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Abstract Many psychological theories have analyzed cognitprecesses such as
perception and reasoning, based on the methodalogiclividualism. However those
theories have not provided an explanation of thaptex social behaviors characterizing the
Homo sapiens specie's life. Vygotsky, differently other contemporary psychologists,
recognized the role of the social relations on &ixjphg the human cognition. My aim is to
investigate why Vygotsky was abie provide a psychological theory strongly linkedthe
social context. The main hypothesis is that Vygptikkunded his theory on the Marxian
anthropology, which primarily focused on the ecoimhand political forms of life. This
linkage enabled Vygotsky to develop a psychologdicabry that can explain the complexity
of social and political life by theorizing the camt of “political” brain, which is open to
incorporate the “political” dimension.
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0. Introduction.

Psychological and political discourse seem to beniwoven, so that we can find out
a psychological model in the background of manyitioal theories. Almost all
philosophers from Plato to Aristotle, from HobbesSmith, from Hegel to Marx
have linked their political theory to a particunception about the human nature,
in which psychology plays a key role. Let’s take ifasstance Hobbed he Leviatan
the most important political work of Hobbes, stavith an accurate anthropological
and psychological analysis about sense, imaginatmught and language.

Even in contemporary philosophy we can find sonmgthsimilar. For instance in
Chomsky a cognitive model focused on psychologidividualism is connected in
some way to anarchist political conception.(CHOMSKY70/2003; 2005)

Vygotsky is not an exception. It's not a case thatfounder of the cultural-historical
psychology lived in the first years of the Bolshewievolution, where it was
undertaken the political attempt to generate thew«man», the «total communist
man>. This situation and the influence of authors liarx, Engels and Hegel
played a important role in order to understand \skgs theory (LANGFORD
2005).

! This attempt will fail immediately with the real qmess in the Russian communism that will
degenerate in few years in a dictatorship of one.ma
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To the relationship between psychology and politiwhere psychology seems to
represent the foundation and the justification gfoéitical model, so that we could
call this vertical relatio) corresponds another kind of relationship, thatasuld
define horizontdl where psychology finds an important field testinat we might
call “political” paradigm: how can we explain themaplexity of the social organized
human life through a psychological individual thgbr

With “political” paradigm | mean a set of speciagque behavior that plays a key
role in order to explain individual psychology. timis sense the term “political” is
referred and used in the Aristotelian perspectivezaon politikon that is, an
anthropological determination according to the ideat we can’'t understand the
individual without reference to the community. Wiwe use the term “political”
rather than “social”? For two main reasons; fitilsg term “social” is abused, second,
the term “political” points rather than to the saiature of speciddomo sapiensto
the consequence that the recognition of this natwaves (CIMATTI 2011b).

The recognition of the horizontal link between psylogy and politics put a
question: is a psychological theory, that studies tognitive systems by which
individual operates in the world and stays in iefatvith the world, able to reconcile
itself with the complexity life of theHomo sapienspecies? The most important
psychological models seem to ignore what | calllitpal” paradigm, focusing
exclusively on intrapsychic processes.

Conversely Vygotsky's psychology seems to haveaiivantage to explain how an
individual brain evolves to the point to incorp@ahe historical context within
which it develops. In this way context is not setamy but central to access the
individual mind. How is Vygotskian explanation albtedo this?

My answer sends back to the recognition of Marxtaritage in Vygotskian
psychology. This heritage is evident with referetmesome aspects: i) the cultural
context inside which Vygotsky worked, ii) the mameferences to Marx presented in
Vygotsky’'s works, iii) the coincidence of many gisbphical thesis.

For this reason we will try to understand if thdaee a relationship between
Vygotsky’'s psychology and Marx’s political theorgcawhat it involves. My aim is
to show how in Vygotsky, even if he did not presantstrictu sensua political
theory, the psychological theory is interwoven vatpolitical model, that is Marxist
communism. This linkage enables Vygotsky to develgpsychological theory that
can explain the complexity of social political lio that we could say that in
foreground there is not a “psychological” braint lau“political” one, by which |
intend a brain opened to incorporate the “politicemension.

This model tries not only to explain cognitive prpposes that allow to have a social
behavior, but also underlines how these cognitiveclranisms are re-organized
starting from a social organization. This perspects based on a dialectical relation
between individual cognition and social processhat is, if biology allows to
operate in a social way, the social operation hamnaequence on biology.

| precise immediately that referring to “Communisintion’t want to intend the
Russian model, that could be seen like an anti-Conism model (as Vygotskian
model will show), with Communism | refer to the dinetical conception of Marx, a

2 With vertical | want mean that a political theomy to justify itself though a recourse to a
psychology, in this sense the direction is vertlmedause one field (the psychology) has to justifg
establish another.

® With horizontal | want mean that a “political” ktior is one of the fields test for a psychology.
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political model that didn’t propose a determineddeldo realize, but that have to be
understood like a critic of the existent model (MC52011).

Summarizing, | will start from the recognition d¢fet contamination between political
and psychological spheres, and first | will trydescribe some psychological models
that would be not able to explain the complexitysotial life, in this way | will
introduce the necessity of the “political paradigm”psychology; then | will show,
on one hand, the Marxists assumptions of Vygostlgychology, on the other, |
will show what | intend with “political brain” andow it could be possible that social
relations are part of the mind. At least | will draonclusion of consequence of the
relation between psychology and political theory tMesis can be so summarized:
Vygoskian psychological model would avoid reducisom of other theories because
it would presuppose Marx’s analysis of society blase a precise anthropology. This
linkage allows Vygotsky, on one hand, to explair ttelation between social
environment and individual organism, on the othgould bring psychology to
collide with sociology.

1. Psychological and political theories

The complex relationship between psychology andipslcould be analyzed from
two different perspectives. How already said, ia fiist place, we have a vertical
relation, where each political model sends bacla tpsychological theory; in the
second place, we find a horizontal relation in whjgsychology tries to explain
human cognitive mechanism without ignoring the alocomplex behavior, that is,
the result of these mechanisms. A kind of behathat we could define species-
unique is the “political behavior” (TOMASELLO 201®8-19), a behavior that seems
to imply also other complex forms, like economiaad institutional forms. Recently
this link between different orders of discoursé, ile the past on background, seems
to be actual as the works of Searle and Tomasedwed.

Let us analyze briefly these positions. Searlefenhis to bring in light the relation
between philosophy of language, mind and socidltit®ns. His critic is against
those political models, in particular the contraditm, that would have not analyzed
nature of institutional forms in reference with dalmge (and intentionality)
(SEARLE 2010: 80).

This attempt of reconcile philosophy of mind withcgl ontology has been shared
by Tomasello, who is interested to understand tfierdnce betweelomo sapiens
and chimpanzee’s cognition.

Searle’s (1995) book The Construction of Social IiRe#& one of the great
works of the late 2Bcentury philosophy. Like all great philosophicabks, it
provides fresh new insights and perspectives ongrhena that lie right before
our eyes every minute of every day. After Seanedsk, in our view, no right-
minded thinker need take seriously philosophicaothes that ignore the
fundamentally social nature of many of the mostangnt aspects of our daily
lives. (TOMASELLO 2007: 113)

Tomasello’s conclusion is that: a philosophicakiee¢hat doesn’t consider everyday
aspects of our life is not a good philosophicakibieThis means, that a cognitive
theory that isn't interested to social nature @& thajor object our life is not a good
cognitive theory.
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The polemic, like in Searle, seems to be directadnst Cognitive Science approach
and in particular against the so called computatioepresentational model and its
variants. (SEARLE 1980)

For Cognitivism, to explain how the mind works, medo explain only mechanism
like perception and reasoning. This model seenmdsuppose that these cognitive
mechanisms are separated from the situation witiich they occur. Standard
model is that of the “modular mind”, according tdieh, each specific cognitive
function is realized by a singular component oftbha&n. This last is understood like
a computer that has the task to elaborate infoonatcoming from the external
world. In order to do it, this system has to trateslthese external data in a particular
language, so calleshentalesethe language of thought. The trouble is to urtdes

if this model is able to explain the complexitytnfman mind.

Social ontology appears a determined field in thisc, so that we could ask: how
can a computational model explain something litg, anoney, state?

The objection often made to this critic is that @Gitige Sciences are not interested
on these aspects. But it appears not a satisfyieger, and according to Fodor:

(...) what we’ve found out about global cognitionnmginly that it is different
from the local kind in all three of these respeetsd that, because it is, we
deeply do not understand it. Since the mental sE® thus afflicted with
globality apparently include some of the ones tir@ most characteristic of
human cognition, I'm on balance not inclined toetxehte how much we have
so far learned about how our minds work. The bottora will be that the
current situation in cognitive science is light geedrom being satisfactory.
Perhaps somebody will fix it eventually; but not,should think, in the
foreseeable future, and not with the tools that auerently have in hand
(FODOR 2001:5)

Moreover the attempt to council a psychological gladth some political questions
is not foreign in Cognitivism. For instance Chomsiy88) has proposed an
argumentation in defense of the human right inresfee to its psychological
individualism applied to the ethics.

The environment is relevant, as in the case ofdagg, vision, and so on; thus
we can find individual and cultural divergence. Biugre is surely a common
basis, rooted in our nature (...) not long ago, skaveas considered legitimate,
even estimable (...) as civilization progressed,aine to be understood that
slavery is an infringement on essential humantsigh..)this is a change of
moral consciousness, probably irrevocable (...) ihisot merely a change but
an advance, an advance toward understanding afwamature and the moral
ethical principles that derive from it. (CHOMSKY 8% p. 153-154).

The matter is to understand in what kind of seimsrilsl be used the term “politic”.
If with “political” it is understood only a compaon between political parties or
political perspectives then the relationship wilyghology seems to refer only to an
ideological dimension. If with “political” we intehan anthropological category as in
Aristotelian view of thezoon politikonor in Heideggerian sense Dasein that is, a
human being situated in a world and so linked totersubjective environment, the
perspective is different. The question is: is itsgble to have a satisfying
psychological theory abstracting from the sociakdnical context within which daily
are we situated in?
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According to Tomasello, political forms could beufa in other animals species too.
Some studies show that between animals exist fafalliance (TOMASELLO
2010, HARCOURT & DE WAAL 1992) or form of policingvith the intent to
guarantee peace, but the difference comparétbtoo sapienspecies is clear. The
difference can be so summarized:

Human culture is clearly different. The challeng®ni an evolutionary
perspective is to specify the nature of this défere. The proposal here is that
non-human primate (and other animal) culture i®msasly individualistic, or
maybe even exploitative. (TOMAELLO 2010: 5)

In Searle institutional forms refer to the cogretimechanisms in common with the
other animal reign, but onlyHomo sapiensspecies would be able to create
institutional formsin strictu sensuhanks to a unique-species dispositive: language.
Through language humans beings would constitutaalsantity like money,
marriages and states (SERLE 1995; 2010).

At this point we have to underline a problem indgide reflections of the authors we
have mentioned, Searle and Tomasello.

Although they have developed an analysis of thetiti®nal forms in their cognitive
models, they seem to lack of an aspect that isain@shtal. They have analyzed the
logical form of the institutional realities in opgition to their real contents. In other
words, they have used these concepts but they haeozisidered their meanings and
their consequence if applied to a psychologicabtheTo say that institutional
reality are unique-species forms bring entitie® lfknoney”, “power”, “ideology”
and “work” at the centre of a psychological analybet these are not neutral
categories and they are the object of the sociahses.

From this point of view psychology that has itsudsmn the singular brain results
insufficient. To recognize the relationship betweeind and work, for instance, it is
necessary to involve an accurate analysis of aosoplex category like that of
“work” (SEVE 1969).

Psychology and sociology are interwoven, evenif phint could appear dangerous
in order to indentify the object of each singuleaesce.

According to me, the problem is the recognitionaoflualism that would seem to
characterize human nature and at last the indiidaa one hand, like an
autonomous subject and, on the other hand, likegbar society. The problem is the
fracture between individual and society (ESPOSIDO&).

The recognition of the influence of the environmemt individual’'s cognitive
structures puts in the foreground the problem ofatwbccurs inside human
environment in order to understand human psychology

In summary we could say, that while cognitive medbhven't referred to the
“political paradigm”, other models like the one posed by Searle and Tomasello,
seems to offer more answers. But these two philtsspdon't seem to lead their
thesis to the extreme consequences, they have efdcosly on the analysis of
institutions like a creation or a result of an a&ynent between more or less aware
individuals in a community. According to me, theabsis of these political
institutions sends back into the field of the sbe&ationships, in the meetings-
collision between individuals with the consequenbtas follow.

A model that seems to offer good answer is the Y8kgan model.
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2. Marx and Vygotsky.

According to me, Vygotskian model seems to offeradequate answer because it
presupposes the recognition of Marxian sociologacallysis. Even if Marx was not
interested in psychology he has offered an impokag in order to understand the
relation between psychology and sociology. It's aot aim to reconstruct the exact
relation between Marx and Vygotsky, what Vygotkss hread, Vygotskian use of
the citations, the singular references, our aimessricted to the few points in which
Marx’s heritage seems to be evident in Vygotsky.h&mnitage that allows Vygotsky
to conciliate the aspects, whose we have discussi@ previous paragraph, and so
to offer a psychological model able to explain aoly cognitive systems but also the
relation between the organism and its environméatacterized by individuals that
live in a society.

These aspects are so important that we will bestbto restrict the aspects that could
interest us.

Marx didn’t work on psychology, but his critic o&gitalistic society is based on a
determined philosophical anthropology, inside whiwk psychology has a particular
connotation.

We see how the history afidustry and the establisheobjectiveexistence of
industry are thepenbook ofman’s essential powertie perceptibly existing
human psychology.Hitherto this was not conceived in its connectioithw
man’s essential beingbut only in an external relation of utility (...) A
psychologyfor which this book, the part of history existing the most
perceptible and accessible form, remains a closmuk,bcannot become a
genuine, comprehensive arahl science. (MARX 1844/1975: p. 304)

Marx and Marxists don’t reduce psychology to whatw in external world (so how
Chomsky criticizes the Marxists 1988: p. 162), blaim that a psychology, that
doesn’t refer to the environment inside which mimdituated, is not able to explain
the real human psychology.

This thesis sends back to a precious gnoseologystiva opposition to the dogmatist
contraposition between subject and object presdntadstance in th€ritic of pure
reasonof Kant, and that has different common aspectk aldassical Cognitivism.
Cognitivism focuses on the unidirectional relatmetween input and output, where a
central system is able to receive data throughstrese organs from the external
world re-elaborating which produce a answer (oytput

In contrast, Marxian theory of knowledge bringstie foreground the dialectical
relation between subject and object. Accordinghis tmodel, there isn’'t, on one
hand, the perceiving subject and, on the otherpthect perceived, but the subject
acting practically on the object modifies it and isemodified by it. With Marx,
Vygotsky criticizes Kantia@-priori as an innate cognitive structure.

We discussed the indirect nature of psychologiqarations as a specific
feature of the structure of higher psychologicaictions. It would be a great
mistake, however, to believe that this process agp@ a purely logical way,
that it is invented and discovered by the childha form of a lightning-quick
guess (a so-called ‘aha’ reaction) (...) It woulddggially wrong to believe that
the symbolic attitude to some stimuli is reacheditively by the child, derived
as it were from the depths of the child ‘s ownigpar that symbolization is the
primary and further irreducible Kantidacultas signatrixfrom the beginning a
part of human consciousness capable of creatingcamgprehending symbols.
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Both these points of view — the intellectual ané fhtuitive — in essence
metaphysically dispose of the question of the gerefssymbolic activity since,
for one of them, the higher psychological functi@me given previous to any
experience, as if they were inherent to consciasaad only waiting for an
opportunity to manifest themselves upon meeting Wit empiric perception of
things. This point of view leads inevitably to arpriori conception of higher
psychological functions (VYGOTSKY 1994, p. 147)

This means that in order to understand how mindatpse, we can’t reduce our
attention only on cognitive intrapsychic procesdést is, on the pre-determined
structure of the organism. On the contrary, we havi®cus on what occurs around
the singular mind and how the environment modifieese processes.

This perspective, that for a long time was notsidered by Cognitivism, has
represented the central point of Vygotsky’s psyobgl!

This model is not outmoded if we consider the reseorks of Andy Clark, that
more or less indirectly sends back to the Vygotskiaradigm. In the last years some
studies have brought a radical reconsideratiomé@tie Cognitive Sciences, that has
involved the difference between the classical Cngam and the second generation
of Cognitive Sciences (PIATTELLI-PALMARINI 2008). @ can find a relation
between Vygotsky’s psychology and the second gépnardut according to me, it is
difficult to find a point of union between Vygotskand the computational theory of
mind how has tried to do Frawley, speaking of asscomputationalism, an hybrid
that come to misunderstand both perspectives (1997)

The goal of Clark is to show how we can’t leave olutonsideration the use of the
external instruments in order to explain the fumutig of a singular mind. We can
use an example: with the introduction of the caltad mind realizes cognitive
process of calculating, that before it had to cawy mentally, through an external
object. In this sense, we could say, that mindxiereled (CLARK 1998), since
instruments are part of a singular brain. But let ask ourselves, as far as arrive
these boundaries?

NeverthelessTheory of Extended Mindoesn’t recognize the real consequence of
Vygotsky's assumption, that sends back to the Manbackground. Marxian idea,
according to which the history is the «opened bobksychology», underlines the
necessity of psychology not to study only the imdmechanisms, but especially the
external processes.

In this sense the references to “industry” anduman skill of “producing” through
the work the objects of its needs are importantere@hwith “work” we have to
understand an activity with a purpose to reachkbao a project (QUANTE 2009).
The problem is a theory of consciousness and iieatity, that is, the way in which
human consciousness can be directed on some olgedtt©iow human action is
organized. Marx doesn’t analyze thoroughly thisbpem, but it's interesting a
citation inTheGerman ldeology

Only now, after having considered four momentsy faspects of the primary
historical relationships, do we find that man afgEssesses “consciousness,”
but, even so, not inherent, not “pure” consciousnEsom the start the “spirit”
is afflicted with the curse of being “burdened” itnatter, which here makes
its appearance in the form of agitated layers pfsaiunds, in short, of language.
Language is as old as consciousness, languagacdsigat consciousness that
exists also for other men, and for that reasonealibrreally exists for me
personally as well; language, like consciousnesly, aises from the need, the
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necessity, of intercourse with other men. Whereetlexists a relationship, it
exists for me: the animal does not enter into trefs” with anything, it does

not enter into any relation at all. For the aninitgl,relation to others does not
exist as a relation. Consciousness is, therefose the very beginning a social
product, and remains so as long as men exist. {MIRX 1975: 36)

In this passage some fundamental aspects of Maeqa#mropology are expressed:
the materialism and the social dimension that wahlaracterize human “brain”.
Moreover we could read this citation in relation ttee famousVI Thesis on
Feuerbachwhere Marx claims «das menschliche Wesen (...)sistas ensemble der
gesellschaftlichen Verhaltnisse», a controversiasis in reference to the translation
of the German «das menschliche Wesen». In theeSixdnd Seventies a French
debate about how to translate this Marxian Germgmession has developed; this
debate had protagonists like Seve, Schaff and Adiiiu

While Schaff translated the expression «das membehlWesen» like «human
individual», Seve defended the translation «hunssemce», Althusser agreed with
Seve, but he thought that it was a non-sense. (SBZEHAFF 1975)

VI Thesisshould be read in reference to the passage dflimiscriptwhere Marx
speaks about psychology, where the accent is nathaih happens into singular brain
but outside it.

The anthropological problem on human essence nslated in philosophy of mind
through the question about the relation betweendnand social environment,
between naturalism and culturalism. Is the essaficaind reducible to what is
contained in the singular mind? Or an importaré hould be attributed to the
environment into which this mind develops itself’heT answer has many
psychological implications, for this reason thigsgtion could not to be evaded.

If the essenceefers to what happens into a singular brain, themwill have to focus
our attention on what happens inside brain. Butdk&ernal world is not only a
context that could be reduced to a world to pereite external world presupposes
not only objects but even other subjects and thetions on the world and indirectly
on me. In this way the psychological question sdryaitk not only on an individual
perspective, but on a pluralistic perspective (CIMA 201l1la). The human
environment is not something that remains indepetniilem us, but it is intrinsically
interwoven with our intentionality.

Marxian reference to “industry” is in relation withe production’s relations, that
characterize the human work as social work. Thasitanot only a work realized into
a group (otherwise we would have work in other aispecies too), but organized
work that uses instruments. Instruments, accorthrigarx, are objects in which it is
embodied a tradition, a cultural heritage that axy@ how to use object in order to
make another object.

The fundamental aspects of the citation presemtddhé German Ideologgre three:

i) the link between the consciousness/ thinking landuage, ii) the relation between
language and need of communication, iii) socialatision of consciousness.

In 1934 was published posthumotibought and languagevritten by Vygotsky,
where it is presented a thesis, according to whibk, process of thinking and
language has two different origins, but in a momanthe phylogenetic history of
human species they meet each other, generatingvéhneal thought. In an
evolutionary perspective the animal thought wowdddme human when it meets the
language (CIMATTI 2002). Against Cartesian redutiso, that deny thought to the
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animals, Vygotsky recognizes thought in animald, the difference between the
human thought and the animal one is in referent¢aniguage.
As regards to ii) we can still refer Tdhought and language

The primary function of speech is communicatiorgiaointercourse.(...) That
understanding between minds is impossible withoaotesmediating expression
is an axiom for scientific psychology. In the ab=serof a system of signs,
linguistic or other, only the most primitive anchlted type of communication is
possible.(...) Rational, intentional conveying of espnce and thought to
others requires a mediating system, the prototyjp@hich is human speech
born of the need of intercourse during wakkyGOTSKY 1962: p. 6).

Even here a very important role for the genesislamiguage is the need of
communication for entering in relation with the eth. Marx doesn’t speak about a
metaphysical relation, but about a practical andcoete one; the necessity of
language is determined by the purpose to reprotheeneans of subsistence. This
need generates communication (TOMASELLO 2008), famathis reason thought
would be revolutionized. Language would be not oaty instrument in order to
communicate our individual and private thoughts thet field into which individual
thought will become intrinsically social.

This opens to a new way of thinking mind charazetiby the social dimension and
where brain is opened to the social relations.

But exactly what does it mean that the brain isigd®cThe term “social” is
ambiguous, we could observe, because not only hispaaies is characterized by
social behavior forms. Let we analyze the meanihghs term in Vygotskian
psychology, from an evolutionary perspective, thidws us to understand how
Vygotsky translates Marxian assumptions into a pshagical discourse.

The brain of «zoon politikon» between natural and gltural evolution.

Vygotsky recognizes with Marx, on one hand, thes rof “work” like the field in
which the contraposition between subject and oligeatoided, on the other, the role
of a complex society beyond the subject that imfbes its individual cognitive
process. Vygotsky claims:

| do not possess only those connections that haea bbrmed in my personal
experience between unconditional reflexes and quéati elements of the
environment, but | also have a multitude of conioastthat were established in
the experience of other people. If | know the Saterd Mars although | have
never travelled outside my country and have newekdd into a telescope,
obviously the origin of this experience is duetie experience of other people
who have travelled to the Sahara and have lookiedainelescope. It is just as
obvious that animals have no such experience. Isetall this the social
component of our behavior. (VYGOTSKY 1999: 68)

In accordance with Marxian analysis, Vygotsky utides the social component of
the behavior. This, in a way, let us to consider tkman nature not like something
fixed and pre-established but in constant developniehis doesn’'t mean that the
human species is not characterized by a specifiereince in comparison with other
species, but this means that this determinatiom®pe an indetermination (VIRNO
2003). We are in front of the problem of the relatibetween ontogeny and
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phylogeny in relation to language. Vygotskian idd@ut evolution could help us to
better understand the link between the Marxianrapsion of the “industry” and the
practical-social field into which subject operatasjving to speak of «a opened book
of psychology» (MARX 1844/1975 :304).

In a work of 1939The socialist alteration of maviygotsky states:

there are strong reasons to suppose that the ialdguman type has changed
remarkably little during the course of the histatidevelopment of man. It is
not, of course, that biological evolution has cama stop and that the species
‘man’ is a stable, unchangeable, constant quattityrather that the basic laws
and the essential factors which direct the procédsiological evolution have
receded to the background and have either compléaien away or have
become a reduced or sub-dominant part of new ance rmomplex laws
governing human social development.

Indeed, the struggle for existence and naturatsele the two driving forces of
biological evolution within the animal world, loskeir decisive importance as
soon as we pass on to the historical developmemnhaf. New laws, which
regulate the course of human history and which ictwe entire process of the
material and mental development of human societyy make their place.
(VYGOTSKY 1930: p.175)

In this passage Vygotsky refers to some aspeditdeitise Darwinian theory. In fact,
he recognizes the importance of biology in the atwohistic theory, like Marx, the
man represents the ring of a chain and chimpanaeeshis closest ancestors.
According to Vygotsky, biological evolution with éhappearance of historical and
social development seems to work under differentlaf develop (cultural type), so
that the fight for the existence and the naturdct®n would lose their importance
respect to that they had in the animal world

Into biological evolution would be grafted a soaaltural evolution governed by
higher psychological laws. According to Vygotsky, biological evolution is
accepted, this don’'t happen for cultural evolutomi We should do a distinction
between two processes:

The basic and all-determining difference betweers throcess and the
evolutionary process must be the circumstance degelopment of higher
mental functions occurs with a change in the biglaigtype of man, while
change in biological type is the base of the evohatry type of development.
(...) in a wholly different type of adaptation in mathe development of his
artificial organs, tools, and not a change in ttgaos and structure of the body,
is of primary importance. (VYGOTSKY 1994: 16)

The difficulty in order to understand the spectficof the higher psychological

functions of men compared to animals sends bact¢kadlifficulty in understanding

the relationship between the neurological and tegchmwlogical dimension. The
problem could be so summarized: if the organiccstine is the same in all men, how
is it possible to explain their different behavior?

Two of its main errors are, first, in the attemptfind a base in the laws of
individual psychology (lawas of association) in ddlating the historical
development of behavior and thinking (ignoring teecial nature of this
process) and, second, in an unsupported blindresisose deep changes in

113



RIFL (2012) vol.65, n.2: 104-121
DOI 10.4396/20120708

higher mental functions that actually create tlatinent of the cultural
development of behavigibidem: 17).

Darwinian theory of evolution is read through thmedry of another evolutionist,
Lamark. According to Vygotsky, if Darwin underlinése natural selection, Lamark
brought in foreground the transformations happetanipe phenotype level, because
they could be relevant for survivor of determinedividuals. The classical example
that Lamarck proposes is that of the giraffe thabrider to eat leaves on the highest
branches ended with enlarging the length of thé&.nElis difference or mutation of
the phenotype level could be inherited by the ggretevel. If the lamarkian model
was rejected by scientific progresses in biologeablution, Vygotsky acquires it
into cultural evolutionism in order to explain difences form different generations
or races, even if it is recognized a common biaalgdetermination. The result of
this psychological re-interpretation of evolutioniscarries a different way to
understand human mind:

Culture creates special form of behavior, it madifithe ativity of mental
functions, it constructs new superstructures indéeeloping system of human
behavior. (...) in the process of historical develepin social man changes the
methods and devices of his behavior, transformsgrakinstincts and functions,
and develops and creates new forms of behavigueeially cultural. (bidem
18)

The turn is evident: through individual psychologge arrive to the social man.
Vygotskian explanation could be so summarized:hd biological type remains
unchanged, that is, if the elementary processeslar@ys the same, what changes
and produces an unique-species difference is ta®fusocial instrument that change
and transform these elementary processes on dmasa «é difficile aspettarsi che
'uso degli strumenti non conduca alla formazionendove funzioni» (lbidem. p.
37).

This discourse is in continuity with that of Mamdainvolves a turn into psychology:
in order to understand human mind we do not havetaa from the individual
dimension, starting from which we could only indivate some differences between
animal and human cognition in reference to biolalgievolutionism, but from a
social dimension that characterize the human mifltis does not mean that
psychology does not take an interest in the indi@idmind, but, in order to
understand this, it is necessary to refer to thgiral relationship between the
individual mind and social environmens not a case that Vygotsky, like Luria, is
interested in Psychoanalysis that studies the enfle of social relations for the
consciousness (VAN DER VEER 1991).

These elements bring us to the analysis of singoierd, because if these are
phylogenetics processes, then what we have to iedtle¢ problem of the ontogeny
of the psychological forms.

(...) the idea that this new form of adaptation, whles at the base of all
historical human life, would be impossibile withowew forms of behavior,

without this basic mechanism for equilibrating tleeganism with the

einvironment.

The new forms of relating to the environment whafse in the presence of
certain biological prerequisites, but themeselvesvgbeyond the limits of
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biology, could not bring to life a principally fi#frent, qualitatively distinct,
differently oraganized system of behavior (Ibidér@:19).

To understand the phylogenetic level, accordinyygotsky, we have not only to

resort to a biological dimension, but we have feré a dimension that overcomes
the limitations of biology and that leads to a nmsm of behavior and to a new
cognitive systems. This new system sends back limlagical basis (and for this

reason we remain into an attempt to naturalize jindut what is created and
generated is something that can’t be explained ionbyological terms.

In order to understand these complex forms of bielhss not enough a study that
starts an individual psychology, nor that attrilsupeetrified psychological forms to

the child, sending back to an abstract processabfiration developed into botany. In
the child the correlation between the biologicadl @altural dimension is already at
the beginning.

At the same time, cultural development acquiresompietely unique and
incomparabile character since it occurs simultasgoand is merged with
organic maturation, since its carrier is the grayirchanging, maturing
organism of the child. The development of the spérdhe child way serve as
a good example of such a merging of two plans ekld@ment — the natural
and the cultural. (Ibidem: 20)

It is interesting how in this case we could suppts& Vygotsky would have
answered to Chomsky’s provocation, according toctvhichumans are designed to
grow arms and legs, not wings» (CHOMSKY 1998:1%0)teality this assumption
does not take into account the fact, that if memaiohave wings, they could, unlike
other species, build them.

Here we have the reference to the artificial presith in order to integrate our
organism in relation to Marx’ assumption, accordingwhich the inorganic nature
become part of the men’s body. But this human pdidgi sends back to a
characteristic of human mind, that realized itswlf like an intrinsically property,
but like a way of operating.

3. From the fight for the existence and the naturakelection to the political fight
of the historical time.

We have tried to present the Vygotskian thematpaabout the problem of the
evolutionism, where a very important role is playsdcultural dimension and then
by language. This has allowed us to delimit thent&social” applied to human brain.
The human brain is a social brain because it i8 ttbrestructure itself starting from
the environment in which it operates.

In an evolutionary perspective this means thatdutihhe phylogeny the human brain
has embodied some external structures, so thantogeny the individual brain
expects and needs external infrastructure, th#ttesrelationship with others in order
to develop to the full. This aspect has been studiere closely than Vygotsky did
by Luria, who attempted to understand how a physind material structure as the
cerebral cortex can include structures of the esleworld. The explanation, on
which we can not dwell further on, is the recogmitof the frontal lobes as the so-
called social history lobes.
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Now we have to try to do another step that bringgouthe theory of society and to
the political dimension in order to understand lihk between these two different
fields in Vygotsky’'s psychology.

The step we made is always under the shadow of:Marx

Going further, we might say that all higher funoBowere formed not in
biology, not in the history of pure phylogenedist that the mechanism itself
that is the basis of higher functions is a copynfiihe social. All igher mental
functions are the essence of internalized relatafrs social order, a basis for
the social structure of the individual. Their cormspion, genetic structure,
method of action — ina word, their entire naturés-social; even in being
transformed into mental processes, they remain isp@al. Man a san
individual maintains the functions of socializingilem: 106).

Here there is a direct reference to Marx:

Changing the well-know tesi of Marx, we could sagttthe mental nature of
man represents the totality of social relationserimilized and made into
functions of the individual and forms of his stugt. We do not want to say
that this is specially the meaning of the thesiMafx, but we see in this thesis
the most complete expression of everything to whiahn history of cultural
development leads (Ivi).

We could understand this passage like a paraplofaiee Marxian conception of
«das menschliche Wesen», where human essence tstétly of the production
relations. Even according to Vygotsky, human natutleat is, biology is
characterized by the possibility to incorporate sloeial relations that occur in the
external world. But what does here “social” exactigan?

In biology the use of “social” appear neutral. Hunspecies is a social species like
other species, so the unique difference would béhénlevel of this sociality. In
political theory “social” is not a neutral categobecause it is linked with a
conflicting situation that is interwoven with larage in different ways like ideology,
media’s controket cetera According to me, Vygotsky's psychology allowsttnify
these different aspects of “social”, so that thentehould be understood in a stronger
way than that which is usually understood in biglognd for this reason we use the
term “political”.

Recognition of social nature of human relations madlarx an evident political
connotation. From these relations of productiompugh which individuals relate to
each other in the reproduction of their existemsgyins the fighand the attempt to
change these relations. Vygotsky takes a psychmbgerspective, however if we
follow his assumptions, we will notice that the clusion is that to change the
productive relations means change psychology,ithahdividual mind. It is not a
secondary consideration that Vygotsky’s psycholisggharacterized with reference
to other kinds of psychologies, following a stradycational perspective.

(...) higher mental functions, for example, the fimctof the word, were
formerly separated and distributed among peoplettaenl became functions of
the individual himself. In behavior, understoodiradividual behavior, it would
have been impossible to expert anything similad@in: 106).
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This whole constellation of concepts revolve arouhe central idea, that is
expressed in the below assumption «in general, evddcsay that the relations
between higher mental functions were at one tina¢ meglations between people. |
relate to myself in the same way that people rdétatae» ( Ibidem: 103).

This analysis is based on the fundamental psyclmdbgrocess used by Vygotsky in
order to understand how a child begins to speakoélel that, instead of referring to
the intersubjective model, so fashionable todagicedizes it. Intersubjectivity is the
relation between child and his mother, a relatietwieeninter subjects, but when a
child acquires language, though a process of senesjs, this model is not
sufficient, because the intersubjective relatioasdme intra-subjective. This means
that now child learn to use a social way in oraeditect their own attention. In this
way the inner speech, the private speech, is dyrésult of an intrapsychological
interaction, by which the child learn to speak tmg$elf before the other speak to
him. (LIU HUA 2011). This aspect that is more lickevith the phylogenesis
(because the sociogenesis is now part of the byobddiomo sapienspecies), has
an important repercussion in ontogenesis, where pychological aspects are
interwoven with social life, as the interests ofriauand Vygotsky for the
psychoanalysis showed.

It's not difficult to suppose the political conseee of this conception, but we have
to observe that this psychology allows to analyae lthe “political paradigm” is a
part of the biology oHomo sapiens

In this model a very important role is played bg ttategory of “work” like the field
in which social relations are constituted and s$tmed. Shortly, but in a decisive
way, Vygotsky presents a little theory of recogmiti

Thus, imitation and separation of functions amorgppte is the basic
mechanism of modification and transformation of finection of the individual
himself. If we consider the initial forms of worktaity , then we see that the
funtcion of fulfilling and the function o directingre separeted there. An
important step in the evolution of work is the éeling: what the supervisor
does and what the underling does is united in @msop. This, as we shall see
below, is the basic mechanism of volutary attentind work (Ibidem: 104).

The enforcement action that direct goals is theonsobf individual action, so that
other act in conformity my will. In this contextnguage, arisen by the need of
communication and the need to impose our will adthers, forcing them to follow
our intentions, become the instrument of libertyotlygh which an individual can
direct his attention singularly.

A direction, that is nevertheless always mediated Bocial instrument (a object or a
word) and so eccentric respect to singular indiziyr History is the field of battle
of social action, into occur the fight for the rgodion, that is, a political fight. In
this way the recognition of the role of social telas not only explains the “social”
nature of individual psychology, but it underlinh® consequence of this sociality,
that is, the political dimension.

So we could say, that the difference between hulbeamys and other species is not
only sociality, with the problem and the misplacgdestion to find the right
percentage of human “sociality” compared to othmcges, but the meaning that the
term “sociality” takes in the human case, thaai%political” dimension.
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4. Conclusion.

We are in front of a fundamental assumption: tlgléi psychological functions, that
IS, unique-species cognitive processesHaimo sapiensspecies, are old social
relations that during the time have been introgbclihis means not only that these
relations are important in order to understandnidesidual psychology (not only the
psychological content, but the mechanism thoughclvithis psychology operates
too), but that the way in which these social relatare conceived will have an
influence on psychology.

Vygotsky’'s psychology thus develops a psychologibabry that is able to account
for the complexities of “social” life where “sociaheans not only a community life
among individuals belonging to the same specieswihere these relationship are
determined in a concrete manner, historically deiteed. Vygotsky can make this
move because he doesn’t start from individual pskady in order to explain social
behavior, but he starts from “social” behavior nder to explain the individual one.
This social behavior derives from Marxian analygibere social relations are clearly
understood from a political perspective.

The horizontal relation between psychology andtiali theory brings us to the
vertical relation where psychology and politicakdhy collides once again. This
collision doesn’t bring neither to the platoniofomunism”, where the function of
each individual is predetermined and where theawelbf the subject is submitted to
that of collectivity, nor to stalinian communismhere the subject is only a part, a
gear of a production’s system similar to that cd@m. The outcome is the
recognition that the total realization of the indival, where the notion of “total”
can't be determined once and for all, but whichaliways to be determined, and
involves the possibility to embody in the singulaind the “resources of species”
that are fragmented in the capitalistic’'s era. Thenmunist man, in the Marxian
assumption, is not a subjectivity divided betweedividuality and collectivity,
between «I» and «we». It is the result of the radagn and the realization not only
theoretically, but historical of the intersubjedtyvdimension of the subjectivity. For
this reason it is not enough the theoretically gattion of this intersubjectivity, but
it has to be realized concretely.

Here we are in presence of a different and new tgayreat the subjectivity, a
conception of subjectivity that with difficulty isaught in Marx but that, according to
me, had an explanation in reference to the cuassd that is now called philosophy
of mind.

In conclusion, we could say that the political gigan into philosophy of mind
represents the point of union between the veréral horizontal relation between
psychology and political theory. Vygotsky's psyabgy can't be reduced to a
psychology that manipulates the anthropogenic @gicand that represents the
justification of a political model. The main probian Vygotsky’'s psychology is the
recognition of the anthropogenesis process likeuttique-species process ldbmo
sapiensspecies. A process that requires a full developrtieat, according to Marx
and Vygotsky, has never been realized, becauseolitical theory has always
dominated a psychological model focused on “indieid], biologically determined
and characterized by the fight between the subjects

This model carries within itself a fracture betweedividual and society, sociology
and psychology; on one hand, it is sociologicahia way to understand the relation
between subject and community and on the other pagdhological in the way to
understand how the mind-calculator could explain cemplex forms like that
expressed by “political paradigm”.
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Incorporating social relation into individual mindygotsky’s psychology seems to
overcome this fracture and it offers a psycholdgiceodel through which the

historical-social, or political, dimension doesmseem to be precluded to a
psychological model.
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