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Introduction

Modemn accounts of deliberative democracy have predominantly been
defended from within the liberal tradition. The first generation of
deliberative theorists, John Rawls, Jurgen Habermas and Amy Gutmann, all
approached this subject from a philosophically liberal perspective.' Those
that followed them and built upon their work, including James Bohman,
Robert Goodin, Jack Knight and James Johnson, each approach deliberative
democracy in a very similar way.” Meanwhile, theorists adopting alternative
philosophical perspectives have often been quite critical of the deliberative
project. Marxist, Chantal Mouffe suggests that citizens are emotional and
passionate creatures, predisposed to violent and antagonistic behaviour
rather than the consensual, rational behaviour that deliberative democrats
expect. °  Communitarian, Charles Taylor (1993), claims that the
universalistic and detached conception of judgment attributed to the liberal,
deliberative citizen leaves them disconnected and isolated from civic virtue
and the common purpose of their society.’ Whilst, Republican theorist Cass
Sunstein describes a citizen who is simply not cognitively equipped for, or
suited to, the kind of deliberative engagement that liberal theorists expect.’

The overarching theme one can instantly recognise within these criticisms is
that the citizens which the deliberative project is built upon are simply not
realistic. Many theorists have tried to take this into consideration and
reinterpret deliberative democracy from an alternative philosophical
perspective, most notably those defending republican ‘contestation’. 6
However, none as yet has been as powerful as the original Rawlsian or
Habermasian accounts. Although these theorists have made important
contributions to deliberative theory none has been able to properly
distinguish and elevate itself above and beyond the liberal framework. Most
importantly, republicans have not been able to reconstitute an original
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approach to deliberative democracy which explains how we are more likely
to get citizens to participate effectively and competently in deliberative
arenas. Although their approaches correctly identify that liberal theories of
deliberative democracy are built upon an unrealistic and unsatisfactory
portrayal of the citizen, they fail to take into account what educational and
developmental assumptions support these optimistic claims about the citizen
and what ultimately sustains it as a coherent and continuingly successfy]
political framework.

These issues will be addressed within this paper in four stages. First, the
ideal of liberal deliberative theory will be contrasted with what shall be
called the ‘internal-psychological critique’ of the deliberative citizen. This
will lead to a discussion of liberal deliberative theory and how poorly it
responds to this critique and how alternative republican approaches might do
otherwise. Second, the developmental foundation of the liberal approach
will be outlined. This approach, provided by Jean Piaget, supports the
assumptions that liberal theorists make about the development of citizens,
Its portrayal of development as 1) organic, ii) universal, ii) evolutionary and
iv) encouraged by facilitative methods, will be set-out. The limitations of
these features will then be discussed so to underline the importance of an
alternative approach to development. Third, an alternative Marxist
developmental approach will be offered. This approach, proposed by
Piaget’s great rival Lev Vygotsky has, so far, received no attention in the
deliberative literature. It’s portrayal of development as i) cultural i)
contextual iii) revolutionary and iv) encouraged by mediatory methods,
could perhaps contribute toward a more effective approach to the
development of deliberative citizens and offer a firmer foundation for a
republican account of deliberative democracy.

1. Research Context: Deliberative Democracy and the Incompetent
Citizen

Joshua Cohen provides one of the strongest defences of a liberal deliberative
theory. He suggests that ‘the notion of a deliberative democracy is rooted in
the intuitive ideal of a democratic association in which the justification of
the terms and conditions of association proceeds through public argument
and reasoning among equal citizens.”” The role of deliberative democracy in
this liberal approach to politics is to provide an on-going association that
equal citizens can exchange their pluralistic viewpoints and, through which,
they can create legitimate law and ultimately preserve Jjustice. As Rainer
Forst points out though, ‘the relation between the liberal principles [of
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iustice] and democracy is a strained one: Liberalism negds demogracy as the
-iJeSt means to protect justice, but it does not really-tru.st it and demg_ns (‘ﬁrtam
constraints for it in order to reach the goal of prmmple—preservatlol;l. O:t:
such set of constraints are the idealised procedural norms that Fhese‘t ecty‘rlr 4
outline. These suggest that within the arena, ar_non,gst other th‘mgs, no fo s
but that of the better argument must be exerc1§ed and that evcryonefwtlh "
the deliberative capacities has equal standing at each stgge ) the
deliberative process. Each can put propqs.als on the agenda, Iiroljst =
solutions and offer reasons in support of or in criticism of proposals.
ual voice in the decision’. -
ea(igll)l:rszj‘ndz?iberative theory rests upon an assumption that c1t12€:1}s ?lriz
competent enough to take part in this pub_ll.c exchange‘ofl‘re}z:mn.d :bom
deliberative account, Habermas portrays a citizen whq is ‘enlig btfane; oo
his irrationality [and] possess[es] not on!y the rat:oqahty o_f a slu jec whO y
competent to judge facts and who acts in a purposxve-ratlplrlla Wt.lg’ w -
morally judicious and practicallgr rehablfa, \.vho ev.aluates with sensitivity e
is aesthetically open minded.”'’ In a smnl.ar vein, Rawls presupposes !
iti have two moral powers: a capacity for a sense of ]uStl(:,e and a
i i d.!" The latter is the ability to ‘form, to
capacity for a conception of the good. . bl i 20 Sowe
revise, and rationally to pursue a conception of one’s ra 1:13 . %rest o
advantage."2 Rawls also suggests citizens have tl}f: higher order inte o
be reasonable and to act on the fair terms of social cooperation, glv(f;lsjder
other people do as well.. Admittetdly_both Rawls and Ha?e}'rrcllas c;nt der
these partial idealisations and hlghhght. the burdens o - ju grr; L and
distortions in communication respectlvely, to explain hrela o
circumstances that will undermine rational .dg-llberatl.on. Nevelrlt e ess; lg "
the right procedures, it is believed that citizens will havelt‘ e ca%a .tyf :
exchange reason and, in doing so, create a just and more legitimate basis fo
ecision making. . '
goée;?y?\?::acl):e of the centrgl and recurril}g cri.ticisms of the ds—:;.hbe'ramlre
project is that this assumption about dellberatn'fe competence 13f simply
misrepresentative of real world citizens. That the idealisation is s0 a; g\gziy
from the truth, regardless of any caveats, it prowdf:s a poor basis on thc 1(3
build political institutions. These Cl‘ithlSI’l‘lS,.Wthi"l amount to im in lfmzst
psychological critique, fall in to three categories. First, some cri dlc]s 1;; %Eive
that not enough citizens have the cognitive skills to tal‘(e part in deli el; i
democratic institutions. Delli Carpini and KeeteI: for instance, sugges ha
iti do not possess the reasoning skills to evaluatg competing
St i v : ior."> There is, as Arthur
policy programs and select one of thefn as superior. 1Iéd i
Lupia puts it, a ‘democratic dilemma’, where citizens are ca p
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make decisions but do not have the reasoning skills in order to do so.!¢
Thaler and Sunstein (2009) support this claim suggesting that citizens are
often biased in the assertions that they make, preferring the status quo and
rarely weighing evidence in an even handed way. ' Meanwhile, other
theorists have noted that citizens regularly misinterpret each other in
political debate, and have poor memories for simple political facts and
information.'® As Kahneman suggests, even when citizens do put together
arguments, they are often incoherent and inconsistent. The list of cognitive
flaws, identified by these authors and various others, is extensive and points
towards a citizen who may struggle to deliberate in the manner expected by
deliberative theorists."”

Second, it is argued by some critics that even if citizens do have the
necessary skills they often do not have the motivational virtues which would
lead them to employ these skills deliberatively. Schumpeter claimed that
typical citizens may possess a wide range of cognitive skills but he ‘drops
down to a lower level of mental performance as soon as he enters the
political field. He argues and analyses in a way that he would readily
recognise as infantile within the sphere of his real interests. He becomes a
primitive again.’'® According to critics, citizens will also be overconfident
in many of the judgments that they make. It will be common for citizens to
believe that while they have ‘proceeded in a logical bottom-up manner, from
the available facts to reasonable construals and beliefs, those who hold
opposing beliefs have done just the opposite (i.e. they have proceeded in a
top down fashion, from pre-existing motives and beliefs to biased
interpretations)’.”® In other words, citizens will stick dogmatically to what
they know rather than consider other people’s interpretations and be
unwilling to learn new things from other people participating in deliberative
arenas. All of this evidence points towards a habitual and predictable citizen
who does not really consider, or deliberate about, new information, 2’

Finally, some critics suggest that ‘the public is largely passionate and
therefore driven by intemperate and largely thoughtless impulses.’ 2!
Empirical evidence also suggests that these concerns may be warranted as
emotions have been shown to undermine cognitive consistency on a regular
basis. ¥ In fact, Hibbing and Theiss-Morse suggest that ‘real life
deliberation can fan emotions unproductively...and can [therefore] lead to
worse decisions than would have occurred if no deliberation had taken
place’.” The Marxist philosopher Chantal Mouffe, however, has been the
most influential proponent of this kind of critique of deliberative democracy.
She suggests that the mistake of deliberative democrats and liberal political
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philosophy more generally is to ‘ig_nore .the affective dlmensug; rr‘nol:(i::fc(?
by collective identifications and to imagine that those. su_p}?ose]_y a hare’
4 ions are bound to disappear with the advance of mdlv%dua ism and
b of rationalism’.** In short, human beings are ammal_s of passion
prOgTeSSnct and to deny this fact and to try to bury these passions beneath

d insti . ;
:l?e veneer of rational deliberation, will only serve to exacerbate tensions

0“ S. - LT -
bet(\}‘;fr‘aeig:he pcf:xtent and power of this intemal-psychoigglcal critique, it
would be tempting to any political theorist (al'.ld particularly SomeoEe
professing to be a deliberative theorist) to admit defeat and accept the

roject to be an attractive but ultimately impractical aim. However,

geliberative democracy remains one of the most popular and widely

endorsed frameworks in political theory. As such. Fhfare are at lfza}st thr;g
types of response by deliberative theorists to the criticism of the citizen a
their capacities outlined above. The first two are as follows:

i) It is possible to suggest that institutions need to }Je _radically
reformed and made more deliberative so that, in turn, they will influence
deliberative behaviour indirectly.

o i 1db
i) It is possible to suggest that individuals and groups should be

educated with deliberative capacities more directly, through civics education

programmes or schooling more generally.

Usually deliberative theorists apply a mixture of th(.:s'e 'motﬁpprt%izhiiig
order to overcome (or at least to dampep) the ﬁerc.e cntlcm;lm. egiloso ,hica]
different emphases placed on each option depending on.t teir pG = p e
persuasion. Liberal deliberative theor1§ts, §uc}_1 as Wllham. alston i
Stephen Macedo tend to be wary of the 1mpl!ca_t10ns of p}lrsulnfg }c:ptlon (;125
as it can undermine state neutrality and pluralistic conce;_)_trons o lt e good.
As a result, liberal deliberative theory tends.to pursue .11) weak Y .ens_ur}111t1§
only that children have ‘a knowledge of _thelr constitution and.cwnc: rig -
and are aware of the value of political virtues like r_emprocnty ai)
accountability.26 Meanwhile, they plajce a stronger emphasis on orlsu 1081; t(;
the power of properly designed ingtltutlons _(gmded by these virtue
shape and improve citizens’ deliberatlve.: behav101_1r over time. e

Republicans offer their own version of dehb.eratl_\fe dempqracg, hich
would object to such a weak approach to option ii). ' C(;wl(]: umd )
republicans such as Hannah Arendt, tjor example, recognisec t]e]f: o
strong institutions to avoid corruption and uphold political liberty.

8
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However, they also emphasise civic virtue and the wider deliberative
capacities required for human flourishing as an intrinsically valuable part of
the good life. Arendt and numerous others from this tradition, therefore,
defended the need to directly educate and cultivate these capacities just ag
strongly as providing an institutional response.”® This strong pursuit of
option ii), clearly would require the state to take a position on a conception
of the good and to promote a way of living, that would be unpalatable (or at
least philosophically untenable) to most liberals.

In fact, modern accounts of republicanism, that are more sensitive to what
Rawls calls ‘the fact of reasonable pluralism’, now provide a deliberative
account that takes a less robust approach to option ii).? Philip Pettit and
John Maynor defend a deliberative account built around contestation within
institutions that provide a fair procedure for holding those in power to
account and for minimising the opportunity for domination.’® But when it
comes to justifying the education of civic virtue, rather than defending it as
some intrinsic part of human flourishing they instead find it valuable in
consequentialist and instrumentalist terms, insofar that it enables free
institutions. In this respect, this version of republican deliberative democracy
(often referred to as civic republicanism) takes a middle route for option ii),
It supports the education of civic virtue to the extent that it ‘seeks to draw
individuals and groups out of their narrow self-interested ways so that the
themselves make the necessary contribution to their own non-domination, >

It has been suggested that this retreat leads republicanism to become
almost indistinguishable as a theory from liberalism. ¥ Although the gap
between the two theories does undoubtedly become smaller, conflating these
two philosophical traditions seems to me to be mistaken. It fails to pay due
respect to the nuanced differences between the two perspectives and
traditions, most importantly republicans’ capacity to support the active and
direct cultivation of citizens without having to worry as much about state
neutrality. However, a problem does still exist. Not with the capacity to
support these educational activities (which can theoretically be as strong as a
civic humanist approach, albeit with a different Justification), but with the
general attitude and inclination of republicans to write about these activities.
Maria Victoria-Costa begins to identify this problem when she suggests that
Pettit’s theory ‘does not say much about the virtues of citizens or the policies
the state may employ to encourage their development.* Although there is
no theoretical obstacle to identifying competences that may undermine the
intema]-psychological critique and no obstacle to outlining educational ideas
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to promote their cultivation, this does not occur in Pettit’s theories and rarely
o - . - .

; in modern civic republicanism. N _
DC‘I::H;F; 1irrlnp()rtant to stress however, that failing to ad(.ir_ess these lSS}:lCS ru:]lz
deeper than republicanism recognising and arguably giving too n:luc aﬁg;g:"y

: l;ibcral pluralism.  Despite their weak approach. to educ iy
t(:lltivating capacities, and their overreliance upon stro;_g dmstltujc:)qlr;; 1w ﬁen
7 i : Iso pursue a third possibi
ies of deliberative democracy also | ‘

ﬂ::eﬁpting to undermine (or at least justify a lack of concern with) the
a - .. - =

internal psychological critique. To this extent:

iiL) It is possible to have an account of developmental psychology

1

deliberative citizens.

Ultimately, it is a developmental framework, in§pired by 11302823:11{;;:-42}
i e i liberative theorists to make
aget, which allows liberal de iV ; | : :
3“;11“};1 tgions about the competence of citizens.** Tt explz_uns ‘}Thy' l;:;:;zl
?l?eorieps of deliberation are not all that concemed w1t1} the i:nwou]d
chological critique and assume that given the rlg.ht (':Oﬂdltlogsl'b oud
pS){ be a significant obstacle for the practical realisation ot;l de I1,_er fve
o ive i iageti
i influence that this g
acy. However, given the pervasive _ .
gr‘:lrtl':l(g:fori has had upon deliberative democratic theory, and th; lalrge1 ;;)1211;
plays, it has received relatively little sc;utmy. ‘fIt' Izlaihe :gibem%ive
, blicans who have criticise
overlooked, even by those repu _ ‘
project most and who have sort to re-invent it on ﬁlrmi:r ﬁ::l[];:sli's spon-ich
ivi i ct to re-evaluate
Modern civic republicans were corre ) : porRIIC)
ivati iti is justified. However, in focussing o
ultivation of citizens is justifie x, I :
ilih((:irawing from stronger conceptions of cultlvatxoll_al; th?y gavel :‘ggleecil t:;
i i -evaluating the liberal deve
reciate the necessity of re-eva ( . -
?‘gll:ndation In failing to address iii) from a republican perspctelc]:‘t;i\rfe():};;ytzfm :
ii i iberative democracy on
iled to build their account of delibera
f:]](lie their own foundations. They have fal.]f:d- to create ath‘.;ttrc;zﬁ
developmental foundation which supports the cultivation of c.ltlzens; s
undermine the internal psychological critique.;n fa;ct, whetz[lt i;:;);]nework 0;
i i i dormant liberal developmen /
republicans either retain a . ¥ e
i i 11. In short, republican theory '
ik e s hology at the foundations of the
tial role of developmental psychology _
fisesl?ll:erative project. It is necessary, therefore, to take a_closir looé(uﬁisth;st:
foundation and ask what role it currently plays for liberal acc
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deliberative democracy. It is important to consider whether this Piagetian
account is representative of human development and whether any
misrepresentations are acting as a restrictive block, not only to the evolution

of liberal deliberative theory, but also to republicans as they try to reinvent
the deliberative project.

2. The Piagetian Foundation of Deliberative Demeocracy

In the earliest accounts of deliberative democracy, proposed by John Rawls
and Jurgen Habermas, the developmental theory of Jean Piaget plays an
important role. His theory supports the assumptions and provides the
foundations upon which deliberative democracy has subsequently been built,
For Habermas this takes place in Communication and the Evolution of
Society, and for Rawls in A Theory of Justice, where each talks at length
about the benefits of the Piagetian approach.®® In subsequent accounts of
deliberative democracy, Piaget has also been endorsed. Gutmann, for
example, in Democratic Education defended a deliberative approach by
explicitly (and rather uncritically) endorsing a Piagetian perspective. *
Meanwhile, other deliberative theorists have subsequently adopted
Habermasian and Rawlsian approaches to deliberative democracy and have
done nothing to challenge these Piagetian foundations or investigate
alternative theories about how children might develop into citizens who can
competently deliberate in democratic arenas. In fact, as stated above, neither
have opponents of these liberal accounts and as a result the theories of Jean
Piaget have, in this context at least, gone largely unchallenged.

Piaget offers deliberative theory a foundation which is built around four
key claims about moral development. First, development is organic. It is
undoubtedly, at its core, a natural process.’” It is guided by a self-regulatory
biological mechanism called equilibration in which the child adapts and
accommodates new information and knowledge as they encounter it. In the
Piagetian account, therefore, capacities ‘emerge inevitably in normal human
ontogeny [individual development] through a combination of organism
maturation and experience with the constant, universal properties of the
physical world’.*® By employing these capacities freely and regularly in a
participatory environment children will develop into competent citizens. The
second feature that Piaget offers deliberative democracy is universal
development. Every normal child naturally develops his capacities in this
way, through these specific biological processes, employing these
techniques. In doing so, his developmental account assumes an ‘epistemic
subject that has no social class, sex, nationality, culture or personality’.

. e e——
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Third, Piaget offers an account where developm_enF is evolutic?nary. Ct}:kigeg
develop their internal capacities t}_lrough four distinct evolutiolr:‘ary f 2 ;)f
According to his account the child doe§ not, and cannot, s ﬁp s a%esad
development. Nor can children regress into stages that they have already
h. ‘
pagifzsrigfoﬁaget provides a developmental accqu‘nt 'wherem dthfi ‘rb}e}ft
techniques to assist the child’s deve_lopment are faczlftatzve rpetho 5. Oi”
facilitative approach was inspired, in part, by the philosophical whrltmhgs o
Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau clalme_d that the parent or teacher }? ouin
‘never command [the child] to do anything whatever, not the lea.st t 1ngb :
the world.”** Instead, the guardian was to act as a much more passive syn: bo
of authority and it was the child who shm%ld play tl_lef active ro}e, interac mg;
with, and adapting to, their environment, in ref:(_)gn_ltmn of their ox;fln na{curaf
development. In the Piagetian account of fac111tat10p, theyefore, the role o
education is to provide environments where the_ Chll(.i will encounter new
experiences. In doing so, it is thought that the chl}d will develop rﬁew, more
mature ways of thinking, to represent these experiences through the orgam(;
processes of equilibration. Moreover, by qevelopmg 1_:hese ne.v;fdways (1)11
thought and by learning more about th.elr surround'mgs, clhl ren 1‘:red
gradually, over the course of their education, evolve into fully sociali
ad:::)i:ting a Piagetian account allows delibu.erative t.:]emc)(_:rats ;o assllémet: tﬁzt;
the psychological development of all chl!dren_ is primarily (albei ot
exclusively) regulated by natural and biological mechamgm;s\.lth Like
Habermas and others within the Frankfurt School sucl? as L%msh uh thé
Piaget offers a version of the dialectics w1th01_1t contrad:c.tlon. X it r]?lgatel
use of equilibration and biological, organic mf:clilamsms e u dlm thy
eliminates the struggles of opposites that exist within langpage and in i
developmental process. This is the basis of consensus within the libera
deliberative model of politics and it is also_ what allows these theorists ]to
assume a type of politics which avoids the kll-ld o'f permanent clf:lss strg%)g ;;
involving an “us” vs “them” dichotomy, which is so charactznstlc of ol
Marx and later radical democrats like Chan‘tal Mouffe. A simp 3
assumption about the resolution of conﬂigt both internally to the citizen and
externally within political forums make it casy to assume that orgam::i_ant
evolutionary development will occur and that interventionist and more direc
imply unnecessary. . .
migogsrz:t;ift, ll:;b}él'al delib::ymive democrats have tl}eir justlﬁFat19n for
pursuing only a weak or non-interference app_roach to dlrec.tly cqltlvatlgg :}ﬁe
capacities (ii). Piaget’s theory enables a laissez-faire attitude towards the
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development of skills, virtues and emotional intelligence and allows libera]

deliberative theorists to assume that the biological mechanisms within
children will do most of the work. Ultimately, this is reflected in the lack of
attention paid to education (particularly early years’ education) in the
deliberative literature. However, there are serious problems with such an
approach. If the development of these capacities is not so straightforward i.e.
development is not the natural, or inevitable, outcome of these organic
processes, then serious problems may arise. The failure to pay more
attention to how the internal capacities can directly be developed or
cultivated in the minds of young citizens may in fact compromise the
deliberative project. Therefore, we should reconsider the appropriateness
and plausibility of this organic account of development in the context of a
theory of deliberative democracy.

In addition to this, the universalistic characteristics of Piaget’s approach
are also reflected in the work of Habermas, leading to similar problems
within his deliberative approach. First through the notion of universal
consensus- in which it is assumed all citizens can (and will} over time
converge on the ‘best argument’- and second through Piaget’s
correspondence thesis. This latter idea suggests that the development of
societics is similar to that of individuals, organically developing into
increasingly rational and decentred organisms, ultimately able to consider
issues from a universally principled stand-point.* In each case, on the
individual and social level, the engine of this eschatological process of
development is considered natural and internal. It is driving progress
forward over the years. As a result, deliberative democracy is mistakenly
viewed as a context-independent political framework, that rather than
developing out of a particular society and cultural tradition is the reflection
of something universally appropriate and given. This, in turn, encourages an
assumption about an underlying capacity within human beings to be able to
switch to such a deliberative and participatory model of government if only
these arenas are in place and if only they are allowed to do so.

In A Theory of Justice, Rawls’ “veil of ignorance” plays a similarly
universalistic role.** With striking resemblance to Piaget’s own approach,
the veil hypothetically removes factors like sex, nationality and culture from
considerations about the principles of justice in society so that agreement on
basic issues becomes more likely. Rawls has since modified this approach
to take into account greater pluralism in society. In Political Liberalism he
develops a form of public reason for deliberative democracy that is
necessarily applied by citizens on public issues but not on private ones.*” It
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enables an overlapping consensus to emerge on constitutional f:ssen_tia!s and
issues of basic justice whilst allowing disagreement to persist wnthl}'l the
private realm. This has led a number of critlc_s to suggt.ast_tl?at liberal
deliberative theory of this kind is exclusionalfy, as it silences mdwld}lal_s and
groups who cannot elaborate their4§:0nstitutlonal concerns from within the
boundaries of liberal public reason. ,

This is a fair criticism of Rawls, as public reason ‘crowds out arguments
from other philosophical positions befgre the debatc? even begms. 1t reduces
the opportunity for contestation by simply declaring certain thoughts ang
speech inadmissible. Too often overlooked,_howeyer, is the exclusmp an
domination that this public/private distinction m1ght create for children
within society. Although we might hope the‘xt they vyl_ll grow up to value free
participation in which they can elaborate 1degs cqtlpally and competently,
children are placed on the private side of thlsj dl.stmctlon. They a:'e left
primarily to what Rawls calls the ‘just institution of the.famlly and,
influenced by Piaget, it is merely assumed that they will org_amc_ally df:velop
capacities. % However, this clearly puts too. mgch faith in umversal
development and overlooks the contextual dommat'nc.m and repression that
children can receive within families and commurph;s tl‘lat may, m5 turn,
undermine their future capacity to participate freely in just institutions.

Piaget’s evolutionary understanding of dgveloprg;ent, coupled with th:j:
organic and universal mechanism that drives this process, allpws aﬁ
encourages deliberative theorists to portray the emergence of interna ly
competent citizens as an inevitable part of an open a}nd frec_ demp(;rail:lc;
society. It buys into and builds upon the prgpqsals_ (?f M,l" a}nd his beh? t ad
greater democratic participation would hmlgl citizen’s selﬂ:shness an
improve their ‘comprehension’ and ‘conduct’.” This may be, in part, true.
However, as the ‘civic’ Mill might himself accept, there are no gua_rantges
that all citizens will reach the highest stages of developrpent primarily
through these methods. Piaget, a great admirer of Ml_ll, personally
acknowledges that many people will not progress Rast the third of the four
stages which he outlines.’ In this sense, although Piaget z?ccepted tl_lat some
would fall below the highest levels of development, lll?eral c_lellberatlve
theorists have tended to assume that a more democratic society would
facilitate progression. This, in turn, would ensure tl_lat c1t1.zens more
accurately approximate the ideals that they have built their theoqes around.
In doing so, they have failed to adequately a.ddress the other methods that
might be employed to augment and enable this eyolutlon over time, so that

the true potential of individual citizens can be realised.




22
Martyn Griffin

Alternative models of development suggest that for citizens to obtain the.

highest and most complex capacities they must be created or moulded over
time with more direct or mediatory methods. As section one suggests
republicans are less constrained and (occasionally) more willing than their
liberal counterparts to endorse more direct methods to achieve this, but as
suggested previously, little work has been done in this area. As a result,
republicans have been building their own version of deliberative contestation
on top of these rather unsuitable Piagetian foundations. What may be
required, therefore, is an alternative approach to developmental psychology,
one which can offer a much more applicable and a much more accurate
account of development for the creation of deliberative democratic citizens.
The approach proposed here is provided by the Soviet developmental
psychologist Lev Vygotsky. The third section will now discuss the four
corresponding features of his approach and consider what they might offer to
a deliberative account that wished to take a more proactive approach to
developing deliberative citizens.

3. A New Vygotskian Foundation for Deliberative Democracy

Two accounts of developmental psychology have dominated the field of
study in recent years. The first of these accounts, as we have seen, was
developed by Jean Piaget and is called cognitive constructivism. The second
account was first proposed by the Marxist-Soviet psychologist Lev
Vygotsky during the 1930s and is commonly referred to as social
constructivism. > Although they share similar assumptions about the
dynamic and interactive nature of development they have important
differences and implications for deliberative theory which shall be drawn out
and addressed further in this section. Vygotsky remained largely unknown in
the West until the 1960s when some of his work was translated into English
for the first time. This may be one of the key reasons that his lesser-known
theories were not, and have not, been taken up earlier by deliberative
democrats wishing to defend a slightly different approach to cultivating
citizens. Vygotsky’s work has gained a wider audience in the West over the
last three decades but it has still not had a noticeable influence in political
theory. Given the impact it could have and the positive role these ideas could
play, this should not be the case.

Vygotsky’s approach to developmental psychology can be summarised
through four key characteristics. First, development is primarily cultural
rather than organic. Vygotsky suggested that the mind is social in origin and
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that higher mental functions in particular are ‘sfocially afcqu.ired, mediated by
social meanings, voluntarily controlled and exist as a lynkslz‘n a broad system
of functions rather than just as an individual unit’. In short, -the
development of these capacities takes place not th.rough natural or biological
mechanisms but through culture and more specifically through the use of
socio-cultural tools. These include technological tools such as computers or
ploughs and psychological tools such as languagf‘: or signs more ge_nerally.
The tools begin as external processes that chnld:ten encounter in their
everyday lives. For example, they may witness' t'he virtuous behavml_n' of an
older peer, demonstrating signs of great hum'lht_y at a time .when it takes
courage to back down from his or her conv1ct!ons. Qver t_nm?, however,
these processes will be internalised. The growing child will ‘extend the
boundaries of their understanding by integrating soma'lly elaborated symbol_s
[signs] such as social values and beliefs, the cumulative .kn()\.vvledge o_f their
culture, and the scientifically expanded concepts of reality) in to.thelr own
consciousness’.”® As they internalise these cultural tools, they will become
increasingly capable individuals.*® ' '

Second, owing to its cultural characteristics, develqprnent is contextual
not universal. Vygotsky suggests that the psychological developm(?nt pf
children will always be relative and contingent upon _tht? needs c_)f a society in
a specific time and space. The society, whether it is Marxist, hbcra'l or
traditionally conservative, will unavoidably,‘ by_consclqus or unconscious
reproduction, shape the capacities that are bemg‘mtemahse‘d- by its cl‘-nldren.
Cultural tools will be drawn from a society’s pOlltl(.}S, the‘lr arts,
entertainment and various other sources to encourage a somet.y actively to
celebrate or reaffirm (in this present context) the most de{iberatzvfe aspects in
its institutions, its laws, and its allocation of public funding. Third,
development is revolutionary rather than evolutionary. Rather thafl a smooth
evolutionary process of development Vygotsky defends revolutmn'ary and
crisis ridden development. He suggests that these ‘ages of stability are
interrupted by ages of crisis. And these latter [ages qf crises] are .the breaks
and turning points in development, again confirming the th§s1s tl‘lat the
development of the child is a dialectical process, a process in wl_nch the
transition from one stage to the next occurs not through evolution, but

through revolution”.”’

Fourth, according to Vygotsky, facilitation is not the most effectiv? way
to promote development. Instead, guidance for children should come in the
form of mediatory techniques. The easiest way to understand rr}edlatory
techniques is to outline a concept which Vygotsky c_:al?ed the ‘zone of
proximal development’ (ZPD). The ZPD works by predicting future growth
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in the child by concentrating on the ‘buds’ of development rather than the
already available ‘fruits® 5 Rather than focusing on how the child performsg
by themselves, unaided in a given task or test, Vygotsky and his followers
focused on how much more the child could achieve with subtle mediation
and guidance by older peers or adults. The Vygotskian account suggests that
this developmental process is mediated by cultural tools and the more
successfully a child is socialised into a world of these tools, the easier it is to
use techniques of mediation to develop the child’s capacities to their ful]
potential.

The cultural developmental perspective has potentially significant
ramifications for deliberative democracy. If we adopt the Vygotskian
account, a culture or society actively creafes internally competent
deliberative citizens. In this sense, children are immersed in a distinct
political community with its own unique culture. They are individuated
from this community by drawing on particular cultural tools that promote
deliberative behaviour. This contrasts with the Piagetian account, which
suggests that children are inducted into their society - they are initially
separate from it and are socialised into it over time as they participate and
interact. The difference is significant: in a Vygotskian account the ‘true
direction of the development of thinking is not from the individual to the
social [as it is in Piaget], but from the social to the individual’.*® Clearly the
former of these is better suited to a liberal theory of deliberative democracy,
as the individual is the primary unit. Institutions are built around facilitating
and enabling the induction of these individuals into the political system by
providing them with an opportunity to discuss issues.

Civic humanist republicans like Arendt, meanwhile, may feel much more
at home with a developmental theory like Vygotsky’s. Arendt put a greater
emphasis on Aristotelian conceptions of the Greek ‘polis’ into which

happen to be...[and that to]...be deprived of it means to be deprived of
reality, which, humanly and politically speaking, is the same as
appearance.’®® A Vygotskian account of development speaks more directly
to this model of deliberative theory that finds intrinsic cultural value in a
particular way of living. Although Rawls has its own idea of a ‘background
culture’ and Habermas has his own conception of ‘lifeworld’, neither of
these are as culturally thick or consciously developmental upon citizen’s
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characters and actions.®' Neither goes as far as supporting a cul_ture }:hzﬁ
‘rewards virtue with public esteem’, for example,. or a culture in c\{v l‘ih
individuals are directly cultivated. Indeed, many writers are concemef wtlh
such an approach to democracy due to the implications it may have 6:c2>r e
exclusion of cultural minorities and vulnerable groups srlzch as women. .
Civic republicans are aware of the need to balance liberty, p‘lurallsm an
cultural reproduction. Maynor, for example, suggestst that ‘by blrmgmgt
agents out into the political environment, modern republicans not on yT\;fan
to check the power of the state and reduce the threa_t fror_nhfacn;)]nséh ae;g
republicans also want the citizenry to forge closer ties wit ea;:n 00 Zra e
explore similarities and differences as they hel]_J to form a com , n %e : .a
In order to do so pragmatically, however, all citizens shouldlsu scribe to
common culture which enables them to Ltontf:st,_ and valu_e this contestzlltlon,
as an essential element of their political 1nst1tu‘F10n§.. This common cu tu;e,
of a much thinner variety of the kind defended in civic human1§t approac c(els
but thicker than in liberal accounts, might prov;de a rqute- a middle groun i
towards enabling capacities that would undermine !:he Internal psycholqgu;,a
critique enabling citizens to participate ar}q deliberate more effectively.
There is, of course, no compulsion for c1t-lz.ens'to’partlclpate on e‘very
issue.** It is more of a case of ‘episodic participation through wh_1ch] new
ideas and viewpoints are constantly injected mt? the open and inc ustchlﬁ
forums’. In this sense, it also reflects Vygot.sky s concern _for coanli(_ a
significance, and the specific needs and requirements of citizens wi fl‘I:hg
community. Ultimately, it fulfils what Peterson .calls the primary aim (3[ e
[republican] political process...to allow the interests of CSZ]ZC'I:‘)IS ge -
publicised and tracked in order tga,ta Gfreedom, understood as the absen
i ination be minimised. .
arb{lft;zro};sdk(;}; account of mediation alsq has ‘rrfuch to offer a repl}l?llcan
theory of deliberative democracy in creating critical and reflective cntlzengi
Unlike Piaget’s facilitative and laissez faire approach_ to developmept, 11
emphasises the importance of purposefully de;ugnmg edgcatlopa
interventions, or mediatory tools, that promote 1.nt'emal dellt‘Jeratn'fe
capacities. If we wish to create citizens whp can participate effectively 1r;‘
deliberative arenas this must be an essentlzlil element of an account o
deliberative democracy. If we make the decision (as a political cgmmumty)
to endorse mediation, it allows us to utilise cultural tqo]s_ and Impl.ement
policies that encourage this deliberative modf:l of thmklr}g both in tht;
classroom and beyond. For example, we can begin by proposmg_examples 0
good deliberative practice for children to emulate and aspire towa?!s,
highlighting great thinkers, films or artists that represent or exemplify
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internal deliberative capacities in different ways. We can also re-direct
public funding to support art projects and community groups that
incorporate, celebrate and reaffirm these essential deliberative
characteristics.

Mediation of this kind can already be found in the republican literature. For
example, ‘nudge’ theory proposed by Sunstein and Thayer is essentially a
mediatory process that encourages certain behaviours without legislation.®
In this respect, it is not direct instruction, which developmentally would be
equated to disciplinarian or authoritarian approaches. Moreover, it is not
facilitation, as it is not simply enabling individuals to fulfil their desires
within the confines of the law. In this sense, civic republicanism tries to
secure individual political liberty through what Sunstein and Thaler have
called libertarian paternalism.®® As they explain, ‘the libertarian aspect of
our strategies lies in the straightforward insistence that, in general, people
should be free to do what they like-and to opt out of undesirable
arrangements if they want to do so’.” Meanwhile, the paternalistic aspect of
the term ‘lies in the claim that it is legitimate for choice architects to try to
influence people's behaviour in order to make their lives longer, healthier,
and better”.” In short, it is acceptable to mediate decision making so that
individuals are statistically more likely to make deliberative, and by
extension wiser, decisions. ‘

However, Sunstein, like many republicans, remains sceptical about the
practicalitics of liberal models of deliberative democracy and any
perfectionist notion that assumes the development of capacities to achieve
this. However, Vygotsky seems to offer republicanism a developmental
basis from which it can begin to construct an alternative deliberative
approach built around choice architecture and contestation. It can build the
oppositional forces of argument and compromise, competence and
incompetence, individual and collective, in to a vibrant democratic
arrangement. The Vygotskian approach to development is able to capture
and explain a particular period of a young person’s life where they are being
prepared or cultivated into individuals that can flourish within the republic.
This means recognizing that children are born into a culture and a society,
and that through mediatory methods, it is necessary to develop their
reflective and critical capacities so that the institutions of society can
flourish, contestation can be maximized and domination can be minimized.
As these characteristics are necessary for upholding political liberty within
free institutions, it is justifiable to educate children on the kind of
consequentialist basis defended by modern civic republicans. Ultimately,

T
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however, it is not a straightforward process. It requires a revolution in how
we teach our children. Not in what they argue about, but Aow they argue and
how they deliberate with each other.

Conclusion

There is a clear reason why liberal political philosophy dominates
deliberative democratic theory. That reason is the fundamental assumptions
made (with the support of Piaget) about the nature of development and
human nature. If we replace this Piagetian foundation with a Vygotskian
one, it opens up a number of new possibilities for deliberative democracy. It
allows us to consider new political philosophies and to consider how they
might make deliberative democracy a more practically realisable politi.cal
framework. This need not be limited to republican theory, as Vygotskian
ideas may apply just as strongly to communitarians defending deliberative
democracy or potentially (and perhaps most logically) to a Marxist strand of
deliberative theory yet to be established. The primary purpose of this article,
however, has not been to elevate Vygotsky as the new developmental
messiah of a new republican deliberative theory. The primary purpose has
been to question the unchallenged position of a Piagetian theory at the heart
of deliberative democracy and to show how important a developmental
theory of this kind can be. That being said, it has also been my aim to revi\{e
the Vygotskian theory in a new setting and demonstrate how relcyqnt this
Marxist approach can be in a mainstream debate about participatory
democracy. Too often Marxism finds itself on the periphery of §ych
debates, allowing liberals to dominate discussions about a political
framework that has huge emancipatory and revolutionary potential.
Vygotsky is a new pathway into this debate that I hope many Marxist
scholars will utilise to its fullest.”"

Notes

' John Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice (Massachusetts: Belknap Press, 1971); Jurgen
Habermas, 4 Theory of Communicative Action (Boston, Massachusetts: Beacon
Press, 1984); Amy Gutmann, Democratic Education (New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1988/1999); Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson, Democracy
and Disagreement (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Belknapp Press, 1996).

2 James Bohman, Public Deliberation: Pluralism, Complexity and Democracy
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1996); Robert Goodin, Reflective
Democracy (New York: Oxford University Press 2003); Jack Knight and James



98
Martyn Griffin

Johnson, ‘Aggregation and Deliberation: On th ibili
i °8 i e Possibili f D i
Legitimacy’, Political Theory, Vol.22, 1994, pp- 277-296. 5 8 Bemosais
g}llla?tal _?/Io;lffe, On the Political (New York: Routledge, 2005).
arles Taylor, ‘Modernity and the Rise of the Public Sphere’, T}
on Human Values, Vol.14, 1993, pp. 218-19. R e
Cass Sunstein, Republic.com (New Jersey: Pri iversi
: ot : \ y: Princeton University Press, 2002):
Richard Thaler apd Cass Sunstein, Nudge: Improving Decisions about Healtl}
Wf{c{lth and_ Happiness (New Jersey: Yale University Press, 2009). '
gilnixp dPeth;; Repzii;g;anism: A Theory of Freedom and Government (Oxford:
endon Press ); John Maynor, Republicani. ] i
(Cambridge: Polity Press 2003). ® Ay i e e el
Joshua Cohen ‘Deliberation and Democratic Legiti il i
i ' gitimacy’ in Alan Hamlin and Philj
Pett.lt, The Goac‘i Polity (New York: Blackwell, 1989), pp. 17-34, here: 21. lP
Ramer F‘orst, The Rule of Reasons: Three Models of Deliberative Democracy’
Ratio Juris, Vol.14, 2001, pp. 345-378, here: p. 347. ’
Jurgen I:Iabe'rmas,- Legitimation Crisis (Cambridge MA: Beacon, 1975) pp. 108;
Cohen, ‘Deliberation and Democratic Legitimacy’, p. 22. ’ )
Habermas, ‘Communicative Action’, p. 40.
;21;’11 Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), p.
Ibid.
Michael Delli Carpini and Scott Keeter, What Ameri ]
_ . icans Know about Politi
Why it Mattfers (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), pp- 70-71. e o
Arthur Lupia, and Matthew Macubbins, The Democratic Dilemma: Can Citizens
Iﬁealzrn What They Need To Know (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998)
Tllllaler and Suqstein, Nudge. See also Name Lodge and Name Taber ‘Towards a
ghzqry of clfw:}):lv;ted ];{reasoning’ in Arthur Lupia Elements of Reason: Cognition,
ice and the Bounds of Rationality (Cambridge: Cambrid; iversi :
éoq:); pp. 183-213, here: p. 183-184. RS s e e,
mily Pronin, C. Puccio and Lee Ross ‘Understanding Mi i i
I io a g Misunderstanding: Soc
gsycf?ol_oglcal Perspectlve in Thomas Gilovich, Dale Griffin and Daniel Kaghnemf:zl
Cem;.s{:-lcs am?’ Bz_ases: The Psychology of Intuitive Judgment (Cambridgez
Lal; I’l‘ ge University Press, 2902), pp. 636-665; Marco Steenbergen and Milton
Mo %éz Process Matters: Co‘gmti‘-re Models of Candidate Evaluation’ in Michael
Ua'c uen and George Rabinowitz, Electoral Democracy (Michagan: Michagan
niversity Press: 2003), pp. 125-171; Ilya Somin ‘Voter Ignorance and the
[];en%olcrla(tznljdeal » Critical Review, Vol.12, 1998, pp- 413-458.
anie eman, ‘New Challenges to the Rationality A ion’
Jlnslzrﬁt;orla]al and Theoretical Economics, Vol.150, 1994t31:{)p iSS'gnﬁpuon A
oseph Schumpeter, Capitali iali ey ( -
o 262.p apitalism, Socialism and Democracy (New York: Harper Row,
Pronin, Puccio and Ross, ‘Understanding Mi i
2 g Misunderstanding’, p. 648
Shelley Taylor and Susan Fiske, “Point i rception
‘ A of View and Perceptions of ity’
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol.32, 1975, pp?439-4:l)5 iy

99
Culture, Community and Cognition

21 Stephen Holmes, Passions and Constraint (Chicago: University of Chicago Books,

1995).

22 Fritz Heider, The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations (New York: Penguin Press,

23

24
25

26
27
28

29
30

31
32

3

34

35

36
37

38

39

40

1958); Leon Festinger, 4 Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (California: Stanford
University Press, 1957).

John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, Stealth Democracy: Americans Beliefs
about How Government Should Work (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2002), p. 191.

Mouffe, ‘On the Political’, p. 7.

William Galston, Liberal Purposes: Goods, Virtues and Diversity in the Liberal State
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Stephen Macedo, Liberal Virtues:
Citizenship, Virtue, and Community in Liberal Constitutionalism (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1990).

Rawls, ‘Political Liberalism’, p. 199.

Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958).
Gordon Wood, The Creation of the American Republic: 1776-1787 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1969); Blair Worden, Republicanism, Liberty,
and Commercial Society, 1649—1776 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1994);
Paul Rahe, Republics Ancient and Modern: Classical Republicanism and the
American Revolution (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1992).

Rawls, ‘Political Liberalism’, pp. xviii-xix.

Pettit, Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and Government, Maynor,
Republicanism in the Modern World.

Maynor, Republicanism in the Modern World, p. 160.

Goodin, Reflective Democracy, Alan Patten, ‘The Republican Critique of
Liberalism’, British Journal of Political Science, Vol.26, 1996, pp. 25-44.

Maria Victoria-Costa, ‘Neo-republicanism, Freedom as Non-Domination, and
Citizen Virtue’, Politics, Philosophy and Economics, Vol.8, 2009, pp. 401-419,
here: p. 403. .

Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Emile (New York: Macmillan, 1762/2008); John Stuart
Mill, On Liberty (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1859/1980), Jean Piaget, The Origins
of Intelligence in the Child (London: Routledge, 1952).

Jirrgen Habermas, Communication and the Evolution of Society (Boston: Beacon

Press, 1976), pp. 69-95; Rawls, ‘A Theory of Justice’, pp. 405-414.

Gutmann, ‘Democratic Education’.

Jean Piaget ‘Intellectual Evolution from Adolescence to Adulthood’, Human
Development, Vol.91, 1972, pp. 133-141.

Alan Duncan ‘Piaget and Vygotsky Revisited: Dialogue or Assimilation”
Developmental review, Vol.15, 1995, pp. 458-472, here: 466.

Frank Murray ‘Leaming and Development Through Social Interaction and Conflict:
A Challenge to Social Learning Theory” in L. Liben, piaget and the Foundations of
Knowledge (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), pp. 233-247, here: p. 241.
Jean Piaget, Epistemology and the Psychology of Functions (Boston: D. Reidel

Publishing Company, 1977). For a good summary of the stages sec Shu-Wan Lin
(2002) ‘Piaget’s Developmental Stages’ in B. Hoffmann, ‘Encyclopaedia of



100
Martyn Griffin

41
42
43

44
45

46

47
43

49
50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57
58
59

Educational Technology’ accessed from
http://northernlights.vsc.edw/leveli syllabus/resources/Module4PiagetsDevelogment
alStages.pdf, accessed on 22™ July 2010.
Jean Piaget, The Moral Judgment of the Child (London: Routledge, 1965), p. 58-65.
Rousseau, Emile, p. 92.
Louis Althusser ‘Contradiction and Overdetermination’ in Louis Althusser, For
Marx (London: Verso, 1969), pp- 87-128, here: p. 99.
Mouffe, ‘Agonistic Pluralism’, p. 755.
Jean Piaget, The Psychology of Intelligence (London: Routledge, 1950); Habermas,
‘Communication and the Evolution of Society’.
Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p. 118-123.
Rawls, Political Liberalism, p. 216-220.
Chantal Mouffe, ‘Deliberative Democracy or Agonistic pluralism’, Social Research,
Vol.66, 1999, pp. 745-758; Stanley Fish ‘Mutual Respect as a Device of Exclusion’
in Stephen Macedo, Deliberative Politics (New York: Oxford University Press,
1999); Iris Marion Young, Inclusion and Democracy (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2000).
Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice, p. 405-414.
Susan Moller Okin, Justice, Gender and the Family (New York : Basic Books, 1989),
pp- 99-100.
John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representative Government
Maryland: Arc Manor, 1861/2008),
Jean Piaget, ‘Intellectual Evolution from Adolescence to Adulthood’, Human
Development, Vol.91, 1972, pp. 133-141; Lawrence Kohlberg, ‘The Claim to Moral
Adequacy of a Highest Stage of Moral Judgment’, Journal of Philosophy, Vol.70,
Number 18, 1973, p. 630-646.
Lev Vygotsky, Thought and Language (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University, 1934); see also Lev Vygotsky (1934/1978) Mind in Society (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University, 1934),
Eugene Subbotsky, ‘Vygotsky’s Distinction between Higher and Lower Mental
Functioning and Recent Studies on Infant Cognitive Development’, Hanover

College Psyhology Department, h[_tp://gsych.hanover.edu/ggotskz/subbot.html,

accessed on August 6% 2011.

Vera John Steiner and Ellen Souberman ‘Afterword’ in Michael Cole, Vera John
Steiner Sylvia Scribner and Ellen Souberman, Mind In Society (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1978), p. 126.

The influence of Marx is quite clear in this case. As Marx suggested in his 4
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, 1859, it is not the consciousness
of men that determines their existence but, on the contrary, their social existence
that determines their consciousness.’ Vygotsky extended upon this and Engels’ idea
of the tool to explain how individuals collectively change the world around them
and, in doing so, change and develop themselves over time.

Vygotsky, Thought and Language, p. 205

Vygotsky, Mind in Society, p. 86.

Vygotsky, Thought and Language, pp. 19-20.

(Rockville,

101
Culture, Community and Cognition

6l

62

63

65

67
68
69
0
7

Arendt, The Human Condition, pp. 198-199.
Jurgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action: Volume 2 (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1987), pp. 355; Rawls, Political Liberalism, p. 14. . _
J. Donald Moon, Constructing Community: Moral Pluralism and Tragic Cor_y‘l_tcts
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1993); Joan Landes, Feminism,
the Public and Private (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998).
Republicanism in the Modern World.
gla?ggo&illeg, ‘Citizenship and Pluralism’, Political Studies, Vol.43, 1995, pp. 432-
450; Brian Ackerman, We the People (Cambridge Massachusetts: Belknapp Press,
1991). o -
Maria Victoria Costa, ‘Neo-republicanism, Freedom as Non-domination, and Citizen
Virtue’, p. 17. ) . .
Andrew Peterson, ‘Civic Republicanism and Contestatory Deliberation: Frarplng
Pupil Discourse within Citizenship Education’, British Journal of Educational
Studies, Vol.57, 2009, pp. 55-69, here: p. 58.
Thaler and Sunstein, Nudge.
Ibid, p. 5.
Ibid.

Ibid. _ o -
I would like to thank Derek Bell and Peter Jones for discussing issues within this

paper on numerous occasions and for making very helpful comments on previous
(and quite different) drafts. I am also grateful to Ian O’ Flynn, Graham Long, Albel_t
Weale, Paul Reynolds, Mark Edward Matthew Johnson and Norman Geras for their

insightful comments.

Address for Correspondence: martyn.griffin@durham.ac.uk



