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1. INTRODUCTION

Students have been working in groups on an assighrime a
technology lesson. They were supposed to make dgéori
construction. Afterwards the fourteen year old eiitd comment on
the process:

Rose: ‘Well, the group that did best, were realéver

at it. They had chosen their materials really wibibir
bridge could carry 36 kilos, and that’s quite a Tdtey

did have two girls in that group but they didn't de
much as the boys. The boys were much quicker in
seeing what to do. They did it just like that, dossk

me how, but their bridge could really carry a kpjte
smart of them, actually. | couldn’t do it.'

Dennis: ‘The girls weren't interested at all whee w
started, but now some are beginning to get intedest
They like it when you help them. There are thirtgst t
they don't know, that you have to explain to thé&ut
the simple things, when they realise that it cariume
then they find it nice. They are rummaging a bit
together, and when it all works more or less, tfieg

it fun. Now they start to apply things that thegrieed
last year, but at the time they didn’t want to pé#pate

... thought they couldn’t do it, and the teacher was
busy helping the girls all the time.’

More and more educational theories emphasisedhatihg is not an
individual but a social process, and that explcitlaking use of the
social dimension of learning processes, for insgalog introducing



group work, fosters learning (Van der Linden, EkeSchmidt &
Renshaw, 2000). In the learning situations sketai®e, plenty of
social processes are going on: intended and umlateprocesses,
processes that foster learning and processes #mpdr learning.
Many of the unintended processes have to do witferdinces
between students, gender differences in this casd, the social
positions that go with these. Although ‘social l@ag’ has become a
major theme in educational theory, the implicatiohshe tenet that
learning is social for (how to handle) social diffleces between
students have received conspicuously little comatien. We think
this is a serious limitation because social diffieess are an inherent
part of all learning processes, and as such shioelldonsidered in
any instructional design. But as there are diffecemceptualisations
of social learning (see Salomon & Perkins, 199Bgré are also
different ways of approaching the issue of socitiecences. In this
chapter we, firstly, explore different interpretats of the tenet that
learning is a social process. We will show thasthdifferences go
together with different interpretations of ‘the ldigic character of
knowing and learning’. We then reflect upon the licgiions of the
approaches we distinguish for the way ‘social ddfees’ are
theorised and investigated.

In the first section co-operative learning and latmbrative
learning research is discussed. We briefly desdriye ‘the social’,
‘dialogue’ and in particular ‘social differenceseaconceptualised in
this line of research. We will show that sociaffeliénces are treated
as characteristics of individual learners. Whattligloes such a
conceptualisation throw on the experiences of RogkDennis? In
the second section we turn to sociocultural thedrgarning is
understood as increasingly competent participatioocommunities
of practice. In general, sociocultural theory shtfie attention to the
broader socio-cultural practices within which leagnis situated.
From this perspective a different picture of whathappening in
Rose’s and Dennis’ technology lessons emergehidméxt section
we illustrate the merit of the tenet that socidfedences are an
intrinsic part of learning to participate, using aexples from
empirical research on learning in the Dutch secondalucation
subjects Technology, Care, and Information and ederpliteracy.
Our examples show how the social structure of tiieual practices
that underpin learning influences what is learngdnthom. In the
final section we explore the consequences of teispective for
instructional strategies.

2. SOCIAL DIFFERENCES AS CHARACTERISTICS OF
INDIVIDUAL LEARNERS

In this section, we will sketch two approaches gocial learning’:
co-operative learning and collaborative learningfteA briefly

describing the differences between both perspestive draw some
conclusions on the conceptualisation of ‘socialfedénces’ that
emerges.



Co-operative learning

In research on co-operative learning, the issue sotial
differences is well known. In general, two anglesésearch on co-
operative learning can be distinguished. Firstlyg-operative
learning is addressed as an instructional stragegyicitly aimed at
reducing social inequality in education. A good repée of this line
of research may be found in studies on gendeerdifices in maths
education. In the late 1980's group work was peezkias an
important innovative teaching practice for enhagcirthe
achievements and attitudes of girls in/towards ewattics (see
Burton, 1990). The following arguments were usedis@o, Ten
Dam, Van den Eeden & Terwel, 1995). Firstly, it vemsumed that
women - in contrast to men - have little affinitjtkvcompetitive and
individual ways of working. Co-operative styles wbrking were
assumed to be more suitable for women (Fennematérdem 1987;
Open University 1987). Secondly, since group woffers more
possibilities for mutual interaction, it was though give women the
opportunity to effectively use their verbal quadi(Halpern 1992).
Thirdly, since co-operative learning had been shdwnimprove
students’ self-confidence, it was thought to bespécial importance
for women in the context of mathematics educats@e (Fennema &
Leder, 1990). Evaluations of co-operative math paognes
designed for women often showed that the targeumrimdeed
appreciated the courses (Burton, 1990). But in rnasés, no gender
effects of co-operative learning on achievement attdude are
found?

Secondly, there is a firm research tradition opl&xing the
effects of learning in groups where the problem group
composition is central. With regard to this angie names of Cohen
(e.g. Cohen & Lotan, 1995; Cohen, Lotan & Cataneati990) and
Webb (e.g. Webb, 1991; Webb, Nemer & Chizhik, 19€8ure
prominently. The starting point is the finding thetudents do not
profit equally from co-operative learning, becaasaifferences in
background. Although ‘differences between learnare’ often social
in character, they are predominantly understoderims of cognitive
abilities and consequently often related to achieamt. Students
with different abilities seem to benefit differgnfirom working in
groups (see Hoek, 1998). Research in the 19808sstior example,
that high-achieving students have the greatestiénfie on group
interaction. By giving (elaborated) explanationsdiher students,
they themselves learn the most. Building on suskaeh findings,
various interventions aimed at improving the quwaliof the
participation of low achieving students in grougenaction have
been developed and empirically tested. Examplesearontypes of
tasks, composition of the group, the goal thatammonly agreed

For example, in an experimental design (Busatd, 41985)it was shown that co-
operative learning does improve the mathematidaieaement of girls compared with
more traditional (individual) methods of instruetioHowever, that same holds true
for the boys (no interactions between gender anditon were found)



upon, complementarity of expertise (in tasks ansio and co-
operative climate in schools (see Van der Lindekeks, Schmidt &
Renshaw, 2000, for an overview). Notwithstanding thfficulties
that must be tackled, there seems to be a consetimts
heterogeneous ability groups are favourable tonlegr This holds
true in particular for below-average students. Tpeyform better
when working with above-average students. The sevelnowever,
does not follow: high achievers profit the mostnfrevorking with
other high achievers (Webb et,dl998)

Collaborative learning

Recent approaches of co-operative learning haveeth@way
from a narrow cognitivist view of education. Usisglomon and
Perkins’ mapping of the different meanings of sb@apects of
learning (1998), it can be argued that nowadaysethphasis is not
so much on ‘active social mediation of individuaiitning’, but on
‘social mediation as participatory knowledge comstion’ (p.4). In
other words, instead of creating a social learsiygtem that enables
an individual to acquire knowledge and skills effegly, the
emphasis is on the joint construction of knowledge on fostering
mutual understanding. The term collaborative leagnseems to
mark this shift. Whereas in former days the termoup’ was
satisfactory, nowadays modern educationalistsodise talks about
‘communities of learners’ (Brown & Campione, 19%ardamalia
et al. 1994). Researchers have sought ways of iaiggnthe
classroom as a ‘community of learners’ so thatprecial teaching
occurs where students are given the opportunishaping or at least
partially shaping their own learning process (Brgwn & Campione,
1990 and 1994). By encouraging students to didgtessubject matter
it becomes more meaningful and makes more sensesldping a
communal way of talking which permits discussiomingng out
evidence, making suggestions and expressing deagm, enhances
the learning process in the classroom (see Bieta&z€ollins, 1999).
The emphasis on interaction, mutual understandimgl &o-
construction of knowledge is one interpretation ‘tfe dialogic
character of learning'.

In the ‘communities of learners’ approach, the position of the
group has a central place. It is argued that i suc organisation of
the teaching-learning process more effective usebeamade of the
expertise and experiences available in a grouperbigéneous groups
are pleaded for. From the perspective of socidewrinces, it is
important how ‘diversity’ is dealt with in the cee®om as a learning
community. Again, diversity is predominantly opévatlised as
‘diversity in cognitive development’. Students carofit most from
each other's knowledge and skills when the knowdednd skills of
the class are diverse (Brown & Campione, 1994).allge the
classroom as a mixed and heterogeneous commurnitylates
students to learn by reacting to one another, @aehcher and to the
teaching materials. Open dialogue is characteristic such a
(imaginary) classroom. Besides diversity in knowledand skills,
however, more factors are important for creating effective



collaborative learning environment which concera tomposition of
the group (see Van der Linden et &000). The participants should
seek after a common goal, to which everyone (wdikd to)
contribute(s). Moreover, co-responsibilty and abbrative
engagement are important. In this context the kegs/@re: open
discussion, mutual exchange, active participatamally, there should
be equality between partners (Damon & Phelps, 1888] in Van der
Linden et al 2000). Again and again we see the latter preniises
various phrases: collaborative learning not onbsppposes, but also
contributes to open interaction and shared meanikgs/ if any
scholars comment on ‘equality as the norm’ in disses on
collaborative learning. Salomon and Perkins (1998gak of the
differences between learners that can endangefedraing of the
collective. ‘If all of this seems like a celebratiof the potentials of
social learning, it is — up to a point. However ttark side of such
interactions also has to be recognized. What ie¢ebby an individual
may upset or even subvert rather than abet colieetds, as with the
student taking advantage of his or her team mermbenk or the
corporate climber being more interested in persadgancement than
in the overall success of the organization.’” (p.21)other words, ‘the
dark side of collaborative learning’ is constitutbg differences
between learners in effort, motivation, commitmenthe needs and
goals of the group, and so on. It is predominamtlymatter of
individual attributes. Unfortunately, the issuesoicial differences as
an intrinsic feature of the ‘community of learnees well as of the
culture in which students learn, is not taken extoount.

To sum up, in the tradition of co-operative leagyin(social)
differences between learners are acknowledged aseatnicable but
unwanted part of learning processes. ‘Learningriougs’ aims at
diminishing these differences. In the more receppreach to
collaborative learning, however, the issue of @ciifferences
between learners is celebrated as a huge learmitegial. It gives
students more opportunity to learn from each other. both
perspectives ‘the dialogic character of learning’ imterpreted in
terms of the interaction between students in ctesss.

In both perspectives (social) differences are treated as
characteristics of individual learners. From thestfiangle of co-
operative learning, gender, as exemplary for satiféérences, has
been interpreted as a characteristic of studertktstinvé same invariable
meaning across different social contexts. Reasdnamg that point of
view, the main question pertaining to the issusagfial differences is
how education can be made to fit in with the abdit attitudes,
experiences etc. of particular groups of studémtsn the second angle
of co-operative learning, the emphasis is not ooly (social)
differences as fixed, unambiguous characterisfigsdividual learners,
but also on the educational context that can inflee(the undesirable
effects of) differences between students. Diffeespbowever, are still
conceptualised as characteristics of individuatel @redominantly
elaborated in terms of cognitive abilities. Finalypder the heading of
collaborative learning, the process of co-constoucbf knowledge



and creating mutual understanding is highlightech this
conceptualisation of the social character of lesgniwith the
emphasis on the potentials of the collective, thgué of social
differences tends to quit the scene. ‘Offstage\wéner, questions
remain like ‘whose voice is privileged in the coliwe?’ or ‘what
are the processes and politics of entry into aiipetiscourse?’ In
order to explore possible answers and think abqprapriate
teaching strategies, ‘social differences’ in leagninust resurface as
a theme.

3. SCHOOLS AND SOCIAL PRACTICES

Learning as a quality of participation

A conceptualisation of social differences as charéstics of
individual learners does insufficient justice te ttultural context in
which learning takes place. In this section we déelop a different
interpretation of social differences by shiftinge thttention to the
broader socio-cultural practices within which leagnis situated.
We will argue that learning should be understoodireseasing
participation in communities of practice. In suckiew, knowledge
and the act of knowing themselves are seen asentigrsocial and
dialogical. Classroom procedures do restablishthe dialogical
character of learning, but use and foreground ribnfthis socio-
cultural perspective, the issue of social diffeeswill be looked at
again.

In a sociocultural interpretation of learning, tharpose of what
happens in schools ultimately isot that students reach stated
objectives in terms of knowledge, skills and attés. Such
objectives have a further goal: enabling studeatsdntinue their
education, and ultimately, to participate in thagbices of society.
All practices need to teach 'newcomers' to padigipn order to be
able to continue; this is the way in which cultimeproduces' and
renews itself. Formal education is a historicallgwn special way to
ensure this process, itself mainly dependent orspinead of literacy.
To get a perspective on how special and histoyicsiluated this
form of reproduction and renewal is, it helps tolda@t practices that
do not depend on formal education for their cordthexistence. To
some extent those exist in our society, but for garsons it is
easier to look at non-Western societies (see famge, De Haan,
1999) or at the history of our own societies, athimmapprenticeship
system of the guilds (cf. Lave & Wenger, 1991).

What becomes evident from the study of such exesnid that
learning is not a separate activity. Rather, ibést described as a
mode or quality of participation in a practice. Aave & Wenger
call it, it is 'peripheral participation' with thietention of becoming a
more centrally situated participant. In many catl@s form of
participation is characterised by observation anitkition of the way
more central participants (e.g., the master; omihousehold, the
mother) handle situations and assignments. Forpaltticipants,
however, the aim is not that something be learbatlifhat the goals



of the activity be reached. In doing that, othertipgpants will have
to make allowances for the fact that not everyigipent is skilled,
and create spaces where peripheral participantsleserve, imitate,
and practice. Thus, not only the peripheral paréints are involved
in the learning process, but this process is disted over many
participants. As a consequence, the opportunity 'léarn' is
dependent on the qualities of the interaction ahdhe practice
situation. This is especially true of the ways jggvants adapt to
differences in ability and background of the 'nemeos' — and of the
way these newcomers adapt to the peculiaritieghedrgparticipants.
Mutual adaptation is an interactive and variablecpss; learning is a
'dialogue’.

Becoming a more central participant is not justnatter of
acquiring knowledge and skills. It also implies teing a member
of the community of practice. Children are motivhte participate
in the cultural practices they encounter, as casesn for example
in imitative play: "what motivates the child to niastasks is not the
mastery itself but the desire to be the adult doedhe one the adult
wants him to be" (Goodnow, 1990). Belonging, howegudtimately
cannot be reached by just 'going through the mstiohrequires a
person to see hersel a member, taking responsibility for her own
actions (including the use of knowledge and skilfg)m that
position. The learning process thus implies a chaimg personal
identity, in the way one represents oneself foerttand for oneself
(cf. Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner & Cain, 1998). draing to
participate is at the same time learning to becansgecific person.
As a consequence the outcome of the learning psptles way in
which one sees oneself as a member, will be diffefer each
participant.

Social differences in informal learning

Within sociocultural theory not much attention Haeen given
until now to the possible backgrounds of differende learning
outcomes, but we can patrtially construct such artheDifferences
in outcome do not only depend on personal idiossies in
constructing personal identity, but are also cotewto the fact that
practices do not admit everybody in the same way] aot
everybody has the same wish to participate in thiiearly all
practices provide different roles and positions farticipants. And
most practices restrict admission to certain radesl positions,
and/or to central participation in them, to persamith specific
gualities, and often also to persons with a certzckground or
heritage. This was certainly the case for the medliguilds, which
not only carefully selected potential members,byuthis means also
closely controlled the spread of their esotericvidedge and skills.
Sometimes such restrictions are openly acknowle@dgedaccepted,
but in the case of schools, for instance, thisoismally not a part of
their policy, even though we know from participatistatistics that
admission is differential. Moreover, the qualitigkich are required
need not be logically connected to the exigencigsositions within
a practice (or, in the case of schools, of thosties they are



supposed to ‘prepare' for). Often, the reasonssédection are

historical or ideological rather than rational, lwéy have become a
matter of course. They are often connected to kdlifferences:

race, gender, class, social status. Thus, not ¢mdéy practices

themselves, but also the social distinctions theybady are

reproduced (Bourdieu, 1992). And indeed, suchrditittns become
a part of the taken-for-granted world view of thembers of such
groups, so that they incorporate the wish to bepatr to be, a

member of a specific practice as part of theiramtiatus (Holland et
al., 1998). Girls, for instance, do not want, inngeal, to be

mathematicians or professional football playersd d®coming a

professor is not something lower class boys sea psssibility, or

even a desirability, for themselves. In other wottley incorporate
the discourse of social differences as a part eir tbwn identity

(Willis, 1977; Volman & Ten Dam, 1998).

Formal education

In our society, formal education has taken overt pd the
process of preparing children to participate iniaopractices. This
is not only a change of place; it also entails angfe in fundamental
qualities of the preparation process. Schoolingdegsrated learning
and learners from the cultural practices it is g8 to prepare
them for. The historical development of this sgec#ducational
process transforms content, motivation, and suodssia, and also
has an influence on the way in which social diffees are
implicated in the process. The problem is that atlon becomes a
practice in itself. Students learn to participatethat practice, and
derive their motivation from this participation. Bit1is much more
difficult for them to learn to participate in theagtices that schools
are supposed to prepare them for. The reasontiedligation caters
mainly to the individualistic and rationalistic elents of preparation
for practices, and tends to legitimise this withationalistic view of
how humans act. It does scarcely help studentffeotehe changes
in personal identity that are required to becomgigpants in those
intended practices.

The sociocultural analysis of the context and psep of
education implies that social differences arise pgt of the
institutional practices of schooling. As educatibas become a
practice in its own right, students develop a retato that practice
itself and to their position within it (a 'schoadflentity') that is
socially indexed in terms of sex, class and ethyi¢Being a good
pupil' is differently valued in, and means differethings for,
different social groups. In the second place, s$ddifferences are
also present in the way students develop theitioslavith school
types and curriculum subjects. This not only shawslifferential
enrolment and success rates (a 'classical' sutjeébe sociology of
education) but also in differential attitudes amthtions to school
subjects, sometimes culminating in firm resistatecéearning some
subjects, or even to school learning in generah(K2994; Willis,
1977; Litowitz, 1993). According to Litowitz, "arsaf knowledge
and skill are differentially linked to one's sodidéntity, and [...] the



linkings can help account for acceptance and @asist to learning"
(Litowitz, 1993, p. 282).

At the same time, the connection between schoal ¢arriculum
subjects) and cultural practices is not totallyt.Id$ is true that
schools do not offer much help in building an idigntas a
participant in such practices, and that for thedetus, the relation
between what they are actually learning and whéat ibtended for
becomes obscured. But still, education is perceasdf not offering
relevant curricular content, then at least prowgdinnecessary formal
entry to practices. Thus, social differences act anthe same time
are constructed ira double way in relation to attitudes toward
school and school subjects, and also to attitudesrd the social
practices that schools are supposed to preparé&liese two aspects
may reinforce each other, but they may also be dnflict, for
instance when a member of a minority group wishesetach a
certain profession but perceives education as aaorimountable
obstacle instead of as a necessary preparatiopercaption which
then acts to fortify the socially constructed diffiece that gave rise
to it: that profession is clearly 'not for our kinflpeople' anyway.

Schools as secondary apprenticeship systems

There is ndirect or deterministic link, however, between social
differences and school success. Indeed, educasiorbea way for
students to transcend the limitations of their alogiosition. This
depends on the opportunities schools offer forviddial students to
construct their view of themselves.

According to a sociocultural perspective as oetlihere, many
problems in education can be traced back to theralesof visible
connections between learning in school and theiallpractices for
which it is supposed to prepare. Thus, we constddgsirable to re-
instate such connections. The learning of deconddised
knowledge and isolated skills should be replacedhieylearning of
knowledge, skills and competences in the contexprafttices re-
presented in the school. This would give studemsapportunity to
obtain first-hand experience of participation, amduld thus also
provide them with opportunities to build their idigyy as a
participant, to make sense of themselves and gusisible positions
through a kind of participation (Wardekker & Megerin press).
Such a proposal does not just try to wield out tdisoknowledge
and skills and replace them with those actuallyiregl. The aim is
to make pupils experience that they could be itagepositions and
participate in certain practices, even in such g Waat they can
contribute to the development of those practices.

This is, of course, not an attempt to reduce etitut#o a narrow
vocational training or to revert to the apprentiégpsmodel. The
concept of 'practices' should not be narrowly jmteted to mean
'work places'; there is also leisure, sport, atligion, citizenship,
each of which can be considered a practice. Rather,proposal
should be seen as a step toward a 'secondary &ippstip system’
which would combine the advantages of apprentigegiirect
contact with a cultural practice) with those of t&hool (distance



from societal and commercial requirements, avditglof resources,
space and intellectual instruments for reflectidn)such a system,
students do not primarily participate with the gadl becoming
‘central' or skilled participants, but as a 'comityof inquiry' where
participation and critical reflection, both on thature of the practice
and on their own relation to it, are balanced, wli ultimate goal of
developing citizens who exercise what Dewey calléal
discriminating heart and mind'. Especially, theticai reflection
should extend to those aspects of real practicefo(and outside the
school) which are boring, oppressive, and suppgitirquality.

As an example, Van Aalsvoort (1999) has proposeteanistry
curriculum that is not based on the structure @cical disciplinary
knowledge (e.g. from 'simple' to ‘complex’ chemfoaiulas) but on
social situations in which chemistry is encountesed on the types
of work chemists actually do. It is an attempt toyide students
with 'knowledge in action' rather than with 'knodde out of
context' (Applebee, 1996), which means: to show repecific
chemical knowledge and skills relate to specifittural practices.
Not just in the sense that they aneusein these practices, but also
that they were historicallgevelopedto address the problems of
maintaining and renewing them, which shows theialadjical
character and puts students in the position of iplesqfuture)
contributors to such developments (cf. Wardekk@g8).

The role of pre-existing social differences

A view of the curriculum as outlined above meahattthe
outcomes of education, seen in these terms, wilbeahe same for
every student, because these outcomes are not tvdigated in
terms of the curriculum content itself, but ratherterms of each
student's personal assimilation of curricular cotgento the way
they personally relate to cultural practices. Buddes not, by itself,
provide a means to prevent existing social diffeesnof having an
impact on these outcomes. On the contrary, thesedistinct danger
that such differences in outcome will turn out ® felated to pre-
existing social differences in a much more compdidaway. For if
we re-present social practices in the school, wiealgo provide a
point of entry for the way social differences amnected to and
actualised in those practices. The influence ofiasodifferences
cannot be obviated by just restructuring the cutdm in the
proposed way. And it is not enough to give all snid the
opportunity to participate in educational experesiceither of a
‘traditional’, abstract structure or of a kind desid to make the
connections to cultural practices visible, becaubke students
themselves may already have a 'mind set' that depes and then
reinforces the differences. This may also be trugemw critical
reflection is emphasised: some students may alréade 'closed
their minds' to such an approach.

This is where the consequences of the differerevéen a
sociocultural view and a more 'traditional' cogn#ti view become
visible. As pointed out in the preceding sectiaonf a cognitivist
point of view social differences are seen as chearitics of
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individual students, ascribed on the basis of tbkiss, sex or ethnic
background. As a consequence, such differenceaca@mmodated
predominantly by taking care that all studentsagetequal' chance to
participate and being heard. This is now shown é¢otdo easy,
because the important element is not the backgrofitide students
in itself. Instead, one side of the problem is e tvay they have
already used their social background to build tiggntity or 'mind
set. The other side of the problem is that sodifferences are
already part of the social practices as re-predeintschool, even if
this happens in an abstract way, and the percepfidhis relation
engages students' mind set. This then become®fptimt 'dark side’
of group processes in education. Resistance toitegnis not just
unwillingness or irrationality; it is part of studks' identity, and
overcoming such resistance may create identity lictsif (Kohl,
1994).

By 'social learning', we understand a form of hég in which
students' co-operative activity is not just direlci@t carrying out
school tasks and mastering relatively abstract kedge and skills.
Instead, learning activity should be directed atstnucting identity
in relation to specific social practices. What happ in the
classroom, however, can work both ways in relattonsocial
differences. Classroom dialogue may either reirfoor tend to
eliminate social differences; both are learning cpsses. The
question then ikiow to use and evaluate the contributions of every
student and teacher in classroom dialogue andipgeaatsuch a way
that social differences are not automatically rdpoed. We need to
reflect on what qualities of the classroom procesi permit
teachers and students to break through a mindhsewdl help them
to solve identity conflicts in such a way as tonfiaresilient identities
coupled with 'a discriminating mind'. We will retuto this question
of classroom strategies after we give some empiggamples of
how such learning processes actually work.

4. SOCIAL DIFFERENCES AND THE QUALITY OF
PARTICIPATION: EXAMPLES FROM RESEARCH

In the last section we saw that a socioculturagpective on social
differences in learning focuses attention on th#edint ways
students relate to learning in school. These diffewvays are in turn
prompted by different mind sets, which are relatied social
backgrounds, and by the ways social practices ldingg the social
differences that are part of them — are represeateschool. An
understanding of the dialogical character of bottovdedge and
learning is crucial in this perspective. In thistgen we will use the
example of the Dutch subjects Care, Technology lafharmation
and computer Iiteraéy(ICL) in secondary education to illustrate

2 The subjects Technology and Information and complitexacy are well known

in many countries, Care, however, is less commde. Dutch subject Care is based
on the traditional subjects home economics and tiheatlucation, which are
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what this perspective yields in terms of understandgender
differences. Firstly, we give some examples of fgils and boys
respond to the subjects Care and Technology asléged’ practices;
we use the idea of ‘peripheral participation’ topkin these
responses. We then discuss the case of ICL andctefin how
students use classroom dialogue to practice and kdaout gender
identity.

Care and Technology as gendered practices

When a common curriculum or ‘basic education’ wasoiduced
in the first stage of Dutch secondary educatio983, the subjects
Care and Technology became compulsory subjectalf@tudents.
Before the introduction of the common curriculunegsh subjects
were only included in the lower vocational educatairriculum (see
also Eijkelhof et al 1998), where technology-related courses were
mainly followed by boys and care-related coursesgils. The
arguments for including Care and Technology in tt@nmon
curriculum mainly referred to the counterbalancesth ‘practical’
subjects would provide to the predominantly cogeitinature of
basic secondary education. But arguments were b&sed on
emancipatory considerations (see Ten Dam & Volm&88). It was
considered important for girls to be introducedetchnology in order
to develop a more positive technological attituded to consider
technology as a possible career. The inclusiomefsubject Care in
basic secondary education was seen as an expreskisocial
recognition of the knowledge and skills that weraditionally
associated with women. At an individual level itsmaxpected that
boys would learn to appreciate this domain and didglcome more
willing to carry out caring tasks, if they knew reoabout caring
activities. In other words, the differential (cleessd gender-related)
way in which people participate in the cultural girees of
‘technology’ and ’'care’ were explicitly addressegt mtroducing
students at school to those practices in which thewld not
participate as a matter of course.

In a study in which we interviewed 14- and 15-yelar girls and
boys and their teachers on how they experiencedubgects Care
and Technology, we found, however, that the intotidn to these
subjects had not resulted in the intended ideatifimn with and
appreciation of these domaihs.

This is one of Nathalie’'s stories about how shethies the
assignments in technology lessons:

modernized and expanded to include topics suctelasianships, the environment,
leisure and (un)paid work (see Ten Dam & Volmar88lfbr a detailed description).

3 This study was part of a larger project focusinglearning processes in the subjects
Care and Technology (Volman & Ten Dam, 2000). Taig of the study focused on the
question how social identities structure the lesgmprocesses of students in the subjects
Care and Technology. Semi-structured interviewswetd with 13 girls and 10 boys, 12
Technology teachers and 10 Care teachers.

12



‘| found that saw really scary. | always had someefse
doing it: “Will you do it for me? | have to go far minute”,
or: “I hurt my hand yesterday, | cannot do muchhwiit
now".
Dennis tells how in Care lessons he often jusesitswaits until the
lesson is over.
‘Just think about something else, then the less@msgs more
quickly’.
Kim does not want to work on an assignment withog i Care
lessons, because
‘They usually start throwing the food'.

Of course girls and boys do not respond to CareTamhnology in
uniform ways. Nevertheless some clear patterns rodouthe

interviews. Many girls explain in great detail hothey hate
Technology, and how they get around technical assénts. Many
boys talk about hating Care, and about strategiestupt or endure
the Care lessons. Teachers confirm that girls @se Interested in
technology and boys in care. Many technology tecalso consider
girls less able in their subject. Girls indeed tmter scores on
Technology tests (Doornekamp & Streumer, 1994).

Educational theories have tried to explain gerdiferences in
mathematics achievement, for example, in terms ifferdntial
capacities (lack of prior knowledge and experierar®] in terms of
gender-related attitudes. Gender is treated as amacteristic of
individual learners, as in the theories discussedection 2. Such
explanations, however, do not explain why and haffertntial
capacities and attitudes themselves come aboutimtiney provide
directions for an adequate response. Gender-relatitiides are
usually seen as irrational, and as such have bet¢bmebject of
government campaigns that try to replace them withie gender-
inclusive attitudes (Ten Dam & Volman, 1995). Irr @xample, the
introduction of Care and Technology was itself nieah a way to
compensate for differential knowledge, experiencel attitudes
between girls and boys. Much of what is going onCare and
Technology classes, however, remains ‘dark sideirimanalysis in
terms of capacities and even attitudes.

The sociocultural perspective turns the attentawmay from
individual knowledge and attitudes and instead $esuon the
cultural meaning of areas of knowledge and skilare and
Technology are subjects in which the connectiorhwfite cultural
practices from which they are derived is more Vsithan in most
other school subjects. This, formulated in terms ibfeir
‘practicality’, was actually one of the reasondrtolude them in the
common curriculum. From the perspective that leagnis more
intrinsically motivating when it is given shape‘patrticipation’, this
may be considered a favourable condition for leaynHowever, as
we also saw in section 3, representing social jmextin the school
also provides a point of entry for social differeadn those cases in
which social practices are not equally ‘open’ tembody. Although
the social practices of care and technology dolitexally exclude
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men or women anymore, they are historically gerdiedad barriers
for participation still exist in the form of ‘mindets’ and ‘social
identities’ that make it difficult for example fogirls to see
themselves as a potential ‘member’ of a technicahmunity of
practice, and to even develop the wish to partteipa such a
practice.

Wertsch’s (1998) distinction between mastery apprapriation
is also useful here. In many school subjects stisderay simply
learn in order to master the subject matter witremgting themselves
as committed to the discourse community to whichrefers.
Knowledge and skills are then kept at a distanoenfoneself and
one’s interests. This is much more difficult in neiag through
participation. This kind of learning invites theidéent to appropriate
the discourse of -in this case - the care or teldgyocommunity
instead of just master it, thus implicating thertea in a process in
which identity is at stake.

Peripheral participation in gendered practices

Differences in prior knowledge, skills and expeden featuring
in most explanations of gender differences in etiooa certainly
play a role in students’ behaviour in the lessdnghe interviews,
for example, many boys tell about helping theirhéas with
technical jobs: woodwork, welding, repairing thingssociocultural
perspective, however, not only looks at the knogéednd skills this
has gained them. It also looks at the element efitith formation
that is part of the same process. Dennis’ fathks sagines. Dennis
tells:

‘Sometimes he gives me an outboard motor thatis ou
of order. | find it a challenge to get it starteghan. |
have made a scooter with a small motor. That's when

also learned how to weld. Sometimes when my father

had to weld something, he allowed me to watch. Then
at a certain moment you want to try it yourselfsFi
we tried together, but after a while you want taitdan

your own, and so on. Then you start and make whole

constructions on you own. | think | may be making a
cross-country bike soon.’

Such a story can easily be seen to be an instahgeedpheral
participation’. While helping, boys not only obserand imitate the
skills with which their fathers (or brothers or dinds) handle
technical problems, but also the self-represemiatiaspects of these
technical practices. They not only acquire technkceowledge and
skills, but also a technical identity. Dennis knolamwv to talk in a
confident way about technical jobs. He also feblst technology
suits him. Many boys in lower vocational educatieent to become
technicians. Even a carpentry assignment, whichnogising to do
with, for instance, somebody’s desire to becomelactrician, refers
to a cultural practice that is not alien to therhu3, they are able to
experience the technology assignments as periplparsicipation.
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Most girls, on the contrary, feel that technologyniot their thing.
The technical assignments at school refer to au@lltpractice in
which they do not want to participate, to an idgnthat is not and
will not be theirs. They even try to avoid evergrsthat may suggest
technological competence. They just do not wantbéo such a
person. Nathalie and Malu, for example, put a lbtefort in
emphasising their clumsiness:

Malu: ‘I am not really handy at it. | am all fingeand thumbs. |
am really not good at technology.’
Nathalie: ‘Technology, | really don’t understandytiing about
it.’
Nathalie illustrates this by telling:
‘We had to repair a puncture. | knew how to daitt | had
never actually done it myself. Well, that was olwgpit was
really terrible. Couldn’t get the inner tube in agareally
awful, | am never going to do it again. At home father
does the punctures, | won't do it myself. It wastjterrible,
I was tinkering about for two hours. My friend isem
clumsier than me, and we had to work together. 18by
demolished everything, took the whole wheel off &noke
it into pieces, which made it even worse. It wast jeally
awful, I'm never gonna do it again.’

Again this story is not just an account of knowleamnd skills, but
also and maybe mainly a matter of presenting amitiiye

Throughout the whole interview Nathalie keeps tellithat she is
not technical at all, that she cannot do it, andnoa help it'. One
could say that instead of participating periphgrafl a technical
culture, Nathalie practices participation in thisltare from a
different position, namely an outsider's positibm.this way, many
girls take the role of ‘members’ of the communitat ask others for
help.

Marcella: ‘At a certain moment | just go and watdmebody else
working. | always ask one of the boys. They usually
finish my work piece, | never do it myself. | askan
you help me”, and they do, and then | say: “I stdh't
understand” and then they go on.’

Helping the girls in turn contributes to the tectahiidentity of the
helpers.

Bernard: ‘With really technical things, girls oftedon’t
understand. Then the teachers explains it again.
Usually we also help the girls. With things they
don’t dare or don’t want.’

In the Care lessons it is the girls who are thesowbo refer to

experiences at home, who easily participate in sctesn
discussions, and who seem to feel confident agas®nts, whereas
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most boys emphasise that they find Care boring stngid, act
deliberately clumsy, and seem embarrassed to kedlstfor example
friendship or their families.

There is, of course, no strict dichotomy betweeyskand girls; there
are individual differences among the girls and agntive boys. We
interviewed some girls who are really interestedéchnology and a
single boy who prefers Care above Technology. Viemagxample,
likes Technology, because she likes to work with hands. She
does a lot of tinkering at home; she is making sting-box at the
moment. She also explains enthusiastically andeit@idhow she
managed to combine plastic, wood, lights and aebaih a recent
technology assignment. Jasper on the contrary wimieléke this kind
of ‘fiddly work’ at all. There are more boys who dot particularly
like Technology. But Jasper, who wants to beconearataker in a
zoo, is the only boy who talks about the Care lesswithout
disdain, and who spontaneously talks about his experiences with
caring tasks at home, like looking after his ligigter, cleaning, and
cooking.

In general the subject Care seems to be less gopgbhn
Technology. There are more girls who express sgrpeeaiation for
Technology than there are boys who appreciate @aré.although
many girls prefer Care above Technology, even witam the
subject is not particularly popular. We may be sgehere a
difference in the social appreciation for the damsaof care and
technology reflected in students' attitudes.

Another factor that seems to interact with stuslegeender-related
attitudes towards Care and Technology is the typloool students
attend. Many boys in general education, for examplave in
common with the girls that they are not particylarterested in
Technology. Nevertheless, unlike the girls, thewally do not
present themselves as a-technical. Something siimikls true for
some girls in relation to Care. They are bored,thbey seldom resist
openly. Ineke explains:

‘ find it pitiful for the teacher when they makengess, so |
don’t do it. She is doing her best.’

A number of boys, again especially in general etlocalasses, just
do their Care assignments in a co-operative andtumive way.
Carlo for example explains why, unlike some of fnisnds, he does
his best in the Care lessons.

‘One wants to get good marks’.

One might say that Carlo handles the Care lessgngulting his
identity and motives as a student first. He is puiily participating
in the social practice of going to school. In Wekts terms he
probably primarily applies himself to the masteffytioe required
knowledge and skills. For Ineke it is not the wistbe a successful
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student, but empathy with the teacher which malkesomply with
the role that is expected of her.

Experimenting with gender identity in Informatiomda Computer
Literacy lessons

In the Dutch common curriculum, in addition to Caaed
Technology, a third new subject was introducedd83t Information
and computer literacy (ICL). It was new for all démts and was not
meant as a computer course but as a subject swmtrehted general
principles of data collection, interpretation antegentation, and
social consequences of automation. Despite thentiote to
overcome the already established cultural link leetwthe computer
and masculinity by focussing on general aspecigsfofmation and
computer literacy, interviews with students andchess, and
classroom observations revealed that computersgptantral role in
the lessons and that girls and boys appreciatéetisons differently
and also behave differentlyin the interviews boys talk more and
with more enthusiasm and imagination about ICL thafs. They
boast about their knowledge of computers and tdolyiual
developments, using a lot of computer jargon, amdtrgying
themselves as experts. Mastering technical jardgowgever, does not
necessarily imply mastering the skills and knowkeggesupposed in
the discourses they use. But talking about theinmater knowledge
seems to make them feel good.

‘You can do complicated mathematical calculationscim
faster, like involution of roots from back to frortthink
computers are interesting. There's fantastic teldgyo
inside them.’

Most boys are convinced of their competence in gigiomputers,
which is quite the reverse for girls. They ofteegant themselves as
less expert than they are. And they attribute m@oisl with the
computer to their own failure and certainly avoibwing any signs
of expertise about computers. Just as in the Tdobpacase they
rather seem to enjoy ‘acts of helplessness’. Hgeénagirls seem to
‘practice’ participation in a culture of techniaaltsiders.

‘When it suddenly went off, | thought: | did tha¢dause |
don’t know very much about it. | thought: “that'seragain,
pressing the wrong key”.

Or:

* The interviews and observations were carried oytaas of a study into the effects
of ICL curriculum materials and teaching behaviaurlCL classes on changes in
girls’ and boys’ attitudes, knowledge and futurard, and into the gender-linked
ideas about the subject and about themselves gmeklby students during ICL
lessons. Three classroom observations were caoigdin each of 19 classes.
Interviews were held with 10 girls and 10 boys frbrolasses (Volman, 1997).
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‘Then it suddenly starts beeping and | think: “Cdih the

thing’ll blow up in a minute™.

Whereas in the example of Care and Technology stadeok up
the gender-linked positions that these practicaditionally offer, in
the example of ICL they create such positions f@mselves. A
gender difference emerged quite soon in the subgctlt is not so
much a difference in computer skills, but in skiis and willingness
to participate in a computer culture. We interpietee emergence of
these differences in terms of processes in whistiestts are engaged
in experimenting with masculine and feminine idees, at the same
time as they are (more or less) building knowledgel skills
(Volman, 1997).

According to Penuel and Wertsch (1995) identity udtio‘be
conceived as a form of action that is first andefoost rhetorical,
concerned with persuading others (and oneself)tabba one is and
what one values’ (p.91). In this sense, in secondschool
classrooms students are actively engaged in fornfieg identities.
This includes, among other things, persuading tleéras and others
of their masculinity or femininity. The subjects chemology, Care
and ICL, with their gender-linked connotations, e@pto be ideal
settings for trying out stereotyped masculine amdifine identities.
However, masculinity and femininity are not unjt@oncepts, as
has been pointed out and illustrated by many festini
poststructuralist scholars (e.g. Scott, 1986). Wisatconsidered
masculine and feminine is a historical and cultpralduct, a ‘social
construction’, and is subject to changes and iafecontradictions.
The socially constructed categories of femininityd amasculinity
interact in complex ways with other categories,hsas ethnicity,
class and age. At the level of individual idensti¢his implies that
girls and boys develop and present their senselbirsrelation to
different discursive practices. They develop gendkmtities by
participating in the existing discursive practieesl negotiating their
own place within these. How they do this is not essarily
compatible with the way in which parents and teeslexpect them
to participate (Volman & ten Dam, 1998). In our exdes it is
mainly a traditional gender discourse that studapfsear to take up.
Nevertheless, alternative discourses are avaitaiglend technology,
care and computers. Overcoming the traditional atmimy in gender
identities was an explicit aim of policy makers,emtthese subjects
were introduced in the common curriculum. Althoughch an
emancipatory discourse seems to have little apjpeainost of the
students, some of them find their own alternatifes,example the
girl who is interested in Technology because gkeslitinkering, and
the boy who, as a future zoo caretaker, finds @arseful subject.
Our examples make clear that being part of a riear
community’ or participating in classroom dialogwae, advocated in
theories on co-operative learning (see sectiond@gs not help to
overcome social differences as a matter of codinseur examples it
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rather invited students to emphasise a stereotypicdal identity. In

their conversations and interactions, students efbinn with

discourses that reinforce, or even construct, thatsider position
with regard to the social practices at stake. Tds possible and
enticing because the conversations in the classreomcerned
knowledge and skills with a history in which accesthe position of
contributor to the development of such knowledgd akills was

organised along gender lines.

In the ICL lessons we observed, we also saw isst&nmwhere
teachers did not find adequate ways to invite alldents to
participate in the classroom dialogue. Girls wefteronot addressed
by their teachers as potential members of the ‘caonitp of
computer users’, whereas boys on the contrary wiea addressed
on the basis of an assumed mutual interest in ctergpuTeachers
often accepted discourse in which girls positiotieeimselves and
each other as outsiders, and similarly acceptedbigs positioned
themselves as insiders without this implying red&ills and
knowledge. This also implied that boys did not als/gain as much
skill in the lessons as was possible; their compratewas already
assumed. Finally, classroom discussions were afteminated by
students who knew much about computers (usuallg)hayhile the
rest of the group was just listening, or not evret.t

On the other hand, classroom dialogue does na&ssacily work
in this way. Typical of the idea of ‘secondary aggiceship’ in
schools, as explained in section 3, however, is $baial practices
are represented in a way that calls for discussiod critical
reflection on the practice itself and on the stusfeown relation to
the practice. Classroom dialogue can then be useeflect on and
challenge social differences. The different dissear that are
available around such a practice and the diffevesnys individual
students relate to these discourses are resowrcesdh discussions
in the classroom.

The interviews show that it is not easy to giveeavrmeaning to
school subjects, and that students cannot be ntetia participate
in certain practices just by being introduced tenth The subjects in
our example refer to cultural practices to whichdsints relate in
different, socially structured ways, and in whittey often already
participate in different ways outside the schooheTcultural

practices that are brought into the school are dgeed’ and

‘classed’. This element does not remain at the @ogiate, but enters
the classroom. The way in which it is taken uplassroom dialogue
partly determines what meaning students give ta wiey learn.

5. SCHOOL, IDENTITY, AND SOCIAL DIFFERENCES

To conclude this chapter we will first briefly suranse our
argument, and then discuss how classroom dialogneantribute to
breaking through the connectedness of knowledgeskilid to social
positions and social identities.
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Conclusions

In this chapter we discussed the implications dfecknt
approaches of ‘social learning’ for the way ‘soditifferences’ are
conceptualised. We first discussed co-operativenieg theory,
mainly developed from a cognitivist view. From thperspective
justice is done to the social character of learnitign students learn
and work in groups, where they can benefit frontipigation in the
social interaction around school tasks, either ®ipihg other
students or by being helped. More recent approachieieh try to
organise learning in ‘communities of learners’, Hlight the joint
construction of knowledge. In both interpretaticogial differences
are treated as characteristics of individual learneand such
differences are taken account of predominantly fisueng that all
students get an ‘equal’ chance to participate antet heard. The
unintended and unwanted effects of co-operativeaifaborative
learning are referred to as the dark side of saciatactions.

We then formulated a sociocultural perspectiveviiich a plea is
made for understanding learning as participatingont this
perspective learning as well as knowledge and kngware
inherently social and dialogical. Teachers can malee of
interaction/dialogue between students, but classrpoocedures do
not constitute the dialogical character of learnidgre lies the main
difference with co-operative and collaborative feéag theories. This
perspective focuses attention on the fact thatyelearning content
refers to social positions and has particular caltmeanings, and
that acquiring knowledge and skills always impli@sntity building.
This holds true for both learning through partitipa in social
practices and for learning abstract - ‘deconteidged! - knowledge
and skills. Social differences between studentstban be analysed
in terms of how the knowledge, skills and idensitieat students are
supposed to acquire at schooal fit in or conflicthathe identities they
have already developed, and in which their sociaitfjpns are
reflected.

Our research examples showed how gender diffeserioe
learning processes and learning results in theesthjTechnology,
Care and Information and Computer Literacy lessaas be
understood from this perspective. Students appdarézkl attracted
to these subjects or alienated by them as a funatiohow the
ongoing discursive reconstruction of their idesesti could
accommodate their view of their proficiency in thabject. Just
being introduced to a subject appeared not to fiiemt to develop
the wish to participate in the community of praetiepresented in
that subject. For Marcella, Nathalie and Malu tetbgy remains a
cultural practice with which they feel no affinitgnd in which they
would not participate if a compulsory subject Teabgy did not exist.
Rose and Dennis who figured in the introductiothis chapter have
no doubt learned some technical knowledge and sskill the
technology lessons. But they have also learnedttieatact that men
are technically more competent than women alsaepf® them and
their fellow students.
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Discussion: the pedagogical space

Our analysis of social differences in learningehool is at first
sight not a very optimistic one. Should our coniduose for instance
that education is not capable of contributing teaing through the
connectedness of knowledge and skills with socw@itppns and
social identities? Or that re-establishing a lirkvieeen education
and social practices, as is pleaded for from a osodiural
perspective, only makes the problem of social thffiees worse? In
the rest of this section we will explain why wentkithat on the
contrary ‘learning through participation’ is a pafe way for
students to develop motives to participate in dqmiactices.

For many students the fact that they are introduoesubjects as
Technology, Care or Information and Computer Litgra&nsures
that they have a possibility to get interestedllatHowever, the way
in which the practices at stake are representexthool is crucial.
One of the problems of the subjects Care and Tdabnas that they
are not part of a ‘secondary apprenticeship systamive discussed
in section 3. They are instead part of a curricularwhich subjects
that are derived from the academic disciplines amesidered the
more serious and important ones. In many schoolglests’
achievements in Care and Technology are not gigemuch weight
in their final evaluation. For some students theagtical’ subjects,
therefore, just make a more or less welcome chadgmther
problem is that Care and Technology in themselvesnat ‘ideal’
participatory subjects. The social practices atkestare hardly
represented in a way that provides for engagedcjation. The
practical work often consists of isolated assignseraimed at
practising skills by copying an already decided+upabject in
Technology or carrying out domestic tasks in Cahe. the
Technology lessons students are often required akenthe same
wooden or metal object all at the same time, réguitor many of
them in making things that they are not interesteand that do not
make sense to them. Students have no responsibilitiie choice of
practical assignments, and only seldom are askeddimn an object
with a certain function, or organise a situationvithich care is
required. Their own initiative is not often valued@echnology
teachers told us that many girls like to adornrthesignments — they
put a lot of effort in painting the objects theykaafor example - but
of course, this is not what they are supposed to do

Students’ resistance leads teachers to assumedheg students
are just not motivated for their subjects. We thihbwever, that
students develop motives to participate in clagsr@uocesses and
ultimately in social practices by experiencing theiocial and
personal meaning. It is possible to enhance thia logreful choice
of assignments and by involving students in thisiat Girls appear
to be interested in all kinds of technical work whiis results in
products that they find beautiful, useful or exwiti This does not
even need to be something ‘girlish’ (Van Eck & Valim 1999).

But emphasising the inherent social and dialogatalracter of
knowledge, knowing and learning gives direction teaching
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strategies that go beyond the choice of assignmé&iten social
differences are part of the practices that areessrted in school, the
issue of inequality should be addressed and refieon explicitly.
The school, in its function of a ‘secondary appicaghip system’
provides a suitable context for doing this, asah offer both an
introduction to cultural practices and opporturstiéor taking
distance and reflection. Participation and criticgflection together
mark the pedagogical space of the school and teaahé. This way
of representing social practices in school impireking visible and
reflexive the obstacles to participation in a giweamial practice and
the possible identity conflicts resulting from FEor instance, by
pointing out the way in which such a practice nomndiles social
differences, how this has changed in history and ttds could be
changed in future. In classroom dialogue teachars aiso reflect
with students on their own behaviour. They can h&tlidents to
reflect on their motives for participating or noarpcipating in
particular social practices. Classroom situatiomswhich identity
conflicts arise, or in which disruptions of tradital discourses or
taken-for-granted identities become visible, maysbzed upon for
such reflection.

Such experiences can make students feel that taey be
somebody who participates in care, technology, rdorimation
technology, even when they had never imagined fiorbe At the
moment this is sometimes aimed at by presentindesits with
examples of women who work in technology and ITefEhare even
a few examples of programmes in which men talkttiolents about
care and caring jobs. But such projects are usuather the frills of
the curriculum than an integrated part of the ragathool subjects,
and many teachers would probably say that thisotsreally about
technology or about care, but about their ‘sociahtext’. A
sociocultural perspective on learning, however saters such frills,
which are aimed at reflection on social practiced the students’
own position in them, as essential elements ofittr@duction of
students to social practices.
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ABSTRACT

In this chapter we discuss the issue of sociakdiffices in relation to
learning. In theories on co-operative learning allaborative
learning social differences are treated as chaiatiés of individual
learners. The focus on learning assecial process is primarily
elaborated in terms of interaction between pupild the combined
construction of knowledge. Sociocultural theory ¢diskij, Lave &
Wenger), however, understands ‘social’ not only tarms of
knowledge/meaning being constructed in interactiith others, but
also in terms of the cultural practices/activitiedéorming these
interaction processes. Learning can be underst@dnereasing
participating in communities of practice. As soddferences are an
intrinsic part of the culture in which students dearning to
participate, these are also an inherent aspeeaohing processes in
schools. Students learn to participate in practinedifferent ways,
depending on their social position, and thus develistinguished
cultural identities. In this chapter we elaboratetbis tenet, using
examples from various empirical research projectslearning in
secondary education. We not only show how socfééréinces in the
cultural practices that underpin learning influemdeat is learned by
whom, but also explore the consequences of thisppetive for the
pedagogical space of the school..
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