Dear George,


I started to read your article with huge interest. However, if you want to make it understandable to the English-language academic circles, I think you need to thoroughly rework it. A part of the work is about correcting the style of translation, and the other part is opening up the sentences and meanings that you use en passé while they should be explained or made more precise for an English-language academic reader. Sorry if this may look to you too harsh, in fact I tried to restrict myself only to the extraordinary cases of difficult style or thought. Many ideas are expressed very well and therefore sound truly thought-provoking.
It is our perhaps unfortunate tradition that because of the size of the body of knowledge we have developed so strict standards of essay writing, particularly of academic writing, that whatever does not fit them is often thrown away without any consideration of the great ideas it may contain. I hope you will not be very upset and will rework this according to at least some of my suggestions.

With all the best wishes,

John Nash
Basic Principles while (for, of) Approaching? Researching? Children’s? Instruction and Development within the framework? of the Theory of Activity

Or: Applying Theory of Activity to Children’s Instruction and Development Research (: (Some) Ideas (and Principles)
(for modesty it is recommended not to claim to have offered basic principles. Let the reader himself to come to a conclusion. Also, the fact that these were basic principles can be mentioned in the text as a result of the entire body of argument).
G. P. Shchedrovitskii 

Frame Definition: theory of activity is… 

Brief abstract: The article claims that…
" 
A special discussion developed as a result of the reports that we heard, which were devoted to a particular method, which can be used in developmental studies in psychology and in defining the criteria of intellectual development of children.
The discussants criticized the speakers for their ten​dency to reduce development to learning and for their denial of the existence of inherent laws of development in? the child's mind" (from a "Review of the Proceedings of a Ukrainian Conference on Psychology, December 1964," Vop. Psikhol., 1965, No. 3, pp. 188-89).

This article is an attempt to examine the methodological and logical ? principles underlying the different points of view on this question. Only a clear understanding of these principles will, we think, enable us to imbue the discussion with the quality of a truly scientific (sounds really unscientific from a positivist point of view. Every time something is called scientific it makes it suspicious) argument.

Who can solve this problem? (this title is misleading: the chapter below does not answer to the question who can solve this problem. It only says how the problem can be approached differently. Therefore, the title could be ‘How can this problem be addressed anew?’ Or ‘What is the right direction of approaching this problem?’)
1. The problem of learning and development arose at the border​line between the educational sciences and psychology, and it might seem that it must be solved within the framework of these two sciences, using their tools. But this is a mistake. Psychologists can study and describe changes taking place in the mind and behavior of children during instruction [obuchenie],* and on this basis establish the "laws" or "norms" of development. Experts on educational methods may or may not take these "norms" into account in developing a curriculum and the means and techniques of teaching/learning. Educational theo​rists can analyze and describe teaching/learning situations, the structure of school subjects, etc. But neither group has the means to discuss and resolve the actual problem of the relationship between "teaching/learning" and "development". To resolve this "problem," i.e., (after i.e. the verb should come back) to address the aggregate of theoretical difficulties and paradoxes subsumed under this term, it is necessary to view the study of instruction and the study of development? From a position which lies beyond the narrow confines of the discipline?, so to speak, and to pinpoint and compare instruction and development themselves as a ‘reality’, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, as existing concepts of instruction and develop​ment. This can be done only in terms of a special science, the theory of activity, and its tools, which make possible a special kind of method​ological analysis. (why only in terms of a special science?)
Thus, all preceding discussions of the problem that we have con​ducted exclusively in terms of the concepts of psychology and educa​tional science have essentially been fruitless—indeed, have made peo​ple somewhat tired of such theorizing. (this is said as an argument which supports the previous point. However, as a resulting paragraph this does not help with anything. It can be put above, before the final point. And the final point—why theory of activity—is not made at all.)
(theory of activity may need a special explanation. It is a correct translation, however, there are ‘theory of act’ in performance studies and ‘theory of action’, ‘action research’, ‘action theory’ etc. in social philosophy and methodology. ‘Activity’ is not perceived as a term, as a concept, because it connotes uncritical and non-reflective process. A work should be done to explain clearly why is this thing called ‘theory of activity’ or to find a better term. Perhaps, for instance, ‘activity theory’ might sound better).
Mass Activity and Particular Activity: A an attempt of differentiation.

 (the title does not make any sense. It should change)
2. For a long time "activity" was subsumed under the category of process, which also determined the methods chosen to study it (example? Reference?). But in my view, this was one of the two main reasons for the failures in the study of activity (a proof of failures? Or at least an example?). In the English positivist essay-writing tradition (for academic peer-reviewed journals), if there are no proofs immediately following such a statement, it should sound rather like: ‘But in my view, this was one of the two main reasons for the limitations of successful/identifiable/viable results // limited success in the study of activity’ or something like that. Moreover, even if we are going to talk about failures, the evaluation (‘failure’) should follow the demonstrated cases, rather than precede them or, moreover, be left with no illustration.)
The second reason was that, in most cases, activity was seen as belonging to the individual, as produced by him, and the individual was seen as an actor relative to activity.

I 
(in one case you say ‘we’ and in another case ‘I’. It is now recommended to courageously say ‘I’ all the time)

regard activity primarily as a very complex structure made up of disparate elements and the relations among them; moreover, it is a /w/y? (what is this?) structure, i.e., it consists of many structures super​imposed one upon the other, as it were, each of these, in turn, consisting of many hierarchically organized substructures. The cate​gory of a polystructure is the criterion applied in selecting methods for studying activity.
(Category as a criterion may need an explanation. For a philosopher of classical inclination this may sound understandable, but not for everybody.)
(The sentence above could sound: ‘Given all of the above, while selecting methods for studying activity, I recommend (decided) to use the category ‘polystructure’ as a criterion which, if applied to these methods, will help us to avoid oversimplification (and therefore wrong conclusions) and the methodological difficulties that we experienced beforehand, when we tried to avoid involving such a level of philosophy/methodological thinking…’)
Depending on the purpose of an investigation (study, research, study project, research project or without the word ‘investigation’: depending on the purpose), there can be distinguished different structures and substructures in the concept of activity, which can then become relatively holistic autonomous objects of study. 

? (holistic?) 
this will yield qualitatively different notions of activity,  (as we will see below?)
(This sentence either should open up: it means either that while doing the above, we will find or will have to operate with qualitatively different notions of one and the same concept ‘activity’, or it is not needed for the idea below at all:)
As a result of this procedure, several different "units" will figure in the theory of activity.
Of these units, for the purposes of this article, I will distinguish two?
For example, the whole of a social organism may be taken as a unit of activity; this will constitute a universe of activity. The structure of such a unit will include things, people themselves, and the processes of change in them; people in this case will be elements of activity. I consider such a sociological notion of activity fundamental for its theory; this notion is often meant when we talk about (refer to ) the domain of "mass activity."

Here it should be said: either I in this paper use ‘mass activity’ as a term or I use ‘the universe of activity’ as a term. Either I study one, or the other. At this stage it seems that you equate the universe of activity with mass activity (which then would be incorrect) and study the former but claim to study the latter? Or vice versa?
Similarly, (almost?) any fragment or part of the social organism, e.g., the sphere of production, the sphere of consumption, "clubs," etc., may be regarded as constituting a unit, particularly an activity unit within the more general framework of "mass activity."

This may sound farfetched, but the patient reader will be given a satisfying detailed explanation for this approach below (elsewhere—see the reference).

But we may also consider the means by which particular problems are solved as a? unit of activity. This will constitute a notion of activity seen, as it were, from another angle and at another level of magnification. These structures are termed "particular structures," or simply "activity." (where are they termed so? Why? To distinguish from what?)
To sum up? Thus we distinguished two types of units: universal units (‘mass activity’) and particular units (particular activity?)

(Now I guess what did you mean by ‘particular’. Did you mean ‘individual’ or perhaps ‘separate case of activity’? perhaps these terms could be better?)
A certain order has been established in the theory of activity for examining all these units (all the units? Isn’t it too big a claim? Perhaps only the two types of units that we talked about? Let us restrict us to them. One article is not a place to talk about all units), since analysis of certain structures of activity and knowledge and description of others are interdependent. More​over, theoretical relations have been established between these units: substantive relations in the ontological system of the theory of activity?, and formal (logical?) relations between assertions about diverse structures.

3. The character and configuration of each structure are deter​mined by the processes in which an activity "lives," because the structures themselves are nothing more than a special way for fixing and expressing the mechanisms of these processes.

In "mass activity" the main process determining the nature of its entire structure is reproduction, which encompasses all other social processes, including transmission and learning.
Why is this so? Perhaps you would like to say: I claim that… etc. Or: ‘we call ‘mass activity’ all those structures whose (about whom it can be said that the) main process of determining their nature is reproduction.’ 

Based on… (references) we assume that reproduction, then, encompasses all other social processes, including transmission and learning. 
(However, this sentence is still questionable: why is reproduction encompassing transmission and learning? Why are only these two mentioned? What is transmission? Communication? Or what?)
Perhaps you wanted to say: 
‘Reproduction is a key process for distinguishing mass activity from other things and constituting its structure, also because it happens in all other processes which are crucially important structural components of mass activity, such as transmission of information and learning. This can become understandable if we agree that the opposite does not happen, i.e. learning happens via reproduction, but reproduction does not happen via learning (learning may be necessary but not sufficient for reproduction). However, when we come to transmission, if we meant here transmission of information, as I assumed, then transmission of information happens via reproduction (true), but reproduction does not happen via transmission of information (this is a wrong statement, therefore…)—therefore we came to a contradiction that demonstrates that our entire sentence had a logical flow in it.’;-)
Perhaps, then, you would like to modify what you wanted to say or just cut that sentence out so that the reader does not get carried away with unnecessary and misleading branches of your thought.
The reproduction and transmission of "culture"

Aha! You meant transmission of culture! You should have said it before. What is information then—a part of culture or vice versa?

4. It is quite natural (why natural? You mean self-explanatory?)to represent re​production as cycles resulting in the formation of a new social structure on the basis of some preceding one. 
(Traditionally,) reproduction is often represented as cycles resulting in the formation of a new social structure on the basis of some preceding one.
In this case, the object of study (which object? whose study?) may be represent​ed in its simplest and most abstract form in the struc​ture depicted in Figure 1. This will also be the unit studied in this subsection of the theory of activity. The social structures S1 and S2, which are, respectively, the first and the last in the cycle of reproduction, and their representations on the diagram we shall call states.
…
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