not conscious of this mastery. The central lines of development are the formation of complexes and preconcepts, and the central neformation of mental life is the seizure of consciousness and mastery.

Seve: 2) The second series of our research inquiries was consecrated to the elucidation of the question concerning the temporal relation between the process of instructed learning and that of development. It showed that instructed learning is always in advance of development. The child acquires certain abilities in a given discipline before learning to use them consciously and volitionally. As our research showed, there always exists disparities and there is never parallelism between the course of school learning and the development of corresponding functions.

Meccaci: 2. The second series of our research was dedicated to illuminating the following problem: the temporal relationship between the process of instructed learning and development (and their psychological bases)*. The research has demonstrated the instructed learning always goes before development. The child masters certain abilities in a given discipline before he learns to master them in a conscious and voluntary manner. Research shows that there is always a divergence and there is no parallelism shown between the course of school learning and that of the development of corresponding functions.

Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses “and their psychological bases” are omitted in the 1982 edition. Note that Minick’s version does not make it clear that this paragraph is intended to summarize the research of Vygotsky’s students and not research in general.

In Chapter Six of “Mind in Society” (“Interaction Between Learning and Development”) we are never actually given a clear definition of what constitutes development. But this paragraph makes it quite clear what qualifies as development for Vygotsky, at least at this stage. At this stage, the child’s development means the seizure of conscious awareness and volitional mastery, including the conscious awareness and volitional mastery of the child’s own intellectual processes.

Seve: The process of schooling has its own progression, its own logic, its own complex organization. It unrolls in the form of lessons or visits or pedagogical excursions. Today we have certain lessons in class and tomorrow there will be others. In the first semester we study one thing, and in the second semester we will study another. The process of schooling is regulated by a programme and a use of time. It would be a very great error to suppose that certain laws external to the schooling process coincide perfectly with the internal laws that are proper to the structure of the process of development which instructed learning triggers. It would be false to believe that, if in this semester the schoolchild learns something in arithmetic, he will then do, as a consequence of the course of this semester the same progress in his internal development. If, precisely as we attempted to do in our experiments, we attempt to represent symbolically the unrolling of the schooling process in the form of a curve and if we proceed in the same way for the development of the psychological functions that participate directly in school learning, we see that these two curves do not ever coincide but instead cause very complex correspondances to appear. 

Meccaci: The process of teaching has its own succession, its own logic, its own complex organization. It follows the form of lessons or excursions. Today in class we have this lesson, and tomorrow there will be some other one. In the first semester we shall study one thing, and in the next semester there will be another. It is regulated by a programme and a timetable. It would be a very great error to suppose that these external laws which structure the process of teaching coincide perfectly with the internal laws of the structure of the process of development which are given life by learning. It would be false to believe that in this semester the schoolchild will learn something in arithmetic and in consequence the internal semester of his development will make exactly the same progress. If we attempt to represent symbolically the succession of the process of teaching in the form of a curve and if we do the same thing with respect to the curve of development of psychological functions which participate directly in learning, as we have done in our experiments, we will see that the curves do not coincide but rather show very complex relationships.

Minick simply omits a sentence (in bold above). This weakens his translation because later Vygotsky does talk about the internal “semester” and this is a reference to the missing sentence. 

Vygotsky is reiterating a point made very well in the opening essay of “Child Development”, called “The Problem of Age”. It is not possible to establish an “internal syllabus” (of the sort imagined in language learning by Dulay, Krashen and Burt or Manfred Piennemann) which is either independent of instruction or tightly bound to it. Yet because there is a mediating, enabling link between learning and psychological development the two curves are complexly related.

Of course it’s not at all clear how Vygotsky and his students managed to plot curves of development of the psychological functions on the one hand and the process of teaching on the other. Did they use tests of some kind? What kind?

Seve: We usually begin by teaching addition before we teach division. The exposition of every kind of knowledge in arithmetic implies a certain internal logic. Nevertheless from the point of view of the development of the different moments the different links in the chain of this process are of a very unequal value. It may be that the first, the second, the third, or the fourth link in the chain of learning arithmetic is of little importance for the development of arithmetic thinking and that only the fifth link shall prove to be decisive. The curve of development suddenly rises and can eventually be in advance of the following links of the process of learning, which are assimilated very differently from the preceding ones. At this point in instructed learning there is a brusque change in development. The child has definitely understood something, has assimilated something essential, in an “click” experience*, a general principle has become clear. Of course, he still has to assimilate the following links of the programme but these are already in fact contains in the one which he has just assimilated. Each subject of teaching has these essential moments, these constituting concepts. If the course of development coincided perfectly with that of learning, then each moment of it would have the same importance for development and the two curves would coincide. Each point on the curve of learning would reflect itself as if in a mirror on the curve of development. But research shows the opposite: learning and development each have their crucial moments, which dominate the preceding moments and the following ones. The critical points do not coincide on the other curve but instead make appear internal correlations that are very complex. If the two curves were combined into a single one, then no relationship would be possible in general between learning and development.

Meccaci: One normally begins by teaching addition before division. There is a certain internal succession in the exposition of all the information and knowledge of arithmetic. But from the point of view of development the moments and the distinct links in this process can have a value that is complete different. It may happen that the first, the second, the third, and the four link in the chain of development of arithmetic are not very important for their significance in the development of arithmetic thinking and that only the fifth link turns out to be decisive for development. The curve of learning will rise suddenly and can go forward with respect to an entire series of successive links in the process of development which will then be assimilated in a way that is quite different form the preceding ones. From this point of learning there is a complete fracture in development. The child has certainly understood something, has assimilated something essential: his “aha” experience has clearly become a general principle. Certainly he must assimilate other materials of the programme in succession, but these are already in fact contained in what he has now assimilated. Each material has its proper essential elements, its proper constitutive concepts. If the course of development coincided perfectly with the course of instructed learning than each moment of the learning would have the same importance for development and the curves would coincide. Each point on the curve would have its reflection on the curve of development. But research shows the contrary: learning and development have each their own proper nodal moments, which dominate the successive points and the preceding ones. These nodal points of fracture do not coincide on the two curves but show instead an internal reciprocal relationship which is very complex (which is only possible in virtue of their lack of coincidence). If the two curves were combined into a single curve it would not be possible in general to have any relationship between learning and development.

Meccaci notes that the words in parentheses “which is only possible in virtue of their lack of coincidence” were omitted in 1982.

Seve footnotes the “click experience” to explain that in Russian it is called an “aha experience.”
The “germ concept” idea is at the core of the Davydov method of arithemetic instruction; an example of a “germ concept” would be the concept of number.

Seve: Development occurs according to other rhythms, if one can express it in this way, than learning. What happens here is what always happens when, in the course of a scientific inquiry, one establishes relationships between processes which are linked but which must each be measured according to its own manner.

Meccaci: Development is realized according to a different rhythm, if one may put it that way, from learning. What occurs here is what happens inevitably and always whenever we attempt to establish in science a relationship between two processes which are connected, each of which must be measured according to its proper measurements. (MECCACI HAS NO PARA BREAK HERE).

Minick cuts out a great deal, and along with his short sentences, his cuts have the effect of making Vygotsky both more assertive and less subtle.

Seve: The rhythm of development of the seizure of conscious awareness and of voluntariniess cannot coincide with the rhythm of the programme of grammar. Even for the most simple aspect—the delay—there cannot be correspondence between one process and the other. One cannot even assume that the delay which is necessary for assimilating the programme of declination of substantives coincides with the delay which is necessary for the child to can seize conscious awareness of his own language and that he will master it at a determined moment of this process. Development is not subordinated to the school programme; it has an internal logic. Nobody has ever shown that every lesson of arithmetic can correspond each time to one step in development, let us say, of voluntary attention, even though in a general way the learning of arithmetic exercises without any doubt a capital influence on the passage of attention from the sphere of lower psychological functions to that of higher psychological functions. The existence of a perfect correspondence between one process and another would be a miracle. Investigations show the opposite: the two processes are to a certain extent incommensurable in the proper meaning of the word. In effect, we do not teach the child the decemal system as such. We teach him to write numbers, to add them, to multiply them, to resolve exercises and problems and the result of all of that is the development in the child of a certain general concept of the number system.

Meccaci: The development of the seizure of consciousness and of voluntariness does not coincide in its proper rhythm with the rhythm of the programme of grammar. Even for what is most crude—the periods of time—[these rhythms] cannot coincide with each other in one case or the other. We cannot suppose that the period of time in the programme for assimilation the declination of substantives coincides with that which is necessary for the internal development of the seizure of conscious awareness of his own speech and for the mastery of a determined part of this process. Development is not subordinated to a programme of schooling but has its own internal logic. Nobody has demonstrated that a particular lesson of arithmetic corresponds to a particular passage of development, let us say, of voluntary attention, although in general the learning of arithemetic indubitably has a considerable effect on the passage of attention from the field of lower psychological functions to the field of higher psychological functions. It would be a miracle if there were a complete correspondence between one process and the other. Research shows the contrary: the two processes are in a certain sense incommensurable in the proper sense of the term. In effect, we do not teach the decimal system as such to the child. We teach to take notes with numbers, to add, to multiply, to resolve exercises and problems and as a result of all of this a certain general concept of the decimal system develops in him. 

Meccaci appears to add a word in brackets, but he does not give us a footnote, so it must be implicit in the Russian. 

You can see that the differences with Minick are consistent and also fairly big. Minick OMITS three whole sentences (in bold above). He also changes “without doubt” and “indubitaly” to “may influence” the passage of attention from the lower psychological functions to the higher ones. Finally, he changes Vygotsky’s note that the RESULT of learning numbers is the concept of number to “nevertheless”.

As van der Veer points out, the best one can say about Minick’s translation is that it is not literal. However, I worry that if we translate Seve or Meccaci the result will be even more unreadable, and we already have readers who can’t understand us.

Seve: The general summary of our second research series can be formulated thus: at the moment of the assimilation of an arithmetic operation, or a scientific concept, the development of this operation and this concept, far from being completed, has only just begun; the curve of development does not coincide with that of study in the school programme; this suggests once again that in the essentials learning goes in advance of development.

Meccaci: The general balance of this second group of inquiries can be formulated in the following way: at the moment of assimilating a particular arithmetic operation, or a partiuclar scientific concept, development of this operation and of this conception does not conclude, but rather commences; the curve of development does not coincide with the curve of the study of the school programme and for this reason the result is that in the essentials, learning goes in advance of development.

Minick omits the remark that development actually BEGINS with learning; but this remark is key to understanding the zone of proximal development.

Minick also removes the CAUSAL relationship in the last line of the paragraph—AGAIN!

Langford uses this material to argue that Vygotsky BETRAYED his early enthusiasm for child centred education by taking onboard a Stalinist programme for traditional education. Some of this material COULD be read that way: Vygotsky is arguing that it is unnecessary to wait until the child is “ready” to concentrate on arithmetic, because the learning of arithmetic is what allows the child to master his voluntary attention. This COULD be used as a way of speeding up the instructional programme, the educational equivalent of the forced collectivization then underway.

The Stalinists, led by Trofim Lysenko, were REJECTING all maturational constraints on development. Lysenko promised Stalin that he could grow peas in the winter, wheat in Siberia, rabbits all year around. He argued that genetics could be altered within a single generation. So for the Stalinists, not only is learning the same as development, but ontogenetic change leads directly and immediately to permanent phylogenetic change.

Vygotsky’s position has nothing in common with any of this. His real argument is much more subtle and harder to grasp. Let’s first of all remember that the real topic of Vygotsky’s monograph is CONSCIOUSNESS. This is consistent with his remark that the key thing which develops during school age is CONSCIOUS MASTERY and AWARENESS.

But as Vygotsky points out, we cannot CONSCIOUSLY be master functions that we have not yet mastered unconsciously. We cannot be AWARE of something we do not yet possess. If development at school age is the development of conscious awareness, then it MUST follow learning and it CANNOT lead it.  

Seve: 3) The third series of researches was devoted to the elucidation of a question which is quite close to the programme posed by Thorndike on experimental studies which had as their goal the refutation of the theory of foreign discipline. But our experiments were concerned with the higher psychological functions and not the lower ones; they dealt with school learning and not things such as the differentiation of line segments and the magnitude of angles. Put simply, we transposed our experiments to a domain where we can count on a significant liaison between the subject matter of instructed learning and the functions which participate in it. 

Meccaci: 3. The third series of our inquiries were dedicated to the illumination of a problem which was similar to the one posed by Thorndike during his exerpermental research which had as a goal the refutation of the theory of formal discipline. But we have done experiments only in the field of higher psychological functions and not on the elementary ones, on a field where school learning and not the learning, for example, of how to differentiate line segments and the magnitude of angles. In simple terms, we transferred the experiment to a field where we can expect a meaningful link between the subject matter of instructed learning and the functions which take part in it.

Of course, one can imagine a way of solving the problem of estimating line segments which DOES provide a meaningful to the problem of measuring angles. If we transpose the line segment so that the endpoints of each line segment intersects the angle at points that are equidistant to the origin, then we can use the line segment to measure the magnitude of the angle. There will then be a meaningful link.


[image: image1]
But Vygotsky’s point is that the child does not solve the problem in this way. Instead, the child tries to solve the problem through the use of a lower psychological function, namely perception. That is why the skill of estimating line segments does not transfer to the skill of estimating angles. But that is ALSO why the skill of MEASURING line segments, using a CULTURAL SIGN, will transfer to the skill of measuring angles.

Seve: The research has shown that throughout the duration of the child’s development different subject matters of instructed learning interact with each other. Development has a much more unified course than the experiments of Thorndike, with their atomistic character, would lead us to suppose. According to experiments on the development of all knowledge, all partial skills consist of the formation of an independent chain of associations which cannot in any way facilitate the appearance of other associative chains. All development is independent, isolated, autonomous and effect equally according to the laws of association. Our own research has shown that the mental development of the child is not compartmentalized and does not operate according to the system of scholarly disciplines. The course of things is not such that arithemetic develops certain functions in isolation and independently and written speech develops others. The different subject matters have a common psychological basis. The seizure of consciousness and mastery appear in the forefront of the development of grammar as well as in that of written speech. We find them equally in the learning of arithmetic and they are the centre of attention when we analyze scientific concepts. The abstract thinking of the child is formed in the course of all his lessons and his development does not in any way decompose itself into separate processes corresponding to the different school subjects which they are divided into during school learning.

Meccaci: The research has shown that the different materials of school learning enter into reciprocal interactions during the course of the development of the child. This development appears in a mode which is more unified than that which we might suppose on the basis of the experiments of Thorndike according to which development acquires an atomistic character. The experiments of Thorndike have shown that the development of any partial knowledge or capacity consists of the formation of an independent chain of associations, which cannot in any way aid the appearance of another associative chain. All development would be independent, isolated and autonomous and would be realized equally on the basis of associative links. In our research, we have shown that the mental development of the child is not divided as it appears in the system of school materials. It does not happen that arithmetic develops certain functions in isolation and independently and written speech develops others. Each different subject has in part a common psychological basis. The seizure of conscious awareness and mastery is in the forefront of development in the same way for the learning of grammar as for that of written speech. We find it in the learning of arithmetic as well as at the centre of attention n the learning of scientific concepts. Abstract thinking of the child develops in all of his lessons and his development does not decompose itself in fact into separate courses corresponding to diverse study materials which are divided up as in school learning.

This is, of course, a good description of how the central lines of development bring into being a neoformation, a new form of mental life.

Perhaps it’s useful to note here that Vygotsky uses the word “abstract” in two linked but nevertheless distinguishable senses, one having to do with capacity and the other having to do with actual performance. 

On the one hand, “abstract” refers to DECONTEXUALIZEABLE knowledge, e.g. written language as opposed to spoken language. This is abstract because it is IDEAL; when we write, we take away the SENSUOUS, material form of words, we take away the SENSES we create because we are talking to a real, immediate person, and we take away the SENSIBLE purposes of language use because there is no question to which we are replying, no command which we obey, no request we must respond to, etc.

On the other, “abstract” refers to RECONTEXTUALIZEABLE knowledge, e.g. actual writing as opposed to actual speech. This is abstract because it is VOLITIONAL, it does not depend on response to an immediate environment. But it DOES depend on choice, selection, and free will constrained by the writer’s purposes. When we actually write we choose particular sequences of letters to form words, and it is possible to think of idiosyncratic spellings like “doe a dear” which give us access to our volitional memory and focus our volitional attention. When we actually write we select sequences of words to form sentences; at the level of grammar innovation becomes not simply an option but a virtual necessity, because unlike spelling there is no ready reserve of preset sentences which will tell us exactly what to say in every situation. Finally, when we actually write we are free to create our own EXCHANGES and not simply our own sentences, creating the need for language use as well as fulfilling it; If at the level of lexicogrammar, written language tends “znachenie”, at the level of the text, it tends towads “smysl”.

The distinction seems important to me, because Bakhtin (and even Volosinov) does not really recognize that the latter form of abstract thinking, which allows the individual to realize free choice, rests on the former, which makes thinking available in a new context precisely by tearing it from an old one.
Seve: We can formulate things as follows: There is a process of school learning. This has its own internal structure, its own progression, its logic and its development, and internally in the mind of each schoolchild taken in isolation, there is some sort of internal reserve of processes which, even if they are awakened and put into motion in the course of school learning, have their own proper developmental logic. One of the fundamental tasks assigned to the psychology of school learning is precisely to discover this internal logic, this internal course of development which this or that learning initiates. Our experiments have incontestably established three facts (MECCACI PUTS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT SEVE DOES NOT): 1) the psychological basis required by learning different subjects is in large part in common, which guarantees in itself the possibility that one school subject can influence another—and as a result almost any subject matter can have the characteristics of formal discipline, 2) inversely, learning exercises on the development of higher psychological functions an influence which extends itself well above the limitations of the content, the objectives which are proper to the given discipline and which confirm once again the existence of an affect of formal discipline which varies with different school subjects but which in general is proper to all of them; the child who has managed to seize consciousness of case (i.e. case grammar, the declension of a single noun—DK) has mastered by that act this structure, which is therefore transferred into other domains not directly linked to the case nor even to grammar as a whole; 3) there is interdependence and a reciprocal link of particular higher psychological functions which are especially implicated in the study of this or that material. In this way, voluntary attention and logical memory, abstract thinking and scientific imagination develop each other, thanks to a basis which is common to all of the higher psychological functions into a unique complex process; the common basis of all of these higher psychological functions, whose development constitutes the principal neoformation of the school age, is the seizure of conscious awareness and mastery.

Meccaci: We may put it this way: there is a process of learning. This has its own internal structure, its own succession, its own logic of development. Inside, in the mind of each individual schoolchild who is learning, there is a kind of internal underground reserve of process which, generated and put into motion by the course of school learning, have nevertheless their own logic of development. One of the fundamental tasks of the psychology of school learning is to illuminate what this internal logic is, what the internal course of these processes of development which subtend this or that course of learning is. Experimentation has incontestably established three facts:

a) The common basis required at the psychological foundation of learning different is common to diverse subjects; already this assures the possibility of the influence of one subject matter on another in consequence of the formal discipline of this material, and 

b) inversely, the influence of learning on the development of the higher psychological functions; this goes well above the confines of a specific content and the materials of a certain discipline and prove once more the existence of formal disicipline, diverse in  different materials, but with rules that are common to all of them. The child, able to seize conscious awareness in a specific field, has mastered this particular structure of his thinking and transferred it to another field, not directly linked to this specific field or even to grammar per se, c) the interdependence and the reciprocal links of separate psychological functions, more specifically implied in the study of this or that material, such as the development of voluntary attention and logical memory, abstract thinking and scientific imagination, thanks to the common basis of all the higher psychological functions, complete each other as a single complex process. The common basis of all the higher psychological functions, whose development constitutes the new formation which is fundamental to the school age, is the seizure of conscious awareness and mastery.

Minick omits a whole sentence (in bold). Let’s put it back.

Meccaci seems a little easier to understand, and the use of letters is better than numbers, because the next section is numbered 4). 

Meccaci, on the other hand, doesn’t mention “case grammar” and both Minick and Seve do. Let’s put THAT back too.

Notice the somewhat oxymoronic idea of “scientific imagination”; clearly linked to abstract thinking. Luria remarks somewhere that Vygotsky’s science is a “romantic science”; perhaps it would be truer to say that his is a scientific romanticism. 

Seve: 4) The fourth series of our researches were consecrated to a new question for modern psychology, a question which occupies, according to us, a central place in the whole problem of leaning and development in the school age.

Meccaci: 4. The fourth series of our research was dedicated to a new problem for contemporary psychology which, according to us, has a central position for the whole problem of instructed learning and development in the school age.

This is the beginning of the section on the zone of proximal development which also appears in Chapter Six of “Mind in Society”, “Interaction between Learning (sic) and Development”. Interestingly the Goodmans interpret this statement as saying that zone of proximal development does not exist outside school instruction. 

There is no basis for this at all. We saw earlier that Vygotsky is proposing that conscous awareness and mastery are the principal neoformations of mental life FOR THIS SPECIFIC AGE PERIOD of child development, that is, for the school child who is roughly between the ages of seven and thirteen. 

Of course, Vygosky is NOT saying that children of other age do not develop and do not have other forms of mental life. Implicitly, he is saying that conscious awareness and mastery are NOT the principal neoformations of OTHER age periods, and that the zone of proximal development must include different lines of development (e.g. play) and different neoformations (e.g. imaginary situations, imaginary selves) during those age periods.

Seve: Psychological research linked to the problem of school learning ordinarily limited itself to establishing the level of mental development of the child. But this level by itself is insufficient for determining the state of his development. How does one normally define the level? One does this by means of problems which the child resolves by himself. These teach us what the child knows how to do and what he knows at a single precise moment, because we only take into consideration the problems that he resolves in an autonomous manner. By the evidence of this method we can only establish what is already come to maturity in the child. We determine only the level of his present development. But the state of development can never be measured by the elements which have come to maturity alone. A gardener who wishes to evaluate the condition of his garden would be wrong to judge only on the basis of the apple trees which have completed their development and born fruit; he must also take account of the trees which are still growing. In the same way, the psychologist must necessarily, in order to determine the state of development, take into consideration not only the functions which have come to maturity but also those which are in the stage of maturation, not only the present level but also the next zone of development. How to proceed?

Meccaci: Psychological research, connected to the problem of instructed learning, in general has limited itself to establishing the level of the child’s mental development. However, determining the state of development of the child only through this method is insufficient. How is this level normally determined? It is determined by means of (tests, that is to say) tasks which the child undertakes independently. By this means we learn what the child knows and can do by himself, because we only pay attention to problems which he can resolve independently; it is evidence that this method can only tell us what has already matured in the child. We can only determine the actual (i.e. the current—DK) level of development. But the state of development is not determined solely by the part which has already matured. A gardener who wishes to determined the state of his garden would be wrong to have the idea of only evaluating the apple trees which are mature and which are bearing fruit; he must also take account of the trees which are maturing; in the same way the psychologist must necessarily take into consideration not only the functions which have already matured but also the functions which are in the state of maturation, not only the actual (e.g. the current—DK) level of but also the area of proximal development. How can this be done?

Meccaci notes that the words “test, that is to say” in parentheses were omitted in 1956 and 1982, after the notorious “Pedology Decree” of 1936 by the CPSU which banned all psychometric testing (and even MENTION of testing!) The editors substituted the word “task” for all subsequent uses of the word “test” in the text. 

Minick makes very substantial alterations to the text here, omiiting more than one whole sentence. We need to put them back.

Note that Meccaci translates “zone” as “area”. This has the advantage of making it concrete; it is an arena for action. I think it has the disadvantage of emphasizing external activity, though.

Seve’s translation of ZPD as “zone prochaine de developpement” is a little startling, but I think it’s useful. We often think of “proximal” as referring to the people AROUND the child, the people in the child’s proximity. They are the social source of development, both because they are at a higher level of development and because they are available to the child as interactional resources by virtue of their physical proximity. 

I think that interpretation of “proximal” is incorrect. First of all, it is based on the assistance assumption, which Chaiklin (2003) has pointed out is not actually present in Vygotsky. Secondly, this interpretation of “proximal” would clearly privilege spoken language, but this passage occurs in the context of Vygotsky stressing the importance of the development of abstraction in general and of written speech in particular. Thirdly, this interpretation of “proximal” obscures the “nextness” of the development and makes it possible to ignore the whole theory of child development, with successive age periods demarcated by crises, that Vygotsky was developing at the time (outlined in Volume Five and elucidated by Yongho in his “avatar” chapter).

Seve’s translation is, therefore, correct: the ZPD is not a “zone of interpersonally proximal development” but rather the NEXT zone of development made available to the child by virtue of the PRESENT level of development and made necessary by the child’s current developmental predicament. Fortunately, this is close to the usual way we translate ZPD into Korean. I told you that Vygotsky is MADE for Korean!

Seve: In order to determine the present level of development one uses problems which the child must solve all by himself and which are only indicative of the functions which are already formed and come to maturity. But let us try to employ a new method. Let us say that we have determined that two children have a mental age of eight years old. If we go further and we try to find out how the two children solve problems destined for the following ages when we come to their help in showing them, in posing a question which puts them on the right path, in giving them the beginning of the solution, etc. , it appears that with the help of this aid, in collaboration with an adult, in following indications, one of them manages to solve problems corresponding to the age of twelve and the other problems corresponding to the age of nine. This disparity between mental age, or present level of development, which is determined with the help of problems resolved in an autonomous manner and the level which is attained by the child when he resolves the problems not alone but in collaboration determines precisely the zone of next development. In our example, this zone can be expressed by the number four for the first child and by the number one for the other. Can we consider that these children are at the same level of development, that the states of their development coincide with each other? Obviously not. For these children, as research shows, the differences conditioned by the disparity of their respective next zones of development prove to be much greater at school than the resemblance due to the identical zone of present development. That will be shown above all in the dynamic of their intellectual development and in their relative successes during the course of school learning. Research shows that the next zone of development has a more direct significance for the dynamic of intellectual development and the success of learning than the present level of their development.

Meccaci: To determine the level of actual development we apply tests which require independent solution and which are indicative only in relation to functions which are already formed and mature. But let us search for a new method to apply. Let us suppose that we have determined the mental age of two children and that the result is equal to eight years old. If we do not end here but try to see how the two children resolve a test which is designed for the following period whose problems the child is not able to resolve independently, if we give them a demonstration of something, if we pose a question which puts him on the right path, if we indicate the solution, the result is that one child can, with aid, with collaboration, with indications, resolve a test problem at the level of a 12 year old, but the other can only resolve one at the level of a nine year old. This disparity between mental age and the actual level of development that is determined by the independent resolution of problems and the level which the child reaches in the solution of problems not on his own but in collaboration will determine the area of proximal development. In our example, this area is expressed for one child by the number four and for the other by the number one. Can we say that these two children are at the same level of mental development, that the state of their development coincides? Evidently not. As our research shows, differences in schooling experience will appear between these two children, determined by their areas of proximal development which are considerably greater than the similarities between their level of actual development. This will be shown as much in the dynamic of their mental development as in the course of their relative successes. Research shows that the area of proximal development has a more direct significance for the dynamic of intellectual development than the actual level of development.

Again, there are whole sentences missing!

Seve: In order to explain this fact, established by research, we can refer to a thesis which is generally admitted as indisputable: in collaboration, under the direction and with the aid of someone, a child can always do more and resolve more difficult problems than when he acts alone. We are dealing here, in other words, with a particular case of a general thesis. But we need to go further than this explanation and discover the causes of this phenomenon. In the old psychology, and also in the common understanding of things, there is a widely held notion that imitation is a purely mechanical activity. From this point o view, we habitually consider that the nonautonomous resolution of problems is not symptomatic, and gives no valid indications of the development of the intellect that is proper to the child. It is believed that one can imitate anything. What I am capable of doing by imitation does not furnish any information on my own mind and cannot in any way characterize the state of its development. But this conception is false.

Meccaci: In order to explain this fact, established through research, we can refer to a thesis generally admitted and indisputable, which asserts that in collaboration, following guidance, and with assistance, the child is always able to do more and to resolve more difficult problems than he can when he acts independently. In this case we have only a particular case of a general thesis. But our explanation needs to go further than this and to discover the cause which is at the basis of this phenomenon. In the old psychology and the common consciousness there is a deeply rooted concept that imitation is a purely mechanical activity. From this point of view, the solution of problems that is not independent cannot be considered as indicative or symptomatic for the development of the intellect of the child. In this way it is imagined that one my imitated anything that one wishes. The capacity for imitation does not say anything about my mind and cannot give any facts to characterize the state of its development. But this conception is totally false.

Minick often cuts Vygotsky’s proud references to the research of his students. This makes Vygotsky sound more modest than he actually is! On the other hand, Minick’s translation here makes it sound like Vygotsky is distinguishing between a descriptive “case of a general rule” and Chomskyan “explanatory adequacy”.

The Seve and Meccaci versions agree that is not what Vygotsky said. Vygotsky DOES consider the general understanding to be explanatory and indeed irrefutable. But he wishes to EXPAND THE IDEA of IMITATION to include collaboration which is NOT face to face.

This makes PERFECT sense, because Vygotsky has just emphasized the cognitive abstraction conferred by written texts as opposed to spoken utterances. It also makes perfect sense for the problem which Yongho poses at the beginning of his Pulgasari paper: how does the child develop AUTONOMOUS creative abilities (e.g. imagination and moral self-regulation) through imitation. Vygotsky’s answer is that creativity is neither passive nor dependent on direct interaction.

Seve: It is now well established in the modern psychology of imitation that the child can imitate only what is in the zone of his own proper intellectual possibilities. In this way, if I do no know how to play chess, then even when the best player of chess shows me how to play a game, I will not be able to do it. If I know arithmetic but encounter difficulty in resolving a complex problem, the fact that I am shown the solution ought to lead me directly to the proper answer, but if I do not know higher mathematics (???), showing me the solution of a differential equation will not advance my own thinking a single step in this direction. In order to imitate, I must have a certain possibility of passing from what I know how to do on to what I do not know how to do.

Meccaci: It may be considered a well-established fact of the contemporary psychology of imitation that the child can only imitate what is within the area of his own intellectual possibililties. In this way if I do not know how to play chess, then even if the very best chess player shows me how to play a game, I will not be able to do it. If I know arithmetic but I have trouble resolving a complex problem, the fact that one shows me the answer ought to bring the solution to me immediately, but if I do not know higher arithmetic (???), the fact that one shows me the answer to a differential equation will not help me to advance my thinking a single step in that direction. In order to imitate it is necessary to have the possibility of passing from what one knows how to do to what one does not know how to do.

I have never heard of the differential calculus referred to as “higher arithmetic”. Of course, the word “arithmetic” really means “ars mathematica”, Latin for mathematical arts. So perhaps you can refer to calculus as “higher arithmetic” in Italian?

Seve: We can now add a new and essential complement to what has been already advanced in work on collaboration and imitation. We have said that in collaboration the child can always do more than what he can do alone. But we must add to this: not infinitely more, but only within certain limits, narrowly defined by the state of his development and his intellectual possibilities. In collaboration the child is stronger and more intelligent than when he gives himself up to autonomous work, he resolves intellectual difficulties as a superior level but there is always a determined margin, subject to strict rules, which defines the gap between autonomous work and work in collaboration. (MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE  A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE AND MINICK BOTH DO)

Meccaci: We can bring in here a complementary element, new and substantial, to what has been already said on work in collaboration and imitation. It is said that the child can always do more in collaboration than he can do on his own. But we must add: not infinitely more, but only within certain limits, strictly defined by the state of his development and by his intellectual possibilities. In collaboration, the child is stronger and more intelligent than he is in independent work, he copes with a superior level of intellectual difficulty in his results, but there is always a determined distance, subject to strict rules, which defines the gap between independent work and work in collaboration. 

Meccaci does not have a paragraph break here, but both Seve and Minick do. There is no paragraph break in the 1934 edition.

This LIMITATION to the effectiveness of imitation seems to be characteristic of the higher mental processes. There is a very strict limit to the ability of the child to repeat grammar, even if we just give the child a list of longer and longer sentences; subjects attempting to reproduce sentences which they did not understand sound terrible. However, experiments in Canada by Neufeld showed that subjects who simply mimic pronunciation without attempting to understand can pass for native.
Seve: Our research has shown that with the aid of imitation the child does not by any means resolve all the problems which remain unsolved. He reaches a certain limit, which varies according to the child. In our example, the limit was very low for one of the children, and did not go over one year in the child’s development. But for the other one it was nearly four years. If one can imitate anything that one wishes to independently of the state of development, these two children would have resolved with equal facility all of the problems destined for all the ages of children. In fact, not only was this not the case, but we even found that in collaboration with someone a child could revolve problems close to his own level of development more easily, but above that difficulty increases and eventually becomes insurmountable even with collaboration. The greater or lesser possibility that a child has of going beyond what he know how to do alone to what he can do in collaboration with another is precisely the most notable system which characterizes the dynamic of his development and the success of his intellectual activity. It coincides entirely with the next zone of development.

Meccaci: Our research has shown that with the aid of imitation the child does not in general resolve all of the test questions which remain unresolved. In our example for one child the limiting point was rather low and was only a year’s distance from the level of his development. But the other child was nearly four years away. If it were possible to imitate anything one wishes to imitate independently of the state of development the two children would resolve with equal facility tests destined for all the child ages. But in the event this not only did not occur but the result showed that the children resolves in collaboration the problems which stand closer to his level of development but then the difficulty mounts and eventually becomes insurmountable. The greater or lesser possibility of passing from what the child knows how to do independently to what he can do in collaboration is the most sensitive way to characterize the dynamic of the development and the success* of the child. It coincides entirely with the area of proximal development. 

The words *”of the mental activity” was added in 1982, according to Meccaci.

Note that Minick entirely omits the last sentence. Again!

Remember the argument that Vygotsky made about the nature of written speech, oral speech, and inner speech. We can understand the transition from external speech, seen and heard, if we understand the transition from written speech to spoken speech and EXTRAPOLATE its graduated development to inner speech (especially its progressive ellipsis, its reduction to predicativity, and its incremental orientation to sense rather than meaning). This means we have not THREE kinds of speech, but many, on a continuum of development.
He is making a similar argument here and it has similar implications. We know the child can, with collaboration and imitation, solve problems on the Binet-Simon developmental index that are well above the child’s actual level of development. 

Vygotsky suggests that this is not due entirely to assistance but rather to the activation of ripening, maturing functions of development, those which will become the central neoformations in the next developmental age period. So we can understand the transition to the next developmental age periods if we understand the transition from tasks which the child completes independently to tasks that the child can accomplish only with assistance. In the case of the IMMEDIATELY proximate zone of development, this consists of ALL the major tasks. 

But in the case of more distant zones of development, assistance must increase, and results decrease correspondingly. This necessarily gives us not one but many developmental periods, once again on a continuum of development. (It also gives us different size limits to the zone of proximal development, of course!)

Seve: Kohler, in his famous experiments on chimpanzees, had already encountered this problem. Did the animals know how to imitate the intelligent acts of other animals? Were not the rational operations adapted to a goal which the monkeys accomplished, simply assimilations by imitation, which are in themselves absolutely inaccessible to the intellect of the animals? The experiments showed that imitation in the animal was strictly limited to the animals proper intellectual possibilities. In other words, the only actions that were imbued with meaning that the monkey (the chimpanzee) was capable of imitating were those which it could carry out by itself. Imitation did not help its intellectual capacities progress. One can, it is true, teach a monkey by training to execute infinitely complex operations which it could not do with its own intelligence. But in this case the operation is realized in a manner that is purely automatic and mechanical, it is a habit which is devoid of meaning and not an intelligent solution imbued with meaning. Comparative psychology has established a series of symptoms which permit us to distinguish intelligent imitation, which is endowed with meaning, from automatic copying. In the first case, the solution is assimilated all at once, for once and for all, the curve of errors suddenly, all at once, from 100% to zero, the solution presents manifestly all the fundamental traits of an autonomous solution, proper to the intelligence of the monkey: he is able to seize the field and the relationship between objects. But in training, assimilation happens through trial and error, the curve of erroneous solutions falls slowly and progressively, assimilation requires numerous repetitions, and the process of learning does not appear to include the apprehension of meaning, or any intelligence of the structural relations; it operated blindly and in a non-structured way.

Meccaci: Already Kohler in his experiments with chimpanzees had encountered this problem. Would an animal be able to imitate the intelligent action of another animal? Were not the rational operations conforming to the goal of solving the task simply assimilations by imitation, which were absolutely inaccessible to the intellect of the animals? Experiments showed that the imitation of the animal was strictly limited to its intellectual possibilities. In other words, the monkey (chimpanzee) could use imitation only with tasks that it was capable of resolving alone. Imitation did not enable the advancement of the field of his intellectual capacity. In truth, with training one can teach to monkeys to follow all kinds of infinitely complex operations which they could not solve by themselves. But in this case the operations are realized in a mode which is purely automatic and mechanical, as a habit which is deprived of meaning and not as a reasoned and understood solution. Animal psychology has established a series of symptoms which permit us to distinguish intelligent, meaningful imitation from automatic copying. In the first case the solution is assimilated in an instance, once and for all, withouit requiring repetitions. The curve of errors falls suddenly and in a single stroke from 100% to zero, and the solution clearly presents all of the fundamental traits of an independent and intelligent solution of the chimpanzee. It happens trhough the apprehension of the structure of the field and of the relationship between objects. But in dressage (training—DK), assimilation shows itself to be full of errors. The curve of  erroneous solutions falls slowly and progressively, and assimilation requires numerous rehearsals. The process of learning does not produce any apprehension of meaning, no comprehension of structural relationshiops, and the task is done blindly rather than structurally. 

Vygotsky is showing the CULTURAL nature of higher psychological functions through a phylogenetic “flashback” to the pre-human past. Kohler’s chimpanzees do not appear to be able to imitate the THOUGHT processes of other animals, because they do not have the tool (speech) which makes the imitation of thought processes possible in humans.

In order to show this, Vygotsky distinguishes sharply between “dressage” (that is,the “Clever Hans” phenomenon, where a horse could be trained to count and even add by behavioral shaping (e.g. giving covert “signals” when the horse has reached the right answer) on the one hand and imitation on the other. The obvious comparison in the field of foreign language teaching is “Listen and repeat”, where the grammar of a phrase is grasped purely through imitation of pronunciation, and “Listen and answer”, where the field of the utterance must be structurally analyzed.

Consider Thorndike’s “animal boxes”, where animals learned by trial and error how to operate a spring to release themselves from the box. Interestingly, there were only quantitative differences between species, which included cats, monkeys and even humans; the subjects experienced their release from the box as magic, since they did not really understand how the spring mechanism of the lock worked.

Compare this with Kohler’s experiments, some of which involved putting sticks together to push a fruit away from the side of the cage where the monkey was and then going around to another side of the cage where the fruit could be reached. In this case, the solution is experienced not as magic but as a meaningful solution, a field of objects which can be manipulated. 

Vygotsky is saying that in the former situation, the curve of errors only goes down gradually, because the subject does not really understand his own solution. But in the latter situation, we have a completely different curve of errors. That is because the situation is meaningful for the subject, and it is in this sense that Vygotsky says it has “structure”.  

Seve: This fact is of capital importance for the whole of the psychology of learning in animals and humans. What is remarkable in the three theories of learning that we have examined in this chapter is that they make no distinction in principle between learning in animals and learning in humans. They apply the same explanatory principle to “dressage” (training—DK) and learning. But the fact that we have just mentioned shows already very clearly in what the radical, fundamental difference between the one and the other must consist of. The animal, even the most intelligent, is not capable of developing its intellectual capacities by imitation or by learning. It cannot assimilate anything essentially new compared to what it has already mastered. It is only capable of learning by “dressage” (training—DK). MINICK HAS A PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE BUT THERE IS NO PARAGRAPH BREAK IN EITHER SEVE OR MECCACI OR 1934. In this way, we can say that the animal is simply not capable of learning in the sense that we mean it with man.

Meccaci: This fact is of a fundamental significance for the whole of the psychology of animals and humans. It is important that the three theories of learning that we examined in this chapter do not make any distinction in principle between learning in animals and in humans. The three theories apply the same explanatory principle to dressage and to learning. But the fact indicated above is very clear in what consists the chief, radical difference between the two. The animal, even the most intelligent one, cannot develop his intellectual capacities through imitation or learning (obuchenie). It cannot assimliate anything new in principle compared with what it already masters. It is only capable of learning (vyuchka) by dressage. In this sense we can say that in general the animal cannot learn if we mean learning (obuchenie) in the specific sense we use with humans.

If we follow Minick’s translation, and even Seve’s, we have Vygotsky contradicting himself. Minick says: “(The animal) cannot learn anything that is fundamentally new. He can learn only through training.” But of course it is perfectly possible, at least in English, to learn something fundamentally new through training.

Meccaci points out (in a footnote” that the two uses of “learning” are not the same. One refers to INSTRUCTED learning, that is “obuchenie”.The other one refers to “dressage”, that is “vyuchka” or training. These two processes are entirely different, and only one of them involves the development of higher psychological functions, the development of a fundamentally NEW means of development. 

Meccaci, however, omits the word “learning” in the first sentence, and the Russian clearly says “the psychology of learning in humans and animals”.

Seve: For the child, however, development by collaboration and imitation, the source of all the specifically human properties of consciousness, and development by school learning is a fundamental fact. So the central element for all the psychology of learning is the possibility of raising oneself in collaboration with someone to a superior intellectual level, the possibility of passing, with the help of imitation, from what the child knows how to do to what he does not know how to do. Therein lies the whole of the importance of learning in development and also the content of the concept of the next zone of development. Imitation, if we understand it in a broad sense, is the chief form in which learning exercises influence on development. The learning of language, learning in school, is in a very great measure founded on imitation. In effect, the child learns at school not what he must do all by himself but what he does not know yet how to do, what is accessibly to him in collaboration with the teacher and under the teacher’s direction. What is of capital importance in school learning is precisely that the child learns new things. That is why the next zone of development, which defines the domain of transitions which are accessible to the child, is precisely the element which is most determinant for learning and for development. 

Meccaci: In contrast, in the child development through collaboration and imitation is the source of all of the specifically human properties of consciousness, development through learning (obuchenie) is the fundamental fact. In this way the central element for the whole of the psychology of learning is the possibility of elevating oneself through  collaboration to a higher level, the possibility of going from what the child knows how to do to what he does not know how to do, through the means of imitation. In this we find the whole of the significance of learning for development and this is where the rue and proper content of the concept of the area of proximal development lies. Imitation, if we understand it in a wide sense, is the principal forming which learning exercises its influence on development. The learning of speech (rech), learning in school is based to a great degree upon imitation. In effect the child learns in school not what he knows how to do independently but what he does not yet know how to do, what is accessible to him in collaboration with the teacher and under the teacher’s guidance. This is the fundamental fact of learning: the fact that the child is learning new things. In this way the area of proxmal development which defines the transitional fields that are accessible to the child, is the most meaningful element in relation to learning and development.  

Why does Vygotsky remind us, as if we did not know, that the whole point of school is not that children learn to do what they can do by themselves but rather that children learn what they do not already know how to do under the guidance of the teacher?

I think that this contains an implicit CRITIQUE of testing. We know that tests only tell us what the child already knows how to do and what the child can do by himself. This is not, however, what schooling fundamentally consists of. The only real tests, the only tests that are genuinely consistent with what school fundamentally consists of, are thoe that are formative, which go from present to future, not those that are summative, which go from past to present. 

Seve: Research shows incontestably that what is in the next zone of development at a given age period is realized and transformed in to the present stage of development in the next age period. In other words, what the child knows how to do today in collaboration, he will know how to do alone tomorrow. That is why it is plausible to suppose that in school, learning is to development what the next zone of development is to the present level of development. The only valid learning during childhood is that which anticipates development and which makes it progress. But we can only teach to the child what he is capable of learning. Learning is possible only where there is the possibility of imitation. So teaching must orient itself to cycles of development which are already completed, to the lowest threshold of learning. (???) Nevertheless it does not base itself on the functions which are already brought to maturity but rather on those which are in maturation. It always has as its point of departure what is in the child not yet mature. It is this next zone of development which determines the possibilities of learning. To come back to our example, we can say that in the two children we considered in our experiment the possibilities of learning will be different, even though their mental age is the same, because their next zones of development shows a marked gap. The research that we have mentioned has shown that the learning of any school subject has as its base what is not yet mature.

Meccaci: Research shows in an incontestable manner that what is in the area of proximal development in a given age period is realized and transformed into the present level of development in the following period. In other words, what the child knows how to do today in collaboration, the child will know how to do independently tomorrow. For this reason the idea that learning and development in school are in relationship to each other in the way that the area of proximal development and the level of development at the present time are in relationship to each other seems likely. Only learning in school which goes ahead of development and draws development behind it is efficacious. But it is only possible to teach to the child what he is already capable of learning. Teaching is possible there where imitation is possible. Teaching must therefore orient itself according to cycles of development which have already run their course, towards the lower level of learning. Nonetheless it does not base itself only on the functions that have already matured, but also upon those which are maturing. It takes as its point of departure what has not yet matured in the child. The possibility of learning is determined (in an immediate way*) by the zone of his proximal development. To return to our example, we can say that in the two children considered in the experiment above, the possibilities of learning will be different, despite their identical mental age, because their areas of proximal development diverge very clearly. Our research has demonstrated that the learning of any school subject is based on what has not yet fully matured. 

Meccaci notes that “in an immediate way” is elminated in the 1956 and 1982 editions. I think we can see that this paragraph appears CONTRADICTORY. Vygotsky says, on the one hand, that ONLY learning which goes ahead of development and draws development gehind it is efficacious. Vygotsky says, on the other, that teaching must orient itself to cycles of development that have already run its course.

One way to resolve this apparent contradiction is to draw a distinction between teaching on the one hand and learning on the other. Teaching, then, must orient to the child’s established abilities, his extant voluntary attention, memory, and above all the language the child actually speaks. Learning, however, is a different matter; it takes as its point of departure not the child’s present voluntary attention, memory and language but the functions that the child can realize in collaboration with others. 

This is, of course, why Yongho noted SHORTER sentences in rule-based games than in role plays, and shorter sentences in role plays than in chants and games.

Seve: What conclusion must we draw? One might reason in the following way: if written language requires an intevention of the will, a capacity for abstraction and other functions which have not yet matured in the schoolchild, we must defer learning until the moment when these functions begin to be developed. But universal experience has shown that learning writing is one of the most important subject matters of education at the very beginning of school age and it is the origin of the development of all those functions which are not yet brought to maturity in the child. Also, when we say that teaching must base itself on the next zone of development, on functions that are still immature, we do not recommend by this a new school recipe, we merely liberate ourselves from the old error according to which development must necessarily complete its cycles, prepare entirely the terrain upon which learning will build its edifice. The fundamental pedagogical conclusions to draw from the psychological research must also be modified. We used to ask: is the child ready to learn to read, to count, etc? The problem of the functions which were brought to maturity remains important. But this does not exhaust the question. We must still determine the upper threshold of learning. It is only in the interval delimited by the two thresholds that learning can be fruitful. It is only in this interval that the optimal period fo a given subject matter can be found. Pedagogy must not orient itself to the yesterday of development but towards tomorrow. It is only in this way that it will be able to trigger the processes of development which are for the moment in the next zone of development.
Meccaci: What conclusion should we draw from this? One might reason in the following way: if written language requires volition, abstraction and other functions which are maturing in the school child, we need to delay learning until these functions are mature. But universally, experience has shown that the learning of writing is one of the most important subject materials for school learning at the very beginning of school, and that this causes the development of all those functions which are not yet mature in the child. When we say that learning must base itself on the area of proximal devlopment, on functions that have not yet matured, we are not prescribing to schools a new recipe, but only liberating it of the old error according to which development must necessarily complete its proper cycles, entirely preparing the terrain on which learning will construct its own edifice. In relation to this, the principle question which is posed for pedagogical conclusions by psychological research must be modified. Formerly we asked: is the child mature enough to learn letters, arithmetic, and so on? The problem of the maturation of functions remains a valid one. We always ought to determine the lower threshold of learning. But this does not exhaust the question: we still need to determine the upper threshold of learning. Only between these two limits can learning have fruitful results. Only between these can we find the optimal period for learning a given material. Pedagogics must orient itself not on the yesterday but on the tomorrow of child development. Only in this way will be able to bring to life the processes of development which are present in the area of proximal development.
Vygotsky begins the paragraph warning against an overly conservative (Piagetian) theory which requires the autonomous development of psychological functions before learning can take place. There is, he reminds us, a lower limit beneath which the child learns nothing, and if we assume that, for example, written language or foreign language must tread the same path as oral speech did, we invariably fall beneath this lower limit.
He ends the paragraph by warning against the overly idealist (Behaviorist) theory which considers that anything can be taught to anyone at almost any time. There is, he reminds us, an UPPER limit of the zone of proximal development. above which no serious assimilation of language can take place, and if we assume that, for example, the child is able to readily assimilate complex teacher talk by native speaker teaching assistants or “immersion” education, we invariably go well above this upper limit.

Seve: Let us illustrate this with a simple example. As we know, in the period when the system of teaching by “complexes”* predominated, we often invoked in support of this system “pedagogical arguments”. We affirmed that it corresponded with peculiarities of the child’s system of thinking. The fundamental error consisted in the manner in which we posed the question, which was false in principle. It flowed from the idea that teaching had to orient to the yesterday of development, to the characteristics of child thinking that were already well formed. The pedagogues (???) prescribed with the aid of the system of complexes to reincforce in the development of the child what the child had just left behind, in entering school. They were oriented towards what the child already knew what to do by himself na dneglected the possibility of going beyond what he knew how to do on to what he does not know what to do. They appreciated the state of development like a stupid gardener, only looking at the fruits that were already ripe. They did not take into account the fact that teaching has to make development go forward. They did not take into consideration the next zone of development. They oriented only to the line of least resistance, to the weakness of the child and not to his strength.
Meccaci: Let us illustrate this with a simple example. As is well known, for a time there was the domination amongst us of a system of school teaching in comlexes, and that pedagogical arguments were furnished in support of this system.** It was said that this system of complexes coresponded to the characteristics of child thinking. The fudamental error lay in the fact that the way in which the problem was posed was wrong in principle. It derived from the idea that teaching had to base itself on development on the characteristics of devleopment of child thinking. The (pedologists)*** prescribed the consolidation, through the system of complexes, the development of what the child should have abandoned at the entrance of school. This oriented to what the child could do thinking on his own, and ignored the possibility of a transition from what he knew to what he did not know how to do. It evaluated the state of development like a stupid gardener: only on the basis of mature fruit. It did not consider that teaching could push development forward. It did not consdier the area of proximal development. It oriented to the line of least resistance, towards the weakness of the child and not towards his strength.
Seve notes that the system of complexes was: 

* a system of education applied from 1923 until 1931. it was abolished in September 1931 by a decision of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Russia (Bolsheviks) “On primary and secondary school”. Ivan Kairov, writing in International Research in the Light of Marxism, says “In the 1920s, there was an attempt to subordinate teaching to work. One considered labor as an axis around which different fragmentary elements were grouped, pulled from different branches of science which were indispensable for the resolution of practical problems posed by work. As we know, these famous ‘complexes’ and these assemblies led to the suppression of systematic study of the basics in science, and had as a consequence the unfortunate lowering of the level of general knowledge.” 

Meccaci adds:

** In the editions of 1956 and 1982, the expression “pedagogical arguments” was put in between quotation marks. In order to understand this editorial intervention, we must refer to the system of instruction by complexes (kompleksnaja sistema obuchenija) which was criticized for its lack of pedagogical foundatoin and abolished by a decree in 1921. This teaching was based on an an internal programme of “complexes” around fundamental interestes (for example, the environment, society, the economy). This method was very widely diffused in Soviet schools during the 1920s.”
*** Meccaci notes that the word “pedologists” was replaced with “pedagogues” in the 1956 and the 1982 editions of the book. 

Of course, during those years (1923 until 1931) Vygotsky himself was involved in research with “thinking in complexes”, as we know from Chapter Five. We know that his own work in Chapter Five is largely devoted to showing how these forms of child thinking lie at the heart of the transition to concepts.  

Vygotsky was also personally involved. His closest colleague Blonski and his immediate boss Krupskaya were the main advocates of the “labor” school. Vygotsky himself was undoubtedly one one of the “pedologists” who he criticizes here (Seve changes the word to “pedagogues” but the Russian says “pedologists”, and that is also how Meccaci translates it). 

Until 1931, Vygotsky’s publications on child development were almost all associated with pedology in some way (which for him was synonymous with child development) and many of them bore the title “Pedology” (e.g. “Pedology of the Adolescent”). He was the editor of the journal “Pedology” along with Luria from 1928 until 1931. 
Of course, we know that Vygotsky actually did abandon many of his previous views at several times in his career (e.g. his break with psychoanalysis, his break with reflexology, his critique of Gestalt psychology, and the Three Vygotskies described so well in Minick’s preface). Each time the break was well thought out and principled, and the old way of thinking was in some transformed way incorporated in the new.
But I do not think that is what is happening here. Why would Vygotsky include virtually the WHOLE of Chapter Five, practically untouched, if he had genuinely abandoned a belief in the bridging role of complexes? Why would he include, in almost every paragraph where he discusses the need to teach the fundamentals of scientific concepts to children and to aim well above the lower threshold of the zone of proximal development, a caution about the UPPER threshold of development? Finally, why would he include, in Section 6 of this Chapter (p. 231 in Minick) a much more narrow methodological critique of Chapter Five which suggests that it did not stress the transitional character of complexes ENOUGH?
One possibility is that this paragraph is an unwilling and insincere act of self-criticism, including an unfortunate critique of Vygotsky’s own colleagues and friends, carried out under the stifling political pressure of the last days of Vygotsky’s life, in the vain hope that it would keep his work from being banned.
Another possiblity is that Vygotsky really did change his views. This is, after all, the period when he is working simultaneously on play and on the zone of proximal development and working out his unfinished book which was to specify exactly what those zones consisted of. 

So it is quite possible that he has in mind what he appears to be describing in the next paragraph, namely a system in which complexes develop during the pre-school period and they are replaced by conceptual thinking at school age. If that is the case, however, it would indeed represent a major shift from Chapter Five, where he very clearly says that concepts do not develop until the transitional age (i.e. puberty).
Seve: Things change when we begin to understand this. The child, arriving in school with functions that came to maturity in the preschool system, tends to have forms of thinking which find a correspondance in the system of complexes, and it is just for this reason that the system is nothing else than the transfer to school of a system of learning adapted by the child during the preschool age, a reinforcement of the weak points of preschool thinking during the four first years of school teaching. This is a system which trails behind child development instead of driving it forward.
Meccaci: The thesis “si rovescia” when we begin to understand that the child, because he has arrived in school with functions which matured during the preschool period, shows already tendencies to think in forms that correspond wtith the system of complexes. This is why the system of complexes (form the pedological point of view) is nothing other than the transfer to school of a system of teaching which was adapted by the child in the preschool period, and why it is nothing other than a consolidation during the first four years of schooling of the weak aspects of preschool thinking.This is a system which remains behind child development instead of making it go forward.
Minick cuts the first and last sentences—AGAIN!
Seve: We can now, having finished with the exposition of our main research, attempt briefly to generalize the positive solution to the problem of learning and development to which they conduct us.

Meccaci: We now, having finished the examination of basic research, seek to generalize briefly the positive solution to the problem of the relationship between learning and development to which it brings us.
Seve suggests that what we have just read is the exposition of Vygotsky’s resarch, while Meccaci’s translation is somewhat wider, suggesting a polemical treatment of all the work. Meccaci’s translation seems more accurate, given what we’ve just read.
Seve: We have seen that learning and development do not coincide immediately and that they represent two processes with very complex relationships between them. Learning is not valuable unless it leads development. It then elicits, brings to birth, a whole sereies of functions which are found in the stage of maturation, which are in the next zone of development. Here is the capital role which learning plays in development. Here is the difference between the learning of the child and the dressage (entrainment—DK) of animals. Here is what differentiates learning which has as a goal the integral and harmonious develoment of the child and training in specific specialized skills and techniques (e.g. using a typewriter, riding a bicycle) which do not exercise any essential influence on development. The effect of formal discipline which belongs to all scholarly material is the form in which this influence of learning on development manifests itself. Learning would be completely useless if it only used what has already become mature in development, if it was not itself the source of development, the source of what is new. 

Meccaci: We have seen that learning and development do not coincide but represent two processes which present reciprocal inter-relationships which are very complicated. Learning proceeds well only when it precedes development. Then it awakens and brings to life an entire series of functions which are found in a stage of maturing, in the area of proximal development. In this lies the extremely important role played by learning in development. In this way, we differentiate the learning of the child from the entrainment of the animal. In this the learning of the child which finishes and completes his development, differs from learning specific abilities such as learning to write with a typewriter or ride a bicycle, that do not exercise any particular influence on development. Formal (discipline of)* materials in each subject is the sphere in which the influence of learning upon development appears and is realized. Learning would be completely useless if it could only utilize what was already matured in development, if it could not be in itself the source of development, the source of new principles.
Meccaci notes that in 1982 the word “discipline” was replaced with the word “aspect”. Only Minick uses the word “aspect”; both Seve and Meccaci replace it with “formal discipline”.

Langford argues that Vygotsky in the thirties abandoned the “child centred” schooling practices of the twenties (both his twenties and the 1920s) and opportunistically embraced a kind of educational Stakhanovism. This is clearly not true; on the contrary, Vygotsky is arguing AGAINST a narrowly technical education. 

Vygotsky’s argument FOR formal discipline is not based on nostalgia for his own rather classical education in dead languages (he learned Latin, Greek and even Hebrew), but on his belief that only formal discipline based on sociocultural mediation is truly generalizable both to the many spheres of the child’s activity in society and to the developmetn of that society itself, and for that reason only formal discipline based on the meaningful word can play a development role in ontogenesis and in sociogenesis. 
Seve: In this way it is only within the lmits of a period determined by the next zone of development that learning is the most fruitful. This period is called the “sensitive period” by a number of contemporary pedagogues, such as Fortuyn, M. Montessori and others. As we know, it was by this term that the famous biologist de Vries designated the ontogenetic periods of development whose existence he had established experimentally, where the organism is particularly sensitive to certain influences. These influences then affect the whole course of development, provoking profound changes in it. At other periods, the same conditions may be neutral or even exercise an inverse influence on the course of development. The sensitive periods coincide entirely (???) with what we have previously called the optimal periods of learning. They only differ on two points: 1) We have tried to define the nature of these periods not only in an empirical but also in a theoretical and experimental manner and we have found in the next zone of development the explanation of the specific sensitivity of a certain type of learning during the course of these periods, which has allowed us to elaborate a method for determining them, and 2) M. Montessori and other authors built their theory of sensitive periods on a direct biological analogy between the data which de Vries has obtained on the sensitive periods of lower animals and processes of development which are as complex as that of written language.
Meccaci: Thus the results of learning are more fruitful when they appear within the limiits of a determined period in the area of proximal development. This period is called the sensitive period by contemporary pedagogues such as Fortuyn, Montessori, and others. As noted, it was with this term that the well-known biologist de Vries indicated the periods of ontogenetic development, established experimentally, in which the organism is particularly sensitive to a specific type of influence. In this period, a specific influence produces a noticeable effect on the whole course of development, producing in it changes that are various and profound. The sensitive period coincides entirely with what we have called the optimal period of development. The difference is in only two aspects: 1) the fact that we have sought to establish, not only empirically but also experimentally and theoretically, the definition of the nature of this period and we have found the explanation of its specific sensitivity of this period for a specific type of learning n the area of prximal development, which has given us the possiblity of elaborationg a method to determine this period, and 2) the fact that Montessori and others based their theory of a sensitive period on a direct biological analogy with data furnished by de Vries on the sensitive period in lower animals and the complex process of learning written language.

Meccaci tells us (on the authority of Rene van der Veer) that Fortuyn (not, as Minick has it, “Fortune”) was Aemilius B. Drooglever Fortuyn, author of a study in Dutch on the “sensitive periods” cited in Montessori’s 1921 “Manual of Scientific Pedagogy”. Hugo de Vries (1848-1932) was a Ductch biologist also referred to by Montessori.
Meccaci also notes that this paragraph was edited in 1956 and 1982 to eliminate the mention of “tests”. The word “test” was, as noted above, replaced with “task”.

It is a little hard to understand why Vygotsky claims that his research has been experimental and theoretical rather than simply empirical. By “empirical” he means not experimentally but rather through observation in schools and preschools and homes, the kind of research on which Montessori’s (and Piaget’s) writings are based. Vygotsky’s students, who were teachers, did this. By “experimental”, on the other hand, he means laboratory research, the sort of thing we looked at in Chapter Five. Vygotsky’s students did a lot of this, but Montessori did not. And of course the zone of proximal development, the way Vygotsky has developed it here, is not simply a metaphor with biological stage development but part of a relatively complete theory of child development, a link between microgenesis and ontogenesis.
Seve: As for our work, the research has shown that during these periods the development of higher psychological functions elicited by the cultural development of the child, development which has its source in collaboration with adults and school learning, are of a purely social nature. But in themselves the discoveries made by M. Montessori are no less convincing. She has succeeded, for example, in showing that if children learn to write early, at four and a half or five years old, we observe in them a spontaneous, fruitful and rich use of written language that we do not ever observe at subsequent ages, and that permitted her to conclude that it is precisely at this age that the optimal periods of learning writing, the sensitive periods, are concentrated. M. Montessori has qualified the abudant manifestations of written language at this age, which resemble an eruption, as “explosive writing”. 
.
Meccaci: Our own research has shown that in these periods we have to do with the purely social nature of the development of the higher psychological processes, which emerge from the cultural develoment of the child, a development which has its source in collaboration and in instructed learning (obuchenie). But the facts observed by Montessori retain all of their persuasiveness and all of their force. She has succeeded in showing that, with the precocious learning of writing at four and a half or five years old, the child manifests a spontaneous, fruitful and rich use of written language which is not observed in successive periods. This has given her the grounds for concluding that it is precisely at this age period that the optimal periods of rlearning writing, the sensitive periods, are concentrated. Montessori has referred to the manifestation of written language, abundant as an eruption, as “explosive”. 

Minick once again changes the order of Vygotsky’s sentences. 

Two points:

a) First of all, Vygotsky stresses that the analogy with de Vries and with the psychological processes of lower animals is only a metaphor; the “sensitive periods” we observe in the higher psychological functions are purely social. This does not, however, mean that they infinitely malleable: man makes his own society, but he does not make it as he will.

b) Vygotsky’s remarks on Montessori might seem to contradict what he said earlier about the lack of a need for writing even in school age children, and it certainly does contradict his criticism of the production of Montessori’s students at the end of Chapter Eight in “Mind in Society”.

The child does not, of course, feel a need for writing as writing. What Montessori is observing is not an objective need for writing but rather a subjective one, probably connected with drawing and play. This distinction between an “objective zone of proximal development” which is common for all children and a “subjective” one which varies from child to child is discussed in Chaiklin (2003). 

But I think it is also related to the point Vygotsky makes in this paragraph on the SOCIAL rather than BIOLOGICAL nature of the critical period. Because the critical period for instruction is SOCIAL in nature, we find that it is heavily influenced by EXAPTATIONS from the social environment (e.g. the perception of writing as simply a form of drawing and play) rather than ADAPTATIONS to it (e.g. the perception of writing as a necessary way of earning a living).  

Seve: We can say the same of all the subject matter of teaching, that each has a sensitive period. It only remains for us to elucidate definitively the nature of it. It is perfectly clear that in the sensitive period determined conditions, and in particular a certain type of learning, cannot have any influence on development except insofar as the corresponding cycles of development are not yet completed. When these are finished, the same conditions can then prove neutral. If development has already had its last word in the given domain, the sensitive period of these conditions is now over. The incompleteness of the determined process of development is the necessary precondition for the given period to be able to be a sensitive period for certain conditions. This coincides entirely with the facts established by our research.

Meccaci: The same thing goes for every subject material in teaching, each has its own sensitive period. All that is left is for us to clear up definitively the nature of this sensitive period. We understand very clearly that from the beginning of the sensitive period specific conditions, in particular a certain type of learning, can be shown to have an influence on development when the corresponding cycles of development are not yet ripened. When these are completed, the same conditions can prove to be neutral. If development has already said its last word in a particular field, then the sensitive period in relation to the given conditions is already terminated. The incompleteness of the specific process of development is the necessary condition required for a given period to prove to be a sensitive one with respect to precise condtions. This coincides entirely with the facts of things, as established in our research. 

Once again, Minick omits whole sentences (in bold). Here it’s a pity, bedcause the omitted sentence has a clearly Bakhtinian (Volosinovian) flavor: the idea of “dixit”, or “saying the last word” is crucial to the development of a dialogism as a process; it is the definitive boundary between one speaker and the next.

Minick’s tendency to remove the syntactic complexity also removes this dialogic quality, because you have sentences stuck together with conjunctions and even contradicting each other rather than voices within voices, as Vygotsky intended. More meat! Less bone!

Of course, the “critical periods” here discussed are not the same thing as the “Critical Period” hypothesized for second language acquisition, which was believed by Lederberg to have a biological basis. Vygotsky’s “critical periods” are rooted in the social situation of development. 

For example, according to Kim and Kellogg 2006 and Kim and Kellogg 2007, role play has a “critical period” in which it helps bring “imaginary selves” into being. But after the Crisis at Seven, role play no longer plays a developmental role. 

This does not mean that children no longer role play. What it means is that role play no longer awakens completely new functions. The creation of a purely imaginary situation is no longer a new function for the child. What is new for the child is, on the contrary, the removal of the imaginary situation and the emergence of explicit but purely abstract rule-based play.

The imaginary situation then proves to be neutral with respect to the emergence of rules, and in some cases it can even play a negative role. For example, the child who focuses narrowly on the imaginary situation of An Jeonghwan or Bak Jiseong and the World Cup will find it difficult to master a real game of soccer. Similarly, the child who focuses on the imaginary situations in our Elementary School English book will find “Let’s Review”, with its emphasis on decontextualized vocabulary and grammar, quite difficult to cope with.
Seve: When we observe the course of devleopment of a child at school age and the course of his learning we see that, in effect, each school subject requires of the child more than he can give at that particular moment, that is to say the child in school has an activity which obliges him to surpass his proper limits. This applies to all normal school learning. We begin to teach the child to write before he has all the functions which permit written speech. It is preciesly for this reason that the learning of written speech elicits and causes the development of these functions to progress. It is always like this when learning is fruitful. An illiterate child in a group of children who know how to read and write will be retarded in his development and the relative success of his intellecutal activity exactly as a child who knows how to read and write would be in a group of illiterate children, even though for one the progression of his development and his success is blocked by a too great difficult of learning and for the other by its too great facility. These opposite conditions end in an identical result: in the one case as well as the other, instruction takes place outside the next zone of development, being situated above the zone for one and below it for the other. Teaching the child what he is not yet capable of learning will be as sterile as teaching him what he already knows how to do alone. 
Meccaci: When we observe the course of development of the child in the school period and the course of his learning we see in effect that each object of teaching requires of the child more than he posseses at each moment, in other words, the child at school has a form of activity which requires him to surpass himself. This is always valid for normal school learning. The child begins to learn to write when he does not yet have the functions which permit him written speech. Precisely for this reason, the learning of written speech pulls behind itself and produces the development of these functions. This is always strue when instruction is fruitful. The child who is illterate in a group of chldren who know how to read and write will have a retardation of his development and his relative success, just as a child who knows how to read and write will in a group of illiterate children, even though for the first the advancement of development and success are impeded because instruction is too difficult for him and for the second because it is too easy. These opposite conditions carry them to the identical result: in both cases instruction is realized outside of the area of proximal development, above it in the first case and beneath it in the other. Teaching to the child what he is not capable of learning is as fruitless as teaching him what he already knows how to do on his own.

This is TERRIBLE! An almost PERFECT example of what Chaiklin calls the “Generality Assumption”. Minick has “competent” and “incompetent” when the real word is “literate” and “illiterate”. Now we can understand why intelligent readers like Lynne Cameron can walk away from this book with the sense that Vygotsky is saying nothing more than the banal, insipid, TRITE observation that a subject matter must obey the “Goldilocks” principle, and not be too hot or too cold for the developing palate. That IS how Minick has translated it. 
But this will not do. We know Vygotsky’s TRUE views on “competency” and even physical disability are radically two sided. On the one hand, the “incompetent” disabled child must compensate, by finding other ways of acquiring cultural tools (e.g. sign language, braille, written as opposed to spoken language) and attaining full “competency”. On the other, the society around the “incompetent” disabled child must eliminate every vestige of social stigma attached to these forms of compensation and understand that every form of “competency” is in some way compensatory. That is why Vygotsky believes in mainstreaming the disabled and not in segregating them.

Illiteracy is not a state of competency. It is a state of development. The solution to illiteracy is not compensation. It is learning how to read and write. Only learning how to read and write will give the child access to written speech; and only written speech will give the child access to abstract literary thinking. In the case of the blind, the deaf, and even many of the mentally “incompetent”, there are other ways to master the cultural knowledge required for learning. But in the case of literacy, there is no other road.
Seve: We will be able to establish precisely in what the specific charactersitics of learning and development consist of at school age, with neither the one nor the other manifesting itself for the first time before the beginning of school life. There is learning at all stages of child development, but as we will see in what follows, there is for each age cohort not only a specific form but also relationships with development that are completely particular. SEVE AND MINICK HAVE A PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE BUT NEITHER MECCACI NOR THE 1934 EDITION DO.
Meccaci: We will be able to establish in what consists the specific characteristics of learning and development which are proper to school age, and why learning and development do not manifest themselves at he first moment when the child enters school. Learning takes place at every stage of child devleopment but as we shall see in the following, at every stage and in every period it has not only a specific form but also particular relationships with development.
Minick’s version says that we can identify the characteristics of instruction and development of school age SINCE they don’t appear until the child goes to school.

Seve says that (later) we will be able to identify the characteristics of instruction and developmen of school WITH them not appearing until the child goes to school.

Meccaci says that that we will be able to identify the characteristics of learning and development of school age AND WHY they do not appear until the child goes to school!

In the light of Volume Five, Meccaci is right. Learning and development are profound internal processes, and it is hard to imagine that we can identify them just by virtue of their appearance. 
Seve: For the moment we will limit ourselves to generalizing the data of the research already mentioned. We have seen in the example of written language and grammar, and we shall see next in the example of scientific concepts that the psychological basis of learning is shown to be to a certain extent common for all the fundamental school subjects. All of the essential functions which take an active part in school learning turn around the axis of the fundamental neformations of this age: their conscious and volitional character. These two elements, we have shown, represent the distinctive, fundamental traits of all the higher psychological functions which form at this age. We can conclude that school age is the optimal period of learning, or the sensitive period, for materials which base themselves on the highest point of the conscious and volitional functions. By the same token, learning thse materials assures the best conditions for the development of the higher pscyhological functions which are found in the next zone of devleopment. Learning can intervene during the course of development and can exercise a decisive influence just because the functions are not yet brought to maturity at the beginning of the school age and it (learning--DK) can to a certain extent organize their subsquent process of development and thus determine their fate.
Meccaci: (MECCACI INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING TWO SENTENCES AS PART OF THE PRECEDING PARAGRAPH) Now we may limit ourselves to generalizing the data from the research already cited. We have seen in the example of written speech and grammar—and we shall see in what follows with the example of scientific concepts—that the psychological aspect of learning basic school materials shares in some degree a common basis for all of the subjects that make them up. 

MECACCI HAS A PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE.

All of the essential functions which are involved in school learning and which participate actively in it, turn around the axis of the fundamental neoformation of the school age, conscious awareness and volition. Thse two elements, as we have shown above, represent the fundamental distinctive traits of all of the higher psychological functions which are formed in this period. In this way we may conclude that the school age is the sensitive period for materials which are based to dome degree on the functions of consciousness and volition. In addition, learning these materials assures the best conditions for the devleopment of higher psycholigcal functions which are found in the area of proximal devleopment. So learning can intervene in the course of development and exercise a decisive influence on those functions which are not yet mature at the initiation of school life and in which learning can in some way organize the subsequent process of development, determining in this way their destiny.

We can see that Meccaci’s paragraphing is correct: it emphasizes that the “particularities” of the sensitive periods have NOT yet been given, but WILL be given in the next section on scientific concepts, and that this section on writing and grammar has only been by way of illustrating the theoretical argument and defining the concepts of the zone of proximal devlopment.
Seve: This applies entirely to our fundamental problem—that of developing scientific concepts in the school age. As we have seen, this development has the particularity of having its source in school learning. That is why the problem of learning and development is a central question when we analyze the origins an dformation of scientific concepts.

Meccaci: But this applies entirely to our fundamental problem: the problem of the development of scientific concepts in the school period. As we have seen already, the peculiarity of this development is that it has its source in school learning. For this reason, the problem of learning and devleopment is the central problem of the origin and formation of scientific concepts. 

In other words, it is only at this brief period in child development that learning can play a role in development of science concepts. Hence the importance of universal primary education.

6.5

Seve: Let us begin by analyzing a fundamental fact that the comparative study of scientific concepts and everyday concepts. In order to shine a light on the originality of scientific concepts, it seems completely natural to make the first step in this new domain by choosing a comparative method of study for concepts acquired by the child in school and concepts of everyday life, the path which leads from the known to the unknown. (!) We know of a whole series of particularities which the analysis of everyday concepts of the schoolchild have brought to light. It is only natural that one would wish to see how these same peculiarities are manifest when it is a matter of scientific concepts. In order to do this, we need to give to the child experimental problems that have an identical structure to those which he must resolve for the first time in the sphere of scientific concepts and a second time in the sphere of everyday concepts. The fundamental fact which the study has revealed is, as we expected, the two sorts of concepts do not present an identical level of development. The establishment of relationships and dependencies between cause and effect as logically chained relationships proved itself to be equally accessible to the child, where it was a matter of operations that imply scientific concepts or those implying everyday concepts. (????) The comparative analysis of the one and the other at the same age showed that, if a programme of study provided in the process of formation the appropriate elements, the development of scientific concepts led that of spontaneous concepts. When it was a matter of scientific concepts, we observed a higher level of thinking than when it was a matter of everyday concepts. The curve of problem resolution (the completion of sentences which were interrupted at the words “because” or “although”) with scientific concepts surpassed those involving the resolution of identical problems with everyday concepts (see the graph). (MINICK HAS A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE, MECACCI AND 1934 DO NOT) This is the first fact that requires explanation.

Meccaci: Let us begin with the analysis of a fundamental fact established in our inquiry comparing scientific concepts and everyday concepts in the schoolchild. In order to illuminate the originality of scientific concepts it would be natural to make the first steps in a new field, to attempt the path of comparative study of the concepts acquired by the child at school and those which are spontaneous, the path from the known to the unknown. We know a whole series of particularities which have been revealed by the study of the spontaneous concepts of the schoolchild. It would be natural to seek to see if these same characteristics are manifest in relation to scientific concepts. In order to do this we need to give experimental problems of an identical nature to be resolved first of all in the sphere of scientific concepts and then in the sphere of everyday concepts. The fundamental fact, established by this research, is that the two concepts—as we expected—do not present the same level of development. The result was that the relationship and the dependency of effect on cause, as a relation of succession, was established differently for the operations with scientific concepts and for those with everyday concepts. The comparative analysis of everyday concepts and scientific concepts at the same age period has shown that, if there is a programme which corresponds to the moment of their formation, the development of the scientific concepts is found in advance of that of the spontaneous concept. In the field of scientific concepts we encounter a rather higher level of thinking than that in spontaneous concepts. The curve of the solutions of (test) problems (finishing a phrase which is interrupted by the word “because” or “although”) with scientific concepts is always higher than the curve of solutions of the same test with everyday concepts (fig. 2). This is the first fact which requires an explanation.

Meccaci notes that the word “test” was eliminated from the 1982 edition here and in the figure.

Vygotsky uses the phrase “the path from the known to the unknown” in TWO senses:

a) The child, in the transition from the everyday concept to the scientific one, is treading the path from the known to the unknown

b) The researcher, in comparing the well-studied spontaneous concept with that of the under-studied scientific concept, is treading the same path. 

Seve has a sentence that is MISSING in Meccaci (in bold). Minick HAS this sentence, but it says the opposite of what Seve has it say: “Depending on whether the operation is carried out on the basis of scientific or everyday concepts, the child will manifest different capacities to grasp relationships of causation and dependency or relationships of implication.” Seve is obviously wrong—the very next sentence says the opposite.!

Seve: What is it that can explain the elevation of the levels of resolution in the same problem when it is transferred into the sphere of scientific concepts? We must at the outset reject the first explanation which comes to mind. One might think that the establishment of links of cause and effect in the domain of scientific concepts is more accessible to the child simply because his school knowledge helps him and the difficulty he encounters in resolving analogous problems in the sphere of everyday concepts has as its cause a lack of knowledge. This hypothesis falls away as soon as one takes into consideration that the fundamental process utilized in the study excludes any such effect. Piaget chose for his tests materials in which the lack of knowledge could never have prevented the child from resolving a given problem. The experiments of Piaget and our own chose things and relationships that were absolutely familiar to the child. He had to finish sentences borrowed from his current language, but interrupted in the middle, which had to be completed. At every moment we recognize analogous sentences in the spontaneous language of the child that are correctly constructed. This explanation loses all foundation when we consider that it was scientific concepts which yielded a higher curve of successful solutions. It is hard to imagine that a child would resolve with more difficulty a problem which implied spontaneous concepts (“The bicyclist fell from his bicycle because….” Or “The ship with its cargo sank into the sea because…”) than a problem implying scientific concepts for the reason that the fall from the bicycle or the sinking of the ship is less familiar to him than the class struggle, exploitation, and the Paris Commune. There can be no doubt that the advantage of experience and knowledge is precisely on the side of everyday concepts, and yet the child was less successful. From the evidence, this explanation cannot satisfy us.

Meccaci: What can explain this elevation of the level of the resolution of the same problem when this has been transferred to the sphere of scientific concepts? We must reject immediately the first explanation which occurs spontaneously. It is possible to imagine that the establishment of the dependency of effect upon cause in the concept of scientific concepts proves to be more accessible to the child simply because in this sphere he has the aid of his school knowledge, and the inaccessibility of an analogous task in the sphere of everyday concepts has as its cause a lack of knowledge. But this hypothesis falls by itself when we consider the fundamental research procedure excludes this clause from having any possibility of influence. Already Piaget chose for test problems* materials whose solution could not have been impeded by a lack of knowledge. In the experiments of Piaget as in our own, the situation and the relationships were absolutely known to the child. The child had to finish sentences taken from his habitual language, which were simply interrupted and which the child had to complete. In the spontaneous language of the child at every moment we find similar phrases, constructed correctly. This explanation is shown to be completely inconsistent when we consider that the curve of scientific concepts has a curve of solutions which is more elevated. It is difficult to admit that the child can resolve tasks with more difficulty using spontaneous concepts (“The bicyclist fell off his bicycle because…” or “a ship with its cargo sank in the sea because…”) rather than a task with scientific tasks which require the establishment of causal links between facts and the concepts in the field of social science, that a fall from a bicycle or the sinking of a ship should be less well known to the child than the class struggle, exploitation and the Paris Commune. Undoubtedly the problems that are resolved on the plane of the everyday concepts are better known by experience and by the child’s own proper knowledge; nevertheless the operations with these concepts were resolved in a less successful way by the child. It is clear that this explanation cannot satisfy us. 

Meccaci notes that the word “testing” was replaced with “trial” in 1956 and 1982.

Vygotsky is trying to eliminate CONTENT as a factor, just as he did in Chapter Five. In Chapter Five, content was eliminated because the concepts were completely artificial (“cev”, “mur”, “lag”, and “bik” do not exist in the child’s everyday life or for that matter in school). Here he elminates them by arguing that if familiar content were a factor, it would bias the results in favor of everyday concepts and not in favor of scientific ones. 

He wants to make a STRUCTURALIST, almost a FORMALIST argument. The child finds it easier to ANALYZE, and DIFFERENTIATE the different parts of the sentence using science concepts. With everyday concepts, the different parts of the sentence are invariably bound up with a holistic (and concrete) image. 

The implications of this for Vygotsky’s view of foreign language learning are clear; it predicts that we will find it easier to analyze sentences in a foreign language than in our own. Sure enough, that is, for the most part, precisely what we do find.  

Seve: In order to find the correct explanation, we must try to establish why the child finds difficulty in finishing the sentences such as the ones cited above. To this question we can give only one answer: the problem requires that he do consciously and voluntarily what he does every day many times in a spontaneous and involuntary manner. In a determined situation he employs the conjunction “because” correctly. If a child of eight or nine sees a bicyclist fall down in the street he would never say that he has fallen and broken his leg because they took him to the hospital, yet this or an analogous response is nevertheless what children give when they resolve the problem. We have already shown what differentiates voluntary execution of any operation from its involuntary execution. The child who in his spontaneous language employs the conjunction “because” correctly and without any errors has not yet seized conscious awareness of the concept “because” for himself. He uses the relationship without having seized consciousness. He is not capable of voluntarily employing the structures which he has mastered in a corresponding situation. We know that as a result what the child lacks for correctly resolving the problem: the conscious and voluntary management of concepts. 

Meccaci: To arrive at a correct explanation we must attempt to clarify why it is difficult for the child to complete a test* like the ones indicated above. We think that to this problem we can only give one reply: for the child it is difficult because this problem requires the child to do voluntary and consciously that which he already only knows how to do spontaneously and voluntarily (???) many times during the course of the day. In a determined situation the child employs the word “because” correctly. If a child of eight or nine sees a cyclist fall down in the street, he would never say that he fell and broke his leg because they took him to the hospital. Yet this is the solution to the test that the child gives, or something very like it. We have already made clear the factual difference between the voluntary execution and the involuntary execution of any given operation. But here the child who in his spontaneous language uses correctly, even perfectly, the word “because” does not yet have conscious mastery of the concept of “because”. He uses the relationship before becoming conscious of it. The voluntary use of this structure, its mastery in a corresponding situation, is not yet available to him. We know what is missing for the correct solution of the task: the seizure of conscious awareness and volitional use of the concept.

Meccaci notes that in 1982 the word “test” was replaced with “sentence”. Notice the mistake with “voluntary”!

Seve: Let us turn now towards problems that are relevant to the domain of the social sciences. What operations do they require of the child? The child finishes an incomplete sentence that we have furnished in the following manner: “In the USSR it is possible to have a planned economy because in the USSR there is no private property: all the lands, the workshops, the factories and the electrical power plants belong to the workers and to the peasants”. The child knows the cause if he has studied well in school, if this question has been treated in detail in the programme. But it is true that he also knows the cause of the sinking of the ship or of the fall of the bicycles. So what is it he does when he responds to a question about the social order? (MINICK HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT SEVE, MECCACI AND 1934 DO NOT)The manner in which the child proceeds seems to us to be explicable in the following way: this operation has a history; it is not formed at the moment of the experiment, it is in some sense the final link which can only be understood as a function of all the previous links. In working with the child on this theme, the teacher has explained, transmitted knowledge, questioned, corrected, and he has obliged the student to explain himself. During all this work on concepts, all of the process of their formation has been carried out in detail by the child in collaboration with the adult, in a process of learning. And now when the child resolves a problem, what is it that is required of him? That he should know how to solve it by imitation, with the help of the teacher, even though at this moment this collaboration is not really present. It belongs to the past. The child must now utilize by himself all the results of this past collaboration.

Meccaci: Let us now consider the tests concerned with the area of the social sciences. What operations are required of the child by these tests. The child will finish, in the following way, an incomplete sentence which we have supplied: “In the USSR a planned economy is possible because the USSR does not have private property; all the land, the factories, the offices and the power plants are controlled by the workers and the peasants”. The child knows the causes if he has studied well in school and if this cause is squarely confronted in the programme. But he knows also, in truth, the cause of the sinking of the ship and the fall of cyclist. What is it that he does when he responds to this problem? We think the operation that the school child executes when he solves this test problem can be explained like this: the operation has its own history, it does not take form in a moment like those that are formed during the experiment, it they represent the final link, understandable only in connection with all the previous links. In working with the pupil on this theme, the teacher has explained, has transmitted knowledge, has questioned and corrected and constrained the school child to explain. All of this work on concepts, all of this process of their formation has been done by the child in collaboration with adults, during the process of instruction. And when the child resolves the task, what is it that the test requires of him? The capacity for imitation, that is to resolve with the help of the teacher this task even though at the actual moment in this collaborative situation the teacher is not, in effect, present. It belongs to the past. Now the child must use independently the results of past collaborations.

Both Meccaci and Seve prefer the metaphor of the LINK in the CHAIN, but Minick uses a rather Piagetian view of STAGES. I think that Meccaci and See are correct on this; it is only in the case of DEVELOPMENT that we can really talk about STEPS rather than LINKS in a CHAIN. Even in the case of development, the steps Vygotsky is talking about are more like a spiral staircase than a Piagetian building with different floors.

Seve: The essential difference between the problem which implies the use of everyday concepts and that which rests on social concepts (????) is that the second type must be resolved by the child with the help of a teacher. This is because, when we say that the child acts by imitation, this does not mean that he has his eyes fixed on someone in order to copy him. If I do something tomorrow which I’ve seen done today, this too is an imitation. When the schoolchild resolves at home some problems for which the teacher had previously shown an example in class, he continues to act in collaboration even though the teacher is not nearby. From the psychological point of view we are right to consider the resolution of the second problem, by analogy with problems resolved at home, a resolution with the help of a teacher. This aid, this element of collaboration is invisibly present and implied in the apparently autonomous resolution of the problem by the child.

Meccaci: We think that the substantial difference between the first test, with everyday concepts, and the second concepts (relative to questions) that are social, stems from the fact that the child must resolve the task with the help of the teacher. In fact, when we say that the child acts by imitation, this does not mean that he fixes his eyes on another individual and copies him. If I see something today and tomorrow I do the same thing, then I do it by imitation. When the pupil solves for school tasks for which he has been given an example in class, he continues to act in collaboration even if at the moment the teacher is not in the vicinity. We have the right to consider that from the psychological point of view the solution of the second test, by analogy with the solution of tasks at home, is a solution with the help for the teacher. This aid, this element of collaboration, is not visible but it is contained in the apparently independent solution of the child. 

When Vygotsky refers to “the second problem” he means the second type of problem he mentioned, that is, problems like the establishment of planned economy in the USSR, as opposed “the first type of problem”, e.g. “the man fell off his bicycle”. Minick uses “scientific” to refer to this, but of course as we know the real word is научных, which means something like “academic”: “proletarian” as opposed to “worker”. Meccaci’s explanation, concepts that have to do with social questions seems to be the most accurate translation.

I think I made the point in my review that this definition of collaboration is much WIDER than the usual one used by Swain and others (because as Vygotsky says here it does NOT simply include face to face interaction and in fact includes a great deal of what Swain and Lantolf would call “languaging” or “private speech”). 

But it is also NARROWER, because it rejects the “generality” assumption, the “assistance” assumption, and the “potential” assumption. 

GENERALITY: The child does not “invisibly collaborate” on EVERY learning task without exception, but chiefly on SCIENTIFIC and ACADEMIC ones, at least at this age level. 

ASSISTANCE: The assistance received does not simply provide the solution; because of the limits of the child’s literal memory, the child at home doing problems through “invisible collaboration” has to creatively reconstruct and extend the example given. 

POTENTIAL: The child is not attempting to “activate” some potential for scientific understanding that exists already within the child like an embryo within a seed; Especially in social questions, consciousness must be brought to the child from the outside.

Notice that these three points correspond to the three key areas of Vygotsky’s theory of child development: 

CENTRAL LINE OF DEVELOPMENT: Collaboration does not happen generally, but through specific central lines of development. In the case of school learning, these imply science concepts, abstract rules, ec.

CENTRAL NEOFORMATION: Collaboration does not happen through distributed cognition but through the creation of new forms of mental life within the child, which Vygotsky rather unimaginatively calls the “new thing”. The central neoformationi of school life is, of course, conscious awareness/mastery.

SOCIAL SITUATION OF DEVELOPMENT: Collaboration is not a matter of activating pre-existing potential; it is on the contrary a matter of struggling to resolve specific contradictions that do not go away and ultimately reformulating them on a higher level. In this case, the social situation of development is the contradiction between the child’s objective need for science concepts in school and the lack of any subjective need for them. 

Seve: If we admit that the first type of problem with everyday concepts and the second type with scientific concepts require of the child two operations that are different in nature, that is to say that in one case he must do volitionally something that he does spontaneously with ease while in the other case he must do in collaboration with the teacher something which he would not do alone even spontaneously, then it appears clearly that the disparity between the resolution of the first problems and that of the second problems cannot have another explanation than the one which we have just given. We know that in collaboration with someone the child can do more than when he acts alone. If it is true that the resolution of the problems taken from the social sciences is in the veiled form of a resolution in collaboration, we understand why this resolution is in advance of that of everyday problems.

Meccaci: If we admit that the first type of test—with everyday concepts –and the second type of test—with scientific concepts—come with substantially different operational demands upon the child, that is to say, in one case the child must do voluntarily something which he complete spontaneously with ease, and in the other he must know how to do in collaboration with the teacher that which he cannot do at all even spontaneously, it becomes clear that the difference in the solutions of one test and the other cannot have any other explanation than the one which we just gave. We know that in collaboration the child can do more than when he is alone. If it is true that the solution of tests relative to the social sciences takes the form of a veiled solution in collaboration, then we can understand why it is superior to the solution of everyday tests.

Of course, it’s tempting to read this as an acknowledgement on Vygotsky’s part that the children are simply indulging in empty verbalism, parroting explanations given by the teacher. I don’t think that is what Vygotsky means at all.

Consider the way in which we learn to speak a foreign language. Initially, the “person” speaking the foreign language is not really me at all: it is often, quite literally, an imaginary character that I am imitating: Zeeto, Minsu, Julie, etc. 

So long as I imitate that imaginary character, the curve of successful sentence completion is extremely high whereas if I attempted to put things in my own words I would probably fail utterly to make even a single sentence.

Put this way, it appears that the two different operations Vygotsky refers to (that is, gaining conscious awareness of spontaneous operations on the one hand and gaining personal mastery of nonspontaneous operations on the other, are completely different. 

At a certain stage of development, this is undoubtedly true. The child’s struggle to achieve conscious awareness over his native language (e.g. spelling in hanggeul) has nothing to do with his struggle to master English. 

But of course Vygotsky sees conscious awareness on the one hand and mastery on the other are two sides of the same process. And sure enough, he is right: both take place in and through school learning.

Throughout this book, Vygotsky has emphasized that certain lines of development (e.g. the eponymous thinking and speech) evolve separately for a time and then at a certain moment meet and transform each other. That meeting place is precisely the moment of primary foreign language learning.  

Seve: Let us now consider a second fact: the resolution of problems with the conjunction ‘although” gives in an analogous (???) class  a completely different picture. The curve of the resolution of problems with everyday concepts is merged with that of problems implying scientific concepts. Scientific concepts do not appear superior to everyday concepts. The only explanation that is possible of this fact is that the category of adversative relations, which develop later than those of causality, also appear later in the spontaneous thinking of the child. In this domain, according to the evidence, spontaneous concepts have not yet ripened to the point where scientific concepts can take the advantage. We can only seize consciousness of what one actually has at one’s disposition. One can only dominate a function which is already active. If the child at this age had already acquired the spontaneous usage of “because”, he can, in collaboration with someone else seize conscious awareness of it and employ it voluntarily. But if he has not yet, not even in his spontaneous thinking, mastered the relationship expressed by the conjunction ‘although”, then it is natural that he cannot in his scientific thinking take conscious awareness of what he does not yet possess, he cannot master absent functions. This is why the curve of scientific concepts turns out to be as low as the curve of the resolution of problems implying everyday concepts and actually merges with it.

Meccaci: Let us come to the second aspect. The solution of tests with the conjunction “although” given by a corresponding class presents a completely different picture. The curve of solutions of the test shows that the everyday concepts and the spontaneous concepts are merged. The scientific concepts do not show any superiority to the everyday ones. We cannot find any other explanation than the fact that this category of adversative relations which develops later than the category of causal relations, appears much later in the spontaneous thinking of the child. It is clear that spontaneous concepts in this field are not yet mature to the point where scientific concepts can show their superiority. We can only seize conscious awareness of what actually exists. We can only master a function which is already active. If in this period the child has already acquired the spontaneous use of “because”, the child can in collaboration, seize conscious awareness of it and use it voluntarily. But if spontaneous thinking does not master the relationship expressed in the conjunction “although” it is natural that scientific thinking cannot seize conscious awareness of that which does not yet exist and cannot master a function which is absent. For this reason, the curve of scientific concepts in this case must be as low as that of everyday concepts and confounded with it.

The word  “соответствующем” (“appropriate”) is translated as “analogous” by Seve and “corresponding” by Meccaci. Meccaci is a lot closer!

Notice that there is another logical leap here. Previously Vygotsky said that the seizure of conscious awareness of the relationship “because” using everyday concepts was one operation and the mastery of the relationship “because” using scientific concepts in collaboration with a teacher was a different one: one is more intra-mental and one is more inter-mental.

But here Vygotsky is saying something a little different. He is saying that these two operations are different moments of the same process. 

First, the child has to use “although” spontaneously. Then the child can seize control of  this spontaneous use in a conscious, aware, and volitional manner. 

Previously Vygotsky suggested that this seizure of awareness was spontaneous. But now it appears that it too takes place in collaboration, for Vygotsky says:

“If the child has at this age already acquired the spontaneous use of “because” he can in collaboration with someone seize conscious awareness of it and employ it voluntarily (Seve)”
“If at this period the child has already acquired the spontaneous use of “because” the child can in collaboration seize conscious awareness of it and use it voluntarily (Meccaci).”
“Since at this age the child has worked out the spontaneous application of the concept ‘because’ he can become consciously aware of it and use it voluntarily in collaboration. (Minick).”
Finally, the child can apply this conscious, aware, and volitional use of the “although” relationship to science concepts. This, of course, can only happen in collaboration, with the help of a teacher.

Now, why does conscious awareness and volitional control (whether this is expressed through voluntary semantics or through scientific concepts) occur later with “although”  than with “because”? 

I think the real answer is that it doesn’t. What the child seizes MEANS by “because” is a form of MECHANICAL causation, and not a dialectical one. It’s the kind of causation we see in “A bacteria causes tuberculosis” and not in “rising levels of poverty contribute to the spread of tuberculosis”.

In the latter instance of causality the two processes are not simply linked they are also clearly distinct. Now, throughout this book we have seen that Vygotsky puts various relationships that are dialectically linked but distinct before us (e.g. teaching and learning, learning and development, thinking and speech). None of these relationships are mechanical; our ability to understand them depends very much on the conjunction “although” rather than simply “because”. 

Seve: The research has established a third fact: the resolution of problems with everyday concepts shows a rapid progression, and the curve of solutions of these problems rises continuously, always getting closer and closer to that of scientific concepts and finally merging with it. Thus in some way everyday concepts catch up to scientific concept which initially are in the lead and they draw themselves up to that level. Naturally, the hypothesis that comes to mind is that the mastery of the domain of scientific concepts at a higher level also has an influence on the spontaneous concepts of the child which were previously formed. This leads to an elevation in the level of everyday concepts and a reorganization of these under their influence. It seems even more plausible that we cannot represent the process of formation and development in concepts other than as a structural process, which means that, if the child has mastered a superior structure which corresponds to the seizure of conscious awareness and the mastery of a domain of certain concepts, he does not need to do the same work all over again for each spontaneous concept formed previously but according to the fundamental laws of the structure he may transfer the structure once constituted to all the concepts that were previously elaborated. 

Meccaci:  The third aspect, established by research, is that the solution of test problems with everyday concepts indicates rapid progress: the curve of solutions of these test problems continuously rises, getting closer and closer to the curve of solutions of scientific test problems and finally merging with it. The everyday concepts, then, somehow catch up to the scientific ones above them and reach their level. The most probable explanation of this fact is the hypothesis that the mastery at a higher level in the field of scientific concepts does not remain without any influence on the spontaneous concepts that the child has previously formulated. These raise the level of everyday concepts and they are reorganized under the influence of the fact that the child now masters scientific concepts. This appears to us so near the truth that we cannot but represent the process of formation and development of concepts in any other way than in a structural fashion. But this signifies that if the child masters a particular superior structure corresponding to the conscious seizure of awareness and mastery in the field of certain concepts, the child does not need to redo from the beginning the same labor for each spontaneous concept, but following the law of fundamental structure can transfer directly the structure once constituted to concepts that have been previously elaborated. 

Vygotsky clearly says “tests” here: “Что решение тестов на житейские понятия обнаруживает быстрый прирост, кривая решений этих тестов неуклонно подымается”.

Remember that Vygotsky’s contention that consciousness awareness and mastery are one and the same thing only holds good for the higher mental functions, because these have a common psychological basis, namely the meaningful word. With meaning, conscious awareness and mastery (understanding) are one and the same thing.

Vygotsky’s idea of a “structure” depends on exactly the same common psychological material. Vygotsky is NOT making a structuralist argument here; he is NOT saying that all development is purely structural and content has no contribution to make. 

What he is saying is that GIVEN that higher psychological functions have a common content, namely the socio-cultural word, it is possible to view the development of higher psychological functions in these structural terms. A word is a PLIABLE, CONTENT-NEUTRAL sign (unlike, say, numbers or musical notes) and this is what makes it generalizable and abstractable;

Seve: This explanation seems corroborated by a fourth fact established in our research: the category of adversative relationships in fourth grade yielded a picture of the relationship between everyday concepts and scientific concepts close to that presented by the category of causal relations in second grade. Here the curves of the resolution of the two types of problems, which were merged before, diverge in a marked fashion, with the curve of resolutions using scientific concepts in advance of the curve of resolution of problems implicating everyday concepts. But in what follows the latter shows a rapid progression, it approaches the first curve very quickly and eventually merges with it. We can say then that the curve of daily concepts and that of scientific concepts in operations with the conjunction “although” show the same rules and the same dynamic in their reciprocal relationships that the curves of scientific concepts and everyday concepts do in their operations with “because”, but at about two years of delay. That confirms entirely our hypothesis that the rules previously described which govern the development of the two types of concepts are general rules, no matter the age at which they are manifest and no matter the operations to which they are linked.

Meccaci:  The confirmation of this explanation can be seen in a fourth fact established by our research, that is, the relationship between everyday concepts, with respect to the category of adversative relations, in the fourth grade presents a picture similar to the one furnished by the relations of causality in the second grade class. The curve of solutions of the test of both types, which at first merged, clearly diverge, with the curve of the solutions of science concepts surpassing the curve of solutions of everyday concept test problems. The latter then manifests a rapid increase, quickly approaching the first curve and in the end merging with it. We may say, then, that the curve of scientific concepts and everyday concepts with the operation “although” shows the same rule and the same dynamic in their relations with the curve of scientific concepts and everyday concepts in the operation “because”, only two years later. This would entirely confirm our idea that the rule, previously described on the development of one and the other concepts are general rules, independent of the year in which they are manifested and the operation which it is linked to.

Vygotsky’s four findings:

a) The children are able to complete more sentences with science concepts than they are with everyday concepts, regardless of the conjunction and regardless of the age. Vygotsky explains this with the idea of “veiled” collaboration which obtains in science concepts but not in everyday concepts.

b) The children are not able to complete very many “although” sentences with either science concepts or everyday ones in second grade. The difference between science concepts and everyday ones was only five percentage points (compared to fourteen percentage points in fourth grade). Vygotsky explains this “basement effect” with the idea that that the relationship which must be consciously mastered does not yet exist in second grade.

c) The children are able to rapidly improve their performance with “ because” with everyday concepts by fourth grade, so that the difference is only half a percentage point. Vygotsky explains with the idea that the science concept reaches a ceiling and then can “blaze the trail” for the everyday concept; conscious awareness and mastery established with science concepts will generalize to everyday ones.

d) The gap between science concept problems and everyday concept problems with “because” in second grade (about twenty percentage points) is similar to the gap we find between science concept problems and everyday concept problems with “although” in fourth grade (about fourteen percentage points). Vygotsky wishes to explain this by establishing, as a general law, a “parallelogram of development”, which will apply to al concept formation: Science concepts increase more rapidly, and everyday concepts stagnate. Then, science concepts begin to achieve a “ceiling effect” and they reorganize everyday concepts in their own image.
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Now, we can see that the data that Vygotsky presents does NOT really support this “general law”, unless we admit the “hypothetical continuations” that the graph adds, which were apparently not supported by any empirical evidence. What the graph shows is merely a convergence of science and everyday concepts for “because” in fourth grade, and a divergence of science and everyday concepts for “although” during the same period. 

Of course, it is REASONABLE to assume a basement effect for concept development and also a ceiling effect, and it is also REASONABLE to assume that there will be a ceiling effect too (though not necessarily in primary school!). Perhaps Vygotsky had in mind a research program that would have provided the “hypothetical continuation”? It might be a useful thesis project for somebody!

Seve: All of these facts, it seems to us, permit us to clear up  with great plausibility the most important aspects of the questions which interest us here, notably the correlation between scientific concepts and everyday concepts at the beginning of the development of a system of knowledge in a given discipline. It permits us to shed light on the nodal point of the development of the two type of concepts with a sufficient clarity so that from this point on we may, in basing ourselves upon what we know about their nature, represent in a hypothetical way, the curves of development of spontaneous and nonspontaneous concepts.

Meccaci: It appears that all of these facts permit us to elucidate with a great deal of plausibility one of the most important elements of the problem which interests us, that is to say the correlation between scientific concepts and everyday concepts at the very beginning of the development of a system of knowledge in a particular subject. It permits us to clarify the nodal point of development of this and of the other concept because, taking this nodal point as the point of departure and basing ourselves on the data we have noted as to the nature of this and the other type of concept, we may represent hypothetically the curve of development of the spontaneous and the nonspontaneous concept.

Meccaci’s translation is VERY literal: instead of “both” he uses the expression “this and the other”. No wonder he considers that Minick’s translation is “un poco liberale” (a little too liberal).  

Seve: The analysis of the facts cited permits us to conclude that at the initial nodal point the development of scientific concepts takes a way that is opposite that followed by the development of spontaneous concepts by the child. They are, in a certain sense, inverse paths. To the question which we posed previously, how do concepts like “brother” and “exploitation” develop, we can now answer that they develop, in some sense, in inverse directions.

This is the key point of our hypothesis.

Meccaci: It appears that already the analysis of the facts cited permits us to conclude that from its initial point the development of scientific concepts takes a path which is opposed to that pursued by the development of spontaneous concepts in the child. They are in a certain aspect opposed to one another. To the question we posed about the development of certain concepts like “brother” and “exploitation” we can respond that they develop in that are in one respect opposed to one another.

In this lies the cardinal point of our hypothesis.

Of course, the “parallelogram of development” by itself does not permit any such conclusion. If the paths of development really were OPPOSED or INVERSE, then there would be no convergence and consequently no parallelogram. 

What we see in the parallelogram of development is that science concepts and everyday concepts take the SAME general direction of development (upwards) at somewhat different rates (science concepts initially in advance and then merging with everyday concepts thanks to a ceiling effect). So we might conclude that one type of concept is simply faster developing than the other.

But that would be a purely EMPIRICAL conclusion, based only on test scores. Vygotsky really considers these test scores as epiphenomena; they reflect (imperfectly) underlying processes. In particular, they reflect the movement of CONSCIOUSNESS, of CONSCIOUS AWARENESS, and MASTERY. 

In the case of the scientific concept, that conscious awareness moves from the VERBAL plane to the plane of practical ACTION. But in the case of the everyday concept the movement of conscious awareness is exactly the OPPOSITE. 

On the one hand, thinking in scientific concepts is a LEADING activity; it has the power to reorganize thinking in everyday concepts (which is certainly one reason why they proceed in the same general direction although in genetic terms they develop in inverse ways). On the other, thinking in everyday concepts is the MAIN activity; much of the child’s waking life is NOT spent thinking in science concepts (which is certainly one reason why they take different paths although empirically they proceed in the same general direction).  I

Seve: In fact, the child who handles spontaneous concepts succeeds only at a relatively late date in seizing awareness of them, of defining the concept verbally, of being able to give a verbal formulation, of employing it volitionally when he establishes complex logical relationships between concepts. The child already knows about the things in question; he has the concept of the object. But what the concept represents in itself still remains vague for him. He has the concept of the object, and he even has consciousness of the object which is represented by the concept, but he does not have consciousness of the concept itself, of his own act of thinking by virtue of which he represents the object to himself. The development of the scientific concept begins precisely with that which, during the whole of school age, is not yet fully developed in spontaneous concepts. It begins habitually by work on the concept itself as a concept, by its verbal definition, by operations which imply the nonspontaneous employment of this concept.

Meccaci: In effect, as we noted above, in his spontaneous concepts the child arrives relatively late to the seizure of conscious awareness of the concept, to its verbal definition, to the possibility of giving in different words a verbal formulation, to the voluntary use of this concept, when he establishes complex logical relationships between them. The child knows already the  given thing, he possesses already the concept of the object. But what this concept in itself represents still remains vague for the child. He has the concept of the object and he seizes consciousness of the object which is represented in this concept, but he does not have consciousness of the concept itself, of his own act of thinking, thanks to which he represents the object. But the development of a scientific concept begins with what is not yet developed, for the whole of the school period, in spontaneous concepts. It begins with work on the concept itself, as such, on this verbal definition, on its operations which require the nonspontaneous employment of this concept.

The child knows what apples are. He even knows that when he says “I like apples” he does not mean this apple or that apple, but an abstract concept of apples. 

But what is this abstract concept of apples? Is it the set of all apples on earth?  Is it an idealized group of good apples, as opposed to bad ones? Is it a single perfect apple? 

These questions have no meaning for the child because the child does not have any consciousness of the concept itself as an act of thinking. This is one reason why we have so much trouble teaching article use; why children tend to say “I like an apple”. 

Seve: We can thus conclude that scientific concepts begin their existence at a level which the spontaneous concept of the child has not yet attained in his development. (MECCACI AND 1934 HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE.) Work on a new scientific concept requires in the process of learning precisely those correlations and operations which are impossible at this age (just as Piaget has proven, even a concept such as “brother” shows a great poverty until the age of eleven or twelve).

Meccaci: We can conclude in this way that scientific concepts begin life at a level to which the spontaneous concepts of the child has not yet developed.

Work on a new scientific concept requires in the process of learning operations and correlations respecting which, as Piaget has shown, there is manifest inconsistency, even with a concept like “brother”, until the age of eleven or twelve.

Of course, Vygotsky is referring to Piaget’s famous test on “the brother of my brother”, which he refers to as aliotransitivity (Piaget, J. and B. Inhelder, The Origin of the Idea of Chance in the Child, p. 237).

Seve: Research shows that because of the difference in level between the one concept and the other in the same schoolchild, the strength and the weakness of everyday concepts differ from those of scientific ones. What makes up the strength of the concept of “brother” is that it has followed a long process of development and is filled with empirical content, but this proves to be precisely the weak point of the scientific concept, and conversely what constitutes the strength of a scientific concept such as “The Law of Archimedes” or “exploitation” is the weak point of the everyday concept The child knows perfectly well what a “brother” is; his knowledge of it is saturated with great experience, but when he must, as in the experiments of Piaget, resolve the abstract problem of the brother of a brother, he becomes confused. Handling a concept in a non-concrete situation, as an abstract concept, as a pure signification is above his powers. This fact is illuminated in such detail in the work of Piaget that we may refer to his research in the matter.
Meccaci: Research shows that in virtue of the difference in level that we found in the same school child between the one concept and the other, the strength and the weakness of the everyday concept and the scientific one are shown to be widely divergent in the child. That which makes up the strength of the concept of “brother” is that it is the result of a long process of development and that it has exhausted in large part its empirical content, and this turns out to be the weak side of scientific concept; inversely, what makes up the strength of the scientific concept, such as the Law of Archimedes or the concept of “exploitation” turns out to be the weak side of the everyday concept. The child knows perfectly well what a brother is; his knowledge is saturated with great experience, but when he has to resolve the abstract problem of the brother of the brother, as in the experiments of Piaget, he gets into trouble. It turns out to be more than he can do to operate with this concept in a non-concrete situation, with an abstract concept, with a prue signification. This is stated so clearly in the work of Piaget that we can (simply)* make a reference to his work on this problem.
Meccaci notes that the word “simply” is omitted in 1982. But what Vygotsky means in Seve is that he will now proceed to discuss Piaget, while what he means in Meccaci is that he has referred to it and so doesn’t need to discuss it. Meccaci is right, because he is going to give his own examples. 

Seve and Meccaci disagree on whether the child’s knowledge of his own brother is “filled” or “exhausted” with empirical content. The Russian is:

богатства его эмпирического содержания и связи с личным опытом
and I gather this means “filled with the riches of empirical content and personal experience”.

Seve: When the child assimilates a scientific concept, he begins to master relatively quickly precisely those operations where the everyday concept of “brother” shows its weakness. He defines the concept with ease, employs it in different logical operations, discovers the relationship which it has with other concepts. It is precisely in the sphere where the concept of “brother” shows itself to be a strong concept, that is to say where it is employed spontaneously or where it is applied to an infinite multitude of concrete situations, or it is rich in empirical content and linked to the personal experience of the child, that the scientific concept reveals its weakness. The analysis of the spontaneous concept convinced us that the child seizes conscious awareness of the object long before the concept itself. That of the scientific concept convinced us that the child takes from the very beginning a better conscious awareness of the concept itself than of the object that it represents. (MECCACI HAS A PARA BREAK HERE) That is why the danger that threatens the sound development of the everyday concept is quite different from that which threatens the sound development of the scientific concept.

Meccaci: But when the child assimilates a scientific concept, he begins relatively quickly to master precisely the operations in which the weakness of concept of “brother” manifests itself. He defines with ease the concept, he employs it in different logical operations, he find out its relationships with other concepts. In contrast, the sphere in which the concept “brother” turns out to be strong, that is to say the sphere of the spontaneous use of the concept, of its application in an infinite multitude of concrete situations, of its richness of empirical content and links with personal experience, the scientific concept of the child shows its weakness. The analysis of the spontaneous concept convinces us that the child has seized conscious awareness of the object at a level relatively higher than that of the concept itself. The analysis of the scientific concept convinces us that the child in the beginning has seized conscious awareness of the concept itself relatively better than of what it represents. 

That is why the danger which menaces the good development of the everyday concept and that which threatens that of the scientific concept is quite different in the one case and in the other.

Meccaci changes the font here. He does this sometimes; I’m not sure what it means.
Seve: The examples we have cited are confirmation of this. To the question, “What is a revolution?” the students of third grade answered, after a profound study of 1905 and 1917, “Revolution, that’s a war where the class of oppressed people fights against the class of oppressors”, “It’s called a civil war. The citizens of a country fight against each other”. (MECCACI HAS A PARA BREAK HERE.) These answers reflect the development of the consciousness of the child. They carry a certain class criterion. But the seizure of conscious awareness is in this domain qualitatively different in its depth and breadth from the understanding that adults have of the question. 

Meccaci: Many examples may be cited to confirm this. To the question of what a revolution is, the students of third grade in the second semester of the year after a profound study of the revolutions of 1905 and 1917, answered “Revolution is a war which the class of the oppressed fights against the class of the oppressors.” “It’s calleda  civil war. The citizens of a country fight against each other.”
These responses reflect the development of the consciousness of the child. But the seizure of conscious awareness of this material is qualitatively different in its profoundness and its amplitude from the comprehension that an adult has. (SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI DOES NOT.)

Notice that the sentence “We find class criteria in them” appears to be an editorial interpolation and not something Vygotsky wrote. 

Seve: The following example will illuminate even more vividly the thesis that we have put forward. “We call serfs those peasants who were the property of a big landowner.” “How did the big landowners live during the period of serfdom?” “Really good. Everybody was rich. A house with ten stories, lots of rooms, all of them with beautiful ornaments. They had electricity” and so on. We see in this example the original understanding, although simplified, that the child has of serfdom. It is more of a graphic representation than a scientific concept in the proper sense of the word. It is completely otherwise with a concept like that of a “brother”. Here the incapacity to raise himself above the significance that a word has in a given situation, the incapacity to approach the word as an abstract concept, the impossibility of escaping the logical contradictions in the handling of the concept are the most real and most frequent dangers that the development of everyday concepts encounters.
Meccaci: The following example will illuminate even better the thesis that we are putting forward. “We call serfs all the peasants who were the property of the landlords.” And how did the landlords live during the period of feudal servitude? Very well. Everything was sumptuous at their place. They had a house of ten stories with lots of rooms, all well dressed. They had electricity, etc.

We see in this example the original comprehension, somewhat simplified, that the cild has of the essence of the regime of feudal serfdom. It is more of an imaginary representation than a scientific concept in the proper sense of the term. Of a completely different nature is the case of a concept like “brother”. Here the incapacity for analysis above the situational significance of the word, the incapacity to treat it as a concept of “brother”, that is to say as an abstract concept, the impossibility of evading logical contradictions in operations with this concept, these are the most frequent and the most real perils for the development of everyday concepts. 

Of course, the period of serfdom ended in 1860, which was long before houses of ten stories were built or furnished with electricity. Nor is it true that serfs are called peasants. 

So Vygotsky’s point is not that the children have class criteria in their descriptions but rather that they are trying to flesh out an abstract understanding with some empirical content and not succeeding very well.

Seve: We can for even more clarity represent schematically the path of development of the spontaneous concepts of the child and that of scientific concepts as two lines in opposite directions, one of which goes from above to below and reaches a certain point where it meets the other, which is oriented from below to above. If we designate the properties of the concept which mature most rapidly, which are most elementary and the most simple as the “lower properties” and those which develop later, which are more complex and which are linked to conscious or voluntary handling as “higher properties” than we can say conventionally that the spontaneous concept of the child develops from below to above, from the lower properties which are more elementary to the higher properties, while scientific concepts develop from above to below, from the higher properties that are more complex to the lower more elementary properties. This difference is linked to the different relationship, already mentioned, that the scientific concept and the everyday concept have with the object.

Meccaci: For clarity we may represent schematically the development of the spontaneous and scientific concepts of the child as following two lines (going—DK) in opposite directions, of which one goes from above to below, reaching at a certain level the point at which it approaches the other, which goes from below to above. If we conventional indicate the properties which mature first—those which are the simplest, the most elementary—as lower properties and the properties of the concept which develop afterwards—which are the more complex, those in which there is a link to the seizure of conscious awareness and volition—as higher properties, then we can say conventionally that the spontaneous concepts of the child develop from the lower to the higher, from properties which are more elementary and inferior to those which are superior, while scientific concepts develop from the higher towards the lower, form the properties which are most complex and higher towards those which are more elementary and lower. This diversity is liked to the different relations, already discussed, that the scientific concept and the everyday concept have with the object.

Of course, the different relations that the two types of concepts have with the object is CERTAINLY related to the distinctions that were made in Chapter Five between associative complexes (very closely associated with objects) and diffuse complexes (more loosely associated). So it appears that Chapter Five is not irrelevant after all.

The different relations that the two types of concepts have with the object is also related to the distinction Vygotsky makes between the indicative function, the nominative function and the signifying function. The indicative function is very closely related to the object while the signifying function is a much more mediated relationship (and passes through the concept). 

This distinction also lies at the heart of Vygotsky’s distinction between znachenie, or semantic signification, and smysl, or pragmatic sense. The nature of human interaction is that we tend to discuss things that are in our vicinity, and therefore pragmatic sense is often, perhaps mostly, object related. 

This is why the most frequent words are not “meaningful” words in the sense that they bear semantic signification but rather words that indicate pragmatic senses, such as “here”, “there”, pronouns, and the definite article (as opposed to the indefinite one). Socioculturally, that is, in the process of cultural history as well as in the process of ontogeny, it is from this object-oriented interaction that semantic signification, emerges. Scientific concepts are one kind of this signification. 
Seve: The first appearance of a spontaneous concept is ordinarily linked to a direct confrontation between the child and this or that thing, a thing which is, to be sure explained by the adult but which is nevertheless a real thing, a thing in life. And it is only after a long development that the child managed to seize conscious awareness of the object, to seize consciousness of the concept itself and to use it in abstract operations. The scientific concept, in contrast, has as its point of departure not a direct encounter with things but a mediated relationship with the object. If the child passes from the thing to the concept, here he is often constrained to go in the inverse direction, from the concept to the thing. Therefore it is not surprising that what makes up the strength of the one should be precisely the weak point of the other. The child learns from the very first lessons to establish logical relationships between concepts; the scientific concept evolves in some sense by growing towards the interior, in making a path towards the object, by linking itself to the experience which the child has in this domain and absorbing it. In the same child, the everyday concepts and the scientific ones are often at approximately the same level, in the sense that in his thinking the concepts which he has acquired at school cannot be separated from those he acquired at home. But from the point of view of their dynamics they have an absolutely different history: the one has attained this level by completing the upper part of its development, while the other has attained the same level by traversing the lower part. 

Meccaci: The first appearance of a spontaneous concept is linked to a direct confrontation between the child and this or that thing, with things which, in truth, are explained at the same moment by adults but which are nevertheless real things, part of life. Only through a long development does the child come to seize conscious awareness of the object, to take conscious awareness of the concept itself and of abstract operations with it. The birth of the scientific concept, in contrast, begins not with a direct encounter with the thing but through a mediated relationship with the object. If there the child passes from the thing to the concept, here the child is constrained to go the other way: from the concept to the thing. For this reason it is not surprising that what makes the strength of one kind of concept is the weakness of the other. The child from his very first lessons learns to establish logical relationships between concepts, but the movement of this concept is, we may suppose, an ingrowing, making a path towards the object, linking itself with the experience of the child with respect to this domain and absorbing it. The everyday concept and the scientific concept are at the same level, in the sense that in child thinking we cannot differentiate the concepts the child has acquired at school with those that have been acquired at home. But from the dynamic point of view, they have a completely different history: one concept has reached this level by following the higher portion of its development while the other has reached the same level in following the lower portion of its development.  
The child’s father is a worker. He knows from everyday perception, experience and memory that Daddy goes to work every day. At school he learns what a “proletarian” is, and he knows that a worker is a specific type of proletarian. But when he goes home he does not see, experience or even remember that his father is a proletarian; he thinks Daddy is just a worker. 

Vygotsky was later criticized (by Wertsch) for the concept of “ingrowing”, or “interiorization”. Wertsch considered this concept to be dualistic, because it suggested that the child has an internal mind, even a “soul”, into which the scientific concept grows.

We can see that this is not what Vygotsky meant. He means that the scientific concept is introduced principally by the other, and that it has to make a path to the perception, the experience, the concrete memory of the individual child; it travels from the verbal plane of experience to the mental plane of experience via perception, attention, memory.
Seve: If the development of the scientific concept and that of the everyday concept really do follow opposite paths, these two processes are nevertheless linked to each other by relations that are internal and very profound. In a general way, the development of the everyday concept must attain a certain level for the child to assimilate a scientific concept and to seize conscious awareness of it. The child must come to spontaneous concepts at the level just above which the seizure of conscious awareness becomes possible in a general manner.
Meccaci: If the development of scientific concepts and the development of everyday concepts run along opposing paths, between these two processes there are nevertheless internal and very profound links. The development of the everyday concept of the child must reach a certain level before the child can assimilate in a general way a scientific concept and become conscious of it. The child must arrive at spontaneous concepts at the threshold just above which it becomes possible to seize hold of conscious awareness.

Meccaci does not include the second “in a general matter”, but it seems to me that it is necessary. Vygotsky is making the point he made earlier, that conscious awareness and mastery is generalizable. For the child to assimilate a concept, the child must reach the point just below which generalization is enabled.

Vygotsky uses the idea of two processes which are linked but distinct, separate but growing towards each other, in many ways: thinking and speech, learning and development, and here, of course, with science concepts and everyday concepts.
Seve: In this way the historical concepts of the child do not begin to develop until his everyday concept of the “past” is sufficiently differentiated, until his in his consciousness his own life, as well as those of the people near him and in his vicinity, can be inserted into the framework of a primary generalization, “before” and “now”.

Meccaci: In this way the historical concepts of the child begin their own development only when the everyday concept of the past is sufficiently differentiated, when his own life and the lives of his parents and of the person in his vicinity can be inserted in his consciousness within the limits of a primary generalization “before” and “now”. 

Minick uses the word “abstraction”, while Seve and Meccaci agree that it is a primary “generalization”. I think that in Vygotsky “abstraction” means the DIFFERENTIATION of concrete experience, while “generalization” involves the INTEGRATION of the differentiated parts of experience into a general concept. Abstraction is analytical, while generalization is synthetic.

Seve: However, conversely, as the experiments that we have related demonstrate, the everyday concept depends also upon the scientific concept. If it is true that the scientific concept has effected the part of its development that the everyday concept has yet to run through, that is to say if it has permitted the child to realize for the first time a series of operations which are still very far from possible with a concept like that of “brother”, it cannot be devoid of importance for the everyday concepts, for the part of the path which remains for them still to accomplish. The everyday concept which has followed a long process of development from below to above has broken the trail for the subsequent growth of the scientific concept below, because it has created a series of structures that are indispensable for the appearance of the lower, elementary properties of the concept. In the same way the scientific concept, which has effected part of its course from above to below, has broken the trail in the same way for the development of everyday concepts, because it has prepared a series of structural formations which are indispensable for the mastery of the higher properties of the concept.

Meccaci: But, in another way, as the experiments referred to above demonstrate, the everyday concept also depends for its development upon the scientific concept. If it is true that the scientific concept has effected the part of its development which has yet to be covered by the everyday concept of the child, that is to say if it has made possible for the first time a series of operations which remain still very far away from becoming possible with a concept such as “brother”, this signifies that the fact that the scientific concept of the child has run this path cannot be indifferent for the remaining portion of the path that the everyday concept still has to cover. The everyday concept, which has already completed a long history in its path from below to above, has opened the road for the subsequent growth of the scientific concept below, because it has created a series of structures that are necessary for the appearance of the lower and more elementary properties of the concept. In the same way, the scientific concept, which has covered the part of the path from above to below, has opened the path for the development of everyday concepts, preparing a series of structural formations which are necessary for the mastery of the higher properties of the concept. (MECCACI AND 1934 DO NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE AND MINICK DO).

Linguists have always wondered how children manage to form a concept like “subject” or “object” or even “verb” simply from the stream of language. Pinker’s answer was that simple sentences like “I kicked the ball” make these abstract relations visible and accessible, and parents avoid sentences like “The door opened” or “the kettle is boiling” or “Rules are rules”. There is, of course, no empirical foundation for this at all. 

But according to Vygotsky, what happens is two simultaneous processes growing towards each other. On the one hand, the child DOES have an experientially based concrete understanding of “I” “kicked” and “the ball”. On the other, the child is not able to work with this concrete understanding in an abstract way as SUBJECT-VERB-OBJECT. 
Only when the child goes to school and learns the abstract concepts of grammar does it really become possible to do this on demand. There is, of course, an empirical foundation to this idea, particularly in foreign language learning (e.g. Cummins, 1998, Cook 2001, Bialystok, referred to in Lee Jaegeun and Kim Yongho, 2008). Foreign language learning is, of course, exactly what Vygotsky examines next.

Seve: Scientific concepts grow downwards by means of everyday concepts. These  grow upwards by means of scientific concepts. We are doing nothing more than generalizaing by this affirmation the rules that we have discovered through experiments. Let us recall the facts: the everyday concept must attain a certain level of spontaneous development in order for the scientific concept to show its superiority in a general way with respect to it—this is proven by the fact that the concept “because” creates conditions in second grade which the concept “although” does not offer until fourth grade, when it has attained the level attained in second grade for the concept “because”. But then everyday concepts rapidly covered the higher part of their developmental trail which had been blazed by scientific concepts and they transformed themselves according to the structures prepared by these—this is shown by the fact that everyday concepts, whose curve was previously a lot lower than that of scientific concepts, began to develop suddenly to the level attained by the scientific concepts of the child.
Meccaci: Scientific concepts grow downwards by means of everyday ones. Everyday concepts grow upwards by means of scientific ones. In affirming this, we are merely generalizing the rules discovered in our experiments. Let us recall the facts: everyday concepts must reach a certain level in their spontaneous development in order for them to be able to show the superiority of the scientific concept in a general manner. Thus we saw that the concept of “because” created these conditions already in second grade, while the concept of “although” reached this possibility only in fourth grade, attaining the level that “because” obtained in second grade. But the everyday concepts rapidly covered the upper part of their path of development opened by scientific concepts, reorganizing them into the structures which they had prepared; this we may see in the fact that the everyday concepts, whose curve was situated much lower than that of scientific concepts, jumped suddenly upwards, reaching the level of the scientific concepts of the child. 

Of course, there are two not very well hidden assumptions here.
a) Vygotsky assumes that the development of “although” will be similar to that of “because”. This is possible, but the extant data also might suggest the opposite. 

b) Vygotsky assumes that everyday concepts really will be remade in the image of scientific ones. This too is possible, but it is only suggested by the “hypothetical continuations” and there aren’t really “facts” to recall here..

Obviously, we need more research. As primary foreign language teachers, we are perfectly placed to do it.

Seve: We may now attempt to generalize what we have discovered. We may say that the strength of scientific concepts is shown in the sphere which is entirely defined by the higher properties of concepts: their conscious and voluntary character. It is precisely there that the everyday concepts of the child reveal their weakness, while they are strong in the sphere of concrete, spontaneous application, where the sense is determined by the situation, the sphere of experience and empiricism. Scientific concepts begin to develop in the sphere of the conscious and the volitional an they pursue their development by growing downwards into the sphere of the personal and the concrete. The spontaneous concepts begin their development in the sphere of the concrete and the empirical and evolve towards the higher properties of concepts: their conscious and voluntary character. The true nature of the link which unites these two lines of development in different directions manifests itself in all its evidence: it is that of the next zone of development and the present level of development.

Meccaci: We may now attempt to generalize that which we have discovered. We may say that the strength of the scientific concept is shown in the sphere which is entirely defined by the higher properties of concepts; the seizure of conscious awareness and volition; it is in precisely this sphere that the everyday concepts show their weakness, while they are strong in the areas of concrete, spontaneous application in a sense given by the situation, in the sphere of experience and empirical fact. The development of scientific concepts begins in the sphere of the seizure of conscious awareness and volition and proceeds forwards, growing downwards towards the sphere of personal and concrete experience. The development of spontaneous concepts begins in the sphere of the concrete and the empirical and moves towards the higher properties of concepts: the seizure of conscious awareness and volition. The links which unite these developments of two opposed lines of development are fully manifest: this is the link which units the proximal area of development with the current level of development. 

This paragraph should be completely SYMMETRICAL until the last sentence:

a) Vygotsky says that this will be a summary of what went on before; be prepared for some redundancy, with abstraction and generalization to higher level at the end.

b) The FUNCTIONAL strengths and weakness of science and everyday concepts are compared and contrasted.

c) The GENETIC paths of development are compared and contrasted.

d) The meaning of “internal link” is thus explained. Things are said to be “internally linked” when they GENETICALLY converge and FUNCTIONALLY complement each other; their convergence is not a historical accident but is in some sense INTERNALLY determined.

e) The NEXT ZONE (AREA) of development is similarly linked to the PRESENT LEVEL (point) of development; they are internally determined. Notice, however, that a ZONE (AREA) is not at all the same thing as a LEVEL (point). The asymmetry is quite deliberate; they are related to each other as the future (zone, area) is to the present (level, point).

Now this careful symmetry is destroyed when we pluck out the first sentence and a phrase from the last sentence and italicize them. That implies that somehow these bits are more important, and that is NOT what Vygotsky is saying.

Similarly, the carefully ASYMMETRY is destroyed when Minick translates the last sentence: “This is the link of the zone of proximal and actual development.”
Let’s put the Vygotsky back into Vygotsky!
Seve: It is an absolutely incontestable, indisputable and irrefutable fact that the conscious and voluntary character of concepts, those properties which have not attained their full development in the spontaneous concepts of the schoolchild, are entirely in the next zone of development; that is to say that they appear and become effective in collaboration with the thinking of the adult. That explains not only that the development of scientific concepts implies a certain level of spontaneous concepts, a level where the conscious and voluntary character appears in the next zone of development, but also that scientific concepts transform spontaneous concepts and raise them to a superior level in constituting for them the next zone of development. In effect, what the child knows how to do in collaboration with someone else today, he will be in a position to realize all on his own tomorrow.

Meccaci: It is an absolutely incontestable, indisputable and irrefutable fact that the seizure of consciousness and volition of the concept, the property of spontaneous concepts of the school child which is not yet fully developed, is situated entirely in the next area of development, that is to say that it appears and becomes effective in collaboration with adult thinking. This explains not only why the development of scientific concepts implies a certain level of development of spontaneous concepts, such that the seizure of consciousness and volition appears in the area of proximal development, but also why scientific concepts transform and push to a higher level the spontaneous concepts, constitution for them an area of proximal development: in effect what the child knows how to do in collaboration (today—DK) he will be in a position to do on his own tomorrow.

Minick reduces a lot of the pugnacity of the paragraph, and he again leaves the logical structure of the paragraph out. We are left with bones rather than meat:

a) We know that conscious awareness and volitional mastery are within the zone of proximal development. Notice, he says the very next, the closest zone of development in Vygotsky’s unfinished scheme of child development and not some kind of ready-to-use construction scaffolding.

b) We know that this is true because the child is able to access them in collaboration with adult thinking. Notice, he does NOT say face to face interaction with adults.

c) This is why scientific concepts cannot emerge until the child is able to actively respond to adult thinking that shows conscious awareness and volitional mastery. Notice, he does NOT say that the child has to develop this potential within himself or that the adult can impose it from the outside.

d) This is also why science concepts, in a metaphorical sense at any rate, from a “next zone of development” for everyday concepts (socioculturally, that is, historically, as well as ontogenetically). Notice, he does NOT say that ALL everyday concepts will grow into scientific equivalents; only where everyday concepts which have developed to the point where science concepts are externally proximal and internally necessary will grow over into them.  
Seve: We see in this way that the curve of development of scientific concepts does not coincide with that of spontaneous concepts but that at the same time, and precisely for this reason, they have very complex relationships between them. These relationships would be impossible if the history of development of scientific concepts were simply the replica of that of spontaneous concepts. The link between the new processes and the immense influence which they exercise upon each other are possible precisely because the one concept and the other follow in their development different paths.

Meccaci: We have seen in this way that the curve of development of scientific concepts does not coincide with the curve of spontaneous concepts, but that at the same time, and precisely for this reason, they present reciprocal inter-relationships that are very complicated. These relationships would be impossible if the scientific concept simply repeated the history of the development of spontaneous concepts. The link between the two processes and the enormous influence that one exerts upon the other are possible precisely because the development of the one and the other follow different ways.

Of course, the curves DO coincide—eventually. We saw that the curves of correct solutions for scientific “because” and everyday “because” coincide in fourth grade. Perhaps it is precisely at that point that mutual influence does not take place? 

Seve: We might pose the following question: if the path for the development of scientific concepts was in its essentials a replica of that of spontaneous concepts, what would the acquisition of a system of scientific concepts bring to the mental development of the child that is new? Merely an expansion, an enlargement of the circle of his concepts, only an enrichment of his vocabulary. But if, as the experiments have shown and as our theory teaches, scientific concepts indicate the part of development that the child has not yet undertaken, if the assimilation of a scientific concept anticipates development, that is to say, is carried out in a zone where the corresponding possibilities have not yet come to maturity in the child, we then begin to understand that the learning of scientific concepts can effectively play an immense and decisive role in his mental development.

Meccaci: We may pose the following question: if the path of development of scientific concepts generally followed the path of development of spontaneous concepts, what would the acquisition of a system of scientific concepts bring to the mental development of the child that was new? Only an extension, only an enlargement of the circle of his concepts, only an enrichment of his vocabulary. But if the scientific concept, as the experiments have shown and as our theory teaches, develop a part development which has not yet been embarked upon by the child, if the assimilation of a scientific concept precedes that development, if it takes place, that is to say, in a zone where the child has not yet matured the corresponding possibilities, then we begin to understand that the learning of scientific concepts can effectively play an immense and decisive role in the whole mental development of the child. 

The initial rhetorical question is really necessary for the structure of this paragraph and the conditional quality of every sentence in it. I don’t know why Minick removed it. Let’s put it back in.

Seve: Before we come to an explanation of the influence of scientific concepts upon the general course of mental development in the child, we wish to linger for a moment on the analogy, already mentioned, between this process and that of assimilating a foreign language, because this analogy shows without dispute that the hypothetical path of scientific concept development that we have sketched here is only a particular case in a more vast group of developmental processes in which systematic learning is the source.

Meccaci: Before arriving at an explanation of the influence of scientific concepts on the general course of mental development in the child, we would like to halt for a moment on the analogy, already mentioned, between this process and the process of assimilating a foreign language, because this analogy will demonstrate with some certainty that the hypothetical path of development—the one which we indicated—of science concepts is only a particular case of a more vast group of processes concerned with development whose source is systematic instructed learning.

Minick has “we wish to reconsider the analogy”. But the word “reconsider” implies, in English, that we are having doubts or second thoughts: “I hope you will reconsider your decision” means “I want you to change your mind”. 

But what Vygotsky really means is that we previously introduced it only as an analogy, and we are now going to discuss it as an example, a case in point, a single instance of a general law. Not a “reconsideration” but a very considerable expansion!

Seve: Things become more clear and more convincing when we consider a series of analogous developmental histories. Development is never realized in all the domains according to a unique schema; its pathways are quite varied. And what we are treating here resembles a great deal what we observe when we compare the development of a foreign language in the child with that of his mother tongue. The child assimilates a foreign language at school in a manner that is completely different from the way he learns his mother tongue. We may say that this assimilation follows a path which is directly opposed to that which the development of the mother tongue follows. The child does not ever begin assimilating his mother tongue by studying the alphabet, reading, and writing, the conscious and intentional construction of a sentence, the definition of the meaning of a word, the study of grammar, all of those things which habitually constitute the beginning of the assimilation of a foreign language. The child assimilates his mother tongue in a manner which is not conscious or intentional while the learning of a foreign language begins with the seizure of conscious awareness and the existence of an intention. That is why we can say that the development of the mother tongue occurs from below to above, while that of the foreign language operates from above to below. In the former case it is the lower, elementary properties which appear first and it is only later that the complex forms, linked to the seizure of consciousness of the phonetic structure of the tongue, of its grammatical forms and of voluntary construction of language. In the second case it is the higher, complex properties of language, linked to the seizure of conscious awareness and the existence of an intention, which develop first and only later do the more elementary properties, linked to the spontaneous  and easy handling of the language arise.

Meccaci: The question will become more clear and convincing if we consider a series of analogous developmental histories. Development does not come into effect in all domains according to a unique schema, its paths are quite various. And that which is treated here is very similar to the development of a foreign language in the child with respect to his or her mother tongue. The child assimilates a foreign language in school on a plane completely different form that relative to the mother tongue. We may say that the assimilation of a foreign language follows a path which is directly opposed to that taken by the development of the mother tongue. The child does not ever begin assimilating the mother tongue with the study of the alphabet, reading, and writing, the conscious and intentional construction of a sentence, the verbal definition of word meanings, or the study of grammar, but all of this is found at the beginning of assimilating a foreign language. The child assimilates the mother tongue without  consciousness or intention, and the foreign one with consciousness and intentionality. For this reason we may say that the development of the mother tongue goes from below to above, while that of the foreign language goes from above to below. In the first case, the elementary, lower elements of the language appear first, and only later are there complex forms linked to the seizure of consciousness of the phonetic structure of the language, of its grammatical forms, and the voluntary construction of speech. In the second case we see the higher, complex properties of language, those linked to the seizure of consciousness and intention develop first, and only then do the more elementary properties, linked to spontaneous and free use of the foreign language appear.

Terrible! Minick omits FOUR out of the first five sentences. 

One can argue that these sentences are only transitional. Even if this were true, it is not an excuse. A list of contents is not a book; we need to know the structure of the argument and not simply the argument. 

Vygotsky says that science concepts are merely one KIND of academic concept, and academic concepts in turn are only one KIND of non-spontaneous concept. As with ontogenetic, sociogenetic, and phylogenetic types of development we may expect similarities as well as differences; making differentiating abstractions and integrating generalizations is largely the business of theory, and working out the specifics is the business of praxis.

On the 25th anniversary of this book, David Bakhurst made the point is that one of the reasons Vygotsky has been so widely (mis)interpreted is that the assumption is always that his work requires reconstruction by experts. This is actually LESS true of Thinking and Speech, than, say, of the last two volumes of Capital, or of Mahler’s Tenth Symphony. 
Meccaci makes the point that In Vygotsky’s case, there WAS an edition which he supervised before he died; the 1934 edition may not be perfect, but it is  complete. All we really need to do is to translate what he wrote and not what editors later had him write.
Seve: We may say in this regard that the intellectualistic theories on the development of child language, such as that of Stern, which suppose that the development of language start with the mastery of the principle of language from the very beginning, with the relationship between signs and signification, are only true in the case of assimilating a foreign language and are only applicable here. For the assimilation of a foreign language, its development from above to below, puts in evidence exactly what we have discovered in studying the concepts: In the child, what makes up the strength of the foreign language makes the weakness of his mother tongue and inversely what appears as the strong point of the mother tongue is the weak point of the foreign language. In this way the child employs perfectly and without any error all the grammatical forms of his mother tongue but is not conscious of it. He declines and conjugates but is not conscious of doing so. He often does not know how to determine the gender, case, and grammatical form which he correctly applies in a sentence. But he distinguishes between words that are masculine and those that are feminine from the very beginning in a foreign language and he is conscious of declensions and other grammatical modifications as well.

Meccaci: We may say in this regard that the intellectualistic theories of child development such as that of Stern, which suppose that the development of language from the very beginning starts with the mastery of the principle of language, that is, the relationship between signs and signification, are true only in the case of assimilating a foreign language and can be applied only to this. But the assimilation of a foreign language, its development from above to below, shows in this what we have discovered with regard to concepts: what is the strength of the foreign language in the child is the weakness of his mother tongue and vice versa, in the sphere in which the mother tongue shows its force, the foreign language is shown to be weak. In this way the child employs all the grammatical forms perfectly and irreproachably, but does not have any consciousness of doing so. He declines and conjugates but he does not have any consciousness of doing so. He often does not know how to determine the gnder, the case, and the grammatical form that he applies correctly in a particular sentence. But in the foreign language, he can distinguish from the very beginning between words of masculine gender and those that are feminine, he has seized conscious awareness of declension and other grammatical modifications. 

Minick omits whole sentences again. Also, Minick implies that “mastery of the principle of language” and “the relationship between sign and meaning” are two different things. Meccaci makes it clear that the relationship between sign and menaing IS the basic principle of language.

Note that the point Vygotsky makes about intellectualist theories of language acquisition applying ONLY to foreign language learning was made by Volosinov before him.

Seve: The same goes for phonetics. Although the child uses without any errors the phonetic aspects of the mother tongue, he keeps no account of the sounds that he pronounces. That is why he has great difficulty, when he writes, to spell the word, to decompose it into distinct sounds. With the foreign language word, he does this easily. The written expression of his material language lags considerably behind his oral expression, but we do not observe this gap in the case of foreign language learning and we see very often that written expression leads the oral. So it is that the weak points of the maternal language are precisely the strong points of the foreign language. But the inverse is also true; the strong points of the maternal language are the weak points of the foreign language. The spontaneous handling of phonetics, which we call pronunciation, constitute for the school child who assimilates a foreign language, the greatest source of difficulty. It is not until the very end of development that he is able, with great pain, to achieve an easy, lively, spontaneous language with the rapid and correct handling of grammatical structures. If the development of the mother tongue begins by its spontaneous and easy practice and finishes with the seizure of conscious awareness of hits verbal forms and their mastery, the development of a foreign language begins with the seizure of consciousness of the language and its voluntary mastery and finishes with an easy and spontaneous discourse. The two paths go in opposite directions. 
Meccaci: And the same goes for phonetics. Using perfectly the phonetic aspects of his mother tongue (rech), the child does not take any notice of the sound he pronounces in this or that word. This is why in writing he has the greatest difficulty in spelling the word, a difficulty in analyzing it into isolated sounds. With the foreign tongue, he does this easily. In his written speech (rech) his maternal language (jazyk) is notably retarded with respect to his spoken speech (rech), but in the foreign language we see no such gap and even an advantage over speech. So it is that the weak aspects of the mother tongue are precisely the strong aspects of the foreign one. But the inverse is also true; the strong aspects of the mother tongue are the weak aspects of the foreign one. The spontaneous use of phonetics, what we call pronunciation, is very difficult for the schoolchild assimilating a foreign language. A free, lively, spontaneous language with the rapid and correct use of grammatical structures is reached only with the greatest difficulty at the very end of development. If the development of the mother tongue begins with the free and spontaneous use of language and is completed with the seizure of conscious awareness of verbal forms and their mastery, then the development of the foreign language begins with the seizure of conscious awareness of language and its voluntary use and completes itself with a language that is free and spontaneous. The two paths have opposite directions of development. 
It seems very useful to include Meccaci’s notes differentiating “rech” from “jazyk”.

Seve: But between these two opposed paths there exists a reciprocal interdependence, just like that between the development of scientific concepts and spontaneous concepts. The conscious and intentional assimilation of a foreign language is, to all the best evidence, based on a certain level of development of the mother tongue. When the child assimilates a foreign tongue, he already has at his disposal from the mother tongue a system of significations which he transfers into the other language. But inversely as well, the assimilation of a foreign language breaks the trail for the mastery of the higher forms of the maternal language. It permits the child to conceive his mother tongue as a particular case of the linguistic system, and, as a result, gives him the possibility of generalizing the phenomena that are proper to it, which signifies also seizing conscious awareness of his proper verbal operations and mastering them. Just as algebra is an generalization and therefore a seizure of conscious awareness of arithmetic operations and their mastery, the development of a foreign language on the basis of the mother tongue signifies a generalization of linguistic phenomena and a seizure of conscious awareness of verbal operations, that is to say their translation onto the higher plane of a language which has become conscious and volitional. It is precisely in this sense that we must understand the aphorism of Goethe: “He who knows no foreign language does not at bottom understand his own.” 
Meccaci: But between these two roads which proceed in opposite directions, there exists a reciprocal interdependence, much like that between the development of scientific concepts and that of spontaneous concepts. This conscious and voluntary assimilation of a foreign language bases itself very evidently upon a certain level of development of the mother tongue. The child assimilates a foreign tongue because he has at his disposal a system of knowledge of the mother tongue and can transfer this into the sphere of the other language. Conversely, the assimilation of the foreign language opens the road to the mastery of the superior forms of the mother tongue. It permits the child to conceive of the mother tongue as a particular case of a language system and gives the possibility of generalizing the phenomena of the mother tongue; this means the seizure of conscious awareness of its proper verbal operations and mastering them. In the same way, algebra is a generalization and therefore a seizure of consciousness of arithmetical operations and allows their mastery, so too the development of a foreign language on the base of the mother tongue signifies the generalization of the linguistic phenomena and the seizure of consciousness of verbal operations, in other words their translation to a higher level of conscious and volitional language. This is the real sense in which we must understand the maxim of Goethe: He who does not know any foreign language, does not really know his own language at bottom.”
Minick says “the child acquires a potential for generalizing the phenomena of his native language and for gaining conscious awareness of his speech operations and mastering them.”
We can see in this simple example the danger of not translating the logical connections correctly. We often have the impression that Vygotsky is satisfied with abstractions like “generalizing the phenomena of his native language”, and that he never says what he means concretely. 

This is due to poor translation. In fact, what Vygotsky says here is that the child generalizes the phenomena of his native language BY MEANS of seizing conscious awareness of verbal phenomena. 

Earlier we saw that the child does not “keep account” of the partitioned sounds of the language and only becomes aware of the precise phonetic structure of the language through learning to write. Writing provides the motive and the means for a deliberate phonetic. There is an obvious reason to differentiate between spelling and pronunciation, graphemes and phonemes, and there is an obvious way to use the former to master the latter.

But for many children there isn’t an obvious reason to differentiate between the syntax of speaking and the syntax of writing, still less between the semantics of speaking and the semantics of writing. So written language doesn’t necessarily help the child acquire an analytical syntax or a deliberate semantics.

However, with foreign language learning the matter is very different. Here the syntax really does present a complete contrast, and the semantics, if we are teaching vocabulary correctly and not simply relabelling Korean concepts with English sounds, differs accordingly. 

At first, of course, the child will abstract away what is peculiar about the foreign language system, and laugh at it (as children do when they speak Korean with an “English” accent). But later they will be able to abstract away what is unique to Korean and generalize it into a representation of their own mother tongue as a language system, and not simply as a verbal representation coterminous with reality itself.

Seve: Three considerations drove us to linger over this analogy. First of all, it enables us to explain and confirm once again that from the point of view of functional psychology two structures that are apparently identical can and even should, at different ages and in real conditions of different evolutions, have paths of development which are absolutely different. There are at bottom, only two possible ways, one excluding the other, of explaining how at a more advanced age the development of a system which is structurally analogous to the one which developed earlier in another domain can come about. There are only two ways of explaining the relationship between the development of written speech and that of oral speech, between the development of the mother tongue and that of the foreign language, between that of the logic of action and that of the logic of thinking, of the logic of intuitive thinking and the logic of verbal thinking. One of these methods of explanation is the law of displacement, or transference, the law of repetition or reproduction, in a higher stage, of the process of development that was carried out previously, a law that is linked to the reappearance in a higher sphere of principles that were characteristic of previous development. This explanation was used many times in psychology for resolving all of the concrete problems which we just mentioned. Piaget has recently brought it out anew and played as if it was his trump card. The other explanation is the law of the next zone of development which we expounded in our hypothesis, the law of development in opposing directions of systems which are analogous in higher and lower spheres, the law of reciprocal links between higher systems and lower systems in development the law which we have discovered and demonstrated in basing ourselves on the facts observed in the development of spontaneous and scientific concepts, in the mother tongue and the foreign language, in spoken and written a language and which we will try to apply further on to the facts which Piaget has established in comparatively analyzing the development of the logic of visual graphic thinking and the logic of verbal thinking as well as in his theory of verbal syncretism. (SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI DOES NOT.)

Meccaci: We lingered over this analogy for three reasons. In the first place, it has helped us to explain and to confirm once again the idea that the development of two apparently identical structures from the functional psychological point of view at different ages and in real conditions of development that differ can and must be completely different. There are, at bottom, only two ways, one of which excludes the other, to explain how we find at a higher level of development a structural system which is analogous to one which developed earlier in another sphere. There are only two ways of explaining the relationship between spoken and written language, between the mother tongue and the foreign one, between the logic of action and the logic of thinking, between the logic of intuitive thinking and that which is verbal. One of these methods of explanation is the law of transference or displacement, the law of repetition or reproduction at a higher stage of processes which came with a lower stage, linked to the reappearance in a higher sphere of the principles that came well before. This method has been used many times in psychology for the resolution of all the concrete problems cited above. Recently Piaget has turned to it anew and played it as his ultimate card. The other mode of explanation is the area of proximal development elaborated in our hypothesis, the law of development in opposing directions of systems which are analogous in a higher and a lower sphere, the law of reciprocal links between the higher and the lower system in development, the law that we have discovered and confirmed on the basis of the facts of the development of spontaneous and scientific concepts, on the basis of the facts of the development of the mother tongue and the foreign language, and on the basis of the development of spoken language and written and which we shall seek to apply, somewhat later, on the facts established by Piaget in the comparative analysis of the development of the intuitive logic of thinking and the logice of verbal thinking and to his theory of verbal syncretism. (MECCACI HAS NO PARA BREAK HERE, BUT SEVE AND MINICK DO).

I think that the term “functional psychology” ONLY makes sense if we attach it to “identical”. None of the translators clearly do this.

We know that Vygotsky is always TRIANGULATING.  By that I mean that he combines a FUNCTIONAL, a GENETIC, and a STRUCTURAL analysis. A FUNCTIONAL analysis is one that focuses on what things do: a car is a means of transportation. A GENETIC analysis is one that focuses n where things come from: cars came from carts drawn by horses or cows. A STRUCTURAL analysis is one that focuses on how things work: cars have internal combustion engines and they burn fossil fuels. 

You can see that these three kinds of explanation have a certain INTERNAL dependency: each one does what the others do NOT do and thus their convergence in NECESSARY.

So Vygotsky’s point is that the everyday concept and the science concept are FUNCTIONALLY similar. However, they are also GENETICALLY dissimilar: one of them evolves from top to bottom and the other from bottom to top. And as a result they are STRUCTURALLY dissimilar too: one of them is strong in concrete situations but weak in volitional operations and the other is strong in volitional operation but weak in concrete situations. 

Seve: With respect to this, the experimentation which we carried out on the development of scientific concepts and spontaneous ones is in the true sense of the term an experimentum crucis which permits us to take, in the discussion on the two possible explanations which exclude each other, a clear, definite and indisputable position. On this relationship it was important for us to show precisely that, on the one hand, the assimilation of a scientific concept is distinguished from that of an everyday concept more or less in the same way that the assimilation of a foreign language in school is distinguished from the learning of the mother tongue, and on the other hand, the development of concepts of the first type is linked to the development of concepts of the second type more or less the way that the process of development of a foreign language is linked to that of the mother tongue. It is important for us to show that scientific concepts show themselves, in a nonscientific situation, to be as inconsistent as everyday concepts are in a scientific situation and that this coincides entirely with the fact that the foreign language is feeble in situations where the strength of the mother tongue is manifest and the strong where the mother tongue proves its weakness.

Meccaci: (MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE) In this regard the experiment on the development of scientific concepts and spontaneous ones is in the true sense of the word an experimentum crucis, which will permit us to resolve definitively, indubitably, and clearly the dispute between the possible, and mutually exclusive relationships. In this regard for us it will be important to show that the assimilation of a scientific concept is distinguished from the assimilation of an everyday concept in the same way as the assimilation of a foreign language in school is distinguished from the assimilation of the mother tongue and that, on the other hand, the development of the first type of concept is linked in the same way to the development of the second as the process of developing a foreign language is linked to that of the mother tongue. For us it is important to show that the scientific concept turns out to be inconsistent in other situations (non scientific ones) and that this coincides entirely with the fact that the foreign language turns out to be weak in the situations in which the strength of the mother tongue is manifest and strong here the mother tongue reveals its weakness. 
You can see how this paragraph is organized:

a) The GENETIC analogy: “the assimilation of the science concept is to the assimilation of the everyday concept as the assimilation of the foreign language is to the mother tongue”
b) The STRUCTURAL analogy: “the links between the science concept and the everyday concept are similar to the links between the foreign language and the mother tongue.”
c) The FUNCTIONAL analogy: “the science concept is to the nonscientific function as the everyday concept is the scientific function and this is similar to the way in which the foreign language is to the mother tongue function as the mother tongue is to the foreign language function”..i.e. useless. 

Seve: The second consideration which constrained us to linger over this analogy is that it rests not on a fortuitous coincidence of two developmental processes which are only comparable from a formal point of view and do not have any other internal element in common, but on the contrary upon a very profound internal resemblance of the processes of development which are the object of our analogy, a resemblance that permits us to explain the perfect coincidence which we have previously revealed in all the dynamics of their evolution. At bottom in our analogy we have the ceaseless action in development of two aspects of a single process that are the same with respect to their psychological nature: verbal thinking. In one case, that of the foreign language, it is the external, sonorous, phonetic aspect of verbal thinking which comes to the first plane, and in the other, that of the development of scientific concepts, it is the semantic aspect of the same process. The assimilation of a foreign language requires, of course, even if it should be to a minimal measure, the mastery of the semantic aspect, just as the development of science concepts requires, even though it might be minimal, some effort to master scientific language, the use of scientific symbols, which intervenes in a particularly clear fashion during the assimilation of terminology and symbolic systems such as the system of arithmetic. For this reason we might have expected from the very outset that the analogy that we have developed here might manifest itself. From what we know of the development of the phonetic side of language and of its semantic aspect, they do not repeat each other but follow specific ways, and we must expect that our analogy shall prove to be incomplete like any other analogy, and that the assimilation of the foreign language compared to the mother tongue does not present a resemblance with the mother tongue with the development of scientific concept compared to that of everyday concepts except in certain respects, while in others there is the appearance of profound differences.

Meccaci: The second motive which caused us to linger over this analogy is that it is at the bottom not a fortuitous coincidence of two process of formation which are only similar in a formal sense, a sense which has nothing in common with their internal make up.  On the contrary, we see a profound internal affinity between the process of development of the objects of our analogy, a resemblance that will permit us to explain the perfect coincidence in all their dynamics of development, as we have indicated above. In substance, our analogy always treats the development of two aspects of a single and same process by their psychological nature: verbal thinking. In the one case, that of the foreign language, what comes into the forefront is the external, sonorous, phasal* properties of verbal thinking; in the other, the development of scientific concepts, it is the semantic process of the same process. For this reason the assimilation of a foreign language doubtless requires, even though in a minimal measure, the mastery of the semantic aspect of the foreign language, just as the development of scientific concept requires, even to a minimal extent, some effort to master scientific language, the symbols of science, which intervene in an evident fashion during the assimilation of terminology and symbolic systems, such as that of arithmetic. For this reason, one might expect from the very beginning that we might find the analogy that we are developing here. Yet we know that the development of the phasal and semantic aspects of language do not repeat themselves but follow specific ways, and so we must expect that our analogy will prove to be incomplete like any other analogy and that the assimilation of a foreign language with respect to the maternal tongue shall present resemblances to the development of scientific concepts with respect to that of everyday concepts in some determined relations, while in others there will be profound differences.

Meccaci notes that the word “phasal” was INCORRECTLY corrected to “physical” in 1956 but reestablished as “phasal” in the 1982 edition. “Phasal” is an archaic term for “phonetic” just as “saemesiological” is an archaic term for “semantic”.

Remember that the FIRST motive was to settle the problem of whether higher processes develop according to the law of displacement or according to the zone of proximal development.

The SECOND motive is to suggest that there is more here than meets the eye: that foreign language and science concept development are both instances of the development of verbal thinking.

It is, however, only an analogy. Vygotsky points out that the language of science concepts involves relatively little learning of pronunciation, while the foreign language learning often involves relatively little learning of new meanings. 
Seve: This brings us directly to a third consideration which constrained us to halt over this analogy. As we know, the assimilation of a foreign language in school presupposes an already formed system of meanings in the mother tongue. In the event the child does not have to develop a new semantics of language, to form new meanings of words, to assimilate new concepts of objects. He has to assimilate new words which correspond point for point to an already acquired system of concepts. From this fact a relationship which is completely new, distinct from the relationships of the mother tongue, establishes itself between the word and the object. The foreign word that the child assimilates with the object has a relationship which is not direct but mediated by the words of the mother tongue. Right up to this point our analogy remains pertinent. We observe in the development of scientific concepts the same phenomenon: these have a relationship with their object that is not direct but mediated by other concepts which were formed earlier. (MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE BUT SEVE DOES)
Meccaci: These considerations bring us directly to a third aspect which has caused us to halt briefly over this analogy. As we have noted, the assimilation of a foreign language in school supposes a system of word meanings already formed by the mother tongue. The assimilation of the foreign language by the child does not have to develop anew the semantics of language, forming anew the significance of the word and assimilating new concepts of the object. It has to assimilate new words, corresponding point for point to a system of concepts already acquired. Thanks to this, a relationship which is completely new, different form that of the mother tongue, is born between the word and the object. The foreign word, assimilated by the child refers to the object not in a direct and immediate manner but in a mode which is mediated by the word of the mother tongue. Up to this point our analogy conserves its validity. We observe the same thing in the development of scientific concepts which refer to their proper object not directly but in a mode which is mediated through other concepts, formed earlier. 
Vygotsky says that foreign languages have a semantic system that corresponds point for point to a system of concept already acquired. This might seem a strange thing to say, since there are many Korean concepts which do not really occur in English and vice versa. 

Yet it follows naturally from everything Vygotsky has said about concept formation. The learning of new words cannot automatically cause the formation of new concepts. Faced with a new word that represents a new concept, the child will simply re-label a Korean word meaning with an English word. This is why children say things like “David Teacher” to me. 

Vygotsky is really interested not in the words as such but in the creative act of generalization and abstraction that we find in the word MEANING. That is why he calls word MEANING the unit of consciousness. And that is why in the next section he will show us that meaning can be quite independent of a particular word.

We’ve already seen some examples of this. In self-directed speech, meaning is largely independent of actual words. The same thing is true (relatively) of written speech. Foreign languages offers another method of working with meanings torn from particular words. And in the next chapter, Vygotsky will show us a “measure of generality” that makes it possible for some concepts (e.g. numbers) to be reflected by an infinite number of words, just as some words (e.g. “this”) can refer to an infinite number of objects.

Seve: The analogy can be pushed to the following point. Thanks to the mediating role that they play in the establishment of relations between foreign words and their objects, the words of the mother tongue develop themselves considerably on the semantic plane. The meaning of a word, or of a concept, since it can already be expressed by two different words in one language or another, can be detached in some degree from the immediate link with the phonetic form of the word in the mother tongue; it acquires a relative autonomy and it differentiates itself from the sound aspect of the language, and as a consequence, becomes conscious of itself as such (i.e. as meaning—DK). The same observation can be made with respect to everyday concepts that the child uses to mediate the relationship between the new scientific concept and the object that they refer to. As we shall see later on, the everyday concept, by placing itself between the scientific concept and its object, acquires a whole series of new relationships with other concepts and modifies itself in its own relationship to the object. The analogy here remains pertinent. But subsequently it encounters an obstacle. In the assimilation of a foreign language, the system of significations that is ready made is given in advance in the mother tongue and constitutes the premise for the development of the new system, and in contrast, during the development of scientific concepts, there is a concomitance between the apparition of the system and the development of concepts and the system exercises a transformative action upon everyday concepts. The opposition which is manifest here is much more essential than the resemblance established on all the other points, because it reflects what is specific in the development of scientific concepts with the difference of the development of new forms of language such as foreign languages and written languages. The problem of the system is the central point of the whole history of the development of real concepts in the child, a problem which the study of experimental and artificial concepts has never been able to fully apprehend.  

Meccaci: (MECCACI DOES NOT HAVE A PAGE BREAK HERE AND DOES NOT END THE SECTION WITH THE END OF THIS PARAGRAPH) The analogy can be pursued to the following point. Thanks to the mediating role which the word of the mother tongue establishes between the foreign language word and the object, the word of the mother tongue develops itself on the semantic plane in a noteworthy way. The meaning of the word or the concept, because it can be expressed in two different words, in one or the other foreign language, distances itself t some degree from the immediate links that it has with the sound form of the word in the mother tongue, it acquires a relative autonomy it differentiates itself from the sound aspect of language and then becomes conscious of itself as such. We observe the same thing with the everyday concept of the child, which mediates a relationship that it introduces between the new concept and the object that it refers to. AS we saw earlier, the everyday concept, standing between the scientific concept and its object, acquires a whole series of new relationships with other concepts and modifies its own report with the object. The analogy still conserves its validity. But in what follows it meets with an obstacle. During the assimilation of a foreign language, the system of meanings which is already given and ready made of the mother tongue constitutes the premise for the development of the new system; in the development of scientific concepts, the system appears together with the development and exercises a transformative action upon everyday concepts. The opposition which it manifests on this point is much more essential than the resemblance on all the other points, because it reflects something that is specific, something that is contained in the development of the scientific concept as opposed to the development of a new form of language, such as a foreign language or written language. The problem of the system is the central point of the whole story of development of real concepts in children, which the study of experimental concepts and artificial concepts has not been able to tackle. 

We can see that Vygotsky has CONTRADICTED what he said earlier about the analogy being entirely and wholly valid. But he has very good reason. A foreign language is, after all, also a mother tongue. This is NOT true of scientific concepts.

6.6

Seve: Let us undertake the illumination of this central problem of our research.

Every concept is a generalization. This is indisputable. But we have operated up until now in our study with isolated concepts, taken apart. Now, the question is posed: what relationship is there between concepts? How is the isolated concept, like a cell which we have detached from the whole, living tissue, interlaced and woven into the system of child concepts, out of which it cannot appear, survive, and develop? In effect, concepts do not appear in the child’s mind like peas that have been poured into a bag. They are not thrown in on top of each other without any tie or link. If that were the case, any operation of thinking which required a correlation between concepts, any conception of the world by the child, and in short any complex mental life would be impossible. What is more, if each isolated concept only had determined relationships with other concepts, they could not exist either, because the very essence of a concept and of a generalization presupposes, contrary to the doctrine of formal logic, not an impoverishment but an enrichment of the reality represented in the concept in comparison to perception and in comparison to the sensory, immediate intuition of that reality. And, if generalization enriches the immediate perception of reality, there is obviously no other psychological method to bring this about than the establishment of links, dependencies, and complex relationships between the objects represented in the concept and the rest of reality. In this way, the very nature of each isolated concept implies already the existence of a determined system of concepts, out of which it cannot exist. 
 
Meccaci: Let us stop for a moment, in the conclusion of this chapter, over the interpretation of this last problem, central to the whole of our inquiry. Each concept is a generalization. This is a fact established in an incontrovertible manner; but up until now we have operated in our research with concepts that are distinct from each other and isolated. However, the problem of what relationship holds between concepts must be posed. An isolated concept, a cell which we have torn from the living, whole tissue—how is it interlaced with the whole tissue of the system of child concepts within which it must appear, live, and develop? In effect, concepts do not appear in the mind of a child like peas that one dumps into a sack. They are not thrown on top of one another without any meaning and without any link and without any relationship. Otherwise, no operation of thinking which required a correlation between concepts would be possible, no child worldview would be possible, in brief, all of the complex thinking of the child would be impossible. Furthermore, without determined relations between concepts it would not be possible to have the existence of a single concept, because the very essence of concepts and of generalization presupposes, notwithstanding the theory of formal logic, not an impoverishment but an enrichment of the reality represented by the concept with respect to perception and the immediate sensory intuition of that reality. But the generalization enriches the immediate perception of reality, and this illumination cannot find any other psychological path than the establishment of complex links, of dependencies, and of a relationship between objects represented by a concept and the rest of reality. In this way, the very nature of each isolated concept implies by its existence a determined system of concepts, outside of which it would not exist.
 
I think there are three pretty serious problems with Minick right in this paragraph.
 
a) For 1934, this is the conclusion of section four; it represents the continuation of the previous examination of concepts with only minimal context (because and although). Now we are going to reinsert them into the system in which they normally operate. In Minick, this is a separate problem, but in Vygotsky it’s the logical last step of the first problem.
 
b) CRAZY metaphors. Once again, Minick translates “cell” as “stitch”. This is apparently because he translates “tissue” as CLOTH rather than as living tissue. What Vygotsky means is a cell which depends on other cells for blood, oxygen, etc. In Minick the peas “appear” in the sack, while in Vygotsky they are “thrown into” or “poured into” the sack and that is what causes their lack of interrelationship.
 
c) Minick says that generalization and abstraction give, contrary to formal logic, a RICHER view of reality, a rise to the concrete, compared to “perception and contemplation”. This makes no sense. Vygotsky’s point, and Marx’s, is that generalization and abstraction provide a richer view of reality than immediate perception and sensory apprehension. This is simple materialism; perception is limited to the data in the immediate purview, while abstraction is able to bring in far more of material reality. That is why Marx’s view of capitalism was both more abstract and more concrete than that of the political economists at one and the same time.
 
Seve: The study of the system of child concepts at each given stage shows that generality (the differences and the relations of generality—plant, flower, rose) is the most fundamental, the most natural and the most frequent relationship between meanings (concepts) where their nature is shown and revealed most completely. If every concept is a generalization, the relationship of one concept to another is evidently a relationship of generality. The study of these relationships of generality between concepts has constituted for some time one of the central problems of logic. We may say that the logical aspect of this question has been treated and studied in a manner which is exhaustive enough. But we cannot say the same thing of the genetic and psychological problems to which it is tied. What one studies habitually is the logical relationship of the general and the particular in concepts. We must now study the genetic and psychological relations of these types of concepts. This is the ultimate, the most grandiose, problem of our research.

Meccaci: The study of the system of child concepts, at any given stage, presupposes that of generality (the difference and the relations of communality—plant, flower, rose) is the most fundamental, the most natural, and the most common relationship between meanings (concepts) in which their nature manifests and reveals itself in the most complete way. If every concept is a generalization, it is clear that the relationship of a concept with another is a relationship of generalization. The study of these relationships of generalization between concepts has long constituted one of the central problems of logic. We may say that the logical aspect of this problem has been treated and studied in a manner that is sufficiently exhaustive. But we cannot say the same thing with regard to the genetic and psychological problems linked to this question. All that has been studied is only the general and particular relationship between concepts. We need to study the genetic and psychological relations of this type of concept. What we have before us is the most grandiose, final problem of our research.

Notice that Meccaci calls the relationship of generality “the commonalities and differences”. This corresponds to the distinction that Vygotsky made in Chapter Five between GENERALIZATION (that is, the fuzzing of boundaries) and ABSTRACTION (that is, the sharpening of boundaries based on the isolation of a particular trait).

Seve: We know that the development of child concepts does not absolutely follow a logical path, from the most particular to the most general. The child assimilates the word “flower” before the word “rose”, the more general before the more particular. But what are the laws of motion of these concepts, from the general to the particular and from the particular to the general, in their process of development and functioning at the centre of the living and real thinking of the child. Up till now this has remained perfectly obscure. We have tried, in a study of the real concepts of the child, to establish the more or less fundamental rules which exist in this domain.

Meccaci: It is well known that the child does not follow, in the development of his concepts, an absolutely logical path from the most particular to the most general. The child assimilates the word “flower” before the word “rose”, the more general before the more particular. But what are the laws of movement of these concepts from the general to the particular and from the particular to the general in the process of their development and in the process of their functioning in the real and living thinking of the child? Up until now, this has remained completely obscure. In an inquiry into the real concepts of the child we have sought to approach the establishment of the most fundamental rules which exist in this field. 

At the beginning of our work, Mr. Bae pointed out the STERILITY of many of the discussions on whether “inductive” teaching or “deductive” teaching is more suitable to the teaching of children in general. The Rousseauvian prejudice is, of course, that children are earthy and concrete in their thinking, and their thinking certainly does tend towards the immediate purview and the concrete object. 

But last week Yongho pointed out a passage in which Vygotsky said that the use of written language and foreign language learning FORCED the child to be more abstract in his thinking. Yongho is right to point this out; the word “force” is rather too strong here. 

The child ALSO has a natural tendency towards simplicity and abstraction, simply by virtue of the fact that there are more things in the world than are dreamt of in his philosophy. In a world where there are far more things than names, there is a natural tendency to generalize.  

Seve: We have first of all succeeded in discovering that generality (differences in generality) does not coincide with the structure of generalization and its different stages such as we found them in our experimental study on the formation of concepts: syncretic images, complexes, preconcepts, and concepts. 

Meccaci: First of all, we have succeeded in establishing that generality (differences in generality) does not coincide with the structure of generalization at the different stages that we determined in our experimental study on the formation of concepts: syncretism, complexes, preconcepts and concepts. 

Vygotsky is now using “structure of generalization” to describe all of the functional equivalents of concepts described in Chapter Five. By saying that differences in generality do NOT coincide with these, he is freeing up this chapter from the categories so painstakingly established there.

Why does he do this? Here are three reasons.

a) As we saw earlier, Vygotsky’s work on “complexes” was heavily oriented towards the “teaching in complexes” associated with pedology and the labor school, now in disfavor.

b) As we also saw earlier, Vygotsky does not think that concepts can ever develop in a laboratory the same way they develop in real life. So the differences in generality we find in real life CANNOT possibly coincide with what we found in the lab.
c) As we also saw earlier, Vygotsky thinks that hierarchy is essential to understanding the relationship of the general to the particular. But the blocks experiment has only two levels of hierarchy: the blocks themselves and the four categories they have to be sorted into. This is not enough for what Vygotsky has in mind.

In a word, Vygotsky has changed his mind. The Vygotsky of Chapter Five was the Vygotsky of the psychological system, a unit of analysis in which the relationship between functions was more important than their internal differentiation. This Vygotsky holds that functional differentiation is the key to understanding the unit of analysis itself. 

Seve: First of all, concepts of different levels of generality are possible within the same structure of generalization. Thus in the structure of concept-complexes (???) “flower” and “rose” are equally possible. We must, it is true, make from the very outset a reservation: the relationship of generality “flower-rose” would not be the same in different structures of generalization, for example in the structure of complexes and that of preconcepts. (SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI DOES NOT).

Meccaci: In the first place, concepts of different generality are possible in a same generalization structure. For example, in the structure of concepts by complexes it is possible for concepts of different levels of generality to exist: flower, and rose. In truth, we must state a reservation from the very outset, that is to say that the relationship of generalization ”flower-rose” will be different in each structure of generalization, for example, different in the structure of complexes from in the structure of preconcepts. 

What does Vygotsky mean by “the structure of concepts by complexes”? I think he means the complexive structure of meanings, that is, the functional equivalent of the concept in the child who thinks in complexes.

So Vygotsky says that it’s quite possible for the child to have one meaning that is broader than another but at the same level of generality. A flower is one kind of plant and a rose is another. But there are a lot more flowers than there are roses.

But Vygotsky’s reservation is this: a child will have an idea of a flower and a rose that is different in the structure of complexes (where a flower is one kind of plant and a rose is another) and in the structure of concepts (where a rose is one kind of flower). 

Seve: Secondly, there can be concepts of the same level of generality in different structures of generalization. In this way, “flower” can, in the structure of complexes as in that of concepts, be equally a general meaning for all kinds of flowers and can refer to all of these flowers. Here too, it is true, a reservation must be imposed: this generality will only prove identical in different structures of generalization in the logical and concrete sense and not in the psychological sense. That is to say that the relationship of generality “flower-rose” will not be the same in the structure of complexes and that of concepts. In a child of two, the relationship is the most concrete; the general concept coexists in some sense with the most particular concept; it replaces it, while in the child of eight the one is above the other, the more general includes the more particular. 

Meccaci: In the second place, different generalization structures may have present concepts of the same generality. For example, in the structure of complexes and concepts, “flower” can have the general meaning of all types of flowers and it can refer to all flowers. In truth, we must once again make a reservation that this generalization will be identical in different generalization structures only in the logical and concrete sense, but not in the psychological sense. That is to say the relationship of generality “flower-rose” will be different in the structure of complexes and in that of concepts. In a child of two years old, this relationship will be more concrete. The general concept will coexist in some sense with the more particular one, while the child of eight will place the one above the other and include in it the more particular. 

I think Minick has mistranslated the sentence in bold. Here’s what he has: “For example, the concept of ‘flower’ may have a general structure of meaning that allows it to represent all species of flowers whether the structure is that of complexes or concepts.” What Vygotsky means in this one is that the word “flower” has at least two meanings:

a) All the different KINDS of flowers (e.g. perennials vs., annuals, or cactus flowers, wildflowers, garden flowers etc.)
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b) All the different INDIVIDUAL flowers (e.g. rose,daffodil, tulip, etc.)


[image: image4]
You can see that the level of generality is different in the two cases. In b) it is only secondary level of generality, a single level of generalization. In a) it is (at least) tertiary, a generalization of generalizations. So this means that a single word meaning can have two different levels of generalization, which is Vygotsky’s point.

Now, it IS true that Vygotsky talks about his “reservation”, which is that this is only true in a logical, “concrete” sense and not in the genetic sense.  Remember the example of the Bororo and the red parrots. Vygotsky argued that the Boroto saw themselves as members of a single group which included both humans and red parrots. 

In the same way, when you get on the subway you see that there is a group that includes old people, disabled people, and pregnant women. There are now special parking places reserved for “women and the disabled” even though women are not disabled and many disabled people are not women.

These are logical, concrete categories. They are functional categories. They are not structural categories and they are not genetic categories. There is no important sense in which a disabled person will grow into a woman, or an old person will become a pregnant one. The point about these functional categories is that we TREAT them as if they are the same. They are the same in logical, concrete, but not genetic terms..

Seve: We can also demonstrate that the relations of generality do not coincide either directly or immediately with the structures of generalization, even though they are not strangers to each other and none are without links to the others. There exists a complex interdependence which, let it be said, our study would have been absolutely incapable of apprehending if we had not been able from the outset to establish that the relations of generality and the structures of generalization did not directly coincide. If they coincided, there could not have been any relationship. If, as emerges from the foregoing, the relations of generality and the structures of generalization do not coincide with each other, this non-coincidence is not absolute; it is only partial; because there can exist, in the different structures of generalization, concepts of identical generality and conversely, in the same structure of generalization, there are concepts of different generality. These relations of generality are nevertheless different in each determined structure of generalization, where they are apparently identical from the logical point of view as well as where they apparently differ.

Meccaci: In this way we have been able to establish that the relations of generality do not coincide directly or immediately with the structure of generalization. Nevertheless, they are not strangers to each other, and they are interconnected. Between there exists a complex reciprocal dependence which, we must say, our inquiry would not have been able to establish if it had not from the very beginning that the relations of generality and difference do not coincide with the structure of generalization. If they coincided, it would not be possible to have any relation. As clearly results from what has been said above, the relation of generality and the structure of generalization fail to coincide, not in an absolute way, but only in a certain part. Although in various structures of generalization there can exist concepts of identical generality, and contrariwise, in a single structure of generalization, there can exist concepts of diverse generality, nevertheless these relations of communality are different in each structure of generalization, not only where they are apparently identical from a logical point of view, but also where they are different. 

Minick has: “This dependency becomes accessible to research only when we recognize the absence of any direct correspondence between them, since no such relationship would be impossible (sic) if such a correspondence existed.” As far as I can tell this means nothing at all.

What Vygotsky says is difficult but not impossible to understand. Remember that he pointed out that the relations of generality do not coincide with the structure of generalization. For example, a single word meaning like “flower” may refer to two different levels of hierarchy and a single level of hierarchy can contain many different levels of word meaning like “flower” and “rose”. 

But this non-coincidence is also obeys rules. In the case of the syncretic heap, the overriding rule is the child’s subjective action. In the case of the complex, it is the concrete, objective links between things. And in the case of the concept, it is the abstract, generalized relation between the example and the idea. 

This relation of commonality holds whether the relations of generality coincide with the structure of generality (from a logical point of view) or whether they do not. 

Seve: The principal result of our research is that the relations of generality between concepts are linked to a structure of generalization, that is to say, to the stages of development of concepts such as we have studied them in the experimental research devoted to the process of concept formation, and that furthermore this link is one of the most narrow: for each structure of generalization (a syncretic formation, a complex, a preconcept, a concept) there corresponds a specific system of generality and relations of generality between general concepts and particulars, a proper measure of the unity of the concrete and the abstract, a measure which determines the concrete form of a given movement of concepts, of a given operation of the movement of thinking, at this or that stage of development in the meaning of words. 

Meccaci: Our research shows, as its most fundamental and important result, that the relations of generalization between concepts are linked to a structure of generalization, that is to say to each stage of concept development which we studied in our experimental research devoted to the process of concept formation and that moreover it is linked in a strict way: to each structure of generalization (syncretism, complex, preconcept, concept) corresponds a specific system of generality and of relations of generalization between general and particular concepts, a proper measure of the unity of the abstract and the concrete, which determines the concrete form of a given movement of a concept, of a given operation of thinking in this or that stage of development of word meaning.

Let’s remember that Vygotsky is trying to write a “Capital” for psychology. The u nit of analysis is not the commodity but the structure of generalization, which is to the child what the concept is to the adult. 
Now, just as the commodity represents, in congealed form, the relations of production, this structure of generalization also represents, in congealed form, relations of generalization. 

But just as the relations of production are not IDENTICAL to the forces of production (and in fact the forces of production can exert considerable pressure on the relations of production, which is what we see in the current economic crisis), the relations of generalization can exert pressure on the structure of generalization.

I find it helpful to think about this in terms of our work on play.

Rote play (e.g. “Let’s Chant”), for example, must correspond to a particular structure of generalization (syncretism) and a particular system of generality (the repetition of the utterance and its variation according to fixed patterns) and of generalization between general and particular heaps of objects (syllables, consonants, vowels, particular segmentals such a /b/ and /a/). 

Role play (e.g. “Let’s Role Play”) corresponds to a particular generalization (complexive thinking) and a particular system of generality (the variation of the spoken utterance but the repetition of the speaking utterer) and of generalization between general and particular complexes of objective and concrete links (situations, characters, problems, solutions and other elements of generic plots).

Rule play (e.g. “Let’s Play 1, 2, and 3”) corresponds to a particular structure of generalization (preconcepts) and a particular system of generality (the variation of the speaker according to regular patterns) and of generalization between general and particular concept (rules, moves, outcomes, player, winner, loser).

Seve: Let us illustrate this with an example. In our experiments, a child who did not speak, a mute child, was able to assimilate without too much trouble the meanings of five words: chair, table, dresser, sofa, and bookcase. He could extend this series considerably. Each new word did not represent for him a particular effort. However, he was incapable of assimilating a sixth word, the word “furniture”, which is a more general concept than the five words studied, even though he could assimilate without trouble almost any other word belonging to the same series of subordinated concepts—coordinates of identical generality. (MECCACI HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT NOT SEVE  OR MINICK). From the evidence, assimilating the word “furniture” represented for the child not only adding a sixth word to the five which he already possessed but also assimilating something that was fundamentally different: mastering a relationship of generality, acquiring a first superior concept which included a whole series of more particular concepts which are subordinated to it, mastering a new form of movement of concepts, not only horizontal but also vertical. 
Meccaci: Let us clarify this with an example. In our experiments, a child who did not speak, a mute, assimilated without much effort a series of words: chair, table, dresser, divan, and bookcase. He could extend this series to a considerable degree. Each new word did not appear to require a great effort for him. But he proved incapable of assimilating a sixth word, the word “furniture”, which was a more general concept with respect to the five words already studied, although he was able to assimilate without very much effort almost any other word of the same series of subordinated concepts of identical generality.

It clearly appears to be the case that assimilating the word “furniture” signifies for the child not the addition of a sixth word to the five that he already possessed, but something fundamentally different; mastery of a relation of generality, the acquisition of a first higher concept, which included in itself a whole series of more particular concepts which were subordinated to it. This required the mastery of a new form of concept movement, not just horizontal but also vertical.

Some differences with Minick:

a) Minick says the child “rarely” spoke, but Seve and Meccaci agree that the child was mute and could not speak at all.

b) Minick prefers to speak of horizontal and vertical “relationship” but Meccaci and Seve agree that it is “movement”.

c) Seve says that the other concepts are of the same “coordinate”. Vygotsky clearly has in mind a Cartesian coordinate system, as we shall see later. 

Seve: In the same way this child is capable of assimilating a new series of words: shirt, cap, overcoat, boots, and pants. But he could not get out of this series, which he would have been able to prolong much further in the same direction if he had assimilated the word “clothing”. Our research showed that at a certain stage of development of child words, the vertical movement, the relationships of generality between concepts are absolutely inaccessible to the child. All the concepts are those of a certain series, concepts on a subordinate coordinate, which are stripped of hierarchical relations, which are related directly to an object and which are delimited from each other exactly in the way that the objects that they represent are. This is what we observe in the autonomous speech of the child—the stage of transition between preintellectual babbling and the mastery of the language of adults.

Meccaci: In the same way it appears that a child is capable of assimilating a series of words: shirt, cap, overcoat, boots, and trousers, but is not capable of leaving this series, which can be prolonged a good deal in this direction, by assimilating the word “garment”. Research shows that at a certain stage of development in the meanings of child words, this vertical movement, this relationship of generalization between concepts is absolutely inaccessible to the child. All the concepts represents nothing more than concepts of a single series, subordinate ones, deprived of hierarchical relations which refer directly to the object and which are delimited in the same way that the objects themselves are delimited. This is what we observe in autonomous child language, that stage of transition between preintellectual babble and the mastery by the child of adult speech. 

Minick has this wrong: “They are differentiated entirely in terms of their image.” On the contrary, Vygotsky is saying that they are differentiated entirely in terms of the child’s active indication of them; the words are phonological indicative gestures..

For Vygotsky “autonomous speech” represents a purely INDICATIVE phase of language use. Sure enough, we know that “da” and “dis” and “dat” are some of the first words to emerge from autonomous speech 

Carter, L.A. (1978) From sensorimotor vocalizations to words: a case study of the evolution of attention directing communication in the second year. In Lock, A. (ed.)  Action, Gesture, and Symbol: The emergence of language. London, New York, and San Francisco: Academic Press.

p. 321: “In my own experience with English learning infants, pointing gestures have almost invariably been accompanied by /d/ sounds. Noting this pervasiveness, Stern in fact even suggested that /d/ and /t/ formed natural or language independent demonstrative, owing to their outwardly directed character. Although the same might be said of David’s /l/ sounds it is possible that the latter constituted an unusual class of OA markers which initially differentiated out of the original alveolar class for perhaps idiosyncratic reasons, such as exceptionally frequent parental modelings of ‘look’. 321

344 “In the concept and representation refinement process, a reasonable next step, and one which seems to have been observed for David, is manifested in the widely documented phenomenon wherein all (and only the) objects falling into a broad cognitive category are pointed out by the name of one member of the category, as in the application of the name ‘kitty’ to all furry quadrupeds.” 

Seve: Is it not clear that with a system of concepts constructed in this way, where they cannot have any other relations between them other than those which exist between objects and which they reflect directly, the logic of intuitive thinking must dominate in the verbal thinking of the child? To be exact, no verbal thinking is possible in a general manner, because the concepts can have only concrete relations with each other. At this stage, verbal thinking is not possible except as a non-autonomous aspect of concrete, intuitive thinking. This is why this very specific construction of concepts and the limited sphere of possible mental operations which corresponds to it justify entirely that we designate this stage as a particular presyncretic degree of the development of word meanings in the child. In this way the first appearance of a superior concept, overpassing the level of the series of concepts formed earlier, the appearance of a word of the type “furniture” or “garment”, is a symptom of the progress accomplished in the development of the semantic aspect of children language that is no less important than the appearance of a first word with any meaning. In what follows, in the  successive stages of concept development, the relations of generality begin to be formed, but at each stage, as our research shows, they form a system of relations that is completely particular and specific.

Meccaci: Is it not clear that with a system of concepts constructed in this way, when between them there can only exist the relations that exist between those objects that they reflect directly, such relations and no other, the logic of concrete thinking must dominate in the verbal thinking of the child? To put it in a more precise way, no verbal thinking is possible in general, for the reason that the concepts do not have in general any relation between themselves except for object relations. At this stage verbal thinking is possible only as a non-autonomous aspect of objective, concrete thinking. This is why this construction, which is completely specific to a limited sphere and which corresponds to the operations of thinking that are possible, gives us the basis for distinguishing this stage as a particular presyncretic level in the development of word meanings in the child. This is why the appearance of the first higher concept which goes above the series of concepts already formed, such as “furniture” or “clothing”, is a symptom of progress of the development of the semantics of child language which is no less important than the appearance of the first word which has meaning. In what follows, each successive stage of the development of concepts will begin with the formation of relations of generality but at each stage these relations of generality, as our research shows, form a system of relations that is completely specific and particular. 

Some points worth noting (and possibly footnoting):

a) Vygotsky is using the term “concepts” to mean not just concepts-for-myself (that is, true concepts which are though of as concepts by the thinker) but also to mean concepts for others (that is, concepts used by adults but thought of as groups of objects by children, such as “apples”), and even concepts-in-themselves (that is, entirely mysterious concepts not understood by anybody in the child’s environment, such as the “oo-ah” of Darwin’s grandson). In other words, he is speaking of the functional equivalent of concepts, the structures of generalization in the child’s mind.

b) Vygotsky is using the term “concrete” thinking for “visual-graphic” thinking, the verbal thinking that is characteristic of lower psychological processes (e.g. perception) which have not yet been transformed by sociocultural signs. Luria later uses the term “sympractic”, the verbal thinking which is characteristic of acting in groups rather than thinking and communicating in groups, e.g. the mother’s activity with the child.

c) Vygotsky is using the stage of “autonomous speech” as a baseline for this socio-cultural “second birth” of the child. The sociocultural (as opposed to the biological) infancy of the child begins with autonomous speech, and the appearance of a NON-indicative word (a higher concept) is the equivalent on the sociocultural plane of the appearance of a gesture and an indicative word on the interpersonal plane.

Seve:  This is the general rule. This is the key for studying the genetic and psychological relations between the general and the particular in child concepts. Each stage of generalization has its own system of relations and generalizations, and the structure of this system determines the genetic order of general concepts and particular ones, in such a way that the movement from the general to the particular and from the particular to the general in the development of concepts proves to be different in each stage of the development of (word—DK) meanings as a function of the structure of generalization that dominates this stage. When there is a passage from one stage to another, the system of generalization and the whole genetic order of the development of higher and lower concepts changes. 

Meccaci: This is a general law. Here is the key for the study of genetic and psychological relations between the general and the particular in child concepts. For each stage of generalization there is a system of relations and generalities; according to the structure of this system, a genetic order of general and particular concepts is established, in such a way that the movement from the general to the particular and from the particular to the general in the development of concepts turns out to be different according to the stage of development of meanings, depending on the structure of generalization which dominates at this stage. In the passage from one level to another, the system of generality and the whole genetic order of the development of higher and lower concepts is changed. 

When Vygotsky speaks of “meanings” he means “word meanings”: the meanings of words like “this” and “the apple” and “justice”.

For example, in the indicative function of language, demonstratives dominate and nominatives are subordinate. But in the signifying function of language, it’s the other way around.

Similarly, in role play it is the imaginary situation which dominates and the abstract rule which is only implicit. But in rule play it’s the other way around. 

When Vygotsky says it is a general law, he means that it applies both to functions and to metafunctions. So for example during the period of preschool, speech dominates and thinking is subordinate. But in the school child, these metafunctions must be reversed; that’s part of the tragedy of schoolchildren!

Seve: It is only at higher stages of development of word meanings and, by consequence, the relations of generality that a phenomenon which is of primary importance for all of our thinking appears, determined by the law of equivalence of concepts. (MECCACI AND 1934 PUT A PARAGRAPH BREAK HERE.) The substance of this law is that all concepts can be designated with the help of other concepts according to an infinite number of procedures. This law requires some explanation.

Meccaci: Only at a higher stage in the development of the meanings of words and of the relations of generality does there appear a phenomenon which has primary importance for all of our thinking and which is determined by the law of equivalence of concepts. 

This law affirms that every concept can be designated according to an infinite quantity of modes using other concepts. This law requires explanation.

This is why Vygotsky is always at great pains to emphasize the “graphic, visual” nature of lower concepts. Their non-equivalence is a direct consequence of their concreteness.

Seve: In the course of our research we are sometimes forced, in order to generalize and to grasp the significance of the phenomena we discover, to introduce concepts without which we would find it impossible to elucidate what is most essential in the reciprocal dependence of concepts. 

Meccaci: In the course of our research, in order to generalize and give meaning to the phenomena we have discovered, we are often faced with the necessity of introducing concepts without which we would not be able to understand what is most essential in the reciprocal dependence of concepts. 

There is a whole paragraph missing in Minick!

Seve: If we represent, as a convention, all concepts dispersed in the manner of points on the surface of a terrestrial globe, at a certain degree of longitude (sic) between the North Pole and the South Pole, between the pole of immediate, sensory, intuitive grasping of the object and the pole of the concept brought to the very maximum of generalization, to the limit of abstraction, we may designate as the longitude (sic) of a given concept, the place which it occupies between the pole of the concrete idea on one extreme and that of the abstract idea of the object on the other. Concepts are then differentiated in their longitude as a function of the measure of the unity of the concrete and the abstract represented in each given concept. If we then consider that the terrestrial globe can symbolize, to our eyes, the plenitude and diversity of the reality represented in the concepts, we can designate as the latitude of the concept (sic) the place which it occupies among other concepts having the same longitude (sic) but having to do with other points of reality, the same geographic latitude designating a point on the surface of the earth in terrestrial parallels.

Meccaci: If we represent, conventionally, all concepts as all the points on the surface of the earth between the North and South Poles, to a certain degree of longitude between the pole of immediate, sensory, concrete apprehension of the object and that of the concept at its maximum of generalization, the limit of its abstraction, we may then designate as the longitude (sic) of the given concept the position that it occupies between the pole of thinking (mysl) about the object which is the most concrete and that of abstract thinking. The concepts are differentiated then along their line of longitude depending on the degree to which they represent the unity of the concrete and the abstract in a given concept. If we consider this sphere of the terrestrial glob as a symbol for all of the plenitude and the variety of reality which is represented in concepts, then the latitude of the concept is the place that it occupies between other concepts of the same longitude, but which have to do with other points of reality, just as geographical latitude designates a point of the terrestrial surface graded in terrestrial parallels. 

Vygotsky was obviously not a navigator! He confuses the LINES of longitude with the points on the lines, the points that make up the lines, which are normally called degrees of LATITUDE. Vygotsky imagines a kind of coordinate system, like this:

OBJECT-RELATED


the rose

the ant


 roses

ants

flowers

insects

plants

animals

ABSTRACTION-RELATED

At the NORTH pole, there is a UNIQUE object, so that the NAME and the OBJECT have a one to one relationship. But at the SOUTH pole there are really an infinite number of names (for example, you can express the number “1” as “1” or “2-1” or “3-2”, etc.), 

Seve: In this way, the longitude of a concept characterizes above all the nature of the very act of thinking, the grasping of objects in the concept from the viewpoint of the unity of the concrete an the abstract which are included therein. The latitude of a concept characterizes above all the relations that the concept has with the object, the point of application of the concept to a determined domain of reality. Taken together, he longitude and the latitude of a concept should give an exhaustive representation of the nature of the concept from the viewpoint of two elements: the act of thinking which it implies and the object which it represents. In the same way they must include the point of interaction of all the relations of generality which exist in the sphere of a given concept, horizontal as well as vertical, that is to say, those which concern the subordinate coordinates, those which concern higher and lower concepts in their degree of generality. This place of the concept in the system of all concepts which is determined by its longitude and its latitude, this point of interaction which implies the comprehension of its relations with other concepts, we will call the measure of generality of the concept.

Meccaci: In this way the longitude of the concept characterizes in the first place the nature of the act of thinking itself, of the very apprehension of the object in the concept from the point of view of the unity of the concrete and the abstract which is found in it. The latitude of a concept characterizes in the first place the relation of the concept with the object, the point of application of the concept to a determined point of reality. The longitude and the latitude of a concept should then give as a whole an exhaustive representation of the nature of the concept from the point of view of two elements: the act of thinking found in it and the object which is represented within it. At the same time we must include the node of all the relations of generalization which exist in the sphere of a given concept, both horizontal and vertical, that is to say in relation to subordinated concepts or in relation to concepts that are higher and lower in their degree of generalization. This position of the concept in the system of all concepts determines its longitude and its latitude; this nodal point, in which we find the comprehension of its relationship with other concepts, we may call the measure of generality of a given concept.  

Relations between concepts along one of the parallels (e.g. ants and roses) are syntagmatic relations. Relations between concepts along one of the meridians (e.g. “the ant”, “ants”, “insects”, “animals”) are paradigmatic relations.

There is, of course, a problem. Remember that we said that abstraction, from a materialist point of view, gives a heightened view of reality because it is more inclusive of data. That problem Vygotsky tackles in the very next paragraph.

Seve: The inevitable recourse to metaphors, borrowed from geography, forces us to make a reservation in order to avoid essential misunderstandings which they might otherwise lead to. Whereas in geography there is, between lines of longitude and those of latitude, between meridians and parallels, linear relationships, so that the two sorts of lines only meet in a single point which defines simultaneously the position upon the meridian and upon the parallel, in a system of concepts the relations are more complex and cannot be expressed in terms of linear relations. A concept which is higher in longitude has at the same time a larger content; it includes a whole segment of lines of latitude in the concepts which are subordinated to it, a segment which most be designated by a whole series of points. 

Meccaci: The necessary use of metaphor, taken in this case from geography, requires a reservation without which this image may lead to a substantial misunderstanding. In geography the lines of longitude and the lines of latitude, the meridians and the parallels, are in a linear relationship, so that the lines intersect in a single point which is defined simultaneouly by the position on the meridian and on the parallel, in the system of concepts, this relationship turn s out to be more complex and cannot simply be expressed in terms of linear relations. A concept which is higher in latitude is more vast in content, it includes an entire segment of a line of latitude of concepts which is subordinate to it, a segment which must be designated as a series of points. 

Now we can see why Vygotsky does NOT use a flat Cartesian grid or a Mercator projection! He has in mind something like this. :


[image: image5.png]



6.7

Seve: We can finish by expounding the fundamental results of our studies and explaining in what the difference in nature between everyday concepts and scientific concepts consists of in the light of these results. After the preceding developments we are able to explain the central fact which entirely determines the psychological nature between the one and the other. This central fact is the absence or presence of a system. Outside of a system the concepts have a different relationship with the object than they do when they are part of a defined system. The relationship of the word “flower” with its object is not at all the same for the child who does not yet know the words “rose”, “violet”, or “lily”, and the child who knows them. Outside of a system the only relations that are possible in the concepts are those which are established between the objects themselves, that is to say, empirical liaisons. From this comes the predominance in early childhood of the logic of action and of syncretic liaisons of the perception type. At the same time as the system there appears the relationships of concepts to concepts, a relationship of concepts to objects mediated by their relationship with other concepts, and in a general manner by a relationship of concepts to the object: super empirical relationships become possible with concepts. 

Meccaci: (NOTE THAT FOR MECCACI WE ARE STILL IN 6.4, NOT 6.7; THERE IS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT NOT A SECTION BREAK). We may terminate in this way our exposition of the principal results of our research and explain in what the characteristic difference between scientific concepts and everyday concepts manifests itself in the light of these results. After all that has been said above we may formulate the central point which determines, entirely and completely, the difference in psychic nature between the one and the other type of concept.  This central point lies in the absence or existence of a system. Outside of a system the concept stands in a relation with the object which is quite different from that found in a determined system. The relationship of the word “flower” with the object turns out to be completely different in the child who does not yet know the word “rose”, “violet” or “lily” than the child who knows these words. Outside of a system of the only links possible of concepts are those that are established by the objects themselves, that is to say empirical concepts. From this we derive the predominance of the logic of action and of syncretic links which so impresses us in early childhood. At the moment that the system of relations of concepts to concept appears, a relationship of concepts with objects that is mediated through their relationship with other concepts, we see in general another relationship of the concept and the object, the concept makes possible links that are super-empirical.

Minick has omitted an entire sentence (in bold). 

It might seem that the point Vygotsky is making is rather trivial. After all, if we say that the complex is a generalization of the heap and the concept a generalization of the concept, then there is no reason to suppose that the generalization of a generalization is different in kind from a generalization. 
It is not trivial. First of all, the relationship of the word “rose” to the object it refers to is mediated by the child’s perception; it is redundant in the sense that the word conveys the same information as the graphic image. But the relationship of the word “rose” and the word “flower” on the other is not redundant; there is nothing in perception that tells us that one concept belongs to another, and in fact there are many cases where perception tells us one thing and conception tells us another (e.g. “whale”). In other words, the relationship between a hyponym and a hypernym is not simply the beginning of taxonomy; it is the beginning of nonempiricist science. 

Secondly, the existence of hyponyms and hypernyms is really the beginning of grammar. Just as the existence of a subordinate concept (a hyponym) and a superordinate one (a hypernym) is the beginning of scientific concepts, so too the understanding that all kinds of names can be nouns, and all kinds of nouns can be subjects or objects, depends on the relationship between one concept and another, and not on the relationship between a concept and an object.

Thirdly, the relationship between a superordinate concept and a subordinate one is the source of a theory of the world based not on mediated action on the material world through tools but instead on mutual interaction with the social world through signs; in other words, it represents the replacement of a subject-object relationship, where creativity is always one-way, with subject-subject relations, where creativity is two-way.

These three reasons suggest that the “generalization of a generalization”, like the “negation of the negation” is not a redundancy, but a qualitative cumulation and transformation, a sublation.
Seve: One could show in a special study that all the particularities of child thought established by Piaget (syncretism, insensitivity to contradiction, tendency towards juxtaposition, etc.) flow as a whole from the absence of a system to which the concepts of the child belong. Piaget himself, as we’ve seen, understands that the essential element of the difference between the spontaneous concept of the child and the concept of the adult is the nonsystematic character of the first and the systematic character of the second. That is why he proposes as a principle to liberate the utterances of the child from all traces of system before discovering the spontaneous concepts that he has. This principle is indisputable and correct. By their nature, spontaneous concepts are not included in a system. “The child,” says Piaget, “is not very systematic, not very coherent, not very deductive, and in general foreign to the need to avoid contradictions, juxtaposing affirmations instead of synthesizing them and being content with syncretic schemata instead of pushing forward the analysis of elements. Put another way, the thinking of the child is closer to a group of attitudes which come out of both actions and dreams (….) than to the self-conscious and systematic thinking of the adult.” In this way Piaget tends himself to see in the absence of a system the characteristic and most essential trait of spontaneous concepts. Yet he does not see that the nonsystematic character is not one of the traits of child thinking among others, but that it is in some sense the root from which all of the other peculiarities of that he has enumerated in his work grow.  
Meccaci:  We might show in a specific study how all the characteristics of child thinking established by Piaget, such as syncretism, insensibility to contradiction, the tendency towards juxtaposition, etc., are entirely derived from the absence of a systematic organization in the spontaneous concepts of the child. This very Piaget, as we have seen, understand that the central point which differentiates between the spontaneous concepts of the child and the concepts of the adult lies in the nonsystematic organization of the former and in the systematic organization of the second; for this reason he has proposed the principle of freeing the utterance sof the child from every trace of a system in order to reveal the spontaneous concept contained within. This principle is indisputable and just. By their very nature the spontaneous concepts are outside all system. “The child,” says Piaget, “ is little systematic, little coherent, little deductive, a stranger, in general, to the need to avoid contradictions, and fond of expressing various affirmations without integrating them, content with syncretic schemata rather than a profound analysis into elements. In other words, the thinking of the child is more akin to an ensemble of attitudes which have to do with action or with fantasy (…) than with the thinking, conscious of itself and systematic, of the adult.” In this way, this same Piaget tends to see in the absence of a system the essential trait of spontaneous concepts. But he does not see that the non-systemic organization is not simply one trait of child thinking in a series of others, but that it is in some sense the root from which may be derived all of the characteristics of child thinking that he has enumerated.
Meccaci notes that in Vygotsky’s original there are no quotation marks, and they are not in Minick either. 

Of course, we have seen this quotation (and this argument) before, near the end of Section 6.2. There Vygotsky was much less inclined to call this argument “indisputable and correct”; he seemed almost to suggest that the nonsystematic property of child thinking is an artifact of Piaget’s method of “liberating” concepts.

Here he limits himself to noting that while Piaget recognizes that the apparent asystematicity of spontaneous concepts (which flows from the fact that they merely reflect empirical experience in all its temporal arbitrariness as well as its factual, concrete, objective content) is “essential” he does not recognize that the other properties are derivative. This is, once again, an attack on Piaget’s empiricism; Piaget refused to go beyond the facts and to say that one fact is causative and others are conditional.

Seve: One might show that all of these peculiarities flow directly and immediately from the non-systematic character of spontaneous concepts; one might explain them, each separately and all taken together, by the relations of generality which dominate in the system of spontaneous concept-complexes (!!!). The specific system of relations of generality which are proper to the structure of concept-complexes in the child of preschool age contains the key to all the phenomena described and studied by Piaget. 

Meccaci: We (might)* show that all of these characteristics derive directly and immediately from the nonsystematic organization of spontaneous concepts; we (might)* explain each one of these characteristics, separately and altogether, on the basis of the relations of generality which dominate in the system of spontaneous concepts by complexes. In this specific system of relations of generality, proper to the structure of concepts by complexes in the child at preschool age, lies the key to all of the phenomena described and studied by Piaget.

Meccaci notes that the word “might” in parentheses was inserted in place of the word “may” in 1982, and that this is another example of the editorial weakening of Vygotsky’s claims seen elsewhere.

The next part of the text is organized very exactly according to the quote from the introduction of “The Child’s Conception of the World” cited above. Remember that Piaget gives the characteristics of child thinking as follows:

a) Unsystematic

b) Incoherent

c) Non-deductive

d) Foreign to the need to avoid contradiction

e) Juxtaposing affirmations rather than analyzing them

f) Resting on syncretic schemata instead of analysis into elements:

Of course, Vygotsky will show that a) is not one element among many but a superordinate concept of which all the other forms of thinking are simply derived instances.
Seve: Although this thesis is the theme of a special study, let us attempt to illustrate it schematically in applying it to the particulars of child thinking which Piaget has indicated. The lack of links in this thinking is the direct expression of the insufficient development of the relations of generality between concepts. In particular, the lack of deduction results directly from the fact that the liaisons between concepts have not attained the full development of their longitude, along the vertical lines of the relations of generality. (MINICK HAS A PARA BREAK HERE, BUT NOT SEVE) The need to avoid contradictions, as we can easily show with a simple example, must necessarily be absent in thinking where different concepts are not subordinated to a single concept which is their superior. (MECCACI HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT SEVE DOES NOT.) For a contradiction to be felt as troublesome for thinking, it must happen that two judgments which contradict each other be considered as particular cases of a single general concept. But that is precisely what does not and cannot exist when concepts do not form a part of a system.

Meccaci: Even though this is the theme of a special inquiry which we have undertaken let us seek to illustrate schematically how this thesis can be applied to the characteristics of child thinking enumerated in the work by Piaget cited above. The insufficiency of concatenations in child thinking is the direct expression of the insufficient development of the relations of generality between concepts. In particular, the lack of deduction results directly from the insufficient development of relations between concept in longitude, following the vertical lines of the relations of generality. The need to avoid contradiction, as can be shown easily with a simple example, must necessarily be absent in a form of thinking where isolated concepts are not subordinated to a concept which is superior to them.
For a contradiction to be felt as an impediment to thinking, it is necessary that the two judgments contradicting each other be considered as a particular case of a single general concept. But this is exactly what does not exist and cannot exist in concepts that are outside a system.

This is very easy to show in adult thinking too, particularly in the aesthetic and ethical judgments of advanced capitalist societies. Westerners condemn the Chinese for binding the feet of women, but they see nothing wrong with high heeled shoes, because they do not see these as two cases of the same general phenomenon. The same thing is true of female circumcision in the Sudan and breast enlargement in South Korea. 

Seve: In the experiments of Piaget a child affirms at one time that a bead sinks in water because it is small and at another, with respect to another ball, that it sinks because it is big. If we analyze what is happening in our thinking when we feel that there is a manifest contradiction between these two judgments, we understand what is required for child thinking in order to be able to seize this contradiction. As studies show, we notice this contradiction when the two concepts about which two contradictory judgments have been made come from the structure of a unique concept which is superior to them. Only then do we feel that we have brought upon the same thing two opposed judgments. But in the child the two concepts cannot, because of the incomplete development of the relations of generality, be reunited in the single structure of a superior concept, and this is why he pronounces two mutually exclusive judgments which from his own point of view do not apply to a single and same thing but to two singular things. In the logic of his thinking the only possible relations that are possible between concepts are the relations that exist between the objects themselves. His judgments have the character of purely empirical statements. In a general way, the logic of perception knows no contradiction. For it, the two judgments of the child are equally correct. They are contradictory for the adult but not for the child. There is a contradiction in the logic of ideas but not for the logic of perception. In order to demonstrate the perfectly correctness of his pronouncement, the child may allege the obviousness and irrefutability of facts. In the course of our experiments, when we tried to get children to seize hold of this contradiction, they would often say “But I saw it myself.” The child has, indeed, seen a little bead sink at one time and a large ball sink at another. The idea included in his judgment signifies in reality only this: I saw a little ball sink, and I saw a big ball sink; his “because”, which appears in response to the question of the experimenter, really does not mean, at bottom, that he has established a causal dependency which is incomprehensible to him, but belongs to the same class of “becauses” non conscious and inaccessible to volitional use which we encountered in the experiments where it was a matter of finishing incomplete sentences.

Meccaci: In the experiments of Piaget a child affirms that at one time he saw a ball sink in the water because it was small and at another time, concerning another ball, he states that it sank because it was big. If we shed some light on what happens in our own thinking when we become aware of the evident contradiction between the two judgments, we understand that what child thinking requires in order to be aware of the contradiction. As research shows, the contradiction is noticed when the two concepts about which contracitory judgments are given, depend structurally on a unique superior concept which stands above them. At this time we feel that we have pronounced on one and the same thing two contradictory judgments. But for the child these two concepts cannot yet, because of the incomplete development of their relations of generality, be united into the single structure of a superior concept, an for this reason the two mutually exclusive judgments relate from the point of view of his own thinking to one and the same thing, but two single things. In the logic of his thinking the only relations that are possible between concepts are those which are possible between the objects themselves. His judgment has the character of a purely empirical statement. The logic of perception in general knows no contradiction. From the point of view of this logic the child gives two equally just judgments. They are contradictory for the adult, but not for the child; this contradiction exists for the logic of ideas, but not for the logic of perception. The child, in order to demonstrate the absolute correctness of his statement, may offer the obviousness and irrefutability of facts. In our experiments the child to whom we tried to suggest that there was some contradiction would often answer “I saw it myself”. He has, indeed, seen at one moment a small ball sink and at another moment a large one. His thinking (mysl) which supports this judgment signifies in substance only this: he has seen a small bead and it sank; he saw a large one and it sank. The “because” which appears in his reply in response to the demand of the experimenter in fact does not establish a causal dependence, because this is incomprehensible to the child, but instead belongs to that class of “becauses” which are unconscious and unavailable for voluntary use, the class which we encountered in the solution of (the test of)* completing interrupted sentences.

Remember that in Mescharyakov’s “four laws” the second phase was a naïve physics of precisely this type.

Meccaci notes that the words “the test of” in parentheses were replaced with “the task of” in the 1956 and the 1982 editions.

Seve: In the same way juxtaposition must inevitably manifest itself where there is no movement of thinking from concepts which have a higher measure of generality to lower concepts. Syncretic schemas are equally a typical expression of the predominance in the thinking of the child of empirical liaisons and of the logic of perception. That is why the child takes the liaisons of his impressions for the liaisons between things. 

Meccaci: In the same way juxtaposition must manifest itself inevitably where there is no movement of thinking form higher concepts by a measure of generality to lower concepts. The syncretic schemata are a typical expression of the predominance in the child’s thinking of the logic of perception and of empirical links. For this reason, the child takes the links of his own impressions for the links between things.
Minick translates “juxtaposition” as “the child’s tendency to place concepts alongside one another”. This is a reference to the idea that “flower” and “rose” are two different things; the result of Piaget’s famous test where the child is shown two flower pots, one with three roses and one with two other flowers and asked how many roses there are (three) and then how many flowers, whereupon the child assumes that the word “flowers” refers to the non-roses.

I think that Piaget had something else in mind. The original quote said the child’s preference for the juxtaposition of schemata: one thing and then another.

Let’s remember that a characteristic of complexive thinking is its ability to chain…to associate first according to one trait and then according to another. This is rather broader than simply putting concepts alongside each other rather than in a hierarchical relationship.

Seve: As studies show, scientific concepts in the child do not present these phenomena and, far from being submitted to these laws, transform the. The structure of generalization which dominates at each stage of development of concepts determines the corresponding system of relations of generality between concepts and by the same token the whole circle of operations typically accessible to thinking at this stage. That is why the discovery of the general source from which flows all of the phenomena of child thinking described by Piaget necessitates a radical reexamination of the explanation that he gives of them. The source of the particularities is not the egocentrism of child thinking, that compromise between the logic of dreaming and the logic of action, but the specific relations of generality between concepts which is manifest in the thinking which is woven from spontaneous concepts. If the specific movements of thinking which Piaget describes appear in the child, it is not because this concepts are farther away from real objects than those of the adult or that they are still impregnated with the autonomous logic of autistic thinking but rather because they have another relationship with the object, closer and more immediate than that of the adult concept.
Meccaci: As research has shown, the scientific concept of the child does not present this phenomena and are not subjected to their laws, but instead transform them. The structure of generalization which dominates at each stage of development of the concept determines the corresponding system of relations of generality between concepts and the whole circle of typical operations of thinking which are possible at each stage. For this reason the discovery of the general source, from which we derive all of the phenomena of child thinking described by Piaget, requires necessarily a radical examination of the explanation that Piaget gives of all of these phenomena. The source of this particularity is not the egocentrism of child thinking, that compromise between the logic of dreams and the logic of action, but the specific relation of generality between concepts, which composes thinking which is woven of spontaneous concepts. The specific movement of thinking described by Piaget appears in the child not because the concepts of the child are farther away from real objects with respect to the concept of the adult and because they are still permeated with the autonomous logic of child thinking, but because they have another, more close and more immediate, relation with the object compared to the concept of the adult.
This is a reprise of the point that he made in Chapter Two; the child is a realist, and even a social realist, from birth; his relationship to reality and even to social reality is not more removed and independent than that of the adult but in fact closer and more dependent.

Seve: That is why the rules which govern the original movement of thinking are only effective in the sphere of spontaneous concepts. Scientific concepts present from the very beginning in the same child different traits, testifying to their different nature. As they come from above, from among other concepts, they take shape thanks to the relations of generality which establish themselves in the process of school learning. By their nature they include something of these relations, something of their system. The character of formal discipline which derives from the study of these scientific concepts shows itself by the reorganization of the whole sphere of spontaneous concepts of the child. That is what constitutes their very great importance in the history of mental development.
Meccaci: For this reason the original laws of motion which govern thinking turn out to be effective only in the sphere of spontaneous concepts. The scientific concepts of the child show from the outset different traits which testify to their different nature. Coming from above, from the meanings of other concepts, they are born thanks to the relations of generality between concepts which are established in the process of learning. In their very nature they include in themselves something of these relations, something of the system. The formal discipline of these scientific concepts is manifest in the reorganization of the whole sphere of the spontaneous concepts of the child. In this lies their great importance for the history of the mental development of the child.

By “original laws of motion” Vygotsky is referring to the characteristics of child thinking discovered by Piaget (e.g. egocentrism). By “formal discipline” he’s referring to the properties of schooling once attributed to classical language by Herbart. The “something of the system” described are the “thematic relations” described by Lemke in his work “Talking Science”, the properties of science concepts that allow us to define, classify, and exemplify them, from which we are able to determine, for example, the family history of dinosaurs.

Notice that Seve and Meccaci disagree on where science concepts come from. 

Piaget: At bottom, all of this is latent in the theory of Piaget, alongside the positions which we take not only not leaving us in perplexity before the facts that they describe but which permit us for the first time to give an adequate and true explanation. One can say that by the same token the whole system of Piaget explodes from within, thanks to the immense force of the facts which are compressed within it but bound by the irons of erroneous thinking. Piaget himself makes reference to the law of the seizure of consciousness of Claparède: the more concepts can be employed spontaneously the less are they the object of seizure of consciousness. By consequence spontaneous concepts must, by their nature, in virtue of what makes them the way they are, be non conscious and not available for volitional use. The non conscious character, as we have seen, signifies an absence of generalization, that is to say an incomplete generalization of the system of relations of generality. In this way the spontaneity and the non-conscious character of the concept, spontaneity and the not belonging to a system are synonymous. And inversely, scientific, non-spontaneous concepts must, by their nature, by the virtue of what renders them what they are, must be from the outset the object of a seizure of conscious, must be, from the outside part of a system. All of our discussion with Piaget in the matter can be summed up as follows: Do systematic concepts evict non-systematic concepts and take their place according to the principle of substitution, or do they develop on the basis of non-systematic concepts and remake them in their own image, creating for the first time in the sphere of childish concepts a determined system. The system is therefore the central point around which , as if around a pivot, turns the whole history of concepts in the school age. This is the new thing (i.e. the neoformation—DK) which appears in the thinking of the child with the development of scientific concepts and which make them progress a higher intellectual level.

Meccaci: At bottom all of this is contained in a latent form in the very theory of Piaget, so that the acceptance of this position not only does not leave us perplexed in front of the facts described by Piaget but permit us for the first time to give an explanation which is adequate and veridical of these facts. We may say that the whole system of Piaget explodes from within, thanks to the immense force of the facts which are compressed with it and bound with irons of erroneous thinking. This same Piaget resorts to the law of the seizure of consciousness of Claparède, which affirms that the more concepts are characterized by their spontaneous application, the less we are conscious of them. Spontaneous concepts, by their very nature, in virtue of that which renders them spontaneous, must remain unconscious and not available for spontaneous use. The non seizure of consciousness, as we have seen, signifies the absence of the generalization, that is to say an incomplete development of the system of relations of generality. In this way spontaneity and the non-seizure of consciousness of the concept, spontaneity and the non-systematic organization of are synonymous. And vice versa, scientific non-spontaneous concepts, by their very nature and in virtue of that which renders them non spontaneous, must from the very beginning show the characteristics of a seizure of consciousness, must belong, from the outset, to a system. The whole of our dispute with Piaget on this problem reduces itself to one thing: Do concepts belonging to a system supplant those which do not belong to a system and take their place according to the principle of substitution, or do they develop on the basis of concepts which do not belong to a system, later transforming them in their own image, creating for the first time in the sphere of the child’s concepts a determined system? The system is then the cardinal point around which, like a centre, the wheel of the history of development of concepts in school age must turn. This is the new thing  which appears in the thinking of the child with the development of scientific concepts and which raises the whole of his mental development to a higher level.

By “new thing” Vygotsky refers to the neoformation; the new form of mental life which is the centerpiece of his general theory of child development (outlined in Chapter Five).

This is the solution to a problem with Yongho’s work that has been bothering me. We argued in our earliest article (Kim and Kellogg 2007) that RULE BASED GAMES were the “next zone of development” for fifth graders. 

But it’s quite clear that for the activity theorists (e.g. Zaporozhets and Elkonin) SCHOOLWORK is the neoformation for this age of children. Are they wrong? Are we? Is there a difference between the neoformation and the next zone.

No, no, and no. We are looking at exactly the neoformation (the system) engaged in two different  lines of development (schoolwork and play). 

We know that before schooling the child can have a vocabulary without a conscious grammar. This is because a vocabulary without a system is still a vocabulary but a grammar without a grammar is not a grammar at all. In the same way, before school instruction, the child can have role play without rules. This is because role play without a system is still play, but a game without rules is no game at all.

The next zone of development, in both cases, is the conscious mastery of what was automatic and implicit: the conscious mastery of the grammatical system of speech, where foreign language learning plays a very important role by freeing the relations between words and objects and establishing new links between words and systems, and the conscious mastery of the rule system of games. 

The social situation of development is the fundamental contradiction between the intellectualizing of all of the psychological functions but not intellect itself. Conscious awareness and mastery, then, is what forms the next zone of development, that is, the central line of development, for the schoolage child. The neoformation is the system of abstract relations that allow and enable it.
Seve: If we take into consider this central signification which the system brings to the thinking of the child by the development of scientific concepts, the general theoretical question of the relations between the development of thinking and the acquisition of knowledge, between school learning and development, is cleared up at the same time. Piaget, as we know, disassociates one from the other; concepts assimilated by the child at school do not present in his eyes any interest for the study of the particularities of child thinking because these are already sunk in the particularities of mature thought. That is why he constructs his study of thinking by excluding the process of school learning. He takes as his point of departure the principle that everything which appears in the child in this process is devoid of interest for the analysis of the development of thinking. School learning and development are for him processes which have no common measure. They are independent of one another. The fact that the child learns and the fact that the child develops have no relationship between them.

Meccaci: In the light of the central role of the system, brought to the thinking of the child by the development of scientific concepts, the general theoretical problem of the relations between the development of thinking and the acquisition of knowledge, between learning and development, becomes clear. Piaget, as we noted, differentiates the one from the other; the concepts assimilated by the child at school does not have for him any interest for the study of the characteristics of child thinking. The characteristics of child thinking are dissolved in the characteristics of mature thinking. For this reason, Piaget construes the study of thinking outside of the processes of learning. He begins from the fact (???) that nothing which appears in the child from the process of learning can have any interest for the inquiry into the development of ideas. Learning and development are, for him, two processes which have no common measure. They are two independent processes, the one from the other. The fact that the child learns and the fact that the child develops have no relationship between them.

Meccaci’s translation “fact” makes no sense here; “principle” is much better.

But the real differences to pay attention here are the differences between Meccaci and Seve on the one hand and Minick on the other. They are very numerous in this paragraph.

a) Minick’s version of the first sentence (“The existence of this system that is introduced into the child’s thinking with the development of scientific concepts helps to clarify the general theoretical issue of the nature of the relationships that exist between the development of thinking and the acquisition of knowledge”) seems to stress that the system is brought to child thinking from the outside rather than that it revolutionizes the system from within. Seve and Meccaci disagree. We know that this is incorrect: every role play has IMPLICIT rules, and grammar is IMPLICIT in the child’s involuntary speech. What happens from within is conscious mastery of the system, not the construction of the system itself.

b) In Minick the relationships between the development of thinking and the acquisition of knowledge are the same thing as the relationships between instruction and development (“i.e. the relationships that exist between instruction and development”). Meccaci appears to side with Minick, but Seve disagrees (“at the same time”). It seems to me that on the one hand instruction cannot be equated with the acquisition of knowledge in real life, but on the other this is one plausible translation of “obuchenie”, since “obuchenie” can mean both instruction by the teacher and the acquisition of knowledge by the learner.

c) Minick has “adult thinking”, while Seve and Meccaci prefer “mature thinking”.

d) Minick cuts the last sentence. Let’s put it back in. 

Seve: At the basis of this conception there is a break which has been historically established in psychology between the study of structure and that of function in thinking.

Meccaci: At the bottom of this we see a fracture historically established between the study of structure and that of function in thinking.

Minick says this break “has a long history”. But in fact structuralist approaches to psychology are quite new. Vygotsky’s view of Piaget as a structuralist is very prescient; Piaget is to become a major figure in the century long dominance of structuralism.  
Seve: At its very beginning, the psychology of thinking was reduced to an analysis of the content of thinking. It was considered that the man who was more developed in his intellectual relations was distinguished from the less developed above all by the quantity and the quality of the representations which he disposed of and by the number of liaisons which existed between these representations, but that the operations were identical at the most basic levels of thinking and the very highest. Thorndike’s book on the measurement of intelligence appeared as a grandiose attempt to defend the thesis that the development of thinking consisted above all of the formation of ever new elements of liaison between different representations and that one can trace a continuous curve which will symbolize all the echelons of mental development from the worm to the American student. There are, however, very few who are inclined to uphold this point of view at present.

Meccaci: In the first period of the study of thinking in psychology we were reduced to the analysis of the content of thinking. It was held that the man who was more developed on the mental plane was distinguished from the less developed above all by the quantity and the quality of the representations that he had at his disposal and by the number of links that existed between these representations, but that the operations of thinking were identical at the lowest level of thinking and at the highest level. (In recent times)* Thorndike’s book on the measurement of intelligence appeared as a grandiose attempt to defend the idea that the development of thinking consists principally of the formation of ever new elements of links between isolated representations and that one my trace a continuous curve which will symbolize the whole scale of mental development from the earthworm to the American student. However, at the present time there are very few who are inclined to sustain this point of view.

At the end of the last paragraph, we saw that Minick tells us that the break between structuralist psychology and functionalist psychology had a “long history”. Seve and Meccaci disagreed with this translation.

Seve includes a note on the Thorndike book, which according to the 1982 Soviet edition was “ The mental life of monkeys”. But Meccaci points out that it is MUCH more likely to have been Thorndike’s 1926 book “The measurement of intelligence”. This makes PERFECT sense. So we see that the break referred to in the previous paragraph does NOT have a long history; it is historically significant, but in fact quite recent.

It is also still relevant: Leontiev’s 1981 book “Problems of the Development of Mind” is essentially an attempt to do exactly what Thorndike did—trace a single, continuous curve from the earthworm to the modern student. No such attempt is compatible with Vygotsky’s ideas.

Seve: The reaction against this conception has lead, as is often to the case, to a reversal of the position which was no less exaggerated. We began to consider that representations generally did not play any role at all in thinking and to concentrate our attention on the operations of thinking themselves, on the functions, on the processes which take place in the mind of the individual when he thinks. The Würzburg school pushed to an extreme this manner of seeing things and arrived at the conclusion that thinking is a process in which objects representing external reality, including the word, did not play any role and thinking was a spiritual act consisting of seizing, in a purely abstract manner rather than by the senses abstract relations. As we know, this work had some positive elements in so far as the authors were able to advance a whole series of practical ideas on the basis of experimental analyses and were able to enrich our representations of the real specificity of intellectual operations. But how that reality is represented, reflected and generalized in thinking is a question that has generally been excluded from psychology.
Meccaci: As often occurs, the reaction to this conception has brought a reevaluation of the problem, with an exaggeration that is no less. One began to draw attention to the fact (???) that representations, and the content of thinking in general, did not have any role in thinking and one began to concentrate attention on the very operations of thinking, on its functions, on the processes which appear in the mind of an individual when he thinks. The school of Würzburg took this point of view to an extreme and arrived at the conclusion that thinking and the process of in which objects representing external reality, including the word, play no role and that thinking is an act which is (purely)* spiritual, consisting of a purely abstract apprehension, non-sensory, of abstract relations. As was noted, the positive aspect of this work lies in the facts that it discovered which allowed them to advance a whole series of practical arguments on the basis of experimental analyses and which have enriched our representation of the real specificity of intellectual operations. But the problem of how they represented, reflected and generalized reality in thinking remained excluded, in general, from psychology. 

Meccaci notes that the word “purely” was omitted in the 1982 edition, but in fact both Seve and Minick include the word, although they are using the 1982 edition.

We can see that Vygotsky is developing a sublation of the purely content-based psychology and the purely structural psychology. Vygotsky’s synthesis is based on the idea that the word provides both content and structure to thinking. 

However, it does not play this role at the outset. For the form and content of thinking to be synthesized they must first become commensurable, they must find a common psychological basis in the sociocultural word system. Syncretic and complexive thinking, with its object orientation and its lack of systematicity, can only play a limited role.

Seve: Today we see anew how much this point of view has been totally discredited, how much it has proved its one-sidedness and it sterility and we observe a resurgence of interest for what constituted, previously, the unique object of research. It appears very clearly that the functions of thinking depend upon the structure of thinking in action. In effect, all thinking establishes a liaison between the parts of reality represented in some way in the consciousness.* As a result, the manner in which this reality is represented in consciousness cannot be without importance for the operations that are possible for thinking. To put it another way, the different functions of thinking cannot but depend on what they are about, on what is in movement, and upon what forms the basis of the process. MECCACI AND 1934 HAVE A PARA BREAK HERE. SO DOES MINICK. BUT SEVE DOES NOT. 

Meccaci: If we consider the present moment, we must say that we see once again how this point of view has been, in the end, completely compromised, how it has shown its one-sidedness and its sterility and how we see once again the interest in that which once constituted the sole object of our research. It clearly appears that the functions of thinking depend on the structure of the idea of which they are (a function)**. In effect, every thought establishes a link between parts of reality, represented in some way in the consciousness. As a consequence, the mode in which this reality is represented in consciousness cannot be without importance for the possible operations of thinking. In other words, the diverse functions of thinking cannot but depend upon their function, upon how they move, and on what constitutes the basis of this process.

Seve claims that the grammar of the sentence marked * is incomprehensible and that she has reconstructed it according to context. Meccaci does not say this, and neither does Minick, although they all agree on the meaning.

Meccaci says that the words “a function” were replaced by the words “in action” or “acting” in the 1982 edition (as we see in the Seve translation). He attributes this substitution to the influence of activity theory, because the word “action” or “acting” is dejstvovat”, which is etymologically related to dejatel’nost, or activity.

This passage is quite hard for me to understand without an example. We often find in scientific writing complex nominalizations linked by relational verbs:

Glass fracture rate                    is proportional     to the increase in pressure.

The orbital movement of the electron     is    what creates the electron shell.

Ontogeny                              recapitulates              phylogeny.

We cannot say that this structure is derivable from the structure of actual objects, because there is no such object as “fracture rate”, “movement” or even “ontogeny”. 

What we can say is that this structure is derivable from the structure of thinking processes: we agree to TREAT processes AS IF they were nouns in order to be able to study relations and equivalencies and write sentences that look a little like mathematical equations. By treating processes as noun-objects, we are able to treat the relationship between processes as if they were a relationship between numbers.

I think it is in this sense that Vygotsky says that the functions of thinking depend on the structure of the idea (not the object) of which they are a function. The way in which we frame the problem of the relationship between processes depends on the structure of the idea we have of them.

Seve: Put even more simply: the function of thinking depends upon its very structure; Upon the manner in which thinking is functionally constituted depend the characteristics of the operations which are accessible to a given intellect. The work of Piaget is an extreme expression of the interest that structure has for thinking itself. As with all of contemporary structural psychology, he has taken to an extreme the one-sided interest in structure, affirming in a general manner that the functions do not change in the course of development; that it is the structures which modify themselves and from this fact acquire a new character. The fundamental tendency of the work of Piaget is precisely to come back to the analysis of the organization of child thinking itself, its internal structure, and its tenure. 

Meccaci: Put even more simply: the function of thinking (myslenie) depends upon the structure of the idea itself (mysl’); upon the mode in which the idea is constituted depends, functionally, the character of the operations accessible to a given intellect. The work of Piaget is the extreme expression of this interest in the structure of thought (mysl’). Along with all of contemporary structural psychology, he has brought to an extreme this unilateral interest in structure, he has affirmed that the functions do not change in general in the course of development, they modify themselves in structure and as a result of this their functions acquire a new character. The fundamental tendency of the work of Piaget is to return to the analysis of what constituted child thinking, its internal structure, the richness of its content. 

Of course, Vygotsky himself argued this when he claimed that adolescence brings nothing new with it; only a reorganization of already existing functions! (Chapter Five, his dispute with Charlotte Buhler, p. 131 

“None of the processes mentioned above undergoes any noticeable transformation during the transitional age. None of these elementary intellectual functions emerge fro the first time during this period. In this connecton, the widespread notion that there is nothing fundamentally new in the intellect of the adolescent is correct.” 

But he has ALREADY contradicted this on p. 165, of course:

“These false premises inevitably lead Buhler to the false conclusion that the three year old child is already thinking in concepts and that the thinking of the adolescent does not constitute any fundamentally new stage in their development.” 
Seve: But Piaget has not been able to completely eliminate the break between structure and function of thinking either. That is why school learning has become disassociated from development. The exclusion of one aspect in favor of the other has as an inevitable consequence that school learning cannot be the object of psychological research. If knowledge is considered in advance as something that has no common measure with thinking, we thereby from the very outset bar the way to any attempt to discover a relationship between school learning and development. But if one attempts, as we have done in this work, to link the two aspects of the study of thinking—the structural aspect and the functional one—if we admit that what is functioning must determine up to a certain point the manner in which it functions, this problem proves to be not only accessible but even solveable.

Meccaci: Yet Piaget did not resolve the problem in the sense that the break between the structure and the function of thinking is completely put to one side in his work; this is the reason why learning turns out to be separated from development. The exclusion of one aspect for the benefit of the other brings with it the fact that the problem of school learning becomes impossible for psychological research. If knowledge is considered from the outset as something which is incommensurable with thinking, then at the same time the road is closed to any attempt to discover a relationship between learning and development. If, on the other hand, we seek, as we have done in this work, to link the whole of the two aspects in the study of thinking, both the structural and the functional, and if we recognize that what a function is determines in the end to a certain point how it functions, then the problem turns out to be not only accessible but even solveable. 

Note that Minick’s formulation suggests that the problem has already been “solved”. This is not surprising. He’s got “what functions influences the process of functioning”, and this formulation seems banal, trite and tautological; Meccaci’s is much better: WHAT a function is determines to a certain extent HOW it functions.

It’s not a banal, trite or tautological idea, and it is certainly not a solved question. Learning represents the actual content of what a function is: it is agency, activity, and inter-dependent functioning. Development represents the form, how the child functions: it is structuration, systematicity, and self-sufficiency. 

Take our previous example of science concepts. The actual content of a concept (e.g. the ecology) determines to a certain extent how the concept is structured (e.g. as a food pyramid, or as a cycle, or as a complex combination of these). The content of the scientific concept in turn has a profound effect on the structure of the child’s thinking (making it progress from a simple pyramid to a cycle to a complex unity).

This is even clearer in Yongho’s work on play. The actual content of a game (e.g. the turn-taking, the timing, the parts, moves and the final outcome) determines to a certain extent how the game is structured (e.g., is it structured around a mindless pattern of stimulus and response, an interactive imaginary situation and/or abstract rules which must be consciously mastered). Then too, the thought content of games has in turn a slow, long term effect on the way the child’s thinking is structured (how and even if the child progresses from concrete objects to imaginary roles to abstract rules).

Perhaps NOWHERE has the divorce between form and content, between development and learning, been quite as absolute as in language teaching, where for many years the whole question of content has been considered quite irrelevant, so long as children find whatever content we choose mildly amusing. This has reduced language teaching from being a real, substantially restructuring form of education to being an unbearably light form of entertainment. Perhaps “immersion” or “content based teaching” can go some way towards rectifying this?

Seve: If the meaning of a word itself belongs to a determined type of structure, there is thus only one given circle of operations which is possible in the framework of this structure, another circle of operations being possible in the framework of another structure. We are dealing in the development of thinking with very complex processes of an internal character, which modify the internal structure of is very tissue. SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI DOES NOT.

There are only two aspects which we always encounter in the concrete study of thinking, and both of these are of primordial importance.

Meccaci: If a given meaning for a word belongs to a determined type of structure, then a given circle of operations is possible only within the limits of a given structure and another circle of operations is possible within the limits of another structure. In the development of thinking we have to do with processes which are very complex, of an internal nature, which modifies the internal structure of the very tissue of thinking. There are only two aspects which we must continually confront in the concrete study of thinking and both of these are of fundamental importance.

If, for example, the word “apples” belongs to the determined structure which indicates a group of concrete objects (that is, a complex), then only a given circle of operations is possible (indicating, naming, referring, etc.). Another circle of operations (e.g. classifying, defining, exemplifying) is possible within the limits of another structure (a scientific concept of the “apple” as opposed to crabapples, hawthorns, pears, etc.). 

The transition from the indicative, nominative function of language to the signifying, conceptualizing function modifies the internal structure of the very tissue of thinking: the correct use of plurals and the article system are the phylogenetic manifestations of this transformation, and they may happen well before the ontogenetic transformation of child thinking takes place, in the form of pseudoconceptual thinking..
Seve: The first aspect is the growth and development of child concepts, or word meanings. The meaning of a word is a generalization. A different structure of generalizations signifies a different mode of reflecting reality in thinking. That cannot but, in its turn, mean different relations of generality between concepts. Finally, different relations of generality determine themselves different types of possible operations at a given level of thinking The mode and the character of functioning themselves depend on what is functioning and the manner in which this function is constructed. That is, precisely, the second aspect of every study of thinking. These aspects are intrinsically linked and every time one excludes one for the benefit of the other it is to the detriment of the exhaustive character of the investigation.

Meccaci: The first aspect consists of the growth and the development of child concepts, or word meanings. The meaning of a word is a generalization. A different structure of this generalization means a different modality of reflecting reality in thinking (mysl’). This, in turn, cannot avoid signifying different relations of generality between concepts. In the end, the different relations of generality determine a different type of possible operations (for a given thought)*. Depending upon what the function is and how it is constructed, the functions are determined by the mode and characteristics of the same function (???). This is precisely the second aspect of every study of thinking. These aspects are entirely linked the one with the other to the extent that excluding one in favor of the other makes the comprehensiveness of our inquiry** unattainable. 

Minick is MUCH clearer here. But is it accurate?

a) Minick has “unique” for “different”. This is clearly wrong, because the next sentence uses “different”. 

b) Minick’s “The mode and character of functioning is determined by the structure of that which functions” seems like a clear STRUCTURALIST sentiment; quite foreign to the more GENETIC approach implied by Meccaci and Seve. 

We need to check Babelfish.

Meccaci notes that “for a given thought” was replaced with “for a given level of thinking” in the 1982 edition. Obviously the 1982 version is much more abstract. 

He also notes that “our inquiry” was replaced with “inquiry” in the 1982 version.

Seve: The uniting of these two aspects in one single study permits us to see a relation, a dependence, and a unit where the unilateral and exclusive study of one aspect alone condemned us to see a metaphysical opposition, an antagonism, a permanent conflict, and in the best of cases, a possible compromise between two irreconcilable extremes. Spontaneous concepts and scientific concepts appeared in the light of our study linked by complex internal relations. Moreover, if we push to the end the analysis of the spontaneous concepts of the child, these appears also to be, to a certain point, analogous to scientific concepts, so that the possibility of a single means of studying the one and the other is brought to the light of day for the future. Learning does not begin only at school age; it also takes place in the preschool period. Later research may well show that the spontaneous concepts of the child are just as much products of learning in preschool as scientific concepts are a product of school learning. (SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI AND MINICK DO NOT).

Meccaci: The reuniting of these two aspects in a single inquiry gave us the possibility of seeing a link, a dependence and a unity there where an exclusive and unilateral inquiry into a single aspect saw a metaphysical opposition, an antagonism, a permanent conflict and, in the best of cases, the possibility of a compromise between two irreconcilable extremes. Spontaneous concepts and scientific concepts has shown themselves, in the light of our inquiry, linked to each other with complex internal relations. What is more, the spontaneous concepts of the child, if we push to the very end our analysis, may result to a certain point analogous to scientific concepts, and so in the future there may be the possibility of a unique line of inquiry between them. Learning begins not only in the school age but also in the preschool period. Future research will demonstrate quite plausibly that the spontaneous concepts of the child are a product of preschool learning just as the scientific concepts are a product of school learning. (SEVE HAS A PARA BREAK HERE BUT MECCACI AND MINICK DO NOT).

Minick has “incommensurable” for “irreconcilable”; obviously, the latter fits with “extremes”.

Vygotsky means that the study of the growth of word meaning in the mind of the child has to be united with the study of the relations of generality in a system which is, at school age anyway, still outside the child. In other words, the study of development has to be combined with the study of learning.

He sees that at some point in development these two things merge and transform each other, and the spontaneous concepts that have developed within the child’s mind before school must fuse with the scientific concepts that are developing through instruction and learning. To use the metaphor we spoke of a few weeks ago, the stalagmites of the everyday concept must fuse with the stalagmites of the scientific concepts and form a single, solid pillar filling the cave of the child’s ignorance.

This is made possible by the fact that at bottom the psychological nature of the two types of concept are NOT incommensurable; they are BOTH creative generalizations by the social mind. It is not even clear, as Vygotsky says, that their GENETIC roots are different (as are the genetic roots of thinking and speech). It may well be that BOTH spontaneous concepts and scientific concepts depend upon instruction.  

Seve: We already know that to each age corresponds a particular type of relationship between learning and development. Not only does development change its character with each age, not only does learning have at each stage a completely special organization and an original content, but, and this is the most important thing of all, the relation between learning an development is specific for each age. In another work we have had the possibility of developing in more detail this idea.* Let us simply say here what an additional study must make appear: the original nature of the spontaneous concepts of the child depend entirely on the relations between learning an development which dominate at the preschool age, which we call the reactive, spontaneous type of learning, forming a transition between the spontaneous type of learning in early childhood and the reactive type of learning in school. 

Meccaci: Now we know already that to each stage there corresponds a particular ltype of relationship between learning and development. Not only does development change its character with each age period, not only does learning at each stage have a completely specific organization, an original content, but, and this is the most important thing the relationship between learning and development is particularly specific for each age. In another work** we have had the opportunity to develop this idea in detail. Let us simply say here what a future study must demonstrate, that the original nature of scientific concepts in the child depend entirely on the relations between learning and development which dominate in the preschool period and which we call a transitory type of spontaneous-reactive learning, which forms a passage from the type of spontaneous learning in early childhood to the type of reactive learning we find in the school period.
Seve and Meccaci note that t is referring to TWO different studies: “The problem of learning and mental development at school age”, written in 1934, and “Learning and development in preschool” written in 1933-34 and published posthumously in 1935. This forms Chapter Six of Mind in Society today.

Seve: We will not at present lend ourselves to conjectures as to what concretely this future study will reveal. We have only made one step in the new direction and we must say in justification that, although it complicates our representations of questions of learning and development and spontaneous and scientific concepts that we had thought were simple, it will not fail to appear as a very gross simplification with regard to the true and grandiose complexity of the real state of things.

Meccaci: We will not attempt to conjecture what things a future research must demonstrate*. We have only made a single step in the new direction, and in justification of this step we would only say that although it has greatly complicated our representation relative to problems of learning and development and of spontaneous and scientific concepts that we had thought were simple, it has been nothing but a very gross simplification with respect to the true and grandiose complexity of the real state of things, (as will be made clear in this future research).**
Meccaci notes that (as Seve says) the word “concretely” was added to “demonstrate” in 1982. The last words “as will be made clear in this future research” were omitted in 1982 as well.

6.8

Seve: The comparative study of everyday concepts and scientific concepts (relevant to the social sciences) and their development which J.I. Schif undertook takes on, in the light of all that we have said above, a double significance. Its first objective, the most immediate, was to experimentally verify the concrete part of our working hypothesis on the original way of development which scientific concepts follow in comparison with everyday concepts. It second objective was to resolve the path by making it a particular case of the general problem of the relationship between learning and development. We will not say again here how the study resolved these two questions. We have already partially spoken of them and the most important elements will be found in our own work. Let us simply say that the responses which we have begun to give to these questions seem to us on the experimental plane completely satisfying.
Meccaci: The comparative study of everyday concepts and scientific concepts (proper to the social sciences) and their development in the school period, realized by Z.I. Sif, in the light of all that has been said above, acquires a double significance. The first and most immediate of its tasks lay in the experimental verification of the concrete part of our hypothesis of work on the original path of development followed by scientific concepts with respect to everyday concepts. The second task of the research lay in the parallel solution, as a particular case, of the general problem of the relations between learning and development. We will not repeat here what our results were with respect to these two problems of our inquiry. Of this we have already spoken above and what is more important in relation to the two problems is contained in our inquiry. We will only say that the first solutions which we have begun to give to these problems is completely satisfying on the plane of experimental work. 

Prout: A comparative study between everyday life and academic social scientific concepts and their development during school age, carried out by Zh. I. Shif, can be in rerprered in two different ways. Its first and most immediate task was to test experimentally the concrete part of our working hypothesis as regards the peculiar road which development of academic concepts follows in comparison with everyday ones. The second aim of this research was to find a solution to the general problem of the relationship between schooling and development, which would follow on from this one particular case. We think that within our experimental plan, both goals have been successfully reached. 

Prout omits a sentence, and Minick omits a number of clauses. 

Seve: Alongside these, two questions cannot fail to arise, only on the basis of which the first two may be studied.

Meccaci: Parallel to these, two other problems cannot fail to arise, and only on the basis of these may we confront research on the two problems already mentioned.

Prout: Two more questions followed on from these which have to be taken into account when the problems discussed above are being put to the test.
Prout and Minick say that the two questions “follow on”, while Seve and Meccaci say that they are parallel and even form the basis or the background.

Seve: In the first place there is the question of the nature of the spontaneous concepts of the child, which up to now has been considered the sole object deserving psychological investigation, and in the second place, the general problem of the psychological development of the school child, outside of which no study of the characteristics of child concepts is possible. These question could not naturally occupy the same place in our study as the first two. They were not in the center of the attention of the researcher but in the periphery. That is why the research has only brought us indirect data to resolve these questions. But according to us these indirect data confirm rather than refute the ideas developed in our hypothesis on these two questions. 
Meccaci: In the first place there is the problem of the nature of the spontaneous concepts of the child, which before now has been considered the unique, exclusive object deserving of psychological inquiry, and in the second place there is the general problem of the psychological development of the school child, outside of which any particular study of child concepts turns out to be impossible. These problems in the end could not occupy in our inquiry the same position as the first two. They were not in the center but on the periphery of the attention of the researchers. For this reason we can only speak of indirect data which was put at our disposal by the research to resolve these problems. Nevertheless, these indirect data, it seems to us, confirm rather than refute the idea developed in our hypothesis on these two problems. 
Prout: First of all is the problem of the nature of children 's spontaneous concepts, which, hitherto, have been considered to be the sole exclusive subject worthy of a psychological study, and secondly, the general problem of the psychological development during school age which must, of necessity, be included in any particular investigation of children's concepts. Of course, these problems cannot be said to occupy as important a position in the study as the first two. So we are only able to speak about circumstantial evidence which the study has provided us with for the solution of these problems. But we think that these indirect results tend to confirm rather than prompt us to reject the ideas we have developed in our hypothesis in relation to both of these questions. 
Let’s summarize. The two direct tasks of the inquiry were:

a) establishing the difference between the line of development of the scientific concept and the everyday concept

b) establishing that this difference was a special case of a more general relationship between instructed learning on the one hand and development on the other.

And the two indirect tasks were:

c) establishing the nature of spontaneous concepts, as previously done by Piaget and others

d) establishing the nature of the child’s psychological development in school. 

What are the results? 
a) science concepts outstrip everyday concepts at first and then appear to “pull them up” and refashion them in their own image.

b) this does appear to be a special case of a more general relationship between unconscious processes and consciously mastered ones at school age.

c) the nature of spontaneous concepts is that they are outside a system and directly related to objects rather than to other concepts.

d) the child’s psychological development in school appears to revolve around the task of conscious mastery and volitional control, and this is provided by the system.

Seve: The most essential interest of this study is that it has led to a new way of approaching the problem of concept development in school age, that it has furnished a working hypothesis which takes account of all the facts discovered in previous research and which confirms the new facts established in experimentation, as well as elaborating a method for studying real concepts in the child, in particular scientific concepts; in this way it has not only thrown a bridge between the study of experimental concepts and the analysis of real and living concepts but also opened a new field of investigation that is of great practical importance and theoretical fertility, which presents an interest that is probably capital for the whole of the history of the mental development of the school child. It has shown that one can study the development of scientific concepts. 

Meccaci: But the fundamental interest of this research lies in the fact that it has brought us a new approach to the problem of the development of concept sin the school age, furnished a hypothesis of work which well explains all the facts which were raised in previoius research and confirms the new facts established experimentally by the research; in all, it has developed a method for the inquiry into  the real concepts of the child, in particular into scientific concepts, and at the same time it has not only thrown a bridge between the experimental study of concepts and the analysis of the real everyday concepts of the child but has also opened a new field of inquiry of extreme practical importance and new theoretical fecundity which is probably central in significance for the entire history of the mental development of the child. It has shown that it is possible to study scientifically the development of scientific concepts. 

Prout: We consider the greatest significance of this study to be that it presents the problems of concept development during school age in a new light, and that it provides a working hypothesis which successfully explains all the facts which had been discovered in earlier studies and which has been confirmed by the present study by experimentally established new facts. Finally, by managing to work out a method of investigating children's real concepts, particularly academic ones, it has as a result, not only bridged the gap between investigating experimental concepts and the analysis of real everyday concepts in children , but has also revealed, from the practical point of view, a new, extremely important and theoretically fruitful sphere of research, which can almost be said to be of paramount importance for the whole history of the intellectual development of the school aged child. It has demonstrated how the development of academic concepts can be scientifically investigated. 

Minick says the study has “re-established” the bridge, but this implies it is not the first study. Vygotsky is making much more grandiose claims here! He is, after all, a young scientist, in a young field; these claims probably have to be made (to get money, attention, and to keep doing research). Besides, they are probably true!

Seve: Finally, the practical reach of our study appears to be this: it has opened to child psychology the possibility of real psychological analysis, that is to say an analysis guided by the principle of development in the learning of a system of scientific knowledge. At the same time the study suggests a series of immediate pedagogical conclusions with respect to the teaching of the social sciences because it illuminates, albeit in a rather rough, general and schematic way, what is going on in the head of a school child in the course of learning the social sciences. 
Meccaci: Finally, we saw that the practical significance of the research lies in the fact that it has opened to child psychology the possibility of a real psychological analysis, that is to say an analysis always guided by the principle and the point of view of the development in the field of school learning of a system of scientific knowledge. At the same time the research brought us to a series of immediate pedagogical conclusions in relation to the learning of the social sciences, illuminating, for the moment certainly only the most general, crude and schematic traits, what is going on in the mind of a single school child during the process of learning social science.

Prout: Finally, we consider the practical significance of this study to be that it has uncovered new possibilities for school paedology in real paedological analysis i. e. an analysis which is always guided by the principle and point of view of development in the realm of schooling within the system of academic knowledge. At the same time, the study brings with it a number of direct conclusions in the sphere of educational theory related to the teaching of social sciences and illuminating at the present time only in the roughest, most general and schematic forms, what is happening inside the head of each individual school child during the process of acquiring social scientific knowledge. 
Minick tends to remove a lot of the organization of Vygotsky’s sections.

Vygotsky has now laid out the two main problems, two background problems and the most important theoretical and practical conclusions. He is now going to talk about the failings of the experiment.
Seve: We see in this study three major faults, which, unfortunately, our first tentative experiments in a new direction could not avoid. The first is to have studied child concepts relevant to the social sciences in their general aspect rather than in their specific aspects. We have treated them as a prototype of all scientific concepts and general rather than as a specific and determined type of scientific concept. The reason is that at the beginning of the investigation in a new domain it was necessary to delimit scientific concepts and everyday concepts, to discover that which was proper to the concepts of social sciences as a particular case of scientific concepts. The differences which existed between the singular forms of scientific concepts (arithmetic concepts, natural science concepts, social sciences) could not therefore be the object of a study before we had traced a line of demarcation between scientific concepts and everyday concepts. That is the logic of scientific research: one first discovers the general traits that are general and overlarge but proper to a given circle of phenomena, and then one seeks out the specific differences in the interior of this circle. 

Meccaci: We see in our own research three essential defects which unfortunately turned out to be insuperable in this first experience in taking a new direction. The first lies in the fact that the concepts of children relevant to the social sciences are considered rather in their general aspect than in their specificity. They served more as a prototype of scientific concepts in general than as a determined and particular type of a specific form of specific concept. This was due to the fact that at the beginning of research in a new field it was necessary to delimit scientific concepts with respect to everyday concepts and to discover what was proper to the concepts relative to the social sciences as a particular case of science concepts. The difference between the distinct forms of scientific concepts (arithmetic concepts, natural science concepts, those of the social sciences) could not become the object of inquiry before we had first traced the line of demarcation between science concepts and everyday ones. This is the logic of scientific research: we must first determine the general, and more vast traits of a given circle of phenomena, and then we may search out the differences which are specific to the interior of this circle.

Prout: Unfortunately, we ourselves are aware of three very serious failings which have remained insurmountable in this, our first attempt to move in a new direction. The first of these is that a child's social scientific concepts have been approached more from a general than a specific point of view. For us, they served more as a prototype of any academic concept in general, rather than a definite and special type of one specific aspect of academic concepts. This is because during the early stages of a new study it was necessary to differentiate between academic concepts and everyday ones, and to demonstrate what characterizes social science [obshchestvovedenie] concepts as representing one type of academic concept. But the differences which exist within individual aspects of academic concepts(arithmetical, natural-scientific, social-scientific), could not become the subject of a study before a demarcation line, dividing academic and everyday concepts, had first been drawn. 
Notice that the Prout version is much shorter.
Seve: This explains why the circle of concepts utilized in the study do not represent a system of essential, fundamental concepts, constituting the logic of the object itself but are composed instead of a series of isolated concepts, empirically assembled on the basis of the programme of school learning and not having any direct link between them. That explains also why the study has uncovered more general rules proper to the development of scientific concepts compared with everyday concepts than specific rules proper to concepts in the social sciences as such and why the concepts from the social sciences were compared to everyday concepts not taken in the same domain of social life but from others.

Meccaci: This explains why the circle of concepts utilized in our research do not represent in themselves a system of fundamental, concrete concepts which constitute the logic of the object itself, but are rather composed of a series of isolated concepts, empirically formed on the basis of the materials of the school programme, not linked directly between them. This explains why the research has tended to discover general laws of the development of scientific concepts with respect to those from everyday life, rather than the specific laws that are proper to concepts of the social sciences as such, and why the concepts of the social sciences are compared with everyday concepts which were not taken from the field of social life but from other fields. 

Prout: These circumstances explain why the cycle of concepts which were included in this study of concepts is not representative of any kind of system of basic inherent concepts which make up the logical structure of the subject itself, but rather that it included a number of concepts which were empirically selected on the basis of programmatic material of separate, totally unconnected concepts. This also explains why the study has been more productive from the point of view of general laws of development of academic concepts in comparison with everyday ones, than of specific laws of social scientific concepts as such, and also that the social scientific concepts were being compared with everyday concepts taken from different spheres of social life. 

Ideally, Vygotsky would like have done this:

EVERYDAY CONCEPT


SCIENTIFIC CONCEPT

Family background


Class background

Worker




Proletarian

Businessman



Capitalist

Farmer




Peasant

But we remember that the concepts he used were more like this:

Fall from a bicycle


Revolution and civil wa

Going to the cinema


Exploitationr

Being unable to read


Being able to establish socialism

Clearly, this is a very crude comparison; it is rather hard to argue that the “science” concepts are part of a determined system of knowledge or that they are comparable to the everyday concepts point for point.

Vygotsky has to take the curriculum as he finds it, the same as we do. But of course later on Davydov does try to do this with his idea of “germ concepts” (e.g. number in arithmetic).

Seve: The second fault of this work, to which our eyes are wide open, is to have studied in a manner which is too general, too summary, too undifferentiated and non-analytic the structure of concepts, the relations of generality proper to their structure and the functions which determine this structure and its relations of generality. Just as the first fault led to the internal liaisons between the social science concepts—which is the most important problem for a developing conceptual system—not being illuminated as they should have been, in the same way the second fault has as an inevitable consequence the fact that the problem of the system of concepts, the relations of generality, which is central for the whole school age and which alone can throw a bridge between the study of experimental concepts and their structure and the study of real concepts with their unity of structure and functions in the generalization of their intellectual operations, was not treated sufficiently. This simplification, inevitable at first, which we admitted in the very organization of the experimental study and which was dictated by the necessity of narrowly circumscribing the question, provoked in turn in other conditions an inadmissible simplification of the analysis of the intellectual operations utilized in the experimentation. So, during the resolution of problems, we did not distinguish the different forms of cause and consequence relations—the empirical “because”, the psychological one and the logical one—as Piaget did, who in this matter demonstrates a crushing superiority, and that naturally had the effect of erasing the subdivisions of age in the school age taken globally. But we must consciously lose in finesse and in differentiation of our psychological analysis in order to have a chance to gain in exactitude and precision in our response to the fundamental question: the specific character of the development of scientific concepts. 

Meccaci: The second fault, which for us was clearly contained in our work, was the too general, too summary, too indifferentiated and non-articulated study of the structure of concepts, of the relations of generality proper to a given structure and to the functions which determine the relations of generality within this structure. Just as the first defect in our work brought the fact that the internal links between concepts proper to the social sciences—which is the most important problem in a system of concept which is developing—remained without the necessary clarification, so too the second defect brought inevitably the fact that we treated insufficiently the problem of the system of concepts, the problem of the relations of generality, central for the whole of the school age and alone capable of throwing a bridge between the study of experimental concepts and of their structure and the study of real concepts with their unity of structure and of generalization of functions, in the operation of thinking. This simplification, inevitable at first, was imposed by the experimental research itself and which was required by the necessity to narrowly circumscribe the question, provoked in its turn other inadmissible simplifications in the analysis of the intellectual operations which we introduced into our experimentation. In this way, for example, in the tasks that we set we were not able to distinguish the various forms of cause-effect dependencies—the empirical “because”, the psychological one, and the logical one—as Piaget had done, and in this case he has a colossal superiority. In this way we lost the subdivisions which were internal to the school age, and considered them summarily. But we must consciously lose in finesse and differentiation of our psychological analysis in order to have the possibility of gaining in finesse and precision our answer to the fundamental question: the specific character of the development of the scientific concepts. 

Prout: The second insufficiency in our work, yet again obvious from our point of view, is due to the too general, summary, undifferentiated and unstratified examination of the structure of concepts and of the functions which are defined by a given structure. In the same way as the first flaw in our work has resulted in a situation where the most important problem of the internal connections between social science concepts was not properly clarified, so the second failing inevitably leads to the conclusion that the problem related to the system of concepts and the problem of communal relationships, which is fundamental in the life of a school aged child, and the only one which is capable of bridging the gap between investigating experimental concepts and their structure and the study of real concepts with their unity of structure and function, generalization and thinking process, still remains insufficiently analysed. This simplification, unavoidable in the early stages, which we allowed for in the very organization of our experimental study, and which was dictated by the necessity of formulating the question as narrowly as possible, in it sum resulted in as simplified analysis of the intellectual operation included in the experiment, which would not have been acceptable under different circumstances. So, for example, in the problems which we did include, the various aspects of cause and effect dependencies, such as the empirical psychological or the logical 'because', were not stratified, as Piaget had done, whose strikingly superior approach from this point of view cannot be denied; and this fact in itself resulted in the effacement of the age boundaries within the summarily taken school age. But we were consciously forced to lose out on the fine points, and in the stratification of psychological analysis, in order to have some chance of achieving gains in the realm of precision and certainty in the answer to the basic question about the peculiar nature of development of academic concepts. 
Piaget is very careful to note that there are many types of “because” and they are acquired at very different ages. For example, the child may say “I like apples because they are delicious”, but this is hardly a matter of cause and effect at all. 
Seve: Finally, the third fault of this work is, in our opinion, the insufficient experimental elaboration of these two questions previously mentioned, which came up by the way during the investigation: that of the nature of everyday concepts and of the structure of psychological development during school age. The question of the relation between structure and child thinking, as described by Piaget, and the fundamental traits which characterize the very nature of everyday concepts (the absence of a system and its nonvoluntary character) and that concerning the development of the seizure of consciousness and of voluntary action from the burgeoning system of concepts, the question which is central to all the mental evolution of the school child, have not only not been resolved during the course of experimentation but we have not even fixed the objective of resolving them. The reason is that they required, both of them, in order to be treated in a minimally comprehensive manner, a special study. But this had inevitably as a consequence that the critique of the fundamental theses of Piaget which we developed in this work was not sufficiently supported by the logic of experimentation and as a result was not sufficiently mordant. 

Meccaci: Finally, the third defect of this work is, in our view, the insufficient experimental elaboration of the two problems mentioned above which emerged in parallel during the inquiry: the nature of spontaneous concepts and the structure of psychological development in the school period. The problem of the connections between the structures of child thinking, as described by Piaget, and the fundamental traits which characterize the very nature of everyday concepts (the absence of a system and their nonvoluntary character) on the one hand, and the problem of the development of the seizure of conscious and of volition in the nascent system of concepts on the other hand, central questions of all mental development in the school child, these two questions have not only not been resolved experimentally but they have not even been postulated as tasks, objects for experimentation. This is explained by the fact that both problems, for a sufficiently comprehensive treatment, required a particular study. Unfortunately, this meant inevitably that our criticism of the fundamental positions of Piaget, developed in our work, turned out to be insufficiently reinforced by the logic of experimentation and were not, therefore, sufficiently devastating.

Prout: Finally, we think that the third shortcoming of this study is the insufficient experimental elaboration of the two questions discussed above, which arose incidentally during the course of the investigation-about the nature of everyday concepts and about the structure of psychological development in school aged children. The question of the connection betweens structural thinking in children, as it has been described by Piaget, and the fundamental features which characterize the very nature of everyday concepts (the absence of systemization and arbitrariness) and of the development of conscious realization and arbitrariness from the system of concepts which is being created, the fundamental question of the whole intellectual development of a school aged child-not only have both of these questions remained experimentally unresolved, but they have not even been formulated as problems in need of experimental solution. The reason for this is that both of these questions would have required a special study to be set up in order to achieve any kind of meaningful treatment. But this inevitably resulted in the criticism of Piaget’s basic theories, developed in this paper, turning out to be insufficiently supported by experimental logic and therefore insufficiently shattering. 
Minick’s translation is much clearer here. It seems accurate as well.

Seve: If in conclusion we have stopped in a manner so circumstanced on the defects which are, to our own eyes, manifest in our work, it is because this permits us to sketch the fundamental perspectives which open up on the last page of our study and at the same time to appreciate this study in the only correct manner, that is to say, as a first extremely modest step in a new domain which is infinitely fruitful, and from a theoretical and practical point of view, the psychology of child thinking.

Meccaci: If in our conclusion we have lingered in detail on the defects which are for us manifest in this work, it is because it has permitted us to trace the fundamental perspective which opens up before the last page of our research and at the same time permits us to evaluate this work in the only just way, as a first extremely modest step into a new field, infinitely productive from the point of view of the theory and practice of the psychology of child thinking.

Prout: The reason why we have decided to place such emphasis on, from our own point of view, such obvious flaws in our conclusion is that this allows us to outline all the basic perspectives which open up at the point where our study is complete, and at the same time they allow us to establish the only possible right attitude to this work as the first, albeit extremely tentative, step forward in the new and infinitely fruitful realm, from the theoretical and practical points of view, of the psychology of thinking in childhood. 
Minick must be tired! His “translation” is really just a paraphrase. Let’s do better!
Seve: It remains to be said that in the course of our research, from the moment we began to the moment we completed it, our working hypothesis and our experimental study developed rather differently from the way it has been represented here. In the living course of the work of research things never take the turn that they have in their definitive written formulation. The construction of the working hypothesis did not precede the experimental study and the study was not able to base itself from the beginning upon a hypothesis all ready and completely elaborated. Hypothesis and experimentation, these two poles, as K. Lewin has said, of a dynamic whole, are constituted, developed and progress together, cross-fertilizing and stimulating each other.

Meccaci: It merely remains to be said that in the course of this research, from the very beginning to the completion, our working hypothesis and the experimental study were developed in a way that is different from the way in which we have represented it here. The living course of research work never proceeds in the way it is formulated in the defining act of writing. The construction of our working hypothesis did not precede the experimental inquiry and the study was not able to base itself from the beginning upon a ready hypothesis that had been completely elaborated. The hypothesis and the experimentation, those two poles—as K. Lewin as said—of a dynamic whole were constituted, developed and grew up together, reciprocally fertilizing each other and stimulating the one and the other as they grew.

Prout: It only remains for us to say that during the course of this study, from the very beginning to the end, our working hypothesis and experimental investigation took on a different form than that which has been presented in this paper. During the living process of experimental work, things never appear the same as in a finished literary creation. In the interest of systematic narrative, we have had to include in the beginning things which only emerged later during the course of the study, or to present in the end things which had arisen during the early stages or at the very beginning of the study. According to Lewin's statement, hypothesis and experiment, Those two poles of the same dynamic force, formed, developed and grew whilst mutually cross-pollinating and promoting one another. 
Three problems in Minick that really DO need attention:

a) Minick makes the vague statement “scientific literature” instead of “defining written formulation”. This is too free, and it blunts the actual criticism that is being made here—implicitly a methodological criticsm of the tendency common to the whole of Soviet science from physics to biology, that is, the tendency to rely too much on theory and not enough on laboratory work.

b) Minick writes “Research never begins with a fully developed hypothesis”. This is not what Vygotsky says, and of course it is quite false: hypothesis testing research always begins with a fully developed hypothesis. Vygotsky’s point is that they did the research BEFORE they did the hypothesizing. This is “Research Then Hypothesis” (my wife says that is the way I go grocery shopping, because I don’t usually use recipes and never draw up shopping lists).

c) Minick has “Levine”. Levina was one of Vygotsky’s students. But he is referring to his German colleague, the well known Gestaltist Kurt Lewin, who invented action research. 

Seve: One of the most important proofs of the feasibility and fruitfulness of our hypothesis is for us that the experimental study and the theoretical hypothesis that were developed conjointly led us to results that were not only compatible but absolutely identical. This puts into evidence what is our central point, the fundamental axis and the principal idea of all of our work: at the moment of assimilating a new word, the process of developing the corresponding concepts, far from being complete, has only just begun. When the initial assimilation of a new word is not at the end of its development but at its beginning, it is always an immature word. The progressive internal development of its meaning implies at the same time the maturation of the word itself. The development of the semantic aspect of language, here as everywhere, is a fundamental and decisive process in the development of the thinking and the language of the child. As Tolstoy has said, “The word is almost always ready when the concept is”, while habitually we think that the concept is almost always ready when the word is.

Meccaci: And one of the most important proves of the verisimilitude and fecundity of our hypothesis is seen in the fact that the experimental study and the theoretical hypothesis, which were developed conjointly, have brought us results which are not only in concord but absolutely identical. This shows their central point, the fundamental axis and the principal idea of our work: at the moment of assimilating a new word, the process of development of the corresponding concept is not concluded but has only just begun. The moment of the initial assimilation of the new word is not the ending but the beginning of its development. In this period it is still an immature word. The internal progressive development of its meaning comprises the maturation of the word itself. The development of the semantic aspect of language, as always, is a fundamental process of the development of thinking and of the language of the child. As Tolstoy says, “the word is almost always read when the concept is ready”, even though previously it was thought that the concept was always ready when the word was. 

Prout: And so we see the most convincing proof of the probability and fruitfulness of our hypothesis, in the fact that the combined action of the experimental study and the theoretical hypothesis have produced results which are not only concordant but entirely identical. They have demonstrated that which constitutes the nucleus, fundamental axis and principal idea of all our work, namely that at the moment when a new word is acquired, the process of development of the corresponding concept does not end, but is only beginning. At the moment of the initial acquisition, the new word is not at the end, but at the start of its development . At that stage it is always an undeveloped word. The gradual internal development of its meaning also results in the maturing of the word itself. Tolstoy says that 'the word is almost always ready when the concept is ready'; "whereas it was previously generally assumed that the concept is almost always ready when the word is ready.
Of course, from the point of view of experimental rigor it is not at all a strong point to have results that COMPLETELY confirm the theory, particularly if the theory is made up as you go along! 

But Vygotsky is arguing from the heart here, and he’s right. He wants to convince his colleagues that the kind of empty VERBALISM which was doubtless responsible for some of his results showing that “science” concepts outstrip everyday ones, is not entirely to be trusted. The process of education has only just begun, and we ignore Chapter Five, the chapter on the child’s indigenous complexive thinking, at our peril!
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