Comments and question from Signe, 24-11-2017

Arto writes:

“In sum, Vygotsky understood freedom as a condition made possible by the practice of abstract thought, which is to say of directed Socialism and Democracy human creativity on the unified planes of thought: affect and action."

This seems to argue that abstract thought comes first, when indeed what comes first is always the social. Also the concepts seem mixed up – does the term practice refer to a “wholeness” perspective (including the material situation) ? 

I would like to suggest using expression of “co-constructed” rather than “directed”. And the whole political realm, I would argue, should be clarified as a possible reading/exploration.

It would be useful to define materiality and put forward a clear initial definition of creativity - which Vygotsky states is more of a practical fusion of things, e.g. fish and woman equals mermaid - as well as an initial definition of freedom?...)

Arto continues: “The point is to be able to ‘rise above the field’ of the most immediately present here-and-now. This means deploying abstract concept formation not only in terms of thought and speech, but also in related psychological fields such as affect, which is for Vygotsky is inseparable from the will to power; both are part of the same continuum of human becoming”

Here the development of higher thinking is somehow first disconnected and afterwards reconnected and introduced in the “psychological fields such as affect...” Vygotsky refers to a wholeness perspective referred in the text to as "continuum of human becoming" which I am unclear if this refers to a materialistic dialectic stance or turning into something specific? 

