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The term «co-constructionism» is becoming increasingly used in
contemporary developmental psychology. Its major function is to unify
twe conceptual domains— constructionism and sociogeneticism —that have
been habitually viewed as if they were irreconcilable oppeosites. Despite
respectable history within psychology and many contemporary tendencies
to move psychology in the social constructivist and discursive directions,
most of the critical problems of co-constructionist theoretical system re-
main hostages either to the common language uses of psychologists, or to
the methods-dominated imperatives for «empirical research» practices.
Co-constructionism as a general orientation may make it possible for psy-
chologists to create novel methodologies that might take into account the
open-systemic nature of development.
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El término «co-construccionismo» aparece citado cada vez con
mds frecuencia en los trabajos actuales de psicologia del desaroile. Su
principal funcion es unificar dos dominios conceptuales —construccio-
risme y sociogénesis— considerados habitualmente opitestos e irreconci-
liables. A pesar de los esfuerzos de orientar la psicologia hacia una di-
reccion constructivista o discursiva, esfuerzos que pueden encontrarse a
lo largo de la histaria de lu psicologta y también actualmente, la mayoria
de los problemas criticos del sistema tedrico co-construccionista perma-
necen cautivos del lenguaje comiin usado por los psicologos y de los im-
perativos metodnldgicos dominanies en las prdcticas de investigacion em-
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formas la particula «co» del término sco-vonstructivismo» remite con toda claridad &l elemento social y compartido det
proceso CONStrucivo.
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pirica. El co-construccionismo, entendido como una orientacion general,
puede contribuir a gue los psicélogos creen nuevas metodologias que pue-
dan tener en cuenta la naturaleza sistémica y abierta del desarroilo.

Paiabras clave: Construccionismo, sociogénesis, epistemologiv, de-
sarrolio.

Introduction: why talk about co-construction?

Contemporary developmental psychology has been divided by two basic
oppositional ideas, which lead to the emergence of the use of labels like «co-
constructionism» . First, there exists the opposition between assuming that the
psychological functions are given entities —in contrast with the idea that these
functions are constructed by the organisms in the course of their lives. This 1s an
ontological assumption, from which the notion of constructionism emerges as its
opposite solution. Thus, in genetic epistemology we start from this solution and
axiomatically claim that psychological functions are constructed, rather than
pre-existing entities, The emphasis here is the axiomatic statement about the ori-
gin of these functions and the nature of their operation, since from the viewpoint
of their current existence both viewpoints coincide. The very same observable
process of a child’s solving of a puzzle can be interpreted as the child’s cons-
truction of a solution (from the constructivist point of view), or the child’s fin-
ding a solution (i.e., under the assumption of the solution existing already —a
non-constructivist view),

Secondly, the ways in which psychological functions exist entail the op-
position of individual versus social (inter-individual} basis. The two folk models
of person <—> society relationship that are widespread in lay thinking (both uni-
directional: person impacting upon society, society impacting upon person) have
successfully guided the thinking of social scientists. It such folk models appear
in the set of basic assumptions of a science, then they will maintain the activities
of scientists in the range of possible ideas that stem from these models. Both of
these models have served as an obstacle to psychology’s conceptualization of
mutuality of the relation between persons and socicty. Most of psychological
concepts that may begin from phenomena of mutuality as described intuitively
(e.g., the concept of «bonding» or «attachment» —which entail reference to a re-
lationship) are translated in psychology’s theoretical ands methodological re-
alms into entitities that either «belong to» the person, or environment {e.g., the
notion of «attachment» has become translated into an empirically determinable
property of the child —typified by the A-B-C classification of children’s attach-
ment, or of the adult —with the original emphasis on a relationship irreversibly
lost in the translation process).

It is here that the notion of co-construction makes it possible to unite the
individual-locatedness of psychological functions and their social origins. The
idea of social origins is not antithetical to the notion of personal construction,
and instead of attempting to distinguish between «the social» and «the personal»
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within the psyche, co-constructionist thought is oriented towards finding ways
how to conceptualize these sides together— in systemic interdependence. Human
psychological functions are personal in their current state, yet social in their ori-
gins, and interdependent with their social environment in order to maintain
themselves. The form of such interdependence may be highly flexible {thus en-
hancing persons’ adaptational possibilities to new environments). It is exactly
the question of how to conceprualize that dynamic form of interdependence that
constitutes a most difficult theoretical problem in psychology. Mere claims that
such interdependence exists amount to well-meaning word-magic of psycholo-
gists, and are no solution for the problem.

Foltowing from such general understanding it is not surprising that from a
co-constructionist viewpoint (Wozniak, 1986, 1993; Youniss, 1987}, human deve-
lopment is characterized by joint construction {from here the term co-construc-
tion) of the psychological system of the developing person by him/herself, and the
goal-oriented «social others» who provide the person with social suggestions
(Valsiner, 1994a). Psychological development is constructed in the person’s rela-
ting with the environment, under the social guidance of the «social others» . This
three-part analytic unit —consisting of constructing person, structured environ-
ment, and purposive social others— obviously sets the co-constructionist frame-
work up to be easily viewed as vague or all too general to be of empirical utility.
However, the latter idea —empirical utility— is an artifact of social construction of
psychology as empiricistic domain of activities. In contrast, in science general
terms are often of sufficient vagueness (LOwy, 1992). The actual conceptual pro-
blem of co-constructionist thought is in the dynamic purposiveness of the interde-
pendent human actors within the three-part unit, and in the multi-functional orga-
nization of the environment. Both the constructing person and the purposive
«social others» are at any moment capable of changing their goal-orientations,
hence making any three-part unit of analysis a dynamic system of potentially high
fluidity. The latter is easily visible from the outside as vagueness, yet it is exactly
in that fluidity where adaptational value of the co-constructing unit Lies.

Games of labels

Most of theoretical argumentation in contemporary psychology is a form
of semiotic game, where new general labels are constantly being invented and at-
tached to complex phenomena of either real (i.c., lay understanding of psycho-
logical issues) or socially constructed kinds {e.g., terminology linked with the
meanings of scores on standardized psychological tests). As a result, psycholo-
gical theorizing suffers from connotations that laypersons’ language use «smug-
gles into» the scientific language use of psychologists. The result of such clan-
destine guidance of a science by its object phenomena is twofold. First, the given
science becomes pseudo-empirical in its research activities, as Smedslund has
been consistently pointing out (Smedslund, 1978, 1994). Secondly, the theoreti-
cal discourse of the science becomes a certain re-definition game, in which the
self-representation of the discipline (in terms of the label «scientific progress»)
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is consensually constructed via re-labelling previously unclear complex pheno-
mena by new terms. Thus, by re-labelling «ideas» into «cognitions», or «reflex
complexes» into «neural networks» (as well as inventing new labels like «cogni-
tive science»), theoretical argumentation in psychology guarantees itself its sta-
tus quo, while claiming to be undergoing yet another conceptual «revolution»
{e.g., «cognitive» or «ecological» revolution).

Similar dangers of label games face our contemporary talk about co-cons-
tructionism {Valsiner, 1994c). Surely a new label cannot avoid being put into pre-
viously existing social practices of the given discipline. Nevertheless, there can he
value In using new terms —these can serve as conceptual means to protect the
theoretical discourse from entering into one of the well-traversed and unproduc-
tive trajectories of thought. Thus, introduction of a new label «co-constructio-
nism» allows us to overcome the habits of unproductive conceptual fights bet-
ween proponents of «individualistic» (e.g., Piaget’s) or «sociocentric» {e.g.,
Vygotsky's) theoretical efforts. It is clear that such fights are social constructions
of oppositions, based on original theoretical constructions where there was me-
rely a different focus or emphasis between the authors (see Piaget, 1995; Van der
Veer and Valsiner, 1991). The ardent followers of the original authors may easily
build a narrative of a heroic battle between the original authors (cf. Valsiner,
1994d —on narratives in psychology), thus taking upen themselves the role of the
active fighters for the «cause» of the original authors. The original authors —-who
may be no longer alive when these battlefield narratives are constructed— may
have disagreed with one another about their perspectives, yet for them crusades
against one another need not have been a productive intellectual pastime. For the
sake of constructing knowledge about psychological issues per se, it may be im-
portant to ignore most of the «battlefield-narrative» kinds of reconstructions of
events in history of psychelogy, and concentrate on the history of ideas by parti-
cular authors within psychology. Thus, thinking about the «grand battlefield» of
«behaviourism» with «ntrospectionism» in the U.S. in this Century may guide us
to dismiss the ideas of some individual scientists who are classified (usually by
others) to belong into one or another of the «camps», while in reality they were
merely trying to construct a reasonable (to them) account of some psychological
phenomena. It is therefore not surprising that careful analyses of the history of
specific idea systems reveal both superfluous classifications of the complex au-
thors (e.g., see the case of Vygotsky in Van der Veer and Valsiner, 1991), or for-
getting of their contributions (see the case of Stern —Kreppner, 1992). In other
terms —construction of psychology’s histories is itself an example of co-construe-
tionist process.

Co-constructionist unification of sociogenetic and personological viewpoints

The constructivist notion entails a focus on the active constructive role
that the developing person plays in relation to its environment, and via it —in de-
veloping oneself, Novel psychological functions which emerge in the process of
relating to the world are both constructed outcomes, and functional organizers of
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that process. Different proponents of the constructivist perspective may have dif-
ferent solutions to the philosophical problem of the link between our subjective
world and that of the external objective one. Some may deny the presence of the
latter (thus reaching a standpoint of subjective idealism), others may recognize
it in one or another form. Nevertheless, the unifying conceptual link between the
constructivist perspectives is the belief that the developing person actively cons-
tructs something (e.g., knowledge, new relations with the world, concepts, etc.)
that is novel for the person, and functional in the further development of the per-
son in some ways.

Sociogenetic theorists built their focus on the social foundations of indivi-
dual psychological phenomena on the phenomenology of issues of social in-
fluences that puzzled the European societies in the 19th Century (Gauld, 1992,
Janet, 19235 chapter 4). The soctogenetic line of thought has had to fight off the
temptations of social reductionism in its core. These temptations originate in the
identification of relevance with a deterministic connotation —any declaration of
the relevant role of the social world for the developing person can easily become
Interpreted as the former’s determinate «effect» upon the latter {e.g., the society
can be viewed as «molding» or «shaping» persons). Furthermore, the existing
explanatory terminology in developmental psychology is largely limited to uni-
directional accounts of development (e.g., «teaching» versus «learning» , the lat-
ter versus «maturation» ), and overlooks the systemic complexity of the deve-
lopmental process (van Geert, 1988).

The unpredictable nature of the process of development is a consequence
of the teleogenetic nature of the process on the one hand, and of the open-syste-
mic (canalized) nature of all development, on the other. At any moment in the
ongoing transaction, any participant can, at an instant if necessary, change his or
her goal orientation, or strategies of conduct, thus leading the whole co-cons-
truction process to take a previously unexpected and unpredictable direction
(Winegar, 1988). The result is a theoretically granted impossibility to adhere to
the traditions of «prediction and control of behavior» that have been advocated
to be the goal of scientific psychology by some traditions over its history.

Metatheoretical foundations: Unidirectional and Bidirectional
Culture Transmission Models

There are two main models of culture transmission that have underlied the
thought about human development. Historically, the unidirectional model has
domunated the discourse in psychology, education, anthropology, as well as in
our everyday life. Nevertheless, it will be shown that the reality of human deve-
lopment is different, as it involves the unity of active constructivity of all gene-
rations involved in cultural transmission.

The unidirectional notion of culture transmission (Valsiner, 1989, chap-
ter 3) considers the recipient of the cultural transmission or socialization passive
in his acceptance (or failure of it —a «miss» or an «error» of the transmission) of
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the cultural messages. The recipient’s role is merely either to accept the messa-
ges aimed at him, or perhaps fail to do so —but in any case the recipients are not
assumed to re-organize the received message. The messages are de facto viewed
as fixed entities— which are either accepted by the receiver as such, or (in case of
their incomplete acceptance) an «error of transmission» is assumed to have ta-
ken place. In any case, the role of the recipient of these messages is that of the
mere accepter of all the «influences», rather than that of a constructive (albeit li-
mited) modifier of those.

The unidirectional culture transmission model is deeply rooted in our
common sense. It fits with the nature of technological systems, where the infor-
mation to be transmitted is fixed, and where the accuracy of transmission of the
given message is a desired goal. In contrast, development of any kind and level
{biological, psychological, sociological) is an open-systemic phenomenon in
which novelty is constantly in the process of being constructed. Hence to think
of culture transmission as a «<handover» of «object» —like «messages» 1s not con-
sistent with the constructivist viewpoint.

In contrast to the unidirectional culture transmission model, its counter-
part —the bidirectional culture transmission model is based on the premise that
all participants in the cultural transmission process are actively transforming the
cultural messages— the communicator actively assembles a message of a certain
unique form, and the receiver (equally actively) analyzes the message, and re-as-
sembles the «incoming cultural information» in a personally novel form in the
mind. This view of cultural transmission entails construction of novelty both du-
ring encoding and decoding of the cultural messages. In some sense, the «mes-
sage» as such never exists 1n any «given» form, as it is reconstructed by the en-
coder (who may start with a certain goal in mind, but shift it while creating the
message), and by the decoder in a similar manner.

Implications from the bi-directional model. The main implication of this ac-
tive-constructive role of the recipient is in the possibility for emergence of com-
pensatory processes (whenever necessary), and thus —muitiplicity of ways in
which the encoded message is being reconstructed. Thus, if the current cultural
«input» is reduced in its «intensity» of social suggestion, the developing person
can complement that absence by way of personal construction of a self-control de-
vice that guides the person in the socially desirable action direction. Or, when the
personal-constructive complementary process is inactive, some intense social sug-
gestion from the «others» can perform the same function. In this way, the bidirec-
tional culture transmission model makes it possible to conceptualize the redundant
nature of development. Each developing psychological function is redundantly
controlled by the constructing person, and by the actions {or environmental set-
ups) of the «social others» . If one of those control mechanisms becomes tempo-
rarily disfunctional, the other takes over. Human psychological functions are over-
determined (Boesch, 1991; Obeyesekere, 1990}, rather than optimally organized.

Centrality of the personal experience in development. The bidirectional
model of cultural transmission makes it possible to take an open-ended perspec-
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tive to the sociogenetic process, which is appropriate if we are interested in the
construction of novelty. The person’s subjective world is a central venue in the
reconstruction of culture. This restoration of the centrality of human personal ex-
perience reconciles the personalistic and sociogenetic perspectives in psycho-
logy, which traditionally have been viewed as distinctly separate and mutually
oppositional.

It is also obvious that the bidirectional culture transmission model is of
greater generality value, than its unidirectional counterpart. The latter constitu-
tes a special case of the bidirectional model —namely, the case in which the ac-
tive role of the receiver of the cultural messages is reduced to its minimum, Un-
der those conditions, the person can —actively— take the role of «passive
recipient» of cultural messages, This entails direct acceptance of those messages
as givens, without modifications- while this role is being used to channel one’s
relation to the messages. Active construction of the role of «passive recipient» is
itself a constructive act. The bidirectional model thus incorporates the unidirec-
tional one, whereas the reverse is not possible.

Historical foundations of co-constructionist thought

The co-constructionist line in theory building may look a current novelty,
but that is merely an illusion based on our lack of understanding of the history of
psychology. All the major sociogenetic thinkers of the past were de facto advo-
cating some version of co-constructionist thought. It is only by forcing their con-
tributions to the artificial imiting categories of «cognitive» or «social» empha-
ses (or into «introspectionism» versus «behaviorism» versus «cognitivisms) that
the co-constructionist flavour of their work tends to become overlooked.

Features of co-constructivist theorizing that have been relevant in the his-
tory of the social sciences are manifold. Thus, Frederic Bartlett's work constitutes
one of the first empirical demonstrations of the co-constructivist process (Rosa,
1993). Muzafer Sherif’s classic studies in how social norms are jointly construc-
ted in social group settings constitute another empirical elaboration of the co-
constructivist ideas (Sherif, 1936). A number of issues of our present-day co-cons-
tructivist theorizing were antedated by C. Lloyd Morgan (1892), George Herbert
Mead (1912, 1913) and Georg Simmel (1908). A major role of the onginator of
the co-constructivist thought belongs to James Mark Baldwin (Valsiner, 1994b),
whose impact upon the work of both Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky was profound.
It is in the work of Vygotsky that we find the emphasis on the joint construction of
psychological phenomena by the experiencing person and the «social other».

Lev Vygotsky: dialectical synthesis of personal experiences and culture

Vygotsky'’s life and thought has recently become a target of intense scru-
tiny (Kozulin, 1990; Van der Veer and Valsiner, 1991). Most of the interest in




7 I Valsiner

Vygotsky’s heritage and its glorification has been mediated by the sociogene-
tic interests in contemporary psychology and education, hence the person-cente-
redness of his approach has been de-emphasized. However, it is the recognition
of exactly that facet in Vygotsky’s general theoretical scheme which is of rele-
vance in the context of the present paper.

The central concept in Vygotsky’s sociogenetic theory is interiorisation,
or internalization (Lawrence and Valsiner, 1993; Van der Veer and Valsiner,
1991). The developing person actively transforms inter-personal experience into
novel (intra-personal) form, using sign systems. The central feature of Vy-
gotsky’s thought —semiotic mediation of human psychological functions— is pre-
sent in both inter-personal and intra-personal worlds. Hence the dual but in-
terdependent existence of the personal and social worlds not merely exists, but is
accentuated in the course of development, In this focus, Vygotsky followed the
lead of James Mark Baldwin, and developed it in close parallel with William
Stern’s ideas (Kreppner, 1992). Similarity between Vygotsky's and George Me-
ad's construction of internalization has been analyzed elsewhere (Valsiner and
Van der Veer, in press).

The issue of intra-personal (i.e., internalized) semiotic functioning led Vy-
gotsky to be interested in the development of forms and contents in the rcasoning
processes of children. One of the specific domains that was investigated quite ac-
tively in Vygotsky’s lifetime was the issue of concept formation (Vygotsky,
1934 chapters 3, 6, 7). Vygotsky viewed the process of concept formation as the
establishment of mastery over the flow of person’s own psychological processes
(Vygotsky, 1931, p. 244) by way of functional uses of signs within the persona-
lity. In the transition from childhood to adolescence, qualitatively new forms of
sign use (thinking with the help of concepts) emerges in ontogeny, although the
previous forms (thinking in complexes) do not vanish from use.

The role of generalization. For Vygotsky, the issue of ontogenetic and mi-
crogenetic transttions between lower (forms of «complexes» ) and higher («con-
cepts») forms of semiotic functioning was of central relevance. (Vygotsky, 1931,
p. 250). The development of reasoning from «thinking in complexes» (o «thin-
king in concepts» is characterized by the unification and abstracting generaliza-
tion of the multiplicity of relations, arriving at a general abstract feature that uni-
tes the objects in the given set. This generalizing process is close to Werner's
{1957) orthogenetic principle, where by way of hierarchical integration the more
general organizer of a system provides unification of the semi-structured pre-
vious state of the structure.

The process of differentiation and hierarchical integration in the process
of moving from complexes to concepts was viewed by Vygotsky to entail an
important transitional form —that of pseudo-concept. This is a form of reaso-
ning that at the outside looks like concept (i.e., seems organized by an abstract,
unitary relation between objects), but in reality is still a complex (1.e., entails
multitude of relations between objects —Vygotsky, 1931, p. 256). For example,
in an experimental setting a child selects from all available materials all trian-
gles —this operation could be accomplished on the basis of a generalized «idea
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of triangle» {in which case it represents reasoning with the help of concept),
but exactly the same practical result can be obtained on the basis of a myriad of
associative ties between the similar-looking objects {triangles), without any use
of generalization (i.e., reasoning on the basis of a complex). It is this uncer-
tainty of the pseudo-concept that makes il open for further development. Hu-
man communication is made possible through the fuzzy nature of the signs
used at any moment. This fuzzyncss amounts to most concepts used being
pseudoconcepts, which are responsible for setting up the assumption of inter-
subjectivity.

In terms of the development of a child’s reasoning processes, it is in the
domain of pseudo-concepts where the more- and less-differentiated semiotic en-
codings of the world (those of the adult, and child) meet. Vygotsky emphasized
the illusionary similarity of the pseudo-concept and the «real» concept {e.g.,
«pseudo-concept is as much similar to the real concept as the whale to a fish»).
Developmentally speaking, the pseudo-concept is no longer a complex, and not
yet a concept, but a transitional form in the process of reasoning, This is most
evident in the period of «crisis of adolescence» —when the adolescent uses words
funcuonally as concepts, while at the same time still defines them in terms of
complexes (Vygotsky, 1931, p. 283). The main fask for psychology of ado-
lescence was viewed by Vygotsky to be in the tracing of the making of the per-
sonal meaningful world by way of constructive internalization.

Meaning and sense in play and fantasy. The role of play and fantasy is
central for human development, as viewed by Vygotsky (1931, 1933/1966). In
the play of preschool-age children, and in the fantasy world of older children,
adolescents, and adults, the persons go beyond their present level of develop-
ment, and create their own personal «zone of proximal development» {Valsiner
and Van der Veer, 1993). Much (but not all} of that personal construction of the
future takes place within interaction with other human beings, and even in the
solitary action contexts the construction of one’s intra-psychological future is as-
sisted by the cultural organization of the context. Still, the locus for intra-mental
construction remains within the personal subjective world, however closely it is
intcrdependent with the social world with which it is «independently dependent»
(Winegar, Renninger, and Valsiner, 1989).

Through play (and fantasy), the person can transcend the immediately
available (directly perceivable) world, by way of semiotic reconstruction of its
meaningfulness. The play receives input from two sources ~from the immediate
(perceivable) world, and from the semiotically encoded world of the meanings
of words which can be linked with the present situation. By way of semiotic en-
coding, the world becomes meaningful and senseful. In his emphasis on the dy-
namic interplay of cultural meanings and personal senses, Vygotsky outlined the
meaning («znachenie») and sense («smysl» ) distinction:

A word’s sense is the aggregate of all the psychological facts that arise in cur cons-
ciousness as a result of the word. Sense is dynamic, fluid, and complex formation
which has several zones that vary in their stability. Meaning is only one of these zo-
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nes of the sense that the word acquires in the context of speech. It is the most stable,
unified, and precise of these zones. In different contexts, a word’s sense changes. In
coatrast, meaning is a comparatively fixed and stable point, one that remains constant
with all the changes of the word's sense that are associated with its use in various con-
texts. Change in the word's sense is a basic factor in the semantic analysis of speech.
The actual meaning of the word is inconstant. In one operation, the word emerges
with one meaning; in another, another is acquired... Isolated in the lexicon, the word
has only one meaning. However, this meaning is nothing more than a potential that
can only be realized in living speech, and in living speech meaning is only a corners-
tone in the edifice of sense. (Vygotsky, 1987, pp. 275-276; emphasis added; original
Vygotsky, 1934, p. 309)

Vygotsky set up the meaning <> sense relationship in dynamic terms
-both are changing entities, but their change is different in the time frame (i.e.,
sense is constantly changing, while meaning is «comparatively» fixed, but yet
dynamically changing). The relatively slower rate of changing the meaning is
obtained by inserting the previous meaning into a novel speech context (reali-
zing the potential of the meaning by turning it into the «actual meaning»). It is in
play and fantasy that the developing person creates an extension of one’s perso-
nal past life experience to the future direction of goal-oriented development.
Furthermore, through fantasy and play the current meanings are constantly being
challenged by the active person, rendering efforts to think of meanings in static
terms contradictory to the process of construction of new meanings.

Contemporary theoretical approaches:
co-constructionism and cultural psychologies

It is in the 1980s that different groups of investigators have re-entered the
field of culture-linked psychological issues. The orientation towards bringing
different notions of culture back into psychology can be observed widely (e.g.,
Bourdieu, 1973, 1985; Boesch, 1983, 1991; Eckensberger, 1979, 1995; Hermans
and Kempen, 1995; Kon, 1988; Krewer, 1992; Moscovici, 1982, 1988; Ratner,
1991; del Rio and Alvarez, 1990, 1992; Rogoff, 1990; Tulviste, 1991). A num-
ber of these efforts of building «cultural psychologies» can also qualify as co-
constructionist perspectives.

Person and society according to Richard Shweder

Shweder stems from North-American cultural anthropology to use the di-
versity between cultures and persons to create a new discourse, primarily to fit
with the current historically developing needs of the U.S. society. In his discourse
about cultural psychology, Shweder recognized both the heterogeneity and cul-
ture-inclusiveness of moral reasoning by human beings (Shweder and Much,
1987; Shweder, Mahapatra, and Miller, 1987). This complex mosaic of persons
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who live within their cultural worlds, who are inconsistent from one context to
another (and still demonstrate cross-situational continuities), and who hold strong
and unalterable personal opinions (e.g., Shweder and Much, 1987, pp. 235-244)
which are «seamlessly» related to the culture —all that requires a fresh theoretical
view on issues raised in psychology, anthropology, and linguistics. The result was
the growing need for the talk in terms of a discipline that integrates culture and
person. Shweder makes an effort to explain cultural psychology’s aims as «...to
imaginatively conceive of subject-dependent objects (intentional worlds) and ob-
ject-dependent subjects (intentional persons) interpenetrating each other’s identi-
ties or setting the conditions for each other’s existence and development, while
jointly undergoing change through social interaction...» (Shweder, 1990, p. 25).
The personal minds (object-dependent persons) construct mental and affective or-
der out of chaos of everyday events ~hence, an illusory view of reality is cons-
tructed by persons, but on the basis of the culture (Shweder, 1980, p. 77).

The closeness of Shweder’s kind of cultural psychology to the co-construc-
tivist perspective is based on the understanding of personal agency in the middle
of culturally organized meaning-filled flow of events in persons’ everyday lives.
That latter flow is affect-ladden, operating on the basis of implicit meanings that
guide persons’ actions in a given episode (Shweder, 1995). The developing child
is not being given an extended message of clear content, but a highly ambiguous
one —upon which the child needs to act reflectively (within the reasoning possibi-
lities of his present developmental state), and to construct his own understanding.

James Wertsch's activity-situated polyphonic theory of the mind

Wertsch’s theory construction has proceeded a long way since the late
1970s, starting from the Vygotskian nouon of semiotic mediation (Wertsch,
1979, 1983) on the one hand, and the activity theoretic perspective on the other
(Wertsch, 1981). Wertsch has emphasized the dynamic process of situation rede-
finition as the primary means by which persons involved in joint activity context
guide one another’s development. Interaction partners are constantly in some re-
lation of intersubjectivity {sharing similar situation definition), which they trans-
cend by the process of situation redefinition (Wertsch, 1984, pp. 7-13). Commu-
nication about the situation definition (and redefinition) takes place by semiotic
means, and the structure of the activities involved guides that communication
{Wertsch, Minick and Armns, 1984).

The activity-framing remains in the background of Wertsch’s accounts, but
now the main focus becomes the level of utterance as appropriate for analysis.
Furthermore, Wertsch appropriates Bakhtin’s emphasis on dialogicality and ma-
kes it work in his system, where the analysis of «voices» affords the revealing of
complexity of messages (Wertsch, 1990, 1991). The result is a consistent return to
the study of ambivalences embedded in communicative messages —in the form of
«polyphony of voices» or «heteroglossia» (Wertsch, 1985, pp. 62-68). Different
«voices» can be seen in the utterances in ways that «interanimate» or dominate
each other in the act of speaking in situated activity contexts (Wertsch, 1995).
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Michael Cole’s activity-mediation in co-construction

Cole’s version of cultural psychology emerges from his studies of cultural
tools {e.g., Scribner and Cole, 1981; Newman, Griffin and Cole, 1989), paired
with an explicit interest in the historical nature of cultural processes {see Cole,
1990). His theoretical construction is based on the «cultural practice theory»
(Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition ~-LCHC, 1983). The main me-
chanism by which culture and person are related is that of «mutual interwea-
ving» {(or «intermingling of threads from two ropes» —those of biological «mo-
dules» and cultural contexts— Cole, 1992, p. 26). This interweaving reflects the
general process in which «...the culture becomes individual and the individuals
create their culture» (LCHC, 1983, p. 349) —or, in other terms, the culture and
mind are «mutually constituted» (Cole, 1995).

Gananath Obeyesekere’s «work of culture»

Obeyesckere has been working within a psychoanalytic paradigm, dili-
gently trying to reformulate its conceptual structure on the basis of empirical
evidence from the Sinhalese cultural contexts {(Obeyesekere, 1963, 1968, 1975,
1976, 1977, 1981, 1984, 1990), but aiso through a thorough lock at encounters
between cultures (Obeyesekere, 1993). His psychodynamic theory is built
around the notion of the work of culture —the psychodynamic process at the in-
tersection of personal and cultural worlds, which through objectification and
subjectification leads to the re-definition of the person’s self in culturally appro-
priate ways (Obeyesekere, 1990, p. 63).

Obeyesekere has been emphasizing the unity of the personal and cultural
symbols in the lives of persons. Personal symbols arc cultural symbols (Obeye-
sekere, 1985, p. 637)— and the usual exclusive separation of «private» and «pu-
blic» symbols that has been implied in occidental anthropology makes it impos-
sible to study their relations. Cultural constraints set up conditions under which
personal symbolic action takes place —be this the construction of women'’s pre-
gancy cravings in Sri Lanka (Obeyesekere, 1963, 1985) or sorcery for retribution
{Obeyesekere, 1975). On the other hand, each person acts in one’s unique ways,
has unique personal history, and hence any «standard ritual» needs to accommo-
date a variety of specific conditions that may be characteristic of a particular per-
son. Obeyesckere uses the terms of ebjectification and subjectification as com-
plementary processes that link the personal and cultural symbolic worlds
{Obeyesekere, 1981, pp. 136-137). New kinds of encounters may be introduced
by new social practices (e.g., proliferation of a religion previously unknown in
the cuiture), which may lead to the construction of a projective system of ideas
—constructed by persons in collective ways, projecting upon the the world (Obe-
yesekere, 1984, p. 481).

A central place in this constructive process is given to subjective imagery.
Subjective imagery, insofar as it is based on objective culture, has the potential for
group acceptance, unlike fantasy or totally innovative acts, which have no prior
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cultural underpinnings. {Obeyesekere, 1984, pp. 169-170). The person co-cons-
tructs culture via one’s subjective imagery and 1ts inter-personal legitimization.

To summarnze, the primary relevance for human development is located in
the culture, with the role of persons relative to the culture described in different
terminologies (e.g., «seamless linkage» or «appropriation» , or «mutual consti-
tution»). All these terminological devices are in need for further analysis and
theoretical construction of the general processes by which the persons <—> cul-
ture relations are organized. Persons are conceptualized as active —they change
their worlds by acting upon these, and themselves as a result. The developing
person is in the middle of such heterogeneous world, and constructs one’s own
psychological organization on its basis. It is the general perspective of co-cons-
tructivist theorizing within which answers to questions of how such construction
takes place.

Unity of subjectivity and intersubjectivity in co-constructionist thought

At a first glance, the relationship between subjectivity and intersubjectivity
may be a guestion that resembles a projective inkblot, to which proponents of
both person-centered phenomenological and sociocentric world views easily pro-
ject their pet ideas. However, the question of the nature of the subjective worlds
and their interdependence with the socially organized living is at the heart of both
understanding subjectivity and society.

The central characteristic of infersubjectivity is the inderdependent rela-
tion between the subjectivities involved in the shared activity (and of codes of
communication). It is the persons who, on the basis of their (life)-historically
constructed personal cultures at the given moment enter into communication
with each other. Human beings endure (in Bergson'’s sense —Valsiner, 1994c¢) the
uncertainty that the entrance into communication entails by way of creating the
«as-if» kind image of intersubjectivity, which s pre-structured by the social ro-
les that the participants carry or construct in the process of communication. Even
when alone, the person creates an «as if» version of reflection of the world that
operates as a practical, productive «error» (Vaihinger, 1920, p. 165) in the process
of forward-oriented pre-adaptation to the next momentary context. Development
is based upon such «as if» kind apperception, or in other terms —by creating such
«practical errors» the organism participates in one’s own development.

-Ontologically, some form of subjectivity has to be presumed in order to
make sense of intersubjectivity. When persons (with their subjectivities) enter
into communication with one another, the actual form of intersubjectivity is
being constructed by transcending the «private worlds». Intersubjectivity is thus
a meta-process (secondary to the dialogic process per se) of reflexivity that ope-
rates in irreversible time, constantly leading to creating, maintaining, and chan-
ging of the persons’ sense-backgrounds of the (foreground) dialogical activity.
This is ancther way to make sense of it as situation redefinition process
(Wertsch, 1991). The important aspect of this process is that it belongs to the
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persons’ subjectivities: it entails monitoring the other persons’ presumed com.-
municative action plans from the vantage point of the given person. That process
itself is co-constructive in its nature —the person acts «as if» the other(s) are
oriented in way X in the dialogue, monitors the actual acts of the others (X’), and
modifies the «as if» determination in accordance with X” or by one’s own mo-
mentary intention (i.e., by another personally constructed «as if» state).

The heterogeneity of intersubjectivity is based on the social roles that the
intersubjectivity-constructor assumes. These roles are normatively asymmetric,
both in their embeddedness in the social structure, and in the dynamic flow of
dialogues. The static and dynamic foci upon intersubjectivity become encoded
in the distinction of different kinds of intersubjectivity. Markova (1994} distin-
guishes the «as-if» and «strived-for» kinds of intersubjectivity, and recognizes
the tension between those. The former sets up the (static and imaginary) pers-
pective that intersubjectivity already exists (i.e., constitutes an ontological pos-
tulate), whereas the other entails the process of the actual construction of mutual
understanding in irreversible time.

Semiotic mediation and irreversible time

It is the active participant in a dialogue who gives rise to novel reorgani-
zation of both the subjectivity and intersubjectivity. The person is in parallel in-
volved both in external and internal dialogues, which feed into each other to
allow for the making of personal sense through semiotic mediation. Semiotic
mediation is a way to subjectively transcend the present participation within a
context. Semiotic constructivity is thus viewed as future-oriented construction of
subjectively meaningful possibilities (which may, but need not, become actuali-
zed). By taking this stand upon semiotic mediation as a process of personal fu-
ture-oriented construction, the issue of intersubjectivity acquires a new flavour.
The centrality of person’s subjectivity is restored to the recognized embedded-
ness of the person in the processes of intersubjectivity.

It is the subjectivity that {once it has emerged in development) feeds for-
ward to further development of acting and thinking, via semiotic construction.
This pre-adapting feature of human psychology is constructive, it produces a va-
riety of subjective phenomena at any present time, that are geared towards crea-
ting always uncertain future present-times. As has been pointed out elsewhere
(Valsiner and Van der Veer, 1993), the concept of «zone of proximal develep-
ment» has been a semiotic tool for developmental psychologists to try to con-
ceptualize this process, Semiotic means allow for local decontextualizing practi-
ces (Linell, 1992) in the flow of inter-mental and intra-mental discourses. The
process of local decontextualization itself is context-bound.

Culture can be viewed as an organizational form that functions as a canali-
zer (set of constrainis that direct —but do not precisely determine) of the next state
of human conduct. The co-constructivist perspective on human development is
based on the general view on development by way of the principle of «bounded
indeterminacy» (Valsiner, 1987). By the use of constraining as a4 process that ena-
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bles construction of novelty (Winegar, 1988; Winegar, Renninger and Valsiner,
1989), it 1s possible to explain the directionality of development, while retaining
the open-systemic notion of unpredictability of the exact outcomes.

Joint construction in asymmetric relationships

The focus on co-construction entails reconstruction of hierarchical orga-
nization within structures. Within developmental psychology, the emphasis on
differentiation (and its reverse process ~de-differentiation) of structure has pla-
yed a prominent role most of the time (Werner, 1957). The differentiation pro-
cess takes place on the previous site of structuration, and leads the organism to-
wards another structural state, which, like all the previous ones, is only relatively
stable and fully dependent on the organism’s relations with the environment.

Differentiation entails the notion of hierarchical integration (Wemner,
1957) of the novelty that the recipient of the message assemblies. In the domain
of semiotic mediation (¢ la Vygotsky), that integration takes the form of abstrac-
ting generalization. Through the use of signs human beings can construct genera-
lized hierarchies of feelings and thought that transcend the given context, with all
of its set of social suggestions. Thus, personal construction of generalization is
the vehicle for the co-constructionist process always to transcend any particular
context. In a curious twist, this possibility for abstractive generalization buffers
the developing person against social «influences» embedded in the given context.
In other terms, hierarchical integration of personal experience in semiotic ways
may be triggered by the context, but (in its transcendance of the context) proves
the centrality of individual constructionism in the social world {Piaget, 1995).

Hierarchical organization is not only characteristic of the intrapsychologi-
cal world of the person, it is equally relevant in the inter-psychological social re-
lations with others. Most social relationships within which co-construction takes
place are hierarchical in their nature, starting from the dominance relationships
in dyadic encounters as well as small groups, and ending with complicated hie-
rarchies of social roles in the context of social institutions. The social world is
not that of persons equal in their power relations. Instead, it is organized hierar-
chically into asymmetric power relationships of varied longevity.

Hence the relations between the communicator and the recipient are
usually not those of equal partners. Instead, we can observe the normal hierar-
chical organization of power relations between the participants, where asymme-
tric distribution of roles is the norm and the symmetric one an exception. In
terms of cultural transmission, the generation of parents is always in de facto do-
minance position over their children, even if the parents construct a notion that
they are either equal to their children, or subdominant to them, For example, no
matter how much European or American middle class parents pretend that their
children are «equal partners» in their culturally organized everyday activities,
this stance is itself a culturally co-constructed ideology, which organizes not
only the self-reflections by the parents, but also those of the investigators of the
social development process.
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In a more general vein, the hierarchical organization of interpersonal rela-
tions leads to the issue of the nature of communication process. How would the
notions of shared communicative codes (or «intersubjectivity») fit with the
asymmetric relations between the participants in the process of communication?
From the viewpoint of the bidirectional model, the first socially co-constructed
image is that of «sharing» in inter-personal relations. Actually, co-construction
processes take place within inter-personally differentially meaningful environ-
ment. The human environment is made meaningful by the symbolizing activity
of the human beings, who ireat their environment as if it were «shared». This as-
sumption of sharing helps us to jointly constrtict ways to overcome our misun-
derstandings (Robinson, 1988). Human ontogeny of adult-child relationships is
built on the joint construction of semiotic devices that allow the young child not
only to understand the cultural world, but to participate in its reorganization.

General Conclusions: Co-constructionism demystified

There is no grand story to tell about co-constructionism. It is a label that
covers a variety of theoretical orientations, each of which tries to take into ac-
count the personal constructionist view on human psychological development on
the one hand, and its ontogenetic bases in the social lives of people, on the other.
Heuristically, it is a framework that should allow the thinkers to overcome the
perennial «person» versus «society» dichotomy. However, that heuristic func-
tion of the framework can be viewed to be realized in a number of specific theo-
retical terminologies of particular authors. It is the particular ways in which au-
thors construct their specific theoretical explanations that are of interest for a
serious investigator, and not the inclusion (or exclusion) of different approaches
in (from} boundaries of «co-constructionism» as a new class label.

A central focus of the co-constructionist perspective is on the meanings
{and personal sense) —constructing goal-oriented person, who acts within mea-
ningfully structured environment, interactively with the purposive impacts from
other persons. This three-part «unit of analysis» can be described in terms of
structure of the given action context where the physical aspects of the structure
are specified by their meanings, and upon which the goal-oriented actions of the
personal sense-making individual and the guidance of «social others» is map-
ped. The particular unit of analysis needs to retain its temporal structure, since it
is only through consideration of time that the co-construction process can be ex-
plicated. Obviously, this line of construction of methodology 1s continuous with
the constructionist emphases {the «clinical method» of Janet, Piaget, and Vy-
gotsky), and bears resemblance to the efforts of contemporary discourse analy-
sis (Edwards and Potter, 1992; Shi-Xu, 1995). However, stringent mathematical
formalization of such dynamic three-part units is not yet in sight in psychology,
which continues to reduce the notion of mathematical precision to socially con-
ventionalized used of the statistical world view. In the latter, psychology may
have reached its historical impasse. Co-constructionist theoretical system cannot
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build its methodology on the latter, hence a careful return to the genetic episte-
mology of Piaget and sociogenetic epistemologies of Vygotsky, Mead, and
Baldwin may lead us to the formalization of developmental logic that would fit
the co-constructionist theoretical system (Herbst, 1995, Valsiner, 1995). The in-
tellectual productivity of a newly labelled orientation like co-constructionism
depends upon its internal conceptual coherence, rather than its evaluation within
the systems of social conventions of psychologists.

REFERENCES

Bergson, H. (1911). Creative evolution. New York: Henry Holt & Co.

Boesch, E. E. (1983). Das Magische und das Schone: zur Symbolik von Objekien und Handlungen. Suutigart:
Frommann.

Boesch, E. E. (1991). Symbolic action theory and cultural psychology. New York: Springer.

Bourdieu, P. (1973). Cultural reproduction and social reproduction. In R. Brown (Ed.), Knowledpe, education,
and cultural change (pp. 71-112), London: Tavisiock Publications,

Bourdieu, P. (1985). The social space and the genesis of groups. Secial Science Information, 24, 2, 195-22(),

Cole, M. {1590). Cultural psychology: A once and future discipline? In I. Berman (Ed ), Nebraska Symposium
on Motivation. Vol. 37 (pp. 279-336). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Cole, M. (1992). Contex!, modularity and the cultural constitution of development. In L. T. Winegar & J. Valsi-
ner (Eds.), Children's development within social context. Vol 2. Research and methodology (pp. 5-31).
Hilisdale, N.1.: Erlbaum.

Cole, M. (1995}). Culture and cognitive development: from cross-cnltural research to creating systems of cultu-
ral mediation. Culture & Psychology, 1,1, 25-54.

Eckensberger, L. (1979). A metamethodological evaluation of psychological theories from a cross-cultural pers-
pective, In L. H. Eckensberger, W. J. Lonner, & Y. H. Poortinga (Eds.), Cross-cultural contributions io
psychology (pp. 235-275), Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Eckensberger, L. H. (1993). Activity or action: two different roads towards an integration of culture into psy-
chology? Culture & Psychology, 1, 1, 67-80.

Edwards, D.. & Polier, 3. (1992). Discursive psychology. London: Sage.

Gauld, A_(1992). A hystory of hyprotism, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Herbst, D. (1995). What happens when we make a distinction: An elementary introduction 1o co-genetic logic.
In T. Kindermann & J. Valsincr (Eds.), Development of person-context relations. Hillsdale, N.J. :Law-
rence Erlbaum Associates.

Hermans, H, J. M., & Kempen, H. f. G. {1995). Body, mind and cultare; the dialogical nature of mediated ac-
tion. Culture & Psychology, 1, |, 103-114,

Kon, L. 8. {(198B). Rebenok i obshchestvo [Child and society]. Moscow: Nauka.

Kozulin, A. (1990). Vygotsky's psychology: A biography of ideas. Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press,

Kreppner, K. {1992}, William L. Stern and his concept of individual-environment exchange: Transactional
thoughts in the 1910s and 1920s. Paper presented at the First Conference on Socio-Cultural Studies,
Madrid, Sepiember,

Krewer, B. (1992). Kulturelle Identisdt und menschiiche Setbsterforschung. Saarbriicken: Breitenbach,

Lawrence, J. A, & Valsiner, J. (1993}, Conceptual roots of internalization: From transmission to transformation.
Human Development, 36, 150-167.

LCHC (1983). Culture and cognitive development. In W. Kessen (Ed.), Handbook of child psychology. Vol. 1.
History, theory & metheds (pp. 295-358). New York: Wiley.

Lineil, P. (1992). The embeddedness of decontextualization in the contexts of social practices. In A. H. Wold
{Ed.). The dialogical alternative: Towurds u theory of language and mind (pp. 253-271). Oslo: Scandi-
navian University Press.

Lowy, L (1992). The strength of loose concepts— boundary concepts, federative experimental stratcgies and dis-
ciplinary growth: the case of immunclogy. History of Science, 30, 90, Part 4, 376-396.

Markova, E (1994). The mutoal construction of asymmetries. In P. van Geert, L. P. Mos, & W. ], Baker (Eds.),
Annals of Theoretical Psychology. Vol. 10 {pp. 325-342), New York: Plenum,

Mead, G. H. {1912). The mechaaism of social consciousness, Journal of Philosophy, 9, 401-406,



80 1. Valsiner

Mead, G. H. (1913). The social self. Journal of Philosophy, 10, 374-380.

Morgan, C. L. (1892). The law of psychogenesis, Mind, 7 (n.s.), 72-93,

Moscovici, 5. (1982). The coming cra of representations. In J.-P, Codol & J.-P. Leyens (Eds.}, Cognitive analy-
sis of social behavior (pp. 115-150). The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

Moscovict, S. (1988). Crisis of communication and crisis of explanation. In W, Schonpflug (Ed.), Bericht éiber
der 36. Kongress der Dentschen Geselischaft fiir Psychologie in Berlin. Vol 2 (pp. 94-109), Gottingen;
Hogrefe.

Newman, D., Griffin, P., & Cole, M. (1989). The construciion zone: Working for cognitive change in school,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Obeyesekere, G. (1963). Pregnancy cravings (Dola-Duka) in relation to social structure and personality in a Sin-
halese village, American Anthropologist, 65, 323-342,

Obeyesekere, G. {1968), Theodicity, sin and salvation in a sociology of Buddhism. In E. R. Leach (Ed ), Dia-
lectic in practical refigion (pp 7-40). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Obeyesekere, G. (1975). Sorcery, premeditated murder, and the canalization of aggression in Sri Lanka. Ethno-
logy, 14,1-23.

Oheyesekere, G. (1976), The tmpact of Ayurvedic ideas on the culture and the individual in Sri Laska. In C. Les-
lie (Ed.}, Asian medical systems: A comparative study {pp. 201-226). Berkeley: University of Califor-
nia Press,

Obeyesekere, G. (1977). Psychocultural exegesis of a case of spirit possession in Sri Lanka. In ¥, Crapanzano &
V. Garrison (Eds.), Case studies in spirit possession (pp. 235-294). New York. Wiley.

Obeyesekere, G. (1981). Medusa's hair. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Obeyesckere, G. (1984). The cult of the goddess Pattini. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Obeyesekere, G. (1983). Symbolic foods: pregancy cravings and the envious female. International Journal of
Psychology, 20, 637-662.

Obeyesekere, G. {1990). The work of culture. Chicage: University of Chicago Press.

Oheyesekere, G. (1993). The apotheosis of Captain Cook: European mythmaking in the Pacific. Princeton: Prin-
ceion University Press.

Piaget, L. (1995). Sociological studies. London: Routledge

Ratner, C. (1991}, Vvgotsky's saciohistarical psychology and ils contemporary applications. New York: Ple-
num,

Rio, P. del, & Alvarez, A. (1990). Puntos de convergencia en la psicologia histdrico-cultural de lengua espafiola.
Infuncia y Aprendizaje, 51-52, 15-40.

Ric, P. del, & Alvarez, A. (1992). Tres pies al gato: significado, sentido y cultura cotidiana en la educacién. -
Sancia y Aprendizaje, 59-60, 43-61.

Robinson, 1. A. (1988). «What we've got here is a failure to communicate» : The cultural context of meaning. In
J. Valsiner (Ed.}), Child development within culturally stractured environments. Vol. 2. Sacial co-cons-
triction and envir tal guidance of development {pp. 137-198). Norwood, N.J.: Ablex.

Rogoff, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in rhmkmg New York: Oxford University Press.

Rosa, A. (1993). Frederick Charles Bartleit: Descripeidn de su obra y andlisis de su primera postura respecto
de {as relaciones entre psicologia y antropolegin. Unpublished manuscript, Universidad Auténoma de
Madrid,

Seribner, $., & Cole, M. {1981). The psychology of literacy. Cambridge, Ma : Harvard University Press.

Sherif, M. (1936). The psychology of secial norms. New York: Harper & Brothers.

$hi-Xu (1993). Cultural perceptions: exploiting the unexpected of the Pther. Culture & Psychology. 1,3

Shweder, R. (1980). Rethinking culture and personality theory, Part 1II. From genesis and typology to herme-
neutics and dynamics. Erhos, 8, 1, 60-94,

Shweder, R. {19903, Cultural psychology- what is it? In J. W. Stigler, R. A. Shweder and G. Herdt (Eds.), Cui-
tural psvchology (pp. 1-43). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Shweder, R., Mahapatra, M., & Miller, J. G. {1987}. Culture and moral development. In J. Kagan & §. Lamb
(Eds.), The emergence of morality in young children {pp. 1-83). Chicago: University of Chicago
Prass.

Shweder, R., & Much, N. (1987}, Determinations of meaning: discourse and moral socialization. In W, M, Kut-
tines and J. L. Gewirtz (Eds.), Moral development through social interaction (pp. 197-244) New York:
Wiley.

Simmel, G. (1908). Vom Wesen der Kultur. Osterreichische Rundschau, 15, 36-42.

Smedslund, 1. (1978} Bandura's theory of self-cfficacy: a set of common sense theorems. Scandinavian Journal
of Psychology, 19, 1-14.

Smedslund, J. {19%4). What kind of propositions are set forth in developmental research? Five case studies. Hu-
man Development, 37, 280-292.




Co-constructionism and development: A socio-historic tradition 81

Tulviste, P. {1991). The ciltural-historical development of verbal thinking. Commack, N.Y.: Nova Science Pu-
blishers.

Vaihinger, H. (1920). Die Philosophie des als ob: System der theoretischen, praktischen und religidsen Fikiio-
nen der Menschheit. 4th ed. Leipzig: Felix Meiner.

Valsiner. J. (1987). Culture and the development of children's action. Chichester: Wiley.

Valsiner, J. (1989). Human development and culture. Lexington, Ma.: D.C. Heath.

Valsiner, J. (1994a). Culture and human development: a co-constructionist perspetive, In P, van Geert, L. P. Mos,
& W. I. Baker (Eds.}, Annals of Theoretical Psychology. Vol. 10 (pp. 247-298). New York: Plenum,

Valsiner, J. {1994b). James Mark Baldwin and his impact: social development of cognitive functions. In A. Rosa
& 1. Valsiner {Eds.), Explorations in socio-cultural studies. Vol 1. Historical and theoretical discourse
(pp. 187-204). Madrid: Fundacién Infancia y Aprendizaje.

Valsiner, J. (1994c). Irreversibility of tiime and the construetion of histerical developmentel psychology. Mind,
Culture, and Activiry, 1, 1-2, 25-42,

Valsiner, J. (1994d). Reflexivity in context; Natratives, hero-myths, and the making of histories in psychology.
In A, Rosa & J. Valsiner {Eds.), Expiorations in socio-cultural studies. Vol. 1. Historical and theoreli-
cal discourse {pp. 169-186). Madrid: Fundacién Infancia y Aprendizaje.

Valsiner, I, (1995), Processes of development, and search for their fogic: An introduction to Herbst's co-genetic
logic. In T. Kindermanna & I. Valsiner {Eds.), Development of person-context relations, Hillsdale, N.J.
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Valsiner, I., & Van der Veer, R. (1993). The encoding of distance: The concept of the «zone of proximat deve-
lopment» and its interpretations. In R, R, Cocking & K. A, Renninger (Eds.), The development and mea-
ning of psychological distance. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum,

Valsiner, 1., & Van der Veer, R. {en prensa). Desde el gesto hasta el self: perspectivas comunes en las sociopsi-
cologias de George Mead vy Lev Vygotski. En D. Paez Rovira y A, Blanco (Eds.), La teeria socioculty-
ral y la psicolegia social actual. Madrid: Fundacién Infancia y Aprendizaje.

Van der Veer, R., & Valsiner, 1. (1991). Understanding Vygorsky: A quest for synthesis. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Van Geert, P. (1988). The concept of transition in developmental theories. In Wm. J. Baker, L.P. Mos, H.V. Rap-
pard & H.J. Stam (Eds.), Recent trends in theoretical psychology (pp. 223-235). New York:

Vygotsky, L. 8. (1931). Paedology of the adolescent. Moscow-Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoie uchebno-pedago-
gicheskoe izdatel’ stvo.

Vygotsky, L. 8. (1934). Thinking and speech. Moscow-Leningrad: Gosudarstvenaoe Setsialne-eknomicheskoe
Izdatel’stvo. (in Russian)

Vygotsky, L. 5. (1933/1966). Play and its role in the mental development of the child. Voprosy psikhologii, 12,
6, 62-76. In English translation: in ). Bruner, A. Jolty & K. Sylva (Eds.), Play {pp. 537-554). Har-
mondsworth: Penguin.

Vygotsky, L. 5. (1987). The collected works of L. 8. Vygotsky. Vol 1. Problems of general psychology. New
York: Plenum.

Werner, H. (19537).The concept of development from a comparative and organismic point of view. In D.B. Ha-
rris {Ed.}, The concept of development {pp. 125-147). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Werisch, 1. V. [1979). From social interaction to higher psychological processes: A clarification and application
of Vygolsky's theory, Human Development, 22, 1-22.

Wertsch, J. V. (1981). The concept of activity in Soviet psychology: an introduction. InJ. V. Wertsch (Ed.), The
concept of activity in Soviet psychology (pp. 3-36). Armonk, N.Y.: Sharpe.

Wertsch, 1. V. (1983). The role of semiosis in L. 8. Vygotsky's theory of human cognition. In B. Bain (Ed.), The
sociogenesis of longuage and human conduct (pp. 17-31). New York: Plenum.

Wertsch, . V. {1984). The zone of proximal development: some conceptual issues, In B, Rogoff & 1. V. Wensch
(Eds.), Children’s learning in the «zane of proximal developments (pp. 1-17). No. 23. New Directions
Jor Child Development. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Wentsch, 1. V. (1985). Vvgosky and the social formation of mind. Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press.

Wertsch, 1. V. (1990). The voice of rationality in a sociocultural approach to mind. In L. C. Moll (Ed.), Vygorsky
and education (pp. 111-126). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

Wertsch, J. V. (1991). Voices in the mind, Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press.

Wertsch, J. V. (1995). Sociccultural research in the copyright age. Culture & Psychology, 1. 1, 81-102.

Wensch, 3. V., Minick, N., & Ams, F. J. (1984). The ¢reation of context in jeint problem-solving. In B. Rogoff
& 1. Lave (Eds.}, Everyday cognition! Its development in social context {pp. 151-171). Cambridge, Ma.:
Harvard University Press.

Winegar, L. T. (1988). Children's emerging understanding of social events: co-construction and social process.
In ¥ Valsiner (EQ.), Child development within culturally structured environments. Wol. 2. Secial co-
construction and environmental guidance of development (pp. 3-27). Norwood, N.1.: Ablex.




82 J. Valsiner

Winegar, I.. T., Renninger, K. A, & Valsiner, I, {198%). Dependent-independence in adult-child relutionships.
In D. A. Kramer & M. 1. Bopp (Eds.), Transformation in clinical and developmental psychology (pp.
157-168). New York: Springer.

Wozniak, R. (1986). Notes toward a co-constructive theory of the emotion-cognition relationship. In D. J. Bea-
rison & H. Zimiles (Eds.), Thought and emotion: Developmental Perspectives {pp. 39-64). Hillsdale,
N.].: Erlbaum.

Wozniak, R. {1993). Co-constructive metatheory for psychology. In K. Wozniak & K,. Fischer (Eds.), Develop-
ment in context {(pp77-92). Hillsdale: Erlbaum.

Youniss, I. (1987). Social construction and moral development: update and expansion of an idea. In W. M. Kur-
tines & I. L. Gewirtz (Eds.), Moral development through social interaction (pp. 131-148). New York:
Wiley.




