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Sociocultural Approaches to Educational Psychology:

Theory, Research, and Application 

Sociocultural approaches share the conviction that children’s learning and development take place in historically-situated activities that are mediated by their culture through intersubjective experiences in which they participate with the other members of their communities. These approaches emphasize that each culture presents its children with activities that are deemed valuable for their education and appropriate for their participation. Often these opportunities are tailored in some way to the developmental and individual capabilities of children in tacit or explicit ways. Depending on the priorities of their culture, children’s participation occurs in formal and informal school, home, and community activities with their teachers, peers, and family and community members (Cole, 1996; John-Steiner, 1985; Kagitcibasi, 2007; Rogoff, 2003; Valsiner, 2000; Wertsch, 1985).

Children’s engagement is mediated through artifacts such as language and technology, and guidance that can range from playing to observational opportunities and explicit instruction.  By participating in cultural activity mediated as such, children negotiate the meanings of their culture, accepting, rejecting, or transforming them. Thus, sociocultural views do not see development as predetermined. The social world provides the developing mind with a dynamic and mutually generated context that originates in and is maintained by the contributions and goals of the participants.

Sociocultural views recognize individual variation. Unique characteristics of the individual, ranging from multiple cultural affiliations to tendencies and constraints of the biological system such as temperament and certain learning disabilities, coordinate with the social and cultural context in ways that yield a unique process of cognitive development matched to the conditions in which a child lives. For instance, as Super and Harkness (1982) showed, the interpretation of “difficult infant syndrome” is not independent of the cultural context. Whereas babies with irregular habits, problems adjusting to new circumstances, and negative mood are viewed as temperamentally difficult in the metropolitan U.S., difficult babies in rural Kenya are those who have trouble adapting to sibling caregivers and traditional methods of soothing, such as being carried on an adult’s back. These different pathways have myriad developmental implications including the process of children’s learning, especially in social settings. This is because, as described in the sociocultural approach, the individual emerges through transactions with others in the cultural context of development (Bakhurst, 2007).
This chapter is devoted to the elaboration of these ideas. We begin our presentation with a brief history of the emergence of sociocultural approaches in response to “mainstream” research practice in psychology. Next, we illustrate the evolution of sociocultural approaches and describe their shared vision along with their differences where relevant. We begin by discussing cultural approaches followed by a discussion of Vygotsky’s contribution and Activity Theory. In the ensuing section, we move on to the substantive contributions of sociocultural approaches in the study of teaching and learning with particular attention to cognitive processes such as attention, memory, and problem-solving, which are important for learning both in and outside of school. We discuss how children’s cognitive functioning is examined in relation to different social and cultural contexts, institutions, and activities. We end with illustrations of the influences of sociocultural approaches in schooling practices regarding curriculum, and teacher-child and peer collaboration. Due to space limitations, we confine our presentation to the discussion of sociocultural approaches in the U.S although we draw from work conducted elsewhere where relevant. 

Setting the Stage: The Emergence of Sociocultural Approaches

Late in the 20th century the field of educational psychology showed increasing incorporation of sociocultural views (For possible sociopolitical causes, see Matusov, 2008). An examination of several textbooks reveals that sociocultural approaches are included in the introductory chapters on guiding theories of the field and the research findings in sociocultural approaches are integrated into the fabric of narratives throughout the texts (e.g., Ormrod, 2008). This change reflected shifts in educational psychology’s primary focus on a search for universals based on the study of isolated learners in experimental laboratories to consideration of the role of community and social relationships in children’s learning and development in natural contexts (Göncü, 1999). We discuss these shifts below. 
In the past, the mainstream perspective in developmental and educational psychology considered culture only when the search for universals was inadequate for explaining individual or group variation (cf., Cole, 1996; LCHC, 1983; LeVine, 1970; Rogoff, 2003; Shweder, 1990). This use of culture-as-cover, that is, to cover-up lack of understanding of human variation, rarely made explicit reference to culture as playing a role in children’s learning and development. Recourse to cultural features occurred only when findings did not support researchers’ expectations with regard to certain variables such as “age” and “sex” that are assumed to follow a universal developmental course. Childhood was characterized in a decontextualized manner without integrative discussions of the affective, social, and cultural contexts in which children’s learning and development take place. 

As we discuss in this chapter, contemporary research supports the claim that children’s learning is guided by the goals and activities of culture and such goals and activities may vary substantially from one culture to another. As such, children’s learning and development contains both similarities and dissimilarities across different cultures. Consideration of cultural goals and activities as frames for children’s learning and development enables us to recognize that variables such as age and sex that are regarded as universally constant characteristics of childhood are cultural constructions as expressed in developmental capacity and gender. Thus, addressing questions of educational psychology from a (socio)cultural perspective presents a fuller and more accurate picture of children’s learning and development. At the same time, it provides insights relevant to designing and examining educational settings for children especially in multicultural contexts that are increasingly common in the world. Reflecting this view, the Journal of Educational Psychology called for detailed description of study participants and the interpretation of research findings in relation to them (e.g., Harris, 2003).   

In addition to assumptions regarding the universality of child development and learning, previous research focused on the individual solitary child as the level of analysis. Admittedly, such work yielded a substantial body of knowledge about individual and age-related differences in cognitive performance, at least under particular conditions. However, such research also failed to provide substantive generalization or transfer of learning across contexts. Moreover, when diverse samples were included in research, findings often revealed profound differences in cognitive performance across groups that varied in social or cultural background. Without a theory to connect cognitive functioning to the social and cultural context, these differences led to deficit hypotheses about those who differed from the standards of optimal development and learning adopted by the researchers (for a review, see Rogoff, 2003).  

An ancillary shortcoming of much of the research focused on the individual was that there was little inquiry into the experiences or processes that promote and support cognitive development and learning. This is surprising because few researchers who study individual performance endorse a maturational explanation of cognitive development, assuming that some exogenous forces are involved. However, prior to more widespread recognition of sociocultural approaches, examination of external forces tended to concentrate on physical and material conditions of a cognitive performance rather than on social or cultural contributions. For example, Piaget and his followers who studied concept development have attended to certain experiential features of performance, such as variations in the onset of conservation across different forms of matter, without paying attention to social and cultural contributions to this development – even though research has established that cultural contributions are important in this development (e.g., see Price-Williams, Gordon, & Ramirez, 1969). In like fashion, much of the research based on information processing and cognitive science approaches has been attentive to external influences that are part of the immediate problem context, as evident in careful task analysis, yet social and cultural contributions are not taken into account. In short, many of the long established approaches to the study of cognitive development and learning focus on the individual child and, in doing so, they have tended to ignore the real-life settings replete with other people and human-made resources and symbols, including communication, that support the development and use of these skills. 

Although the individual level of analysis has been the mainstay in research on cognitive development and learning for, the scientific basis of this approach is open to inquiry. A focus on the individual is consistent with traditional cultural beliefs of many western societies, especially the U.S.   As Kessen (1979) wrote: “The child – like the Pilgrim, the cowboy, and the detective on television – is invariably seen as a free-standing isolable being who moves through development as a self-contained and complete individual (p. 819).” Kessen suggested that developmental scientists might have adopted an approach that reflected deeply held cultural views. He also predicted that this position, or “dogma of individualism” as he called it, would resist alternative, more socially based, views of cognitive development and learning.

Consistent with Kessen’s observations, when the mainstream research has taken children’s relationships into account, it has often focused on dyadic relationships that are the most common form of relationship by which children’s learning activities are organized in the Western world. For example, research on the development of selective attention examines whether or not children follow instructions specified by an adult in a dyadic encounter.  However, as we discuss in the third section of this chapter, in many parts of the world this social arrangement is not the norm; children’s activities usually take place in groups and their attention is monitored by a number of people and multiple events simultaneously (Cole, Meshcheryakov, Ponomariov, in press; Gauvain, 2001). Thus, studies inspired by sociocultural theory take myriad forms – some concentrate on dyads, others on triads or larger groups. Some studies focus on people in relationships (families, siblings, classmates) and others involve strangers (randomly assigned peers or instructors and learners). Yet all of these studies are united in their focus on cognitive functioning in a social context. Socio(cultural) approaches examine children’s learning and development as part of their existing social networks that support and guide this learning in order to reflect this process accurately.

Sociocultural approaches also espouse that children’s relationships and social and cultural activities are an essential part of the analysis even when the focus is on the solo child. Examples of this perspective are seen in young children’s solitary imaginative play. When a child pretends to be mother in her play, she is practicing something she has experienced in non-playful cultural life about motherhood in her relationships with other people (cf., Göncü & Gaskins, in press). 

   Finally, sociocultural approaches question the validity of experimental research in which efforts are taken to minimize external influences on performance in presumably confound-free experiments with the aim of establishing cause-effect relationships. Often this means stripping children from their natural contexts in which their regular quotidian activities take place. Children are usually tested or interviewed in isolated laboratory settings, either alone or in the company of an experimenter or proxy, e.g. instructions are presented on a computer monitor. Even studies conducted in more naturalistic settings, such as the classroom, have tended to focus on the individual, e.g. children are tested on their own either in a private space or group setting or they are observed in the classroom as they engage in independent work. As noted by many scholars of human development, most notably Bronfenbrenner (1979), when children are placed in experimental laboratories, their course of action is shaped by the lab setting and the resultant findings reflect a superficial reality that is different from children’s day-to-day living. The sociocultural approach offers ways in which experimental methods can be expanded as well as integrated with microgenetic, ethnographic, and comparative methods in order to accurately describe children’s learning and development in relation to their social and cultural lives (Harris, 2003). In this chapter, we draw extensively from experimental research and use it in conjunction with research using observational and ethnographic methods in illustrating sociocultural approaches contributions to our field. We turn below to the discussion of sociocultural theories followed by research along with their methods.   

Guiding Theories and Approaches

Research in the sociocultural tradition has been guided by different theories about culture and social life. Herein, we organize them under two major headings as cultural approaches and Vygotsky’s theory and its extension of Activity Theory. In describing these approaches, we emphasize their distinct features. We acknowledge that these approaches are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Indeed, references to the same authors across the approaches indicate this.  However, we argue that the cultural approaches are concerned about the conceptualization of culture whereas Vygotsky and Activity Theory provide insights about how children’s culture and their activities mutually guide one another’s development.

Cultural Approaches

The concept of culture differs somewhat in existing sociocultural approaches. In some views, culture is treated as an independent variable and in others it is described as a system of meaning with guidance for practices. We discuss each stance in turn. 

Culture as an independent variable: The cross-cultural tradition. The first wave of research that considered culture as an integral part of human development considered culture-as-independent variable. This view recognized each culture as providing a unique, well-defined, stable, and monolithic framework for its children’s learning and development, and sought to establish possible universals and cultural differences. Munroe and Gauvain (2009) traced the history of cross-cultural research by providing examples of how this tradition has evolved in different areas of child development research. Consistent with previous characterizations (e.g., Göncü, 1999; LeVine, 2007; Shweder, Goodnow, Hatano, LeVine, Markus, & Miller, 1998), Munroe and Gauvain suggest that the work of anthropologists was the beginning point of cross-cultural research. This is evident in the work of Margaret Mead and Malinowski. For example, in writing the first chapter on culture and development in the Handbook of Child Psychology, Mead (1931) stated that differences in such aspects of children’s development as emotion and habit are the result of differences in children’s social environments. Mead contended that children are born into the world with the same innate capacities and that differences between what she called the “primitive child” and the “civilized child” could be explained by attending to the culture in which development occurs. As such, Mead thought of cross-cultural research as a kind of experimental research where the effects of the naturalistic variations of the independent variable of culture are revealed in different aspects of children’s development. 

In a similar vein, John Whiting (1954; 1968) argued for what he called the “cross-cultural method.” He stated that theories of child development remain ethnocentric unless they are validated universally, rightfully drawing our attention to the point that theories are constructed within a cultural context and therefore they have a built-in, and often unexamined, bias favoring that context. Thus, Whiting argued that understandings emerging from the cross-cultural method lead to revision of theories to reflect fairly the diversity observed in human development. Whiting and Whiting and collaborators (e.g. see 1977; B. Whiting & Edwards, 1988) provided an example of this view by putting to test the thesis that all children receive nurturance from their elders but the ways in which nurturance is offered varies across cultures. Their now classic Six-Culture Study supported their view and further revealed that as children’s needs to rely on adults decreases with increasing age, their participation in cultural activity becomes more evident and reflects the unique influence of each culture on the development of its young.     

Despite this hopeful beginning, the cross-cultural tradition has not always resulted in what its pioneers intended. Oftentimes, a theory or data emanating in Western communities in middle-class contexts was used to describe normative or optimal development of children and then used as a basis for comparison in research with children from non-Western communities.  When such research findings were consistent with the expectations of the guiding theory, they were accepted as universals and support for the theory rather than reflecting an overlap or deeper pattern of consistency between middle-income Western and non-Western children. When they were inconsistent with the expectations, they were interpreted as cultural idiosyncrasies of children from non-Western nations rather than reflecting non-Western children’s difference from their Western counterparts. As reviewed by many (e.g., Cole, Gay, Glick, & Sharp, 1971; Munroe & Gauvain, 2009; Rogoff, 2003; Serpell, 1990; Shweder, 1990), examples of such biases can be seen in many different areas of research such as conservation, literacy, problem-solving, and concept development.  

Along similar lines, studies of within-nation cultural differences, such as research conducted in the U.S. when children from low-income and underprivileged communities including low-income European American children were compared with their middle-class counterparts, similarities between groups were taken for granted and differences were interpreted as the deficits of underprivileged children. Often so-called deficits were used to justify the construction of intervention programs and such efforts further eclipsed the difference that had escaped the attention of researchers (cf., Cole, 1996; Cole et al, in press; Rogoff, 2003).  Disturbed by the emerging ethnocentric views that led to a misconstruing of children’s learning and development from non-Western and non-middle class backgrounds, scholarship turned to an alternative view of culture as a system of meaning (cf., Göncü, Tuermer, Jain, & Johnson, 1999).              

Culture as a system of meaning: Cultural Psychology. The foundations of this approach were established in the early work of Wundt and other thinkers but cultural psychology has found its fullest form of expression in the work of contemporary scholars (Cahan & White, 1992; Cole, 1996; Rogoff, 2003; Shweder et al., 1998). Cultural psychologists converge on two important issues. First, influenced by the work of J. Whiting that we should guard against ethnocentrism that is rampant in cross-cultural research, and by the work of B. Whiting (1976) that the notion of culture as an independent variable needs to be unpacked (Rogoff, Gauvain, Ellis, 1984), cultural psychologists conceptualize culture-as-a-system-of-meaning that provides the goals for children’s development and learning. As a corollary to this, they believe that developmental and learning goals are communicated to children through social interactive processes within the context of valued activities so that children appropriate the understandings and skills that are necessary for their survival. As such, cultural psychology proposes to consider each culture and its children based on their parameters of existence that may be unique to them.  Second, cultural psychology has as its explicit aim to use our scholarly work as a mirror to reflect on our own ongoing practice. By observing and learning from other cultures, we can change undesirable aspects of our practice as scientists, educators, and caregivers so that our work is in the best interest of our own as well as others’ children. Taken together, these points collectively and explicitly reflect a moral concern about fairness in understanding and justification in application that should guide research and applied practice.

Conceptualization of culture as a system of meanings led to the development of proposals about how cultural meanings are identified and communicated in the day-to-day functioning of a community. In their review of research in cultural psychology, Shweder at al. (1998) made recourse to J. Whiting and Child’s (1953) notion of custom complex involving customary practices, values, and beliefs of a community that guide its children’s learning and development and also the community members’ satisfaction about them. Children’s socialization into the custom complex occurs both in explicit and reflective as well as in tacit and unanalyzed ways.  For example, as children learn certain subject matters as a function of explicit instruction they also get socialized into the traditions of their cultures through tacitly occurring daily events.  Parallel to this multiplicity of ways through which children become a part of their cultural context, the dynamics of interaction between cultural guidance and children’s development can be examined both by relying on explicit reports as well as examination of behavioral practices such as eating manners, sleeping arrangements, and patterns of classroom discourse.

In a second and related stream of work, a number of scholars offered the notion of practice as a means of examining children’s development or socialization into their culture. Scribner and Cole (1981; also see Cole, 1995; 1996; Wertsch, 1985) and Lave (1988; Lave & Wenger, 1991) took the lead in introducing the notion of practice into the field of cultural psychology. Integrating these views, Miller and Goodnow (1995) offered a working definition of practice as action in context that is open to interpretation. The practices are routine and value-laden actions engaged in by segments of a community. Miller & Goodnow (1995) made five propositions by which practices guide children’s development and learning. First, practices allow the description of children’s development in its totality without separating it into domains such as thinking and feeling in relation to children’s context. In this view, consistent with previous views of context (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Rogoff, 1982), the child and culture are seen as mutually constituting and thus transforming one another in a dialectical manner.

Second, practices reflect social and moral order that require examination. Not all practices carry the same moral value. Also, the observed patterns of action may be expressions of meanings that are not visible to the naked eye. Therefore, we need to go beyond the observable and understand what they may mean by taking an interpretive and discursive stance.

Third, practices provide an avenue for children’s participation allowing them to reproduce or transform the culture. This is evidenced in many different kinds of research that characterizes development as progression in forms of children’s participation in ways that are desired by culture (Rogoff, 2003), such as research on language socialization and communication (e.g., Heath, 1983; Miller& Goodnow, 1995; Rogoff, Mistry, Göncü, & Mosier, 1993), construction of mathematics knowledge (e.g., Saxe, 1991), and division of labor at home (e.g., Goodnow & Bowes, 1994). This view can also be extended to examine practices that are not desired by children’s culture such as peer harassment so that we can take appropriate measures to prevent them from occurring. 

Fourth, practices do not exist in isolation, they have a history and they exist in relation to other practices. Therefore, in making sense of a practice, we need to look at it in its constitutive order with its semiotic means, social and historical structure, and political economy (Lave, 1988). Here the focus includes examination of who is allowed to do what kind of practice. With this emphasis on the distribution of practices along gender, ethnic, and social class lines, cultural psychology aims to address and contribute to the establishment of social justice.

Fifth, the practices have expected (and unforeseen) consequences, leading to context-specific or generalizable knowledge depending on the requirements. Thus, each practice and its consequences need to be examined in relation to the situational constraints and changing goals and participation of the community members to understand how and what children appropriate from them. As applied to teaching and learning situations, this view challenges the distinction between success and failure because the learner is appropriating some knowledge from each act of participation (Lave, 1988). 

Consistent with the notions of custom complex and practice, a number of other scholars offered views that provide valuable analytical tools in studying the relation between culture, human development, and learning. For example, one such tool is the developmental niche (cf., Super and Harkness, 1986), which describes physical and social settings of child development, customs of child care, and parents’ ethno-theories about child development. This view enables understanding of variations in cultural meaning systems that guide and support children’s learning and development by taking into account local variations in where and with whom children interact (e.g., peer group), general guidelines of child rearing accepted by the group (e.g., gender roles), and the views of individual caregivers (e.g., parent’s values, beliefs, affect).

In a similar vein, drawing from Super and Harkness’s ideas  as well as the ideas from Vygotsky and the Whitings, some scholars (e.g., Farver, 1999; Weisner, Gallimore, & Jordan, 1988) proposed the notion of activity setting as a means of understanding how children’s development is mediated through their everyday routines. The components considered in analyzing an activity setting are personnel, nature of activities, the purpose, the scripts or routines, and the goals and beliefs that constitute the background for the activities. As these features influence children’s development individually, they also influence it in interaction with one another. As well, the features of an activity setting are influenced and transformed by children’s own contributions.  

Finally, Rogoff’s (2003) conceptualization of human development as transformation of participation in cultural activity complements these notions of custom complex, practice, developmental niche, and activity setting analysis. Rogoff proposes to examine human development on three planes as personal, interpersonal, and cultural-institutional. The premise here is that the individual’s practice both in solo and in social activity is influenced by her relationships and mediated by the cultural artifacts.          

The conceptualization of culture as a system of meaning that finds its expression in practice offers important features to keep in mind in characterizing any given culture: First, cultures are not homogenous entities. While members of a given culture may share certain features that hold them together, their interpretation of goals and access to practice or willingness to participate in them may vary. For example, many middle class parents identify themselves as European-American based on their history, language, religion, and ethnicity. However, they may differ in significant ways with regard to the child-rearing practices they adopt. While some parents adopt an authoritative stance involving consultation with children in making decisions about children’s live, some others take an authoritarian stance whereby they make decisions for children without engaging in negotiations with them (Baumrind, 1971). Based on such findings, we propose that cultures may best be seen as heterogeneous entities.                                 

Second, the internal heterogeneity is one important source, among others, that leads to transformation of cultures in a dynamic manner. For example, many school districts and families in the U.S have been concerned about increasing children’s performance on standardized tests and thus are making greater provisions for structured classroom activities implemented through didactic methods while taking away opportunities such as recess. In contrast, some scholars, school administrators and families have taken an active stance in defense of recess, i.e., free-play, that is necessary for children’s achievement and health. As a result, there is now open debate about how children’s schooling should be structured (cf., Göncü & Gaskins, in press; Holzman, 2009). From the cultural psychological point of view, as we engage in debates like this, we put under scrutiny and transform our notions of practices such as recess and test scores.                       

Third, human beings may belong to and move in-between many different cultures, i.e., systems of meanings, at the same time flexibly adopting or relinquishing identities. The culture we are born into is not a prison confining us to live only with one type of identity! For example, the same person may belong to a Latino home culture while she also belongs to the school culture dominated by European American values, making use of her “funds of knowledge” in flexibly adjusting to different institutions (Gonzalez, Moll, & Amanti, 2005).

Fourth, following the motto that each culture deserves study in its own right, cultural comparisons should take into account differences in kind as well as in quantity. Only after we confirm that certain practices occur in different cultures, i.e., cultures are commensurate with one another, quantitative comparisons may be justified. For example, comparison of literacy practices in Quranic schools with those using the Latin alphabet requires a qualitative comparison since literacy practices in these two cultural contexts are not commensurate.  

Cultural-Historical Approach: Vygotsky and Activity Theory

Vygotsky is the most influential socio-cultural theorist who had brought together in a systematic way the notions of culture, development, and learning. He was a Soviet psychologist who wrote in the early twentieth century before he died of tuberculosis at the age of 38 in 1934. As Glick (1997) described, interest in Vygotksy’s work began with the publication of Thought and Language (1962) introduced to the English speaking world by Bruner, a shortened version of what is today known either by the same title (Kozulin, 1986) or as Thinking and Speech (Minnick, 1987). The latter appeared in Volume One of a six-volume series published as Collected Works of L. S. Vygotsky. Heightened interest in Vygotsky’s ideas emerged after the publication of Mind in Society (1978), a collection of selected essays by Vygotsky that became available in English through the editorial work of Cole, John-Steiner, Scribner, and Soberman, and continued with Wertsch’s (1985) volume of Vygotsky and the Social Formation of Mind.  There are now many other sources that make Vygotsky’s theory available to the student of interest (e.g., Daniels, Cole, & Wertsch, 2007; Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1992).

Many of the scholars who follow and expand his legacy have been organized under a number of different institutions including the Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition, the on-line discussion group xmca, the Cultural-Historical Special Interest Group of the American Educational Research Association, and the International Society for Cultural and Activity Research. Journals make concerted efforts to disseminate and expand Vygotsky’s ideas either as part of their explicit editorial policy on the role of culture in human functioning (e.g., Mind, Culture, and Activity: An international Journal, Cultural-Historical Psychology) or by means of special issues (e.g., Theory and Psychology, Vol:16 (1), 2006, Early Education and Development, Vol:14 (3), 2003).  
Vygotsky (1978; 1987; 1997) conceptualized children’s development as a process of participation into and appropriation of cultural meanings that are historically-determined and socially-situated. This process involves transformation of natural lines of development, i.e., inherited capacities or elementary functions such as attention, perception, memory, interest, and volition, according to cultural lines of development, i.e., mediation of these inherited capacities by cultural artifacts in order to enable individual’s functioning within their cultural context (Valsiner, 1998). Children’s participation in cultural activity guides shaping of these capacities and gives way to the development of higher psychological functions. For example, a young child’s effortful focus on relevant dimensions of a problem situation through the use of instructions instead of arbitrarily paying attention to naturally attractive physical properties of the environment (e.g., bright colors) indicates functioning on a higher psychological plane.       

According to Vygotsky, development of higher psychological functions such as planning an activity, allocation of attention in a task, and strategies for remembering as well as the motive that guides such capacities is a process of learning to regulate them through speech and other signs. As discussed below, such functions are initially regulated either by the experienced members of the society in collaborative activity with children or by the play of young children.  In both cases, children learn to use language in regulating their psychological functions and organizing the relations among them. Vygotsky called this process consciousness, regulation of cognitive and affective capacities and the relations among them in a reflective manner in controlling self and its relations with the culture (Bruner, 1986; Wertsch, 1985).   

Higher psychological functions are parts of human cultural heritage and children’s internalization of them cannot be understood unless we consider individual development in its historical context. For Vygotsky, this meant consideration of four processes of development, i.e., phylogenesis, sociocultural history, ontogenesis, and microgenesis, as occurring in an overlapping fashion and dialectically influencing one another (cf., Scribner, 1985; Wertsch, 1984). Phylogenesis refers to evolutionary changes that characterize the ways different species adapt to their surroundings. Consideration of evolutionary changes enables understanding of the biological and cultural (dis)continuities between human functioning and the functioning of higher apes. Also, it invites the simultaneous investigation of biological and cultural influences on individual development as mutually occurring (Tomasello, 1999).  Sociocultural history describes the evolutions of cultures and the related changes in members’ dealing with their environments. Ontogenesis refers to changes an individual goes through in his/her life in dealing with the environment while microgenesis refers to minute-by-minute changes that describe development (or learning) within the context of an activity.

Central to Vygotsky’s theory is the claim that these four kinds of development indicate the different ways in which the species’ and individuals’ interactions with the external world are mediated. For example, what differentiates human beings from other primates is our ability to engage in labor that is mediated through tools and speech. While other primates mediate actions through the use of tools such as sticks, human beings are able to use tools in organizing their interactions with objects while they use symbols such as words in organizing their interactions with other people that are determined by the distribution of labor.  

With regard to sociocultural history, Vygotsky claimed that the availability of tools and signs in a culture has relevance to the ways in which the members organize their perceptions and actions. To illustrate this claim, Vygotsky and Luria used studies conducted with literate and illiterate adults who differed from one another in their use of meditational means (cf., Cole, 1996; 2006a; Wertsch, 1985). For example, when presented with pictures of a hatchet, saw, hammer, and a log, the literate adults used the label tool and the concept it denotes in classifying the hatchet, saw, and hammer together while leaving the log out. However, the illiterate adults included the log in the category system as well since the log has a functional relation to the tools used in their daily experiences. Although it remains open for fuller investigation whether it is literacy alone or a combination of schooling experiences and literacy that enable differences in literate and illiterate adults’ functioning (cf., Munroe & Gauvain, 2009), what Vygotsky shows is that cultural tools have relevance to how individuals classify and talk about their experiences.        

Ontogenesis refers to the development of the individual child where the elementary functions are guided by speech after it is internalized and integrated with thinking. Vygotsky stated that when speech first emerges it occurs only on the social plane and serves the function of communication. However, around two years of age, speech and thinking converge and speech becomes private and enables children to regulate themselves (Feigenbaum, 2002).  Finally, in the last phase, when private speech turns inward becoming silent and abbreviated, it allows individuals to represent their reality in the form of an internal dialogue with the external world and also guides their actions as inner speech.

According to Vygotsky, guidance of children’s development through speech occurs in leading activities that function as the principal source of development and also gives way to other activities. The leading activities are imaginative play during early childhood and instruction during school years. The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) created in the leading activities (and in others) fosters the development of higher psychological functions and self-regulation (Chaiklin, 2003; Göncü & Becker, 1992). 
Vygotsky (1987) defined the Zone of Proximal development as that level of development beyond a child’s current independent level on which the child is able to function only with assistance. For example, when a child is able to solve a mathematics problem by herself, her performance is said to indicate her individual developmental level. However, if the child solves the problem that she is not able to solve by herself only with the assistance of someone else, this supported level of development reflects the child’s ZPD.    

For Vygotsky (1967), imaginative play serves as the zone of proximal development where the child is able to function beyond her actual developmental level for two reasons (Göncü & Gaskins, in press). First, play is guided by the rules of the phenomenon imagined by the child (e.g., doctor role.) These rules serve as the support for the child, creating a ZPD where the child can function beyond her existing level of development. A desire that is not possible to accomplish in real life leads the child to the world of play (e.g., desire to be a doctor after a visit to her office.) Then, in her effort to understand the role, the child recreates the experience, testing her understanding of it. In the process, the child develops consciousness about the role and the rules that govern it.
Second, play enables children to separate meaning from objects and actions that are initially fused with the concrete objects. For example, when a stick becomes a horse, the child is able to sever the meaning of horse from the object that signifies it. This accomplishment contributes to the development of “word-meaning”, i.e., children realize that as they use one object to represent the meaning of another object, that they can also use words to represent the meaning of objects.  

During the school years when children are introduced to the scientific concepts, i.e., hierarchically organized knowledge based on systematic inquiry, instructional activity constitutes the ZPD. Vygotsky (1987) stated that in contrast to everyday concepts that develop spontaneously as part of children’s daily living and occur unconsciously such as learning the native language, scientific concepts require functioning in the ZPD and thus the assistance of teachers. In Vygotsky’s view, this is so because scientific concepts require exposure to meaning in a decontextualized manner without direct experience in the world. In addition, learning of scientific concepts requires exposure to general laws rather than individual instances to which the laws apply. For example, in Vygotsky’s view, when children learn a foreign language, they learn the words of a new language in a context-free manner. Also, children learn the rules of the language as they begin to use them. Thus, children require assistance that helps them establish a connection between what children already know and what they are in the process of learning.  

According to Bruner (1986), while Vygotsky called for teaching in the ZPD when adults introduced concepts as represented in words, he did not offer ways of collaborating with children in the ZPD. Initially, Bruner and his colleagues addressed this issue by proffering the notion of scaffolding whereby the adult supports children’s actions to reach the goal defined for the task so that solution of the problem by the child alone becomes possible on later occasions (cf., Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). In later work, Rogoff (1990) offered the notion of guided participation to illustrate that experts work with children in structuring the activity, constructing bridges between what children already know and what they are expected to learn, and transferring the responsibility of solving the problem to children for them to work on the problem alone when they are ready for it. In guided participation, adults support children’s involvement in many ways, by encouraging the child’s attention to certain aspects of the task, by pointing out relations between an action and the activity goal, and by demonstrating particular actions. Most importantly, guided participation takes place in different systems of communication reflecting varying cultural priorities of caregivers and children (Rogoff, 2003; Rogoff et al. 1993). Related research indicates that assistance in the ZPD can be created in many different kinds of relationships and activities (e.g., Cole, 1985; Rogoff & Wertsch, 1984; Holzman, 2009; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Tudge, 2008).

In summary, Vygotsky provided a rich framework about the connection between children’s development and their culture. The ideas of Vygotsky have been extended in a number of ways both in the former Soviet Union and in the Western world, and one such extension emerged as Activity Theory.

Activity theory. This approach was in some ways a response to the view that Vygotsky privileged semantic mediation without focusing sufficiently on the goal-directed nature of human functioning (Roth & Lee, 2007). Although some scholars dispute this position and consider Vygotsky himself as an activity theorist (Blunden, 2009; Kozulin, 1986), A. N. Leont’ev (1981) is often accepted as the originator of activity theory. Drawing more explicitly than Vygotsky did from Marxism, Leont’ev argued that human development emerges in the process of participation in production, and he emphasized activity as a unit of life or experience in which human beings engage to satisfy a need. Because of his emphasis on the focus of activity, Leont’ev is said to expand Vygotsky’s theory in a way that brings the object-centered or object-related origins of human psychological functioning to the fore (Daniels, 2004; Davydov, 1999; Tulviste, 1999; Wolf & Lee, 2007; Zinchenko, 1995).  

The following features underlie Leont’ev’s conception of activity: First, depending on the economical structure and labor relations, the availability of activities and forms of participation vary from one culture to another. Consequently, a search for universals for the same kind of activities and benefits from participation in them in cultures of different labor relations may render meaningless. Second, in any given culture, activities are emergent and therefore, they are dynamic and evolving units of human existence. With changes in its economic structure, the availability of activities in a culture also changes. Third, each activity comes with different requirements and therefore contributes to children’s development in unique ways. Fourth and finally, extending Vygotsky’s idea that children’s development is guided by different kinds of leading activities in each stage of development, object exploration, play, school work, and income producing labor are offered as leading activities for infancy, preschool years, school age children, and adolescents and adults, respectively.     

According to Leont’ev, human development is a process of development of consciousness as a function of participation in activity. Through the use of tools that mediate the individuals’ interactions with one another and with objects, members of a community both appropriate the skills needed in accomplishing the job and they also construct awareness about them. Leont’ev believed that such appropriation occurs in a three-tier system involving activities-motives, actions-goals, and conditions-operations. Activities and their motives are global units that enable participation with others such as the need to work to make a living.  While a motive defines an activity, its relevance to individuals’ experience is not available before participation. Rather, the second level of actions and goals that refers to individuals’ own unique way of participating in the practical activity supports the development of consciousness.  It is at this level that by using the tools of the culture such as language, individuals become conscious of the relevance of historically formed systems of meanings to their experience. For example, school learning involves recognizing the relevance of literacy and realizing its use in functioning in the society. Finally, the level of conditions and operations describe the actual behaviors of individual that are conducted in relation to the circumstances of the environments in realizing each goal. This level of functioning also captures accomplishments without even consciously considering the features of the environment or use of tools as evidenced in automated forms of attention.

Activity theory has been advanced in more recent work by Engstrom and his colleagues (Cole & Engstrom, 2007; Engstrom, 1987; 1993). Engstrom made three significant contributions: First, he explicated the conceptualization of activity by arguing against reductionist views and stating that each activity is an integral unit, understanding of which cannot be reduced to the study of its individual parts. As such, an activity is similar to what Cole calls context-that-weaves, integrating the subject, the object, and the means by which the object is attained, and not a frame that autonomously effects individuals’ functioning (Cole, 1996; Engstrom, 1993). Second, Engstrom explicated how activities involve intra- and inter-contradictions that lead to transformations in members’ participation, production, and appropriation of meaning. By doing so, Engstrom also provided a way of studying how activities themselves are transformed. Finally, he expanded the notion of activity; activity does not only involve a subject, an object, and the tools by which the actions of the subject are mediated, it also involves rules and division of labor that organize activities in a community.

Based on Leont’ev’s notion of activity and Engstrom’s extensions of it, it is plausible to argue that the notion of activity is similar to the notion of practice adopted in cultural psychology. They both call for a shift from the individual child to her relationships, from consideration of tools in isolation to their use in action, and situating study of any activity such as teaching and learning in relation to other activities that have a bearing on it. There is much work examining the concepts of activity and practice (e.g., Cole, 1995; Chaiklin, Glassman, 1996; Hedegaard, & Jensen, 1999) as there is also an increasing tendency to use the concept of activity in different research programs such as language and literacy (e.g., Daniels, 2004; Roth & Lee, 2007; Wells, 1999) and children’s play (Göncü, Tuermer, Jain, & Johnson, 1999).      

Anticipating Future Expansions of Sociocultural Approaches

Simultaneous consideration of perspectives of culture as a system of meanings and theory of Vygotsky reveal important similarities between them and provide shared directions for future theory construction and research. These expansions are as follows.
First, both views share the conviction that children’s learning and development should be studied by paying attention to the availability of cultural practices or activities, and children’s participation in, learning from, and transformations in relation to practices and activities. Consistent with related works that called for a focus on children’s everyday functioning (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Whiting & Whiting, 1975), the current plea is also for description of children’s learning and development in natural contexts. However, in recognition of the difficulties involved in developing universally valid theories of context and development, the current work calls for local and unique forms of participation, practice, and appropriation of children’s learning in their communities.              

Second, future work needs to focus on how children’s guidance occurs in their collaborations with the members of their community by making recourse to local forms of participation and communication. As some scholars have stressed, we need to pay attention to the construction of ZPD in different cultural activities, such as classrooms, where children’s collaborations involve multiple partners (e.g., Cole, 1985; Holzman, 2009; Tudge, 2008; Wells, 1999). Moreover, children participate in many other activities such as after-school programs, museums, religious practices, household chores, and income-producing activity. These practices need to be considered in providing a fuller account of how ZPD is created in communal lives, as we also pay attention to unique communicative rituals and language praxis through which guidance occurs (Miller & Goodnow, 1995). Also, forms of guidance vary depending on what the guidance is about. Supporting children as they learn interesting and fun content, for instance in play, differs from helping children learn how to solve problems that are distressing, such as how to deal with bullies on the playground. Finally and very importantly, it is plausible to argue that the same collaboration creates a ZPD for the learner as well as the teacher. As a child advances her skill and knowledge in working with a teacher (e.g., in mathematics), the teacher learns to improve his teaching skills (Göncü & Becker, 1993). Therefore, future work needs to conceptualize how ZPD is created and accomplished in different institutions and settings for all involved.      

Third, sociocultural theory and research has not paid sufficient attention to Vygotsky’s thesis that higher psychological functions are internalized through speech in collaboration with others in the ZPD. Except a few earlier contributions on the process of mediation and internalization (e.g., Wertsch, 1991), there is little research that articulates how children appropriate the artifacts of their culture. Research conducted by Cole (2006b) and others in relation to the Fifth Dimension and other after-school computer clubs is a notable exception.  Rogoff (1995), Wertsch and Stone (1985), and more recently Wells (1999) and Holzman (2009) offered some insights about what it means to represent or appropriate knowledge or skill that is initially only externally available. The shared insight in these different views is that internalization is not an all or none process of transferring knowledge from the external to the internal plane of existence. Rather, internalization is an ongoing process of appropriation.  Children take in and make meaning from the experience as they go through it.  (For a review of this line of work, see Matusov, 1998.) 
While these views provide insights for future work, they call for future investigations of what is appropriated in any given activity, how it is accomplished in communication, and also expanded in future experience.  Despite these limitations, sociocultural research has made substantive contributions to the fields of developmental and educational psychology as well as educational practice and learning sciences which we discuss below.    

Contributions of Sociocultural Research to the Study of Learning, Development, and Educational Practice

Sociocultural researchers have studied a wide range of social and cultural factors that may contribute to learning and cognitive development. As such, sociocultural theory has played an important role in the more general paradigmatic shift toward contextual analysis (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006) by examining aspects of the human context that are key components of intellectual development. Also, studies based on sociocultural theory extend research that examines how immediate contexts, or task parameters, affect cognitive performance by connecting variations in performance to the broader cultural context. For example, research on memory development has found that in parent-child conversations about their shared experiences some parents encourage children to elaborate on their descriptions whereas other parents promote little if any elaboration by children (Fivush, Haden, & Reese, 1996). A sociocultural view may take this research another step by probing how these parental contributions reflect their societal or cultural values, practices, and goals. 

Throughout our discussion it is important to remember that although we distinguish learning in informal and formal settings, these two arrangements of learning are not entirely separate from one another. The pervasiveness of cultural modes and means of learning and thinking can blur the distinction between learning in formal and informal settings. Learning in both types of settings draws on the symbols, tools and activities of the broader cultural context and, therefore, many, but not all, of the activities children do outside of school resemble their activities at school. Moreover, as children learn to use symbols and tools and participate in cultural activities, their thinking becomes increasingly aligned with many features of their culture. As an example, consider that before children begin school in societies with compulsory schooling, they participate in communicative exchanges that mimic school practices, such as answering questions to which the questioner knows the answer, e.g. are those your shoes? (Asked while pointing at the shoes on a young child’s feet). Adults use this type of exchange in conversation with young children because it gives children practice with a form of school discourse in which teachers ask children known-answer questions, that is questions to which the teacher knows the answer and children know that the teacher knows the answer (Rogoff, 2003).   We are not claiming that there are no differences between the cultural experiences children have in informal learning settings, such as the family and neighborhood, and the cultural processes present in formal school contexts. Many of the social processes of learning differ dramatically across these settings. Also, differences between formal and informal learning practices are substantial in some cultural communities, which can lead to tensions between home-based learning experiences and learning when children enter school (Heath, 1983).

Differences between learning in informal and formal settings can also exist across generations. Over time, some cross-generational differences in the content and process of learning are expected. However, these differences may be exacerbated in families in which such differences are marked by dramatic cultural change, e.g. among immigrant parents and their offspring (Kagitcibasi, 2007), or in communities undergoing rapid reorganization. 
In this section we discuss some of the major changes to the study of cognitive development introduced by sociocultural theory. First, we discuss laboratory research on social contributions to cognitive development in the areas of attention, memory and problem solving because of their relevance to learning in early and middle childhood. Each of these sections is offered in a parallel manner by focusing on deliberate efforts to instruct or transfer knowledge from more to less experienced partners. We then turn to research on children’s learning outside of the classroom, including in community settings such as after-school clubs and museums. After that we describe research that applies the concepts of sociocultural theory to pedagogy. 
Before we describe the research, a few disclaimers are in order. What we present is not intended to be a comprehensive review of research since such a task would far exceed the space allotted for this chapter, and there are already several reviews in the literature (Bornstein, 2010; Cole, 1996; Gauvain, 2001; Rogoff, 2003; Serpell & Hatano, 1997). Our goal is to use research to support the claim that sociocultural theory offers an innovative and valuable approach to the study of cognitive development and learning. It is important to note that the studies we describe were not all explicitly based on sociocultural theory and that even among the studies that adopted this view, researchers did not always hold identical positions on the theory. As we hope the theoretical discussion made clear, there are many aspects of sociocultural theory and many of these are still under development and debate. 

Research on Social Processes of Cognitive Development

Attention. Attention is critical to knowledge acquisition and skill development. It involves directing limited cognitive resources toward specific information in the environment. Attention can be voluntary or involuntary; our discussion concentrates on voluntary attention because of the important role it plays in learning and cognitive development and because it is mediated by social and cultural processes (Vygotsky, 1978).
Voluntary attention, the active use of cognitive skills to reach a goal, develops rapidly in infancy and early childhood. From early in life, social experiences help children learn how to use their emerging capabilities to allocate attention across the various sources of information in the environment (Ruff & Rothbart, 1996). Social processes that contribute to this development in the first two years are intersubjectivity (Trevarthen, 1980), joint attention (Adamson & Bakeman, 1991), and social referencing (Campos & Stenberg, 1981).  Research demonstrates that the cultural context also contributes to this development (Rogoff et al., 1993). Chavajay and Rogoff (1999) found differences in the allocation of attention to objects and events by Guatemalan Mayan and U.S. middle-class mothers and their 12- to 24-month-old children. Mayan children and mothers were more likely to attend to several events simultaneously whereas U.S. children and mothers usually attended to one object or event at a time. The researchers argue that whether young children attend to one or several events at a time may reflect a cultural practice and not attentional capacity.

With increasing age, social input continues to help children as they develop and refine strategies for regulating attention. For instance, maternal scaffolding can aid young school-age children as they learn how to construct objects using a pictorial, step-by-step plan (de la Ossa & Gauvain, 2001). Further, skill in allocating attention and using it to direct action toward a goal may be especially useful for children when they enter school and are expected to engage in activities that place many demands on their attention. Guidance from social partners can help young school-age children with attention difficulties learn how to direct and focus their attention during problem solving, which can ease their transition to school (Perez & Gauvain, 2009).

When children are in school and developing expertise in subject areas, they are, in part, developing skill at regulating and directing their attention. Research comparing novices and experts reveals that experts, more so than novices, pay attention to or notice features of a problem situation that helps them identify and solve the problem (Chi, Glaser, & Farr, 1988). To this end, a significant feature of many successful intervention programs in school learning involves instructing the learner’s attention to pertinent features or patterns. For instance, the instructional approach called reciprocal teaching (Palinscar & Brown, 1984), which is based on Vygotsky’s (1978) idea of the zone of proximal development, aims to improve children’s reading comprehension by gradually transferring responsibility for effective reading and study behaviors from the teacher to the learner. An important element of this approach involves identifying sentences that need clarification, a process that entails directing attention to the text in ways that aid comprehension. These and other findings (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 2006) suggest that some attention difficulties that impede children’s success in school may be remedied by social practices that help direct and focus students’ attention on relevant aspects of a learning activity.

Assistance in regulating attention can be provided by the teacher or a more experienced peer. In observations of sixth-grade children solving mathematics problems in small groups, Barron (2003) found that joint attention by the partners at critical junctures of the activity was essential both for reaching a successful group solution and for individual learning as assessed by a solitary posttest on a related problem. Barron also found that when partners did not share attention at critical junctures, other social processes that have been shown to be important for learning from collaborative activity, such as shared perspective taking, were compromised. 

Sociocultural research has advanced our understanding of attention by demonstrating that social processes are linked to the development and use of attention in children, supporting Vygotsky’s claim that the regulation of cognition is accomplished through the internalization of guidance in interaction. Attention-related difficulties can place children at risk for academic failure. Improved understanding of social processes that can support the development and use of attention skills may help enhance children’s adjustment to and success in school. 

Memory. Memory includes all the concepts, categories, skills, and knowledge a person has acquired. There are several different types of memory, including event or episodic memory, which is memory of specific experiences, and semantic memory, which is knowledge such as concepts, skills, and categories. Both event memory and semantic memory are affected by social and cultural experience (Gauvain, 2001). 

Event memory emerges in the second year of life when children are capable of reflecting on their own ideas or representations. Social processes play a vital role in this development (Bauer, 2007). Over the preschool years, the rapid explosion of language supports the development of event memory as children engage in conversations about the past and as events unfold (Fivush et al., 1996). These early conversations influence the content of children’s event memories as well as the development of techniques for organizing and retrieving these memories.
Research indicates that the narrative form, which includes actions in a temporal sequence and a cast of characters (Bruner, 1986), is useful for organizing event knowledge in memory and for helping retain and retrieve this information and communicate it to others (Engel, 1995). Children learn to use the narrative form in their conversations with more experienced partners and the nature of these conversations, especially the child’s contribution, changes with development. For instance, early on in these memory interactions, parents provide significant guidance or scaffolding for children’s participation. With time, as children’s language and social skills develop, their participation increases and by 3 years of age, children’s contributions to shared remembering are substantial (Hamond & Fivush, 1991). In addition to teaching children the narrative form, memory conversations between parents and preschool children also encourage and support the development of other cognitive skills that benefit children when they enter school, such as language, reflection, and negotiation (Sigel, 2000). 

Experience with narratives supports literacy development and this development takes place in several ways: First, such experience helps children comprehend stories and, in so doing, it supports the development of literacy skills. Children’s skill at following narratives helps them make inferences about the goals of characters in stories (Lynch & van de Broek, 2007) as well as understand stories from the multiple vantage points or perspectives of the characters (O’Neill & Shultis, 2007). Second, experience with narratives aids school children in their understanding or ability to imagine sequences of actions, which is important in learning to read and in mastering other subject areas (Schwartz & Heisner, 2006). Third, social support, such as encouraging children to manipulate the events or objects that are represented in a story, can help young children formulate mental images, which, in turn, enhances children’s memory for what was read (Glenberg, Gutierrez, Levin, Japuntich, & Kaschak, 2004).
Skill at imaging action sequences may also be important for comprehending sequential processes in subjects such as mathematics, in which children might be asked to imagine an object or substance as it changes shape or how a space might appear from different points of view (Rieser, Garing, & Young, 1994). Although the links between young children’s experience with narratives and other early learning experiences are presently unknown, research suggests that experience with narratives before children enter school – experience that is inherently sociocultural – may provide some important foundations when children transition to school. 

Cultural differences in adult-child conversations about past events and events as they unfold, including practices of turn-taking, storytelling, and the role and appropriateness of questioning or negotiating knowledge, can have consequences for children’s adjustment to and success in school. Event conversations and narratives of African American adults and children in the rural southeastern United States resemble storytelling and include efforts to get and sustain the attention of the listener, such as nonverbal gestures, exaggeration, and distinct stylistic features like poems (Heath, 1983). In Japan, conversations by mothers and children about past events, and the child’s subsequent memory of these events, are quite brief with little embellishment, reflecting cultural values of self-presentation (Minami & McCabe, 1995). This research suggests that children enter school with different experiences in social practices related to event memory. When the manner and foci of event memories and narratives are aligned with school practices and expectations, the transition to school may be easier for children than when they are not so aligned (Heath, 1983). 

Research has also demonstrated that cultural practices related to event memory can be used effectively in the classroom to support children’s learning. In the Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988), the Native Hawaiian tradition of storytelling was used to develop the classroom practice of “talk-story,” an approach to literacy instruction in which the teacher and the children jointly produce narratives about the focus of the day’s lessons. This approach emphasizes social participation, along with story creation and comprehension, and its use has been related to improvements in the standardized reading scores of Native Hawaiian children. The KEEP teacher’s instructional repertoire includes the techniques of modeling, questioning, and feedback, all of which are related to the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978) and the method of scaffolding (Wood & Middleton, 1975). Thus, when the social and cultural foundations of early memory development are incorporated into classroom learning, children can make a smoother transition to school. 

Research on social support for the development of strategic memory also has important implications for children’s learning in school. Strategies are deliberate behaviors used to enhance memory performance. Formal schooling often involves the processing of large amounts of information and this information is typically presented in a form that is difficult to remember without the use of overt and explicit strategies. Between 5 and 10 years of age, children acquire various complex memory strategies such as rehearsal, organization and elaboration. With increasing age children become more skilled in the use of these strategies (Courage & Cowan, 2009); they are able to use them more effectively and efficiently as well as in a wider range of circumstances. Advances in content knowledge, speed of processing, and memory capacity contribute to these age-related changes. However, the development of memory strategies is also facilitated by social experience. 
Laboratory research has shown that both adults and peers can support the development of memory strategies such as organizing or grouping items in ways that aid memory (Gauvain, 2001). Similar results have been reported in classroom research. Early research by Michenbaum and colleagues (see Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 1979) demonstrated that when adults teach children reading comprehension strategies, such as focusing on the main idea and the sequence of events in a story, children’s understanding and retention of a text improve. Other research showed how instructional techniques that focus on strategy development, such as summarization, self-questioning, and seeking clarification, can advance children’s reading comprehension and retention skills (Palinscar & Brown, 1984). Research has also revealed that social processes can facilitate the development of strategic memory in relation to a range of other subject areas including writing, mathematics, and scientific reasoning (Minear & Shah, 2006). 

Research has made it clear that school-age children do not necessarily devise and use memory strategies effectively on their own (Bjorklund, Dukes, & Brown, 2009). This suggests that instruction in memory strategies is crucial in the school years as children confront many demands on memory and associated expectations for performance. Classroom observations indicate that teachers do instruct children in the development and use of memory strategies; however, this instruction varies considerably by grade level, subject matter, and across classrooms (Moely, Santulli, & Obach, 1995). When social support for memory development occurs either in the form of explicit instruction (Minear & Shah, 2006), in memory-related language by the teacher (Coffman, Ornstein, McCall, & Curran, 2008), or in the context of computer games (St. Clair-Thompson, Stevens, Hunt, & Bolger, 2010), children improve in their use of memory strategies in a range of subject areas. In summary, social processes both inside and outside of school are important in the acquisition of skills for remembering events of personal significance and for developing strategic skills that are vital for school success. 

Problem Solving. Research on problem solving also supports the claim that social experiences can assist and lead children as they develop these important skills. Problem solving involves identifying a goal and carrying out the means to reach this goal. It is a higher-level cognitive skill, relying on many capabilities including attention, perception, memory, concepts, and symbolic processes. Due to the complexity and vast array of problems human beings confront, these skills develop over a long period of time. Rudimentary abilities are evident in infancy (Willatts, 1990) and as children get older, they encode more features of a problem, allocate their attention more effectively, and acquire and use strategies that enhance their solution efforts. Competence at solving complex problems continues to develop throughout adolescence and into early adulthood (Gauvain & Reynolds, in press). 

Collaborative or joint problem solving is fundamental to learning and development. Children, even very young children, have the capability to respond to and interact with other people in the course of goal-directed action. Key ingredients of collaborative problem solving for learning and cognitive development are the availability of appropriate support to help learners engage in an activity in a meaningful way, the gradual withdrawal of these supports as the child’s competence increases, and instruction in and provision of tools that support learning (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999).
The situations in which problem-solving skills develop are also critical. The situated nature of human problem solving has led researchers to examine the extent to which children, and even adults, are able to generalize or transfer knowledge to new or different problem contexts in which components of the original problem context are changed or absent (Light & Butterworth, 1992). The idea that human thinking is context-bound has been used to explain seemingly contradictory results in which children succeed on certain problems outside of school yet fail on similar problems in formal school contexts.   

To investigate the social nature of human problem solving, research has examined how adults and peers contribute to the development of problem solving skills, including how children encode problems, the strategies they use, and the knowledge they draw on during problem solving (Gauvain, 2001). Children learn about encoding features of a problem by observing more experienced partners (both adults and older children) as they solve problems. Strategy use during collaborative problem solving is related to increased likelihood that children will use these same strategies during later individual problem solving on related tasks. Joint problem solving also advances children’s knowledge, especially when children interact with more experienced partners. However, what children learn from collaborative problem solving depends on the developmental status of the child and the nature of the interaction. Whereas preschool children can benefit from help in understanding problems and how to follow rules and manipulate the materials, young school-age children reap benefit from instruction in strategies. 

Adult-child collaboration is beneficial because adults tend to provide explanation, demonstrations or examples, and guidance matched to the child’s learning needs (e.g., Göncü & Rogoff, 1998). Peer interaction, either in the form of tutoring, discussion, or joint problem solving, offers different opportunities for learning because peers can define and structure a problem in a way that is accessible to a child learner (Ellis & Gauvain, 1992). Peer interaction can also generate discussion that can promote novel exploration of a problem. At certain ages particular forms of peer interaction may be more beneficial than others. Learning by observing peers seems especially useful for very young children, but as children get older and gain awareness that others may hold a different point of view, verbal exchange assumes an increasingly important role (Teasley, 1995). 

Children’s experiences in solving problems with supportive partners before they enter school can ease the transition to school. For example, Neitzel and Stright (2003) found that the cognitive support that mothers provided for children’s learning before they entered kindergarten was related to children’s self-evaluation or metacognitive awareness of their thinking and performance, monitoring of progress on class work, and seeking help when needed. In a similar vein, adult-child problem solving before children enter school can provide children with introduction to and experience with the types of problems that are the focus of school learning, such as mathematics (Saxe, Guberman, & Gearhart, 1987), and with social skills that are important to learning, such as how to coordinate behaviors during collaboration (Gauvain, 2001).

At both the elementary and secondary school levels, children’s learning can be aided by collaborating with peers (Light & Littleton, 1999). This research has focused on collaborative problem solving in the classroom in several domains including mathematics and science, often in the context of a computer game. Consistent with sociocultural theory, findings support the view that learning emerges from the joint construction of understanding through social processes such as discussion, argumentation, and negotiation. Even when classroom situations are not set up as collaborations, children often solicit social support for learning and children are active in seeking this type of assistance (Karabenick & Newman, 2006). 

Cultural knowledge is implicit in joint problem solving. When people solve problems together they transmit cultural values about the type of thinking in which they are engaged including the types of problems that are considered worth solving in the culture (“It is important for you to know this”), that some ways of solving a problem are more valued than other ways (“This is the best way to so this”), the type of problem that an activity represents (“This is a math problem”), whether solving a particular problem is viewed as easy or difficult (“This is going to be hard to do”), and who in the culture is likely to solve a certain type of problem (“This is like the kind of problem that mathematicians do”) (Goodnow, 1990). 
In summary, research on the development of attention, memory, and problem solving supports Vygotsky’s (1978) view that higher-level cognitive processes are mediated by social and cultural experience. It also resonates with activity theory by highlighting the practical and goal-directed nature of cognitive development.
Research on Informal Learning and Learning Outside of School
In every culture many opportunities for learning and cognitive development arise as children participate in everyday activities (Serpell & Hatano, 1997). Learning situations outside of school range from highly specialized and intentional arrangements, such as apprenticeships, to more informal opportunities, such as observation of and participation in everyday routines and community rituals (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 2006). Even though less formal arrangements of learning are not prescribed by time, place, and curriculum, they share particular structural features (Greenfield & Lave, 1982). As cultural practices, they include a set of actions that are valued and shared by members of a group, these actions have normative expectations that extend beyond the immediate circumstance, and they are repeated, i.e. they are part of the regular cultural fabric (Goodnow, Miller, & Kessel, 1995). 

Research on children’s learning and cognitive development in and outside of school has investigated many types of activities in which children participate. Some research examines learning in contexts that have been deliberately arranged to promote learning such as after-school computer clubs (e.g., Cole, 2006b) and museums that encourage children to explore the displays (e.g., Gaskins, 2009; Leinhardt, Crowley, & Knutson, 2002). In these contexts, learning is child-centered in that the child’s involvement is determined by his or her own interests and competencies. Thus, unlike school, children have substantial control over the pace, manner, and direction of the learning. 

Social interaction is often integral to these activities. For instance, the Fifth Dimension, an after-school computer club based on the sociocultural approach, emphasizes adult-child and peer interaction as children learn about computers (Cole, 2006b). Children learn about an important cultural artifact as they socialize and work with adults and peers in problem-solving situations involving technology. In a similar fashion, children’s experiences with parents and other adults in science museums that promote active exploration of displays can provide opportunities to learn about literacy and science (Callanan & Braswell, 2006). Social processes at different stages of learning have also been revealed in investigations of the teaching of particular cultural skills in apprenticeships. For instance, Tanon (1994) observed boys learning how to weave in the Dioula community in Cote d’Ivoire. Consistent with Vygotsky’s (1978) notion of the zone of proximal development, there was careful scaffolding in the beginning stages of learning to weave, such as setting up the loom, working with the threads, and learning the traditional patterns, and less scaffolding once a youth had mastered the basics of weaving. 

Informal learning also occurs as children partake in the authentic activities, goal-directed units of life whose primary purpose is not to instruct a child but to carry out the activity itself. Children learn in the context of authentic activities by participating in the activity right alongside other cultural members who are engaged in the activities. This process of learning has been called legitimate peripheral participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991), which highlights that the learner is allowed to have sustained but nonintrusive contact with a person who is engaged in an activity. Adults make their actions available to children and children learn by observing mature community members carry out activities.
Informal learning is not a passive act on the part of the child. Children purposefully allocate their attention with the aim of learning about the activity, which Rogoff, Paradise, Arauz, Correa-Chávez, and Angelillo (2003) call intent participation. The child’s efforts might include listening in on the conversations of more experienced individuals, asking questions about their behaviors, or shadowing or mimicking the behaviors that are observed. With increasing age, children’s skills and interests change and the nature of their participation in informal cultural activities, and the expectations and responsibilities pertaining to their participation, change accordingly (Whiting & Edwards, 1988). Adults may support children’s involvement and learning in these activities through the process of guided participation (Rogoff, 1990) in which the child is a full participant, albeit one whose participation is defined and constrained by the child’s capabilities and prior experience with the activity. Even children as young as 2 to 3 years of age in some communities, such as the Efe foragers of the Democratic Republic of Congo and Mayan children in rural Guatemala, have experience in an authentic but limited fashion with the work activities of adults in the community (Morelli, Rogoff, & Angelillo, 2003). 

There are cultural variations in the everyday activities in which children are involved. In developing countries, children spend much of the day in and around the home and local community and much learning occurs in these settings (Schliemann, Carraher, & Ceci, 1997). For instance, research conducted in Papua New Guinea and Brazil has shown that children learn about mathematics, such as measurement (Saxe, 1991) and other forms of computation (Nunes, 1992), as they participate in everyday activities. In contrast, in the United States, children are in school for most of the day and they tend to be excluded from the mature social and economic activities of their community. The primary exception to this pattern is domestic activity, which is common for children around the world although the extent of children’s involvement in and responsibility for domestic activities varies considerably (Goodnow, 1988). 

Activity setting analysis has shown that within cultures children’s participation in setting of informal learning are not homogenous. Observations conducted in Brazil, Kenya, and the United States revealed that young children in each country regularly played, had lessons, and worked (Tudge et al., 2006). However, within these countries, children’s participation differed markedly. In Kenya, children from working class families worked more than did children from middle-class families, whose work patterns did not differ from middle-class children in Brazil and the United States. “Poorer” children in Brazil and the United States had fewer daily lessons than did middle-class children in these countries. This pattern was not found in Kenya where even poor children received regular lessons about certain topics, such as nature and safety. This research suggests that naturalistic observations within and across cultures regarding children’s everyday activities will advance understanding of how sociocultural contexts contribute to development (Lancy, 2008). 

In summary, informal learning in the context of cultural activities and practices contribute to learning and cognitive development in significant ways. When children participate in informal learning, the regular behaviors of the culture, and the thinking and values that coincide with these behaviors, become part of the child’s own psychological make up. The fact that these activities and practices are important to the community enhances the meaning and consequences of children’s participation in them. 

Research on Learning in the Classroom

A number of innovative classroom approaches based on principles of sociocultural theory have been developed to promote children’s learning in formal settings. These approaches incorporate processes of social interaction and activity that have been identified in laboratory research as ways of enhancing children’s engagement and achievement in the classroom. These approaches draw on many of the findings of sociocultural research, particularly the idea that children benefit when learning occurs in a social setting that provides opportunity for children to externalize and articulate their developing knowledge as well as be exposed to the ideas of others. Social processes such as peer collaboration, student discourse, and scaffolded learning involving children and more experienced partners or knowledge represented via technology have been of particular focus in the learning sciences, an interdisciplinary field that studies teaching and learning (Sawyer, 2006).  
There have also been efforts to design school learning environments that model in a comprehensive fashion the key elements of sociocultural theory. To illustrate the contribution of these efforts to educational practice, we concentrate on some of these projects. The first group consists of programs that use children’s play as a teaching device in early childhood education and includes the Tools of the Mind approach (Bodrova & Leong, 2007), “playworld practice” (Baumer, Ferholt, Lecusay, 2005), and the University of Illinois at Chicago’s social constructivist approach (Göncü, Main, & Abel, 2009). The second group consists of programs that create a community of learners in which participants engage in a joint effort to advance children’s understanding and skill (Brown, Metz, & Campione, 1996; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, Turkanis, & Bartlett, 2001). 

Play as the curriculum. Play occurs throughout life a  nd educators and developmental theorists are interested in its role throughout the life-span (Göncü & Perone, 2005; Holzman, 2009; John-Steiner, Connery & Marjanovic-Shane, 2010). In fact, concern about the importance of play in childhood has heightened in recent years. With greater emphasis on high stakes testing, there has been an increasing tendency to curtail children’s playtime, even for very young children, in U.S schools.  Recent efforts to guard against this shift have focused on the role of play as a beneficial activity for learning and cognitive development for children.
One effort based on sociocultural theory is the Tools of Mind curriculum that aims to enhance children’s readiness for school by supporting the development and internalization of cognitive tools for learning (Bodrova & Leong, 2007). In this curriculum, socially-mediated learning activities are used to help young children develop cognitive skills such as attention, memory, and problem solving strategies. Also included are activities that help make children more aware of their own learning activities, such as self-talk, which follows up on ideas introduced by Vygotsky in his research on self-regulatory private speech. Many of the activities in the curriculum involve pretend play that encourages the use of socio-emotional and cognitive skills. Because the activities are designed so that children with varying levels of skill can engage in them, children develop new skills by participating in these activities alongside others who model more advanced skills. Research examining the contributions of this curriculum to school readiness has concentrated on executive function skills such as control of attention and working memory that are important for academic success and reported that the Tools of Mind curriculum promotes the development these skills (Diamond, Barnett, Thomas, & Munro, 2007).

In response to use of adult guidance in the institutionalization of play as carried out in the Tools of Mind curriculum, Göncü and Gaskins (in press) discuss that such engagement with children in playful interactions is seen as a helpful practice in the Western world.  However, adults’ playful interactions with children are not the same kind of play as that which occurs among children alone. In our view, this form of planned engagement for adult-child play is not what Vygotsky meant when he focused on pretend play that grows naturally out of children. For Vygotsky, it seems that the ZPD that emerges in play is created by the inherent demands from within the play itself, not by the guidance of others from outside the frame of play – that is unless the adults can become genuine play partners. Consequently, the adults’ contributions in the Tools of Mind curriculum may derive from the scaffolding they provide in their playful interactions with children rather than originating from the play itself.

The role of adults as potentially genuine play partners has been introduced in another educational approach called the “playworld practice.” This approach originated in Sweden and has recently made its way to the U.S. According to Ferholt and Lecusay (2010), three features characterize playworld practice. Teachers’ participate with children in play by temporarily stepping outside of their positions of status and power, the teachers and children organize the play environment together, and the pretend themes that constitute the play activity are drawn from children’s literature and reflect dilemmas of life that are of interest to both children and teachers. Research examining the effectiveness of this program shows that children who enact a story in the playworld practice improve more in their narrative skills than those who only listen to and discuss the same story when read by the teacher (Baumer, Ferholt, and Lecusay, 2005).    

The third approach that honors children’s play as a context for learning and cognitive development is a teacher education program in early childhood education at the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC). As described in a number of papers (e.g., Göncü, Abel, & Boshans, in press; Göncü et al, 2009), this program, inspired by Vygotsky’s ideas, provides learning opportunities through children’s spontaneous play that emerges from their own peer interactions. The underlying motive for this program is that play is seen as children’s right and, therefore, not providing opportunities for play would be an unfair practice, in essence depriving children of their rights. Free play with peers is an occasion for children to create a ZPD in negotiation of their symbolized personal experiences with one another. As a result, playing with peers affords children the opportunity to develop a sense of community that supports their cognitive, social, and affective development.

At UIC, teacher guidance is conceptualized as supporting the development of a community in the classroom by providing a safe and secure context that supports children’s interests. Such guidance requires teachers to shift their roles and communicative strategies from being companions to children to assuming authority depending on children’s needs. Teacher guidance occurs in many different activities including children’s play. Also, the UIC program acknowledges that cultural notions of appropriate education and communication may vary from home to school. Therefore, the teachers need to negotiate their views with those of the families’ in their effort to establish a mutually acceptable curriculum agenda including play.  
Community of learners. In the community-of-learners model of classroom instruction, adults and children work together in shared learning activities, peers work together and learn from one another, and the teacher functions as an expert guide who facilitates the learning process (Brown et al., 1996). This approach is inspired by Vygotsky’s emphasis on language, communication, and the importance of active participation in learning. This model is designed to promote a context of learning by creating multiple zones of proximal development in the same class setting. These zones enhance learning by fostering dialogue and joint problem solving about the subject area that is the focus of the group work. The initial model, described by Brown (1997), concentrated on science education for inner-city children in a large urban area and included lessons on environmental science and biology. 
In the Community of Learners classroom, responsibility for learning and control of the learning environment are dramatically different from what occurs in the traditional classroom setting. Children work in small groups in ways that simulate the practices of actual working scientists. The group activity is problem based, which follows ideas inherent to activity theory concerning purposeful or goal-directed learning. It is also learner centered in that students proceed at their own pace, which enables them to locate and work within their zone of proximal development. Social learning activities such as constructive discussion, questioning, and criticism are key practices in which learners engage. Traditional methods of evaluation that emphasize individual solitary performance at the conclusion of an activity are used in conjunction with formative evaluations that focus on the process of learning, including the learners’ engagement with the curriculum and with other learners. The aim is that, over time and with practice that is encouraged and supported in the social context, children will adopt the discourse, belief systems, values, and goals of scientific practice. These new skills are further enhanced because the resulting knowledge is shared across the learning community. 
One central component of the Community of Learners approach is that children learn that knowledge is created through dialogue, shared understanding, and the negotiation of meaning. This setting promotes scientific thinking because processes central to science such as speculation, hypothesis generation, and the accumulation and evaluation of evidence, are instrumental to learning. Thus, as learners in the community discuss how to proceed and evaluate and advance their knowledge, they appropriate new ideas and understanding about science and about the world itself that is the focus of the science lesson. Although this approach has been criticized for relying on a view of science that reflects the traditional school curriculum as opposed to forms of systematic learning that emerge in children’s everyday experience (Bentley, 1998), one of its main goals is to enhance science learning in children who are at risk for academic failure. Competence in subjects such as mathematics and science can significantly bolster these students’ chances of academic success.  
Several other educational approaches are based on Vygotsky’s ideas of communication and participation to support children’s learning. Rogoff, Turkanis, and Bartlett (2001) introduced the concept of a Learning Community as they examined the activities in an open classroom in a public elementary school in which parents, teachers, and children work collaboratively to promote children’s learning. This approach emphasizes shared decision making, mutual responsibility, and motivation based on interest as the means of learning in the social environment of the classroom. For instance, teachers, parents, and children plan the class lessons together. As participants engage in the Learning Community their understanding or philosophy of learning changes. Whereas participants initially view learning as one-sided, that is as either the responsibility of the adult or child, with experience in the Learning Community their view shifts to one in which learning occurs in action as collaborators work together to create understanding and skill (Matusov & Rogoff, 2002). Newcomers to the system are aided in this philosophical shift by more experienced members of the Learning Community, which, in turn, sustains the collaborative learning environment. While this project makes significant contributions to our understanding of how a classroom community is created in a homogeneous middle class European American city, it leaves open the investigation of how such communities are created in locations with diverse learners (Göncü et al, 2009).  

Another approach was introduced by Lave and Wenger (1991) and it focuses on a Community of Practice in which members, either in the workplace or in school, create knowledge and skill through sustained social practice in an activity. Key concepts in this approach are situated learning, which is the idea that learning occurs as people engage in the authentic or actual activities of a community, and legitimate peripheral participation, whereby learners are given access to the activities of more skilled members of the community. Although the Community of Practice approach has been used to examine a wide range of learning contexts outside the classroom, including settings in which adults come to master specific skills such as navigation, medical care, and blacksmithing (Chaiklin & Lave, 1996), when these ideas have been applied to classroom practice they can support learning and related facets such as motivation to learn. For instance, Boaler and Greeno (2006) demonstrated links between a Community of Practice approach in school mathematics learning and the development in children of a connection to or identity with the learning that fostered engagement and motivation in mathematics learning. Thus, what this approach, along with the other community and activity-based learning approaches, offers is a learning experience that provides children with a social context in which they can develop competence in valued ways of thinking and solving problems. Together, these approaches demonstrate how many of the central ideas in sociocultural and activity theory can be used to advance children’s learning and success in the classroom. 
Conclusions
Sociocultural approaches have made significant contributions to the study of learning and development. These contributions emerged from the recognition that a universalistic/essentialist stance that defined the traditional mainstream educational and developmental science cannot account for cultural difference and within culture diversity. In its goal to overcome the ethnocentrism that is rampant in dominant approaches, theory and research in sociocultural psychology brought to the fore the significance of culture that needs to be considered as a significant ingredient of human development and learning. Towards this end, much work has focused on conceptualizing culture and identifying its definitional features. In our view, this effort has been successful in that many contemporary educational and developmental scientists address the significance of culture although they may not necessarily consider it as a significant part of their own research.

This story cannot end here, however, as there is more work ahead of us. To begin with, a close inquiry into our published work in psychology will reveal that in much research culture is still seen as an independent variable. While this stance will enable its defenders to claim that culture is included in their work such work will not lead to understandings about difference or about characteristics of other cultures that contribute to learning and cognitive development. The journals in our fields should make concerted efforts to include research that considers culture as a system of meaning and examines it in qualitative and interpretive research from the perspective of the participants rather than only from the perspective of the researcher in etic and positivistic studies. Only when this step occurs, will we realize that what is considered “science” is also a cultural practice and unless it is expanded to include the views of others, it will remain ethnocentric as John Whiting claimed many years ago.
Ours is a call for mutuality in scientific practice. As we conclude that mainstream practice has much to learn from sociocultural approaches, we also note that sociocultural psychologists can benefit from mainstream practice. In our view, doing interpretive and qualitative research on culture and learning does not mean that we should give up our efforts to produce hypothesis generating and testing practice or even to seek generalizations, as mainstream research does. It is naïve to claim that every cultural story is a unique story with no features to share with other cultures. Nor is it true to do so, as we know that children of the world share many characteristics and experiences. However, we are asking for description of cultural practices in their own rights and then seeking generalizations across them so that both the differences and the commonalities will be made evident.

Finally, an approach that focuses on the description of each cultural community as the unit of analysis will help us understand significant issues that are before us. For example, when we work with immigrant children, and those from underprivileged communities, as well as those from the non-Western world and special needs children, we should strive to understand what guides their learning and development and how it is similar to and different from that of others.  With this understanding, we may be able to help children better while we learn from them in creating a productive context of learning and development for all.                                                  

References

Adamson, L. B., & Bakeman, R. (1991). The development of shared attention during infancy. In R. Vasta (Ed.), Annals of child development (Vol. 8, pp. 1-41). London: Kingsley. 

Bakhurst, D. (2007). Vygotsky’s demons. In H. Daniels, M. Cole, & J. V. Wertsch (Eds.), The Cambridge companion to Vygotsky (pp. 50-76). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Barron, B. (2003). When smart groups fail. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 12, 307-359.

Bauer, P. J. (2007). Remembering the times of our lives: Memory in infancy and beyond. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Baumer, S., Ferholt, B. & Lecusay, R. (2005). Promoting narrative competence through adult-child joint pretense: Lessons from the Scandinavian educational practice of playworld. Cognitive Development, 20, 576-590. 

Baumrind, D. (1971). Current patterns of parental authority. Developmental Psychology Monographs, 4, 1-103. 

Bentley, T. (1998). Learning beyond the classroom: Education for a changing world. London: Demos and Routledge.

Berry, J. W., Poortinga, Y. H., Segall, M. H., & Dasen, P. R. (2006). Cross-cultural psychology: Research and applications (2nd ed.). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Bjorklund, D. F., Dukes, C., & Brown, R. D. (2009). The development of memory strategies. In M. L. Courage & N. Cowan (Eds.), The development of memory in infancy and childhood (pp. 145-175). New York: Psychology Press. 

Boaler, J., & Greeno, J. G. (2000). Identity, agency, and knowing in mathematics worlds. In J. Boaler (Ed.), Multiple perspectives on mathematics teaching and learning (pp. 171-200). Stamford, CT: Elsevier. 

Bodrova, E., & Leong, D. J. (2007). Tools of the mind: The Vygotskian approach to early childhood education. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson. 

Bornstein, M. H. (2010). Handbook of cultural developmental science. New York: Psychology Press. 

Bransford, J. D., Brown, A. L., & Cocking, R. R. (1999). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience, and school. Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (2006). The bioecological model of human development. In W. Damon & R. M. Lerner (Series Eds.), and R. M. Lerner (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child psychology. Volume 1: Theoretical models of human development (6th ed., pp. 793-828). New York: Wiley. 

Brown, A. L. (1997). Transforming schools into communities of thinking and learning about serious matters. American Psychologist, 52, 399-413.

Brown, A. L., Metz, K. E., & Campione, J. C. (1996). Social interaction and individual understanding in a community of learners: The influence of Piaget and Vygotsky. In A. Tryphon & J. Voneche (Eds.), Piaget-Vygotsky: The social genesis of thought. Hove: Psychology Press. 

Bruner, J. S. (1986). Actual minds, possible worlds. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Cahan, E. D. & White, S. H. (1992). Proposals for a second psychology.  American Psychologist, 47, 224-235. 

Callanan, M. A., & Braswell, G. (2006). Parent-child conversations about science and literacy: Links between formal and informal learning. In Z. Bekerman, N. C. Burbules, & D. Silberman-Keller (Eds.), Learning in places: The informal education reader (pp. 123-137). New York: Peter Lang Publishing. 

Campos, J. J., & Stenberg, C. R. (1981). Perception, appraisal, and emotion: The onset of social referencing. In M. E. Lamb & L. R. Sherrod (Eds.), Infant social cognition: Empirical and theoretical considerations (pp. 272-314). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Chaiklin, S. (2003). The zone of proximal development in Vygotsky’s analysis of learning and instruction. In A. Kozulin, B. Gindis, V. S. Ageyev, & S. M. Miller (Eds.), Vygotsky’s educational theory in cultural context: Learning in doing (pp. 39-64). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Chaiklin, S., Hedegaard, M., & Jensen, U. J. (1999). Activity theory and social practice. Aarhus, Denmark: Aarhus University Press. 

Chaiklin, S., & Lave, J. (1996). Understanding practice: Perspectives on activity and practice. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Chavajay, P., & Rogoff, B. (1999). Cultural variation in management of attention by children and their caregivers. Child Development, 35, 1079-1090. 

Chi, M. T. H., Glaser, R., & Farr, M. (1988). The nature of expertise. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Coffman, J. L., Ornstein, P. A., McCall, L. E., & Curran, P. J. (2008). Linking teachers’ memory-relevant language and the development of children’s memory skills. Developmental Psychology, 44, 1640-1654.

Cole, M. (1985). The zone of proximal development: where culture and cognition create each other. In J. V. Wertsch (Ed.), Culture, communication, and cognition: Vygotskyan perspectives (pp. 146-161). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Cole, M. (1995). The supra-individual envelope of development: Activity and practice, situation and context. In J. J. Goodnow., P. J. Miller & F. Kessel (Eds.) Cultural practices as contexts for development (pp. 105-118). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass

Cole, M. (1996). Cultural psychology: A once and future discipline. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Cole, M. (2006a). Internationalism in psychology: We need it now more than ever. American Psychologist, 61, 904-917.

Cole, M. (2006b). The Fifth Dimension: An after-school program built on diversity. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Cole, M., & Engestrom, Y. (2007). Cultural-historical approaches to designing for development. In J. Valsiner & A. Rosa (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of sociocultural psychology (pp. 484-507). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Cole, M. Gay, J. Glick, J. & Sharp, D. W. (1971). The cultural context of learning and thinking. New York: Basic Books.

Cole, M. , Meshcheryakov, B. G.,  & Ponomariov, I.V. (in press). Cross-cultural research in the cultural historical activity tradition. In F. J. R. Van de Vijver, A. Chasiotis. & S. M. Breugelmans (Eds.). Fundamental questions in cross-cultural psychology. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
Courage, M. L., & Cowan, N. (2009). The development of memory in infancy and childhood. New York: Psychology Press. 

Daniels, H. (2004). Activity theory, discourse and Bernstein. Educational Review, 56, 121-132.

Daniels, H., Cole, M.,  & Wertsch. J. V. (2007). The Cambridge companion to Vygotsky. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Davydov, V. V. (1999). A new approach to the interpretation of activity structure and content. In S. Chaiklin, M. Hedegaard, & U. J. Jensen (Eds.), Activity theory and social practice (pp. 39-50), Aarhus University Press.

de la Ossa, J., & Gauvain, M. (2001). Joint attention by mothers and children while using plans. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 25, 176-183. 
Diamond, A., Barnett, W. S., Thomas, J., & Munro, S. (2007). Preschool program improves cognitive control. Science, 318, 1387-1388.

Ellis, S. A., & Gauvain, M. (1992). Social and cultural influences on children’s collaborative interactions. In L. T. Winegar & J. Valsiner (Eds.), Children’s development within social context: Research and methodology (Vol. 2, pp. 155-180). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Engel, S. (1995). The stories children tell: Making sense of the narratives of childhood. New York: Freeman. 

Engstrom, Y. (1987). Learning by expanding: An activity-theoretical approach to developmental research. Helsinki, Finland: Orienta Konsultit.

Engstrom, Y. (1993). Developmental studies of work as a testbench of activity theory: The case of primary care medical practice. In S. Chaiklin & J. Lave (Eds.), Understanding practice: Perspectives on activity and context (pp. 64 – 103). Cambridge, UK. Cambridge University Press.

Farver, J. A. M. (1999). Activity setting analysis: A model for examining the role of culture in development. In A. Göncü (Ed.), Children’s engagement in the world: Sociocultural perspectives (pp. 99 – 127). Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. 

Feigenbaum, P. (2002). Private speech: Cornerstone of Vygotsky’s theory of the development of higher psychological processes. In D. Robbins & A. Stetsenko (Eds.), Voices within Vygotsky’s non-classical psychology: Past, present, future (pp. 161-174). Hauppauge, NY: Nova Science Publishers. 

Ferholt, B. & Lecusay, R. (2010). Adult and child development in the zone of proximal development: Socratic dialogue in a playworld. Mind, Culture, and Activity, 17, 59-83.

Fivush, R., Haden, C., & Reese, E. (1996). Remembering, recounting, and reminiscing: The development of autobiographical memory in social context. In D. C. Rubin (Ed.), Remembering our past: Studies in autobiographical memory (pp. 341-359). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Gaskins, S. (2009). The cultural meaning of play and learning in children’s museums. Hand to Hand, 22(4), 1-2; 8-11.

Gaskins, S.  (1999).  Children’s daily lives in a Mayan village: A case study of culturally constructed roles and activities.  In A. Göncü (Ed.), Children’s engagement in the world (pp. 25-81). Cambridge, England:  Cambridge University Press. 

Gauvain, M. (2001). The social context of cognitive development. New York: Guilford.

Gauvain, M., & Reynolds, C. A. (in press). The sociocultural context of cognition across the lifespan. Chapter to appear in K. Fingerman, C. Berg, T. Antonucci, & J. Smith (Eds.), Handbook of lifespan psychology. New York: Springer. 

Glassman, M. (1996). Understanding Vygotsky’s motive and goal: An exploration of the


work of A. N. Leontiev. Human Development, 39, 309-327.

Glenberg, A. M., Gutierrez, T., Levin, J. R., Japuntich, S., & Kaschak, M. P. (2004). Activity and imagined activity can enhance young children’s reading comprehension. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96, 424-436.

Glick, J. (1997). Prologue. In R. W. R. (Ed.) The history of the development of higher mental function.  The collected works of L. S. Vygotsky. Vol: 4. New York: Plenum. 
Gonzalez, N., Moll, L., & Amanti, C. (2005) (eds.) Funds Of Knowledge: Theorizing practice in households, communities, and classrooms. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Goodnow, J. J. (1988). Children’s household work: Its nature and function. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 5-26. 

Goodnow, J. J. (1990). The socialization of cognition: What’s involved? In J. W. Stigler, R. A. Shweder, & G. Herdt (Eds.), Cultural psychology: Essays on comparative human development (pp. 259-286). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Goodnow, J. J., Miller, P. J., & Kessel, F. (1995). Cultural practices as contexts for development. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Göncü, A. (1993). Development of intersubjectivity in the social pretend play of young children.  Human Development, 36, 185-198.

Göncü, A. (1999). Children’s and researchers’ engagement in the world:. In A. Göncü (Ed.). Children’s engagement in the world: Sociocultural perspectives, (pp. 1-22). Cambridge University Press.
Göncü, A., Abel, B. & Boshans, M. (in press). The role of attachment and play in young children’s learning and development.  In K. Littleton, C. Wood, & J. K. Staarman (Eds.). International handbook of educational Psychology: New perspectives on learning and teaching Amsterdam: Elsevier. 

Göncü , A., & Becker, J. (1992). Some contributions of a Vygotskian approach to early education. International Journal of Cognitive Education and Mediated Learning, 2, 147-153.  

Göncü, A., & Gaskins, S. (in press). Comparing and extending Piaget’s and Vygotsky’s understandings of play: Symbolic play as individual, sociocultural, and educational interpretation. In A. Pellegrini (Ed.). Oxford handbook of the development of play. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Göncü, A., Main, C. & Abel, B. (2009). Fairness in participation in preschool. In J. Berthelsen, J. Brownlee, & E. Johansson (Eds.), Participatory learning in the early years, (pp. 185 - 202). New York: Routledge.

Göncü, A., & Perone, A. (2005). Pretend play as a life-span activity.  Topoi, 24, 137-147.
Göncü, A., Tuermer, U. Jain, J. & Johnson, D. (1999). Children’s play as cultural activity. In A. Göncü, (Ed.). Children’s engagement in the world: Sociocultural perspectives, (pp. 148-170). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Greenfield, P., & Lave, J. (1982). Cognitive aspects of informal education. In D. A. Wagner & H. W. Stevenson (Eds.), Cultural perspectives on child development (pp. 181- 207). San Francisco: Freeman.

Greeno, J. G. (2006). Learning in activity. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences (pp. 79-96). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Hamond, N. R., & Fivush, R. (1991). Memories of Mickey Mouse: Young children recount their trip to Disneyworld. Cognitive Development, 6, 433-448.
Harris, K. R. (2003). Editorial: Is the work as good as it could be?  Journal of Educational


Psychology, 95, 451-452.

Heath, S. B. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life, and work in communities and classrooms. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Holzman, L. (2009). Vygotsky at work and play. New York: Routledge.

John-Steiner, V. (1985). Notebooks of the mind: Explorations of thinking. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.
John-Steiner, V., Connery, C. M., Marjanovic-Shane, A. (2010). Dancing with muses: A cultural

–historical approach to play, meaning making and creativity. In C. M. Connery, V. P. John-Steiner, & A. Marjanovic-Shane (Eds.), Vygotsky and creativity: A cultural-historical approach to play, meaning-making, and the arts (pp. 3- 15): New York: Peter Lang.

Kagitçibasi, Ç. (2007). Family, self, and human development across cultures: Theory and applications (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Karabenich, S. A., & Newman, R. S. (2006). Help seeking in academic settings: Goals, groups, and contexts. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Kessen, W. (1979). The American child and other cultural inventions. American Psychologist, 34, 815-820.

Kozulin, A. (1986). The concept of activity in soviet psychology: Vygotsky, his disciples and critics, American Psychologist, 41, 264-274.

Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition (1983). Culture and cognitive development. In P. H. Mussen (Series Ed.), W. Kessen (Vol. Ed.) Handbook of child psychology. Vol 1. History, theory, and methods (pp. 294-356). New York: Wiley.

Lancy, D. (2008). The anthropology of childhood: Cherubs, chattel, changelings. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Lave, J. (1997). The culture of acquisition and the practice of understanding. In D. I. Kirshner & J. A. Whitson (Eds.), Situated cognition: Social, semiotic, and psychological perspectives (pp. 17-35). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Lave, J. (1988). Cognition in practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Leinhardt, G., Crowley, K., & Knutson, K. (2002). Learning conversations in museums. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Leont’ev, A.N. (1981) Activity, consciousness, and personality. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 


Prentice-Hall.

LeVine, R. A. (1970). Cross-cultural study in child psychology. In P. Mussen (Ed.), Carmichael’s manual of child psychology (3rd. ed) (pp. 559-612). New York: Wiley.
Le Vine, R. A. (2007). Ethnographic studies of childhood: A historical overview. American Anthropologist, 109, 247-260. 
Light, P., & Butterworth, G. (1992). Context and cognition: Ways of learning and knowing. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Light, P., & Littleton, K. (1999). Social processes in children’s learning. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Lynch, J. S., & van den Broek, P. (2007). Understanding the glue of narrative structure: Children’s on- and off-line inferences about characters’ goals. Cognitive Development, 22, 323-340. 
Matusov, E. (1998). When solo activity is not privileged: Participation and internalization models of development. Human Development, 41, 326-349.
Matusov, E. (2008). Applying a sociocultural approach to Vygotskyan academia: Our Tsar isn’t like yours, and yours isn’t like ours. Culture & Psychology, 14(1), 5-35.
Matusov, E., & Rogoff, B. (2002). Newcomers and old –timers: Educational philosophies-in-action of parent volunteers in a community of learners school. Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 33, 415-440. 

Maynard, A. E., & Greenfield, P. M. (2005). An ethnomodel of teaching and learning: Apprenticeship of Zinacantec Maya women’s tasks. In A. E. Maynard & M. I. Martini (Eds.), Learning in cultural context: Family, peers, and school (pp. 75-103). New York: Kluwer Academic/ Plenum. 

Mead, M. (1931). The primitive child. In C. Murchison (Ed.), A handbook of child psychology (pp. 669-687). Worcester, MA: Clark University Press.

Meichenbaum, D., & Asarnow, J. (1979). Cognitive-behavioral modification and metacognitive development: Implications for the classroom. In P. C. Kendall & S. D. Hollon (Eds.), Cognitive-behavioral interventions (pp. 11-35). New York: Academic Press. 

Miller, P. J., & Goodnow, J. J. (1995). Cultural practices: Toward and integration of culture and development. In J. J. Goodnow., P. J. Miller & F. Kessel (Eds.) Cultural practices as contexts for development (pp. 5-16). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 Minami, M., & McCabe, A. (1995). Rice balls and bear hunts: Japanese and North American family narrative patterns. Journal of Child Language, 22, 423-445. 

Minear, M., & Shah, P. (2006). Sources of working memory deficits in children and possibilities for remediation. In S. Pickering (Ed.), Working memory and education (pp. 274-307). London: Elsevier. 

Moely, B. E., Santulli, K. A., & Obach, M. S. (1995). Strategy instruction, metacognition, and
motivation in the elementary school classroom. In F. Weinert & W. Schneider (Eds.), Memory performance and competencies: Issues in growth and development (pp. 301-321). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Morelli, G. A., Rogoff, B., & Angelillo, C. (2003). Cultural variation in young children’s access
to work or involvement in specialized child-focused activities. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 27, 264-274.

Munroe, R. L., & Gauvain, M. (2009). The cross-cultural study of children's learning and socialization: A short history. In D. F. Lancy, J. Bock, & S. Gaskins (Eds.), The anthropology of learning in childhood (pp. 35-63). Lanham, MD: AltaMira Press. 

Nardi, B. (Ed.) (1996). Context and consciousness: Activity theory and human computer interaction. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Neitzel, C., & Stright, A. D. (2003). Mothers’ scaffolding of children’s problem solving: Establishing a foundation of academic self-regulatory competence. Journal of Family Psychology, 17, 147-159.

Nunes, T. (1993). Psychology in Latin America: The case of Brazil. Psychology and Developing Societies, 5, 123-133. 

O’Neill, D. K., & Shultis, R. M. (2007). The emergence of the ability to track a character’s mental perspective in narrative. Developmental Psychology, 43, 1032-1037.

Ormrod, J. E. (2008) Educational Psychology: Developing learners. Columbus, OH: Pearson. 
Palinscar, A. S., & Brown, A. L. (1984). Reciprocal teaching of comprehension monitoring activities. Cognition and Instruction, 1, 117-175. 

Perez, S. M., & Gauvain, M. (2009). Mother-child planning, child emotional functioning, and children’s transition to first grade. Child Development, 80, 776-791.

Price-Williams, D., Gordon, W., & Ramirez, M. (1969). Skill and conservation: A study of pottery-making children. Developmental Psychology, 1, 769.

Reiser, J. J., Garing, A. E., & Young, M. E. (1994). Imagery, action, and young children’s spatial orientation: It’s not being there that counts, it’s what one has in mind. Child Development, 65, 1262-1278. 

Rogoff, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in thinking: Cognitive development in social context. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Rogoff, B. (1995). Observing sociocultural activity on three planes: participatory

appropriation, guided participation, and apprenticeship. In J.V. Wertsch, P del Rio., & A. Alvarez (Eds.), Sociocultural studies of mind (pp. 139-164), New York, NY; Cambridge University Press. 
Rogoff, B. (2003). The cultural nature of human development.  New York: Oxford University Press.

Rogoff, B., Mistry, J., Göncü, A., & Mosier, C. (1993). Guided participation in cultural activity by toddlers and caregivers. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 58(1, Serial No. 183).

Rogoff, B., Paradise, R., Arauz, R. M., Correa-Chávez, M., & Angelillo, C. (2003). Firsthand learning through intent participation. Annual Review of Psychology, 54, 175-203. 

Rogoff, B., Turkanis, C. G., & Bartlett, L. (2001). Learning together: Children and adults in a school community. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Rogoff, B. & Wertsch, J. (Eds.). (1984). Children’s learning in the “zone of proximal development.” New Directions for Child Development (No: 23). San Francisco. Jossey-Bass.

Roth, M. W. & Lee, Y. J. (2007). Vygotsky’s neglected legacy: Cultural-historical activity theory, Review of Educational Research, 77 (2), 186-232.  

Ruff, H. A., & Rothbart, M. K. (1996). Attention in early development: Themes and variations. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Sawyer, R. K. (2006). The Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences. New York: Cambridge University Pres. 

Saxe, G. B. (1991). Culture and cognitive development: Studies in mathematical understanding. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Saxe, G. B., Guberman, S. R., & Gearhart, M. (1987). Social processes in early number development. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 52 (2, Serial No. 216), 3-162. 

Scardamalia, M., & Bereiter, C. (2006). Knowledge building: Theory, pedagogy, and technology. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences (pp. 97-115). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Schliemann, A. D., Carraher, D. W., & Ceci, S. J. (1997). Everyday cognition. In J. W. Berry, P. R. Dasen, & T. S. Sarawathi (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural psychology. Vol. 2: Basic processes and human development (pp. 177-216). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Schwartz, D. L., & Heiser, J. (2006). Spatial representations and imagery in learning. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences (pp. 283-298). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Scribner, S. (1985).  Vygotsky’s uses of history. In J. V. Wertsch (Ed.), Culture, communication, and cognition: Vygotskyan perspectives (pp. 119-145). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Scribner, S. and Cole, M. (1981). The psychology of literacy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Serpell, R., & Hatano, G. (1997). Education, schooling, and literacy. In J. W. Berry, P. R. Dasen, & T. S. Sarawathi (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural psychology. Vol. 2: Basic processes and human development (pp. 339-376). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Shweder, R. (1990). Cultural psychology: What is it? In J. W. Stigler, R. A. Shweder, & G. Herdt (Eds.). Cultural psychology: Essays on comparative human development (pp. 1-43). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Shweder, R., Goodnow, J. Hatano, G.,  LeVine, R., Markus, H., & Miller, P. (1998). The cultural psychology of development. One mind, many mentalities. In W. Damon (Series Ed.) & R. M. Learner (Vol. Ed.) Handbook of child psychology: Vol 1. Theoretical models of human development (pp. 865-937). New York: Wiley.

Sigel, I. E. (2000). Educating the young thinker model from research to practice: A case study of program development, or the place of theory and research in the development of educational programs. In J. L. Roopnarine & J. E. Johnson (Eds.), Approaches to early childhood education (3rd ed., pp. 315-340). Columbus, OH: Merrill/Macmillan. 

St. Clair-Thompson, H., Stevens, R., Hunt, A., & Bolder, E. (2010). Improving children’s working memory and classroom performance. Educational Psychology, 30, 203-219. 

Super, C. M, & Harkness, S. (1982). The infant’s niche in rural Kenya and Metropolitan America. In L. Adler (Ed.), Cross-Cultural Research at Issue (pp. 47-55). New York: Academic. 

Super, C. & Harkness, S. (1986). The developmental niche: A conceptualization a the interface of child and culture. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 9, 545-569.

Tanon, F. (1994). A cultural view on planning: The case of weaving in Ivory Coast. Tilburg: Tilburg University Press. 

Teasley, S. D. (1995). The role of talk in children’s peer collaboration. Developmental Psychology, 31, 207-220. 

Tharp, R. G., & Gallimore, R. (1988). Rousing minds to life: Teaching, learning, and schooling in social context. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Tomasello, M. (1999). The cultural origins of human cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Trevarthen, C. (1980). The foundations of intersubjectivity: Development of interpersonal and cooperative understanding in infants. In D. R. Olson (Ed.), The social foundations of language and thought (pp. 316-342). New York: Norton. 

Tudge, J. R. H. (2008). The everyday lives of young children: Culture, class. and childrearing in diverse societies. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Tudge, J. R. H., Doucet, F., Odero, D., Sperb, T. M., Piccinini, C., & Lopes, R. S. (2006). A window into different cultural worlds: Young children’s everyday activities in the United States, Brazil, and Kenya. Child Development, 77, 1446-1469. 

Tulviste, P. (1999). Activity as an explanatory principle in cultural psychology. In S. Chaiklin, M. Hedegaard. & U. J. Jensen (Eds.), Activity theory and social practice (pp. 66-78). Aarhus, Denmark: Aarhus University Press. 

Valsiner, J. (1998). The development of the concept of development. In W. Damon (Series Ed.) & R. M. Learner (Vol. Ed.) Handbook of child psychology: Vol 1. Theoretical models of human development (pp. 189-232). New York: Wiley.

Valsiner, J. (2000). Culture and human development: An introduction. London: Sage.

Van der Veer, R., & Valsiner, J. (1991). Understanding Vygotsky. Oxford: Blackwell.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1962). Thought and language. (E. Hanfmann & G. Vakar, Trans.) Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1967). Play and its role in the mental development of the child. Soviet Psychology, 5(3), 6-18. 

Vygotsky, L.S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1986). Thought and language. (A. Kozulin, Trans.) Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.
Vygotsky, L.S. (1987). Thinking and speech. In R. W. Rieber & A.S. Carton (Eds.). The collected works of L.S. Vygotsky (N. Minick, Trans.) (pp. 37-285). New York: Plenum.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1997). The problem of the development of higher mental functions.  In R. W. R. (Ed.) The history of the development of higher mental function.  The collected works of L. S. Vygotsky (pp. 1- 252). Vol: 4. New York: Plenum.  

Weisner, T. Gallimore, R., & Jordan, C. (1989). Unpackaging cultural effects on classroom learning: Native Hawaiian peer assistance and child-generated activity. Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 19, 327-351. 

Wells, G. (1999). Dialogic inquiry: Toward a sociocultural practice and theory of education. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Wertsch, J. V.  (1985). Vygotsky and the social formation of mind. Cambridge, MA:


Harvard University Press.

Wertsch, J. V. (1991). Voices of the mind: A sociocultural approach to mediated action.


Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wertsch, J. V. and Stone, A. C. (1985). The concept of internalization in Vygotsky’s

account of the genesis of higher mental functions. In J. V. Wertsch (Ed.), Culture, communication, and cognition (pp. 162-179) Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Whiting, B. B. (1976). The problem of the packaged variable. In K.F. Riegel & J. A.


Meecham (Eds.), The developing individual in a changing world. Chicago: Aldine. 

Whiting, B. B. & Whiting, J. W. M. (1975). Children of six cultures: A psycho-


cultural analysis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Whiting, B. B., & Edwards, C. P. (1988). Children of different worlds: The formation of social behavior. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Whiting, J. W. M.(1954). The cross-cultural method. In G. Lindzey (Ed.),


Handbook of social psychology (pp. 523-531). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Whiting, J. W. H. (1968). Methods and problems in cross-cultural psychology. In G.

Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (2nd ed.) (pp. 693-728). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Whiting, J. W. M., & Child, I. L. (1953). Child training and personality: A cross-cultural study. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Wood, D. J. Bruner, J.S., & Ross, G. (1976). The role of tutoring in problem solving.


Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 17, 89-100.

Wood, D. J., & Middleton, D. (1975). A study of assisted problem solving. British Journal of Psychology, 66, 181-191.

Zinchenko, V. P. (1995). Cultural-historical psychology and the psychological theory 

of activity: Retrospect and prospect. In J.V. Wertsch, P del Rio, & A. Alvarez (Eds.), Sociocultural studies of mind (pp. 37-55). New York: Cambridge University Press.

� We acknowledge Karen Harris, Ana Marjanovic-Shane, Eugene Matusov, and one anonymous reviewer for their helpful comments on an earlier version of this chapter.  





