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deal of learning. Yet the deepest and most creative thinkers seem to
engage in their work much less self-consciously. They forget themselves
and become totally absorbed in the matter at hand (Dewey, 1916, p. 173;
Montessori, 1936a, pp. 50—53; Maslow, 1970, pp. 45, 65). Like young
children, highly creative people are interested in learning for its own sake.=
Piagetians and other developmentalists would like all of us to retain this
kind of learning.

Piagetians also believe that Bandura overlooks the importance of cog-
nitive structures or stages. Bandura, as we have seen, does acknowledge
that cognitive skills set limits on what children can learn and imitate. But
he does not believe that cognitive skills are best described as broad stage
structures. Instead, he thinks of cognition much more atomistically, as a
large number of specific, isolated skills.

Bandura's position has received support in recent years (Flavell, 1985,
pp- 290-95), but the concept of general stage is not as untenable as he
makes it sound. As we discussed in Chapter 6 on Piaget, there is reason
to believe that Piaget's stages, despite certain problems, are valid. And
social learning research itself occasionally suggests that the child’s general
stage is at work. For example, Liebert et al. (1969) found that 14-year-
olds, but not eight- or six-year-olds, could imitate a new grammatical rule.
The oldest subjects were able to figure out the rule underlying the model’s
behavior because they had capacities for abstract thinking that the younger
children lacked. They had, it seems, formal operations.

It might be, then, that Bandura underestimates the importance of
developmental variables. He certainly seems to overlook the extent to
which children learn on their own, from an intrinsic interest in the world.
He might also overlook the extent 0 which modeling is influenced by
cognitive stages. Nevertheless, Bandura has significantly broadened learn-
ing theory and contributed enormously to our understanding of how en-

vironmental factors shape behavior.
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they were addressing. At the same time Vygotsky was a Marxist who
believed that one can only understand human beings in the context of the
social-historical environment. Thus Vygotsky tried to create a theory that
allowed for the interplay between the two “lines of development”—the
wnatural line” that emerges from within and the
influences the child from without (Vygotsky, 1931a, p. 17).

Vygotsky was only partly successful. He had only sketched out an
integrative theory of development when, at the age of 38, his life was cut
short by tuberculosis. Nevertheless, many psychologists believe that if we
eventually do construct a solid integrative theory, it will build on the start
Vygotsky gave us.

Lev Semenovich Vygotsky grew up in Gomel, a port city in western
Russia. His father was a banking executive, and his mother was a teacher,
although she spent most of her life raising her eight children. The family
loved interesting conversation, a trait that rubbed off on the young Vy-
gotsky. As a teenager, he was known among his friends as the “litde
professor” because he was constantly leading them in discussions, mock
trials, and debates. Vygotsky also loved to read history, literature, and
poetry (Wertsch, 1985, pp- 3—4).

When Vygotsky was 17, he wanted to attend the University of Moscow,
but because he was Jewish he had to struggle with the state’s quota systein;
the university’s enrollment was only 3 percent Jewish. Initially, Vygotsky
seemed assured of a spot because he was so bright. But before he com-
pleted his oral examinations, the educational ministry shifted 1o a lottery
system for Jewish applicants. Vygotsky felt he had lost all hope, but then
he won a position by chance alone.

At the university, Vygotsky specialized in law, but he also took a wide
variety of courses in other fields, as well as courses at Shanyavskii People’s
University, where a number of professors had gone after being expelled
from the University of Moscow for anti-Czarist leanings. Vygotsky grad-
nated with a law degree from the University of Moscow in 1917 and re-
turned to his home of Gomel (Wertsch, 1985, pp. b—6).

Between 1917 (the year of the Communist Revolution) and 1924,
Vygotsky taught literature in a secondary school and psychology at the local
teacher’s college, and he became interested in the education of the phys-
ically disabled. He also worked on his doctoral dissertation on the psy-
chology of art. During this period he became ill with tuberculosis (1985,
pp- 7-8).

On January 6, 1924, Vygotsky travelled to Leningrad to deliver a
lecture on the psychology of consciousness. The clarity and brilliance of
his speech—by the unknown young man from the provinces—had an
electrifying effect on the young psychologists in the audience. One, A. R.
Luria (1902—1977), recommended Vygotsky for a position at the Moscow
Institute of Psychology, which Vygotsky received. During his first year of
work at the institute, he finished his dissertation and received his doctorate
(1985, p. 8).

In Moscow, Vygotsky soon became a commanding presence. When
he lectured, students stood outside the packed auditorium and listened
through open windows. When he travelled, students wrote poems in honor
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History, in Marx’s view, is a dialectical process, a series of conflicts and
resolutions. New forces of production (e.g., new ways of manufacturing)
come into conflict with the existing social system, and a new social system
is installed. For example, in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Europe,
the creation of new factories gave a rising class of capitalists the opportunity
to make vast sums of money, but the ancient fendal system stood in their
way. The result of this conflict was the overthrow of the feudal system
and the establishment of a new system—the free enterprise system which
allowed the capitalists to make as much money as they liked (Marx, 1859;
Marx and Engels, 1872, pp. 336-40; Mills, 1962, pp. 82—-83).

Marx believed that his own age—the second half of the nineteenth
century—was experiencing a new phase in the dialectic of history. Tech-
nological progress was now being impeded by the free enterprise system.
The resolution of this conflict would be a communist revolution in which
the workers would take over the industries and organize them for the
benetfit of all.

We have encountered the concept of dialectic—of conflict and res-
olution—earlier (Chapter 6). Marx, like so many other scholars, adopted
the concept from Hegel. However, Marx used the concept in a very dif-
ferent way.

For Hegel, the dialectic of history occurs in the realm of consciousness
and ideas; one viewpoint comes into conflict with its opposite, leading to
a new synthesis. Marx, in contrast, believed that conflicts in ideas are
superficial. The conflicts that really matter are social and economic. In
fact, most ideas and values merely justify particular social and economic
interests. The medieval lords praised loyalty and honor; the rising capi-
talists heralded liberty and free competition; and both groups believed they
were giving expression to the highest of all values. In reality, both groups
were merely spouting opinions that justified their own social and economic
interests.

Marx, then, was highly critical of those scholars who analyzed the
nature of consciousness—people’s ideas, values, and outlooks—as if these
had an independent existence. What people think, Marx said, depends
on their material life—the ways in which they work, produce, and exchange
goods—at a certain point in historical development.

But it is not just the content of thinking that depends on historical
development. Our species’ cognitive capacities, too, have changed as a result
of historical change, especially technological development. This, at least,
was the position of Marx's collaborator Friedrich Engels (1820—1895), who
forcefully argued that early technology—early tool use—gave rise to uniquely
human traits such as advanced intelligence and speech.

Engels on tool-use and human evolution. According to Engels (1925,
pp. 47—49, 238—46), our ancestors became capable of tool-use when they
came down from the trees and began living on level ground. This new
mode of life enabled them to develop an upright posture, which freed the
hands for the production of stone implements. Once people began making
tools, their minds expanded. They began discovering new properties ol
natural objects, such as the properties of stone and wood that facilitate
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VYGOTSKY’S THEORY OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TOOLS
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go beyond the present situation, speech enables us to reflect upon the past
and plan for the future (Vygotsky, 1930, p. 26; Luria, 1976, p. 10).

For example, I know a farming family whose vegetables were being
raided by deer. For a while the family members simply reacted to each
immediate situation as it occurred. Whenever someone saw a deer eating
the vegetables, he or she chased it away. After a while, however, the family
sat down and discussed long-term solutions. They talked about building
a new fence, how high it should be, and whether a ditch would be useful.
One family member shared an idea she heard from a neighbor a few months
earlier. By using words to symbolize things and events that were not
immediately present—“a fence,” “a ditch,” “the neighbor’s idea” —the fam-
ily developed a plan. (They decided to build a higher fence.)

When humans use signs, Vygotsky said, they engage in mediated
behavior. That is, they do not just respond to environmental stimuli; their
behavior is also influenced or “mediated” by their own signs. In the present
example, the family did not just respond directly to the environmental
stimuli (the deer), but also acted on the basis of a verbally formulated plan
(“O.K., we've decided to build a 10-foot fence”) (Vygotsky, 1930, pp.
19-40).

The acquisition of speech is of major importance to the growing child;
it enables the child to participate intelligently in the social life of his or her
group. But speech does more than this. It also facilitates the child’s own,
individual thinking. By the age of three or four years, Vygotsky noted,
children begin to carry out the kinds of dialogues they had had with others
with themselves alone. At first they do this aloud, and we can hear children
at play saying things such as, “I wonder where this wheel goes? Does it
go here?” After a while, at the age of six or seven years, children begin
to carry out such dialogues more inwardly and silently. Vygotsky believed
that our ability to talk to ourselves—to think with the help of words—
contributes enormously to our powers of thought.

Two other important sign systems are writing and numbering systems.
The invention of writing was a great human achievement; it enabled people
to keep permanent records of information. For most children, however,
learning to write (and read) is a real struggle because writing forces children
to detach themselves from physical, expressive speech, which comes so
naturally to them, and to use abstract symbols for words. Learning to
write usually requires a good deal of formal instruction (Vygotsky, 1934,
p- 181; 1935, p. 105).

Numbering systems have also been of great importance in human
evolution. Vygotsky suggested that early peoples created numbering sys-
tems because they found that they were unable to quantify objects (such
as vegetables or cattle) by sight alone. They needed sets of symbols to help
them count. For example, the Papaus of New Guinea invented a method
of counting that used their fingers and many parts of their bodies to stand
tor objects. As societies evolved, they developed other numbering systems,
such as the abacus and written notation. They also increasingly dealt with
quantities in abstract and theoretical ways, apart from particular objects:
Algebra, for example, deals with general quantitative categories without
even specifying particular numbers. If ¢ + 10 = b, thena = b — 10,
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endorsed Vygotsky's ideas. Several Marxists lnlwe argued that \i){ggl: y
. ! ar. Tools 5 zan real tools—
: : ot ] too far. Tools, they say, mean re ;
stretched the metaphor of tools ) Y E; ;
not speech, writing, math, and other “psychological tools” (see Kozulin,
1986, pp. xlviii-1). ) _ o _
B[L}L whatever his standing as a Marxist, Vygotsky Emmcd vd';;ﬁkl)[]])e
mental psychology in a promising new direction. Vygotsky (lgec_mgm!i e
role of intrinsic forces, but he suggested that a complete un ?:"s;aﬂr l]:% o
cognitive development requires the study of the psychological tools
i he child to use.
culture provides and expects the ]
Thise two forces—intrinsic and cultural-—generally seem tohbe'of}:)d
posed. Perhapsitis for this reason that scholars have generally emp hascl)zled
one force or the other, but not bo_th. Vygotsky, in c'qntrast, w'as‘si(; .,(:]lich
in dialectical theory and was therefore primed to consider the ways xwhi
opposing forces interact and produce new transformations. The glow‘mg
dh}ille t.l:Ying to make sense of the world in her own way, E'.'?ﬁmmt‘f:i @
culture that expects her to use its particular sign systems. " gfe ];1)(_* o
actions are complex and difficult to study. Vggotsk)f !Iumse t::itv > gtch .
¥ ig 21, an nerually focused on only one s ‘
to investigate them, and he gene | e e
i i i ' e the child. In the following se S,
dialectic—the impact of culture on the  the fol sections,
we will review his work on the acquisition of memory aids, the internali
zation of speech, and the impact of schooling.

MEMORY AIDS

ind’ liest psychological tools
tsk ested that some of humankind’s earl .
vVergeO rsneynigligyg aids, and these tools are still very important to us today
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Thus, Vygotsky and his colleagues conducted various experiments to try
to gain insights into the ways in which children acquire them.

In one experiment, Vygotsky (1981a, pp. 70~71) instructed children
and adults to respond in different ways when they saw different colors,
He told them to lift a finger when they saw red, to press a button when
they saw green, and so on for other colors. Sometimes he made the task
simple, sometimes he made it difficult, and at certain points he offered
memory aids.

In such experiments, the youngest children, between the ages of four
and eight years, typically acted as if they could remember anything. Whether
the task was simple or difficulr, they rushed into it as soon as they heard
the instructions.  When the experimenter offered them pictures and cards
“to help you remember,” they usually ignored the aids, or used them in-
appropriately.  Young children, Vygotsky concluded, “do not yet know
their capacities and limitations” or how to use external stimuli to help them
remember things (193 1b, p. 71).

Older children, from about nine to 12 years, typically used the pictures
Vygotsky offered, and these aids did improve their performance. Inter-
estingly, the addition of such aids did not always improve the memory of
the adults.  But this was not because they had become like young children
and no longer used memory devices. Rather, it was because they now
rehearsed instructions and made mental notes 1o themselves inwardly, with-
out the need for external cues (Vygotsky, 1930, pp. 41-45).

By today’s standards, these experiments were very informal, Vy-
gotsky and his colleagues did not systematically test predetermined hy-
potheses but used the experiments to explore the child’s thinking. The
mvestigators tried out varous procedures and watched how the child re-
sponded, and in this way they tried to gain insights into the steps through
which the child acquires some of the cognitive tools of his or her culture.

But as informal as these experiments were, they were pioneering
investigations into an area that has become a major topic in contemporary
psychology. ‘This is metacognition, the awareness people have of their own
thought processes. (People’s specific awareness of their own memory pro-
cesses is sometimes called metamemory). Like Vygotsky, contemporary psy-
chologists are trying to discover how children become aware of their think-

ing and how they learn to use psychological tools and strategies Lo improve
it (Flavell, 1985, pp. 105—7, 23 —38).

SPEECH

Asmentioned earlier, the single most important psychological tool is speech
(Vygotsky, 1930, p. 24; 1934, p. 256). Speech frees our thought and
dltention from the immediate perceptual field. This freedom sets us apart
from other species.

To illustrate this difference, Vygotsky called attention to research by
Kohler (1925) on the problem-solving of apes. Kohler found that if one
Places a banana within an ape’s visual field—but behind some bars so the
4pe cannot grab it—the ape’s attention will be so riveted on the banana
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that it will hardly consider anything else. The ape won't even consider
using a stick lying nearby, unless the stick also happens to lie directly in
front of the bars. The stick, that is, must also be part of the immediate
visual field (Kohler, 1925, pp. 37—38; Vygotsky, 1930, pp. 35-37).

Human thinking, in contrast, can range much more freely I)eyugd
the immediate perceptual field, and it is speech that enables it to do so.
Because words frequently refer to absent objects, we can, in a situation like
that of the ape, ask ourselves, What object might reach that banana? s
there a stick or a pole around here that will reach it? Thus, we use words
to contemplate and direct our search for objects not in our visual field.

Vygotsky suggested that the ability to engage in such internal dia-
logues develops in three steps.

1. Initially, references to absent objects occur in the child’s interactions with
others. For example, a two-year-old girl might ask her mother to help her
find something. Or the mother might say, “We're going o the park now,
so get your pail and shovel,” directing the girl’s attention to objects she had
not been looking at.

9, Next, at the age of three years or so, the child begins to direct similar com-

ments to herself, While playing with her toys, she might say, “Where’s my

shovel? 1 need my shovel,” and begin looking for an object that had not
been within her immediate surroundings.

For a time, this self-guiding speech is said aloud; we [requently hear chil-
dren talking as they play or work on problems. Then, beginning at about
six years of age, chidren’s self-directed speech becomes increasingly quiet,
abbreviated, and less comprehensible to us.

3. Finally, by age eight or so, we cannot hear this talk at all. But the child’s
self-directed speech has not disappeared; it has merely gone underground.
It has turned into inner speech, the silent dialogue that one has with oneself

(Vygotsky, 1934, pp. 29-40).

The general process, then, is one of internalizing social interactions.
What begins as an interpersonal process, occurring between the parent and
the child, becomes an intrapsychic process, occurring within the child.
Vygotsky believed that this general progression characterizes the devel-
opment of all the “higher mental processes,” all the forms of thought and
attention that depend on cultural signs. In fact, he stated that the pro-
gression is a general law:

Any function in the child’s cultural development appears on the stage twice,
on two planes, first on the social plane and then on the psychological. (19314,

pp. 44—45).

This law, in the view of Vygotsky and his followers, was a cornerstone
of a Marxist psychology. A Marxist does not seek the origins of thinking
within the individual child, spontaneously sprouting from the child’s mind,
but in external social existence (Vygotsky, 1930, p. 45). “The child,” Vy-

otsky said, “learns the social forms of behavior and applies them to him-

self” (19314, p. 40).
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Egocentric Speech

In the process of internalizing social sy i

phase (step QF)) in which they S;lélé:]"i;:lst;(l;:r:;[;?cch, A hemath a
aloud. The first person to call attention to r.l)lii lli!n:j L‘al'k‘lng L~u Lh‘(’-i‘ﬂr-.‘ifflves
( f1 923),f who called it egocentric speech.  Piaget nhs:;\fp(:jj } meé;lg l::;;:le l‘L‘EL{
if two, Five. ) ) opoeeh, Tee Observed, for exa » LR

i onsidering the fact that the other couldn’t
pos.s:l_)]l)‘z know what she was referring to. Piaget called thj h “
EﬁrllL;itl I)ecaus((i:_he []l]Ung]ll it reflects the child’s general egif)sgrfg(ism'egg}?e-

lld doesn’t adjust her speech to the perspecti i ,
she egocentrically asmtn1f:.~ls that the listeEer’sppetl::Se(c)tfi\f?(i?slglteener beca}lise
own. Piaget estimated that between the ages of four and seven Yo a-lsb' .
45 pe{;cem okf all speech is egocentric (1923, p. 51). yearsabout

ygotsky agreed that egocentric speech is very prev: i i :
group, but he disagreed wiﬁ1 Piaget albnut its lh?:l1!)elzfgzﬁlf:?1i-z:;]1ill:]:s ail;c
llageln.; view, egocentric speech is basically useless. It merel r{;.i'l“n-
a deficiency in the child's thinking. Vygotsky, in contrast, em h};siz ;‘t_,l-ér
positive function; it helps the child solve problems. In..onepof I’i'f;(r H'H
studies (1928, p. 14), 62-year-old Lev says to no one in particular "l“%;:‘l:
to do that drawing, there . . . I want to draw something, | do. 1 shall need
a big piece of paper to do that.” In Vygotsky's view Lev's sel}'—(t]il‘e ted
talk helps Lev plan and direct his activities (Vygotsky ,l$i34 29) o
~ Vygotsky also disagreed with Piaget about eguceniric spée}z'h‘-;-u.llim' te
fate.  Piaget implied that as children overcome their egoclentrisni e -oc:nt-
tric speech simply dies out.  Vygotsky argued that it doesn’t just fa’degawa
but it goes underground and turns into inner speech, the kind of sil 4
dialogue that we so often have with ourselves when we tr;/ to solve robl(le;m
Interpreting the decline of egocentric speech as an indicationpthat it 1Ss
dying, Vygotsky said, “is like saying that the child stops counting when he
ceases to use his fingers and starts adding in his head” (1934 pg 230)

. Vygotsky argued, then, that egocentric speech is highly useful and is
an important way station on the road to inner speech. But even if one
were to agree with Vygotsky on these points, one would still have to agr
with Piaget that there is something puzzling about it. The child se AN
be talking to someone, yet doesn’t do so in any full \'Nay. For exanfgz t(;

[hlld Pldy“}g dl()] 1 \‘\“.l} < kﬂ‘l I_()y W € a(l 1 le] |1y seate acCross
- 1 En hll an ult S 81
d N

The wheels go here, the wheels g 4

' » the s go here. Oh, we need to start it all
again. We need to close it up. See, it closes up. We're starting it all g:g
again. Do you know why we wanted (o do that? Because I needed it to oo
in a different way. (Kohlberg et al., 1968, p. 695) 8

The child seems to be talkin i i
s 1g to the listener (e.g., asking him, “Do
knowAwhy ... ?7), but the child doesn’t wait for the listengr to respon()fu
. ccording to Vygotsky, the child’s self-directed speech is puzzling
Cause it 1s not yet differentiated from social speech. The child is trying
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to use speech to direct her own activities, but she still casts her speech in
the form of social communication. It takes a while for self-directed speech
to “differentiate out” and take on its own character. Only gradually does
self-directed speech become quieter and more abbreviated and turn into

inner speech (Vygotsky, 1934, pp. 229-32)." .
Studies Bearing on the Vygotsky-Piaget Issue

Vygotsky and others have conducted a number of studies bearing on
the Vygotsky-Piaget debate on egocentric speech.

Task difficulty. Vygotsky reasoned that if egocentric speech serves a
problem-solving function, it should increase when tasks become more dif-
ficult. Because Piaget saw no positive function to egocentric speech, his
theory makes no such prediction.

So Vygotsky did various things to make children’s tasks more difficult.
“For instance, when a child was getting ready to draw, he would suddenly
find that there was no paper, or no pencil of the color he needed. In
other words, by obstructing his free activity, we made him face problems”
(Vygotsky, 1934, pp. 29-30). In these situations, the proportion of ego-
centric speech (the amount of egocentric speech compared to all speech)
nearly doubled among five- to seven-year-olds (Luria, 1961, p. 33). The
children tried to solve problems by talking to themselves. For example,
one boy said, “Where's the pencil? I need a blue pencil. Never mind, T'll
draw with the red one and wet it with water; it will become dark and look
like blue” (Vygotsky, 1934, pp. 29-30). This study suggested, then, that
egocentric speech does serve a problem-solving function in young children,
a finding that has been replicated by Kohlberg et al. (1968).

Age trends. Vygotsky also suggested that his theory, in comparison
to Piaget's, predicts different age trends. If, as Piaget implied, egocentric
speech merely reflects the child’s cognitive immaturity, it should decline
as the child develops. 1t should simply drop off, as indicated by the solid
line in Figure 10.1.

In Vygotsky's view, in contrast, egocentric speech is a new achieve-
ment, a new alternative to social speech. It provides the child with a new
problem-solving tool—one that we might expect the child to increasingly
use. Thus Vygotsky predicted that egocentric speech would actually rise
before it declines as it turns into inner speech. This trend is indicated by
the dotted line in Figure 10.1.

Basically, the empirical research on age trends has supported Vygot-
sky's position, as has nearly all other research that has pitted Vygotsky’s
views versus those of Piaget on this matter (Kohlberg et al., 1968). Never-
theless, it still seems possible that Piaget was partly correct. Even if some

As evidence that the child's overt self-divected speech is still partly social, Vygotsky
reported that the child stops talking aloud when it is clear that the listener cannot hear (1934,
p. 283), Vygotsky believed that this evidence contradicted Piaget's view that the egocentric
child isn't trying to communicate, but Piaget denied that this was ever his belief, The child,
Piaget said, wants to communicate but cannot (Piaget, note in Vygowsky, 1834, p. 275).

T —
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egocentric speech serves the self-guiding f i

: 1 g functio ha-
.51z'ed,. 1t also seems that some egocentric speech Ir;ith}?[t V}fllg(zt[Sl:zleercrllfi)ld%s
inability to consider the audience’s viewpoint. Thugs 7 be that both
Piaget and Vygotsky were correct. 1 may be thal 50

Verbal Self-Regulation and Personality Development

ol So fil)ll‘, we have chused on the way children use speech 1o help them
ve problems of an intellectual sort. ~ For example, we saw h b be

talked to himself to figure out how to draw a picture’deslp‘ile ll'u?wbc? 2
{.]l a blue pencil. But verbal self-regulation also helps us undt‘:l‘ﬁt'\!rllcisen-‘c‘e
sonality t.level(_)pmr:r]l more broadly, In particular, it helps acc;)uml)[?t-
those personality traits we ordinarily associate with character stren sth o
as conscience and will power., o i sueh

o Conscience. As we shall see in Chapter 11, Freudians su sgest that
AL sIX or seven years of age, children begin to behave as if the areé’ ()\;er' d
by internal moral standards. They no longer seem solely c{mcmgned vi"i?h
parental punishments; they begin to criticize themselves for thoughts and
actions that no one else is even aware of. In Freudian terms i?l’ v
developing a superego. e
_ Many of Freud's thoughts on the superego have to do with the Oed
ipus complex, and these thoughts go beyond Vygotsky’s concerns I§ :
when Freud discussed the prot:ess‘by which the superego develops hl'lt
explanation was completely in tune with Vygotsky's lheor‘;%. Childr2n’ d:
velop a superego, Freud said, by internalizing parental prohibitions; they

FIGUR . iaget’ adic = i
E 10.1, an(_t sht}'lle(;ry predicts a general decline in egocentric speech as children over-
e.umf:l gtr‘egocrlen_lrlsm. Vygotsky's theory predicts a curvilinear trend; since
| g?tltntnc Isp_eer.h Is a positive new achievement, it should increase for a time
betore declining as it trns into inner speech.
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reproach themselves in the same way their parents had reproached them
(Freud, 1933, p. 62). Vygotsky would have added that this internalization
occurs largely through speech, and that there is a period when we can
directly observe it because children speak to themselves aloud. Munn
provides an example.
A three-year-old, awakening full of pep at six a.M., starts tuning up for the
day. His weary and irate father from the next bedroom tells him in no
uncertain terms to get back into bed, and adds, “Don’t you dare get me up

until seven o’clock.”
The boy obeys, but within a few moments mutterings from his room again

disturb the father.
Getting out of bed, and going to the door of the boy’s room, this is what

the father hears:
“Not tll seven o’clock,” to his arm as he jerks it back from the edge of the

bed.
And, as his body squirms half out of bed, he throws himself back vigorously,

saying, “You heard what I told you.” (1946, p. 255)

Thus, this little boy gives himselt moral directions in the same way his
father had given them to him a short time earlier.

Will-Power. Another dimension of personality is will or will-power.
Most of us feel that will-power is an important matter in our daily lives,
but psychologists largely ignore it. Skinnerians believe that will-power
doesn’t exist. We might believe we are exercising our wills, but we are
really behaving according to external reinforcements. Other psychologists
avoid the concept because they would rather leave issues of free will and
determinism to the philosophers.

Vygotsky, however, thought that will-power is a real phenomenon
and a legitimate topic for psychological study. Basically, the question of
will-power is: How is it possible for us to take action in situations in which
forces pull us strongly against it? How, for instance, do we stop watching
TV and go study instead?

Vygotsky’s (1932) answer was that we use words to create artificial
stimuli to direct our behavior. If we are watching TV, we might say to
ourselves, “O.K., I'm going to watch it until 8:00 o’clock; then I'll study.”
We create a new, verbal signal to control our behavior.

As always, Vygotsky argued that we initially acquire such signals through
social interactions. When we were young, adults frequently used signals
to direct our behavior. They might have told us, “I want you to jump in
the water on the count of three,” or, “You can watch TV until the big hand

on the clock reaches the 12.” Thus, when we find ourselves in situations
when we need to motivate ourselves, we apply the same signals to ourselves.

Luria’s Research on the Verbal Regulation
of Behavior

Vygotsky described the stages through which children internalize speech
and regulate their own behavior, but his description was fairly general. A
more fine-grained analysis was provided by his student Luria.
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can easily handle the kinds of experiments previously described. In fact,
an experimenter need only give them instructions at the outset, and they
will perform correctly without saying anything to themselves aloud. But
Luria believed that they are still giving themselves verbal instructions—
only now they are doing so silently, through inner speech. To support
his interpretation, Luria rept'}rted that when he made tasks more compli-
cated or speeded them up, the five- and six-year-olds spontaneously began
giving themselves instructions aloud once again (1961, p. 93).

Self-regulation and neurological functioning. Luria emphasized the
social origins of self-regulation. First children submit to the commands
of others; then they command themselves. At the same time, Luria rec-
ognized that the child’s ability to regulate his or her behavior depends on
the maturation of the nervous system. In fact Luria devoted a great por-
tion of his life studying the neurological mechanisms underlying self-
regulation and other mental functioning, and he is considered one of his-
tory's great neurologists.

Many of Luria’s insights came during his work with patients who
suffered brain injuries during the Second World War. Luria, like others,
found that the kinds of difficulties the patients experienced depended
greatly on the specific location of their injuries. The ability to regulate
one’s own behavior, Luria found, is tied to the frontal lobes, particularly
in the left hemisphere. Patients who suffered frontal lobe injuries could
still speak and perform simple habitual tasks, such as greeting others and
dressing themselves. But in new situations, they were unable to regulate
their own behavior and, as a result, they were slaves to environmental
stimulation.

For example, one patient was supposed to take a train to Moscow,
but when he arrived at the station he stepped onto the first train he saw
boarding and travelled in the opposite direction. Apparently the call “All
aboard™ and the sight of the others getting onto the train was more than
he could resist. He couldn’t tell himself, “This isn't my train,” and use
these words to regulate his own behavior.

Patients with severe frontal lobe damage also have problems with
perseveration; once they begin an activity, they cannot easily stop it. Luria
told about a patient “who began occupational therapy after the war. He
was instructed to plane a piece of wood. He planed a board down com-
pletely and continued to plane the work bench, being unable to stop” (1982,
p. 111).
In such cases, we must guess that the patients were unable to use
speech to control their behavior. We suppose that they could not effec-
tively tell themselves, “Stop,” or “Hold it.” Some of Luria’s other research
added more direct support for this speculation,

In one study, Luria asked patients to imitate him and raise a finger
or a fist whenever he did so. This they could do. But when Luria reversed
the instructions, they had difficulty. They could repeat his instructions,
but they couldn’t apply them to their behavior. A patient would say, “Yours
is a fist, so now I must raise my finger,” but he still imitated Luria and
raised his fist. Such studies more directly suggest that frontal lobe damage
impairs the self-regulatory function of speech (1982, p. 112).

—————
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Inner Speech

s t[ﬂgiizl(\)lle"(silr\jsrrgacllricuznstapces,_aciu[ls have developed the capacity 1o
e eSS ) hns ructions inwardly and silently, through inner
ol?)tainéd i lpeecf » however, 1s very difficult to investigate. Vygotsky
ouined s me clues from writers and poets, but he relied primarily on the
‘:Ul:( y 0 cguu:.mnc'_s];u_:e(:h in children. That is, he assumed that the (:hanp,'cs;
we see in egocentric speech just before it goes underground forecast wha
inner speech is like (Vygotsky, 1934, pp. 226-27). S
Inner speech, in comparison to social speech, seems more abbreviated
In particular, it omits the “psychological subject” of a sentence whil Pre.
serving the “psychological predicate”; it omits that which we alr dl ekpre-
and focuses upon that which is new. Sometimes we can observ:athy ame
phenomeqqn In social situations. Vygotsky asked us to imagine fei:'ierlljﬁ
P?Ople waiting for a bus. “No one will say, on seeing the bus appro: ‘l‘
'he bus for which we are waiting is coming." The sentence i‘i\]ﬁ{}("i ILM(B]‘
abbreviated to ‘Coming,’ or some such expression because the \‘1-|I§'6-EL ii
plain from the situation” (1934, p- 236). Similarly, when we talk Rilléml y
to ourselves, we already know the subject that is on our minds. so for I ‘r
sake of brevity, we restrict our words to what is new (1934. pp. é:’U(Jé‘;{'IL
b.f—\nmh_er characteristic of inner speech is the rinmi.nz‘u[l.c].r:. of “'«im;sj')'.'
over "meaning.” The sense of a word is the feeling it arouses in us, ¢ : |
l!ns feeling is heavily dependent on the context in which the word o "c(“?('.
For example, the word lion may evoke feelings ranging from fear to l;nL:ll:.‘
5;}!11}1,[}a!hy depending on the story in which the word appears "I'he “me: -
ing” of a word, when contrasted with its sense, refers to its pl‘”t:"Ci‘i(L‘ 111&'11:1?::11_
as in its dictionary definition. A word's meaning is stable across m‘me-x}r
and is very Important when we wish to communicate cléarly: But in ou;
tgnjr exlperlence, when we are using words to think about something just
24411‘:;;%5, we are strongly affected by the sense of words (1934: pPp-
To understand inner speech more fully, Vygotsky (1984, pp. 245—
49) said, we need'to examine its role within a 11'1i'c1'09;c:11c:t'ic }JI‘(.)CE‘S'; ) I\"Ii—
crogenesis, you will recall from Chapter 5, is the rul;uivcly brief dé;lelo D=
mental process that occurs every time we form a thought or a perce Jii{J{l
The formation of a verbal statement, too, unfolds Illi(fl'(}gl’fnelil;“l“ ! { l
mner speech enters this process at a critical point. S
Y The act of making a verbal statement begins with a motive—an in-
lItII{:S;,hc: I]:‘](L;l i?['i;tll)l'f“i!;t[?ljl._ This is followed by some dim stirring of a
S il; pd it al:'f]m point that inner speech comes into play. We
'T]li‘;kpl‘uc{;qq » ns].)cr_'u to try to formulate and articulate our thoughts.
; ss is Huid and dynamic, and both our thoughts and our
undergo several transformations as g e o clear atatemen:
it B : Ei; $ as we struggle to make a clear statement
out losing the inner sense of our original thought.
persc:ﬁ:ﬂtztﬂz;r;ewf“uml{ [:“dle'” my nine-year-o.ld daughter about a vivid
St )ﬁl [m?.- ! }‘Ik found that every time I jogged past a certain
iy .;;.1--(},'1: 1\: ! w]izs‘ ?[Lat. Ie(llby a rerl-wmged blackbird. Inwardly, two
the bird in the context. T hese words wert red and sk Bebons oo
- UeHISE ¢ red and black. Before speaking,
T, I'realized that these words wouldn’t mean much to anyone who
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hadn’t shared my experience. So I changed my words so that my daughter
would have a clearer image of what had occurred, while still preserving
my own sense of the experience as best I could.

Sometimes we cannot {ind words to express our thoughts at all. By
way of illustration, Vygotsky referred to a novel by Gelb Uspensky, in which
“a poor peasant, who must address an official with some life-important
issue, cannot put his thoughts into words” (1934, p. 249). The poor man
asks the Lord for help, but to no avail.

Some writers have felt that the process of translating thoughts into
words so routinely distorts the original thought that, as the poet F. Tiutch-
eve put it, “A thought once uttered is a lie” (Vygotsky, 1934, p. 254).
Vygotsky recognized this danger. Nevertheless, he argued that we need
words to develop our thoughts. A thought that fails to realize itself in
words remains unfulfilled. A “voiceless thought,” as the poet O. Man-
delstam said, “returns to shadow’s chambers” (Vygotsky, 1934, pp. 210).

SCHOOLING

Children master most speech spontaneously, with hardly any direct teach-
ing (Vygotsky, 1935, p. 105). Indeed, they learn speech so readily that
they seem biologically programmed to do so. In this sense, speech seems
to be as much a part of the natural line of development as the cultural
line. The acquisition of other sign systems, however, usually requires more
formal instruction. Most children learn writing and mathematics in school,
and Vygotsky was one of the first psychologists to give careful consideration
to the impact of school instruction on the mind of the developing child.
As was his custom, he developed his ideas by comparing them to those of
others, particularly to the ideas of Piaget.

Vygotsky vs. Piaget

Piaget drew a sharp distinction between development and teaching.
Development, he said, is a spontaneous process that comes from the child.
It comes from inner maturational growth and, more importantly, from the
child’s own efforts to make sense of the world. The child, in Piaget’s view,
is a little intellectual explorer, making her own discoveries and formulating
her own positions.

Piaget did not mean that the child develops in isolation, apart from
the social world. Other people do have an impact on the child’s thinking.
But they do not help the child by trying to directly teach her things. Rather,
they promote development by stimulating and challenging the child’s own
thinking. This often occurs, for example, when children get into discus-
sions and debates with friends. If a girl finds that a friend has pointed
out a flaw in her argument, she is stimulated to come up with a better
argument, and her mind grows. But the girl’s intellectual development 18
an independent process. Foritis the girl herself—not an outside person—
who must construct the new argument.
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As a proponent of independent thinking, Piaget was highly critical of
the teacher-directed instruction that occurs in most schools. Teachers try
to take charge of the child’s learning, acting as if they could somehow pour
material into the child’s head. They force the child into a passive position.
Moreover, teachers often present abstract concepts in math, science, and
other areas that are well beyond the child’s own grasp. Sometimes, 1o be
sure, children appear to have learned something, but they usually have
acquired mere “verbalisms™; they repeat back the teacher's words without
any genuine understanding of the concepts behind them. If adults want
children to genuinely grasp concepts, they must give children opportunities
to discover them on their own (Piaget, 1969).

In Vygotsky’s view, spontaneous development is important, but it is
not all-important, as Piaget believed. If children’s minds were simply the
products of their own discoveries and inventions, their minds wouldn’t
advance very far. In reality, children also benelit enormously from the
knowledge and conceptual tools handed down to them by their cultures.
In modern societies, this usually occurs in schools. Teachers do, as Piaget
said, present material that is too difficult for children to learn by themselves,
but this is what good instruction should do. It should march ahead of
development, pulling it along, helping children master material that they
cannot immediately grasp on their own. Their initial understanding might
be superficial, but the instruction is still valuable, for it moves the children’s
minds forward.

Scientific Concepts

Vygotsky saw particular value in the kinds of absiract concepts that
are taught in schools. He called them scientific concepts, and he included
in this category concepts in math and science (e.g., Archimedes’ Law) as
well as concepts in the social sciences (e.g., class conflict). He contrasted
these concepts with the spontancous concepts that children learn on their own,
Because children develop most of their spontaneous concepts outside of
school, in their everyday lives, Vygotsky also referred to spontaneous con-
cepts as everyday concepts (although there is no reason why schools cannot
also give children opportunities to make their own discoveries, as Montes-
sori, Dewey, and Piagetians such as Kamii have shown).

In any case, Vygotsky argued that instruction in scientific concepts is
very helpful because it provides children with broader frameworks in which
to place their spontaneous concepts. For example, a seven-year-old boy
might have developed the spontaneous concept of grandmother, but his
concept is primarily based on his image of his own grandmother. 1f we
ask him to define the term, he might reply, “She has a sof lap.” Formal
mstruction, in which the teacher diagrams family trees (including concepts
such as grandparents, parents, and children) can give the child a broader
[ramework in which to place his spontaneous concept and help him under-
stand what a grandmother really is (Vygotsky, 1930, p. 50).

.. Vygotsky argued that this kind of formal instruction brings two spe-
afic benefits.  First, it brings consciousness to the child's thinking. As
ong as the child thinks of the concept grandmother as a particular person,
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he is not really conscious of the concept. His awareness is directed to the
person, not the concept. Only when he sees that grandmother is a category
within a more general system of categories does he become aware of the
concept as such (Vygotsky, 1934, p. 171).

Second, as children gain awareness of their concepts, they can pit
them to deliberate use. A 10-year-old girl who has some understanding
of the concept of grandmother can use the concept to compare the size and
composition of her family to that of a new friend. She can ask, “How
many grandmothers do you have?” Later on, she might use this formal
category to study genetics or kinship systems in anthropology. She can
use the concept in various ways.

By learning concepts on a more general or “scientific” level, then,
children become more aware of the concepts and can put them to deliberate

use.
A similar process occurs when children learn to write. Before they

are introduced to writing, they have mastered a great deal of spoken lan-
guage, but their mastery is not at a very conscious level. Speaking is a bit
like singing; it is physically expressive and flows rather naturally. Writing,
in contrast, uses more formal and abstract systems of symbols and forces
one to behave much more consciously and deliberately. When one writes,
one is constantly making conscious decisions with respect to the proper
verb form, the point at which a sentence should end, and so forth. Learn-
ing to write takes great effort, but it helps children see how language is
structured. Writing, Vygotsky said, “brings awareness to speech” (1934,
. 183).

b Support for Vygotsky’s speculation has come from the research of
Sylvia Scribner and Michael Cole (1981, pp. 151-56) on the effects of
literacy among the Vai people in Liberia. The investigators presented
both literate and nonliterate Vai adults with several sentences, some of
which were ungrammatical. Both groups were perfectly able to say which
sentences were ungrammatical. But the literate Vai were better able to
explain why (for example, to explain that the subject and the verb of a
sentence didn’t agree). Apparently, literacy training had given them a
greater conceptual awareness of their speech. In contemporary terms,
they had gained metacognitive knowledge of their own speech.

To get a better sense of what it feels like to learn on a newly conceptual
level, we might recall the experience of studying a foreign language in
school. The process probably felt awkward, scholastic, and self-conscious.
But we might also have felt that we were becoming aware of our native
language for the first time because we were seeing it within a broader,
abstract framework, as employing one set of rules where other options are
possible (Vygotsky, 1934, p. 196). As Goethe said, “He who knows no
foreign Janguage does not really know his own” (Vygotsky, 1934, p. 160).

Vygotsky, then, saw much more value in scientific concepts than Piaget
did. In Vygotsky’s view, both scientific and spontaneous concepts have
their own specific virtues. Spontaneous concepts, such as the child’s own
concepts of grandmother and brother, are “saturated with experience” (1934,
p- 193); they are full of rich personal sensations and imagery. Scientific
concepts, such as Archimedes’ Law and class conflict are comparatively dry
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and abstract. But scientific concepts give children broader frameworks in

which to view their own concepts, thus enabling children to gain awareness
of and control over them.

Interactions between scientific and spontaneous concepts. In school,
the two kinds of concepts typically influence and benefit each other in the
following way. Scienufic concepts, which the teacher hands down “from
above,” lead the way. They give cognitive development a new goal, press-
ing children to think more abstractly than they ordinarily would.

For a while, however, children usually have difficulty understanding
the new concepts. That the children understand them at all must be
credited to their spontaneous concepts. When, for example, a typical
Soviet class of third graders listens to the teacher discuss the concept of
class conflict, it is only because the children have already developed spon-
taneous concepts of rich and poor people that they have an in kling of what
the teacher is talking about. In this sense, spontaneous concepts pave the
way for scientific concepts (1934, p. 194).

111‘ any event, the teacher presses on and gives more instruction,
prompting the childven to think about the concepts further. After a while
the pupils come to a fuller understanding of them.

Instruction, then, propels the mind forward. Instruction, Vygotsky
emphasized, does not just add something new to the child’s ric\'c}c_:'];mcnf‘
like adding clothes to the child’s body. Rather, it interacts with develop-
ment, awakening it, charting new paths for it. Vygotsky said that psy-
chologists should do all they can to learn about this interaction (1935, pp.
80, 91).

Vygotsky himself, however, found that this interaction 1s difficult to
study; the developmental processes stimulated by instruction are largely
hidden from view. The one thing that is certain, Vygotsky found, is that
development does not follow instruction in any straightforward way.  When
he plotted the two curves—one for the course of instruction, the other for
the child’s subsequent mental development—he found that the curves do
not coincide.  For example, it often happens that three or four steps in
1ns(§ru}ft10n produce no change in the child’s understanding of arithmetic,
and then

- .. with a fifth step, something clicks; the child has grasped a general prin-
ciple, and his developmental curve rises markedly. For this child, the fifth
operation was decisive, but this cannot be a general rule. The turning points
at which a general principle becomes clear to the child cannot be set in advance
by the curriculum. (1934, p. 185)

'l'lmf, the teacher cannot prescribe the manner in which the child
:fi“l‘lllﬁ '—l'.]lf_‘ l.c_aclu.‘r rpighl create a curriculum that progresses in a step-
t Y-step manner, but this doesn’t mean that the child will develop according
l:: frh_{lr le‘uhua plan. Development h‘ils'il_.\i own rhythms.  Siill, adult teach-

518 necessary,  Without it, the child’s mind wouldn't advance very far

r

Vygotsky, 1934, p. 185).

e
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The Zone of Proximal Development

Most teachers would probably agree with Vygotsky's general view-
point. They would agree that it is their job to move the child’s mind
forward, and to do this they must directly teach children new concepts,
not wait for them to make their own discoveries. At the same time, how-
ever, teachers know that they cannot teach any concept to any child.  They
cannot, for example, effectively begin teaching algebra to most first graders.
Teachers need ways of determining the kinds of lessons that children are
ready for.

Most schools have made such decisions with the help of standardized
achievement and intelligence tests. A school might give a third grade child
an achievement test, find that he or she is doing math at the third grade
level, and assign the child to a middle level math group. Vygotsky argued,
however, that the conventional tests are inadequate. They only measure
the child’s actual level of development, telling us how far the child has
developed so far. They do not tell us about the child’s ability to learn new
material beyond his or her present level.

The reason for this shortcoming, Vygotsky said, is that conventional
tests only evaluate what the child can accomplish when working indepen-
dently. But before children can perform tasks alone, they can perform
them in collaboration with others, receiving some guidance or support. To
determine a child’s potential for new learning, then, we need to see how
well the child can do when offered some assistance.

Vygotsky asked us to consider two boys who scored at the eight-year-
old level on a conventional intelligence test (1934, p. 187). They scored
at this level, that is, when working independently, as the test requires.
Then, however, the examiner presented some new problems, too difficult
for the boys to solve on their own, and offered each some slight assistance,
such as a leading question or the first step in a solution. With this help,
one boy scored at the nine-year-old level while the other boy scored at the
12-year-old level. Clearly, the boys’ potential for new learning was not the
same. Vygotsky called the distance that children can perform beyond their
current level the zone of proximal development. More precisely, he defined
the zone as

the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by inde-
pendent problem solving and the level of potential development as deter-
mined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration
with more capable peers. (1935, p. 86)

The zone of proximal development, Vygotsky hoped, would give educators
a much better indication of each child’s true potential.

Actually, Vygotsky wrote just as enthusiastically about the concept’s
usefulness to developmental psychology. He discussed the concept as if
it provides a new, improved searchlight that illuminates not only those
functions that have already matured, but those that are in the process of
maturing. By focusing on the activities that children can accomplish with
assistance, the zone reveals those abilities that are just beginning to de-
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velop—like the ability to walk in an infant who can do so only if she has
ahand to hold. "The zone of proximal development casts light not so much
on “the ripe as the ripening functions” — those that the child can only carry
out with assistance today but will be able to perform alone tomorrow (Vy-
gotsky, 1934, p. 188). ’
But how do we know that Vygotsky was correct, that the zone of
proximal development does illuminate the stirrings of inner <levelu;nnént‘~
When a slight amount of assistance quickly enables a child to succeed we
can be fairly certain we are observing a spontaneously developing C:Ip('l‘cil\".
['he rapid success suggests that the adult aided a capacity that had already
heen emerging from within. ‘
But Vygotsky also suggested that adults occasionally provide a great
deal of assistance.  He approvingly noted, for example, that a child could
use an abstract concept “because the teacher, working with the child, [had]
explained, supplied information, questioned, corrected, and made the pup.i'l
fexplm:_f‘ (1934, p. 191). In this case, the teacher appears to have treated
the child like a puppet, and it isn't clear that the teacher has stimulated
anything spontaneous within the child. o
Perhaps the only way to know if the child's spontaneous development
is activated is to watch the child. Is the child enthusiastic, curious, and
actively involved?  Or does the child look off into space? In fact some
["l;‘lﬁt.'i-..l.l“(_'ll (e.g., Rogolff et al.,, 1984) suggests that adults who teach ef‘i'e,ctivuly
within the zone ol proximal development do continually look for signs of
spontaneous interest on the child’s part. ' ‘

PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS

Education

Vygotsky wanted 1o help build a new society, and he deliberately set
out to construct a theory that addressed practical matters. As we have jux‘lt
seen, he tried to show how school instruction can promote child (lt.“\-‘("-lt)]"}-
ment, and he offered a new concept, the zone of proximal (lf!\-'elni-m.wn.r
to assess each child’s potential for new learning. If we want to know what
a child is ready to learn, Vygotsky said, we cannot look at what the child
can do when working alone; we must see how far ahead he can go when
offered some assistance. o
_ I'he idea of the zone of proximal development has captured the
mierest of a growing number of researchers.  For example, Ann Brown
and her colleagues (e.g., Brown and Ferrara, 1985) have evaluated the
extent to which the concept does in fact help test a child’s |m|£‘nii:ll for
lhl!:*w learning, and Brown’s findings have been encouraging. The (.‘ﬂﬂt:épl
h::; :é::: .~;|.|In_1.1|l'futtdl new interest in the teaching process itself—in what
™ chn;q:]Jvltn .-|r:| l;'{ luI:;[E I{‘.i‘ll}d!'f_‘ll‘.‘il‘lh’t? problems that they cannot solve
I‘:JM)_ "rh;i(f{}a;i' :¢1$¢;1 1 c‘l dr!.,_l.-?H-'l; (rl"|fi_||1 ;-nu] Cole, 1984: }f’afsintr.
S s ”.'.lllh‘:;.s "“"ﬁ[_’_‘““d!‘]g_ new nsights into the ways in which
e I,‘l,J |‘|  “(-11 ?/l ; II. t the 1c§;)(1115|!?111[)f for solving a problem from them-
S he child, how adults monitor the child's interest and enthusiasm,

other details of the teaching process.
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Vygotsky also made another major educational contribution—one for
which he has only recently begun to receive credit. He was perhaps the
first theorist to call attention to the importance of metacognition, the per-
son's awareness of his or her own thinking. Vygotsky did not use this
particular term, but his work on memory aids and on scientific concepts
indicated ways in which children become conscious of their thinking and
ideas and begin to exercise some control over them. Vygotsky tried to
show that consciousness and deliberate control are “the principal contri-
butions of the school years” (1934, p. 186). In the past two decades, there
has been an enormous amount of research into these processes, and ed-
ucators are increasingly inclined to agree with Donaldson (1978, p. 129)
that Vygotsky put his finger on the essential value of formal education,

Clinical Applications

Although Vygotsky’s theory has had its widest impact in educational
circles, it has also influenced other areas of practical activity. As we saw
in our discussion of Luria’s work, Vygotsky's insights into the self-regulative
function of speech have informed the thinking of those who diagnose
people suffering from neurological disorders. In addition, Vygotsky's ideas
on verbal self-regulation have inspired several new psychological treatment
approaches for many kinds of problems. A good example 1s provided by
Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971), who showed how one can train hy-
peractive second graders to use self-directed speech to gain self-control.

First an adult experimenter modelled self-guiding speech. The fol-
lowing is an excerpt of what the experimenter said aloud while the child

observed:

Okay, what is it I have to do? ... I have to go slow and be careful. Okay,
draw the line down, down, good; then to the right, that's it; now down some
more and to the left. Good, I'm doing fine so far. Remember to go slow.
... No, I was supposed to go down. That's okay, just erase the line carefully.
... Good. (Meichenbaum and Goodman, 1971, p. 117)

After this modeling, the experimenter gave the child similar instructions
while the child performed the task.

Up to this point, the child’s behavior was controlled by the adult’s
verbal commands. The next step was to shift the control to the child; the
child was asked to perform the task while instructing hersell aloud. Finally,
the experimenter helped the child fade out her vocalized instructions; the
child performed the task while whispering to herself, and then without
making any sounds or lip movements at all.

Step-by-step, then, Meichenbaum and Goodman trained the impulsive
children to acquire verbal control over their behavior and to exercise this
control on an increasingly covert level. Meichenbaum and Goodman re-
ported that the children who received this training subsequently outper-
formed the other impulsive children in their class on cognitive tasks and
measures of self-control.

Other psychotherapists have also focused on self-directed speech, even
if they have not traced the historical origins of their work to Vygotsky-
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;1;11(1‘:? is llllelel.t:aslf;_. i;n' example, wiFh Albert Ellis and his rational-emey;
rapy (Ellis, 1962).  Ellis zeroes in on the irrational content of his cliel':r:!

silent sentences.  For example, one man reported that he felt miser:
because his golfing partners didn't like hi T G138 s e
I . . e him. The man assumed that the
event, t.h1e.g{)lﬁng partners’ reactions to him, caused his unhappiness. 1
l‘tefallt_y, Ellis contends, it was the man’s internal Lli;!luguel. his l.e{lilng hiililsullll’
that 15) was terrible that they didn't like him, that caused his miser (1 962
pp- 126-27). And invariably it is some irrational belief, such as l]ff‘ belief
that one must have everyone’s love and approval, that (‘;-111‘:(:&- neumL?'
suif't:n_ng. Ellis Illcr_rell'me tries to get his clients to think and t‘eul'i( lo.them[-
?;f:l\-es in more realistic ways. In general, [)5}'(?]’1()L]ll—.‘]'?l[)ics-I_h"ll focus ¢
l;;::‘l‘llal Idl;tlogucs come under the heading of t:ngniti\!t-.uI)eIuw‘iUJ'eﬂ _ll'l‘t‘l'zlj
If)p_‘ %‘[E::}];[):,;uj II::;?:P;“H more popular every day (see Bandura, 1986,

EVALUATION

Much as psychologists rediscovered Piaget in the 1960s, they are redisc

ering Vygotsky today. Vygotsky's impact is unlikely to re;i/ch the m y
l'ncnr.aI_pmpnrlmns of Piaget’s, but Vygotsky’s ideas are generating reat
deal of excitement because they sugg%st important ways to e . adgrea[
balance traditional developmental theory. ! xpand and
_ Vysgotsky recognized that intrinsic development, as studied by Gesell
Piaget, and others, is important; children do grow and learn fr(?m tlsle' ,
mner maturational promptings and their active curiosity. But these for vl
alone, \{ygulsky. said, will not take children very far. To I"ully.(levjel(:f:
their minds, children also need the intellectual tools provided b [l'lcilr
cultures—tools such as language, memory aids, numerical systems \\}!ll'i[i :
and scientific concepts. Thus a major task of t'lt‘:\'l’{t)|)u](‘l’1[‘l]llhf: i
understand how these tools are acquired. ’ SR

_ Vygotsky's proposal was that children first learn these tools in thei
social interactions with others; then they apply them to their own individslﬁ
thinking. ~ For example, children first learn to speak in order to commal
Enca;e with others; ther} they internalize their speech, talking to themselvg;
rﬁaﬁ;&f@g ?eric[t tl;el.r |.‘hcf_t'1gl_n. and behavior. = Similarly, children learn
many co the?r Oa 00 i/m .so(,ml’:meracuuns in .*i(.'l]f:nls before they use these
P ol v:élc.o niyzge(()itsl'(y s l?iCCQllllL‘i of the internalization of cultural
lreracre. g as classic contributions to the psychological

f - -
iInﬁnlishzv)ﬁ:rll.sk)j (hrtlllnn::r.e. He suggested that we should study how
['m'm;;{imm I)an?nt[".l and cultural forces interact and produce new trans-
i el i; 1s the mnteraction between these conflicting forces that psy-
i}} st r:vcnmall){ uu‘derstaml.

by Ii}.;t:;:{lj]):}s]::thqgigebuun :l? 1(1]1:1}'6'11111111'e§3ivc than it might inially sound.
SonsE \m.ii,t. ‘ f]fi\f_..(jd“ & tor eclectic approaches, saying we need to
dt‘\r’t?]()])[ncn:[ Sy ..Jl 1‘11'11 msic and environmental variables when we study
N  Such statements sound reasonable, but they overlook the
ate conflicts between theorists who emphasize one force or the other.
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Piagetians believe the child grasps a concept on his own; environmentalists
believe that he learns it from others; how can both be right? There is a
logical contradiction.

Vygotsky, as a dialectical theorist, offered a new perspective.  Ac-
cording to dialectical theory, life is full of contradictions, and what we negd
to study is what happens when opposing forces meet. We need (o see
what happens when the growing child, trying to figure things out for
herself, encounters adults who try to teach her things. These interactions,
Vygotsky observed, are complex and largely hidden from view. Indeed,
Vygotsky frequently used the metaphors of magnifying glasses, x-rays, and
telescopes to convey the need to get a better view of them (1933, p. 102;
1935, p. 91; Cole and Scribner, 1978, p. 12). Nevertheless, by calling
attention to the interactions between opposing forces, Vygotsky pointed
developmental theory in an exciting new direction.

At the same time, Vygotsky has been criticized for one-sidedness. For
example, Wertsch (1985, pp. 43—48, 57, 72—73) argues that although Vy-
gotsky said we should study the interactions between developmental and
cultural forces, his own research focused largely on cultural forces. He
studied the ways in which speech, memory aids, writing, and scientific
concepts transform the child’s mind, but he didn’t examine the ways in
which the child’s inner, spontaneous development might affect cultural
forces (1985, p. 43). He gave us a good picture of how children internalize
their culture, but he told us little about how they might challenge or criticize
their culture, as a stubborn two-year-old or an idealistic adolescent might
do.

In a sense, it is easy to forgive any one-sidedness in Vygotsky's own
research. A person can only do so much in his or her research career,
and Vygotsky’s career was cut tragically short. Others can study the in-
teractions between development and culture in fuller and more balanced
ways.
The problem is that Vygotsky did not restrict himself to academic
matters. He also tried to shape educational practices, and his educational
ideas are rapidly gaining popularity. Inthis realm, then, any one-sidedness
becomes a more urgent matter, and we need to take a close look at it. In
the following comments, 1 will evaluate Vygotsky's educational theory from
a strongly developmentalist perspective—the perspective of writers such
as Rousseau, Montessori, and Piaget.

Vygotsky, compared to developmentalists, was enthusiastic about school
instruction. Instruction, he said, gives development a forward thrust. It
“does not preclude development, but charts new paths for it” (1934,
p. 152).

On a day-to-day basis, the teacher moves the child forward by working
within the zone of proximal development. That is, the teacher does not
just give children tasks that they can solve by themselves, but more difficult
tasks, tasks that they can only solve with some assistance. In this way,
instruction stimulates capacities that are still in an embryonic state and
pushes development forward.

At first glance, this kind of forward-looking instruction would seem
desirable. But developmentalists have always been wary of attempts t0
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is that “the teacher, working with the child, has explained, supplied infor-
mation, questioned, corrected, and made the pupil explain” (1934, p. 191).
So, when the girl responds alone, she speaks correctly because the teacher’s
help is “invisibly present” (1934, p. 191).

To a developmentalist, however, the girl’s correct response is no cause
for celebration. When the teacher’s assistance is this pervasive, itis difficult
to imagine that the girl is in any way thinking for herself. She is merely
saying what the teacher has trained her to say.

Vygotsky (1935) had little patience with the developmentalists’ con-
cerns. Developmentalists, he said, are so worried about the harmful effects
of instruction that they constantly keep it at bay. They only introduce
instruction when the child is “ready” for it, which usually means waiting
for a capacity to fully mature before adding any relevant instruction.
Instruction then becomes superfluous, doing nothing to move the child
forward.

Actually, developmental educators—educators in the tradition of
Montessori, Dewey, and Piaget—are also concerned about the child's for-
ward movement. But they believe that children themselves will tell us the
experiences they need to move forward, When a task enables a child to
develop an emerging capacity, the child will show a keen interest in it and
work on it with tremendous energy and concentration. For example, Mon-
tessori found that children of four years or so become deeply engrossed
in cutting vegetables and other practical activities, probably because these
activities help them develop their perceptual-motor skills. Thus, the teach-
er’s job is to observe the child’s interests and inclinations and to provide
activities that engage the child in a full way.

Teachers will, of course, be tempted to introduce materials that they
know the child will need in the future. But education is most effective
when it is geared to the child’s own interests and inclinations, not the
teacher’s goals for the future. And in no case should the teacher present
tasks that are so far ahead of the child that the child can only solve them
with the teacher’s assistance. The teacher should introduce activities that
stimulate, challenge, and engage the child, and then let the child solve them
on his or her own.

In recent years, several of Vygotsky’s followers have narrowed the
gap between Vygotsky and the strong developmentalists. Rogoff et al.
(1984), Griffin and Cole (1984), and others believe that we should pay close
attention to the child’s interest and enthusiasm as we lead children through
tasks. These investigators do not want to squash the child’s imagination,
creativity, or participation in the learning process. In fact, in one essay,
Vygotsky (1935, pp. 116—19) himself argued that writing instruction should
arouse the child’s vital interests and correspond to the child’s natural way
of learning.

Yet neither Vygotsky nor his followers have completely endorsed
thoroughgoing developmental position. They resist the idea that the child
should take the sole initiative with respect to his or her own development.
As Bruner (1984, p. 96) has said, Vygotskians oppose the “image of human
development as a lone venture for the child,” in which the child must [igure
everything out on his or her own. Instead, society has a responsibility 10
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