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Book after book, Ivana Markova has pursued a rigorous exploration of the dialo-
gical nature of human experience and society, from Paradigms, though and language
(1982), where she showed the social nature of language, to the well-known
Dialogicality and social representations (2003) exploring the dialogical nature of
social representations, and with it, the deep articulation of inner and outer dialogues
in society, and finally in her remarkable The Dialogical mind: Common sense and
ethics (Markova, 2016) where the enquiry is pushed both to the very foundation of
dialogical thinking and to their empirical and practical implications in common
sense and everyday life. The thread linking these three books is, according to the
author, ““a continuous struggle to understand the interdependence between Self and
Others in thought, language in their historical and cultural perspective” (Markova,
2016, p. x). In parallel to this theoretical route, Markova here draws on her recent
work on trust (Markova & Gillespie, 2008, 2011) and her reflection on post-totali-
tarian societies (among others Markova, 2004; Markova & Plichtova, 2007).
“Dialogical” is here understood in a strong sense: “‘the dialogical perspective
presented in this book presupposes that the nature of the Self-Other interdepend-
ence is ethical and that ethics is embedded in common sense thinking and socially
shared knowledge™” (Markova, 2016, p. 4). This ethical presupposition is also the
core message of the book, and it is progressively and systematically demonstrated.
In order to do so, Markova proceeds in two main movements. The first is critical
and deconstructive. Entitled ““‘superior’ and ‘inferior’ modes of thinking and know-
ing,” the first section of the book traces back the historical division between
rational and irrational thought, or logos and mythos. It then progressively estab-
lishes, through a careful reading of the work of Giambattisto Vico, the possibility
of a dialogical form of knowledge, or common sense, beyond these divisions.
The second movement is a systematic theoretical construction. Under the title
“Dialogicality as epistemology of daily life and of professional practices,” the
second section proposes a series of theoretical, ethical and epistemological
axioms, on the basis of which theory is developed, concepts deduced, and impli-
cation for methodology and practice examined. This construction is anchored,



on the one side, in Markova’s deep and careful analysis of philosophies of inter-
subjectivity and dialogue, and on the other, in a wide variety of empirical examples.
In the next sections, I retrace these two movements, before highlighting some of the
books’ contributions to cultural psychology and the social sciences.

From higher/inferior to common sense
as cultural mode of knowing

Markova starts by reminding us how the division between “logos’ and “‘mythos™ is
taken-for-granted since the Antiquity, and that our history of knowledge has
almost systematically preferred the first one, living with the illusion that science
and politics aim at establishing logos over mythos. This distinction was then main-
tained by philosophy and science trying, through progress, to lead knowledge out
of irrationality toward rationality—an idea that can be found in Emmanuel Kant’s
work, up to many contemporary psychologists.

The naive belief that we are on the side of logos, beyond mythos, creates dan-
gerous illusions: it hides how deeply merged these two modes of knowing can
be—as in totalitarian regimes, where the illusion of logos hid a deep mythical
functioning, or in contemporary science, where for instance complex social phe-
nomena are searched for in the brain. Such distinctions have, however, be ques-
tioned, and Markova recalls the work of many—from Richard Schweder to Albert
Einstein—who have emphasized the mutual dependency of rational and irrational,
their cultural and relational variation, and even, their secondarity to other goals of
knowledge—beauty or ethics. However, this division has been maintained through-
out a third pair of concepts, these of “‘common sense” against “‘science”—the latter
being as usually preferred.

It is at this point that Markova proposes a different route: she rehabilitates
common sense through an alternative history of thought, exploring the work of
Giambattisto Vico and the ““Scottish school of common sense” in the 18th century.
Markova reads Vico as considering common sense as a type of knowledge elabo-
rated by human groups sharing forms of life over time; common sense includes
laws, rules and tools allowing to act in one’s environment. Although it is linked
to perception—it allows apprehending the world—common sense also goes beyond
it, thanks to ingenuity and imagination, which allows thinking metaphorically,
goes beyond the known, and is basis of reflexivity and ethics. Here, common
sense is much more historical and accurate than pure reason; in contrast, for
Vico, the “‘barbarism of reflection” designated rational thinking without anchorage
in human experience. This, Markova comments, could also allow us to analyse
“attempts to rationally justify scientific theories like racism and Nazism”
(Markova, 2016, p. 58).

The importance given for common sense, formulated by Vico, has only margin-
ally been taken over in social sciences and psychology. Markova thus shows how in
France, and against August Comte’s proposition, since Durkheim up to Bourdieu,
common sense has been systematically considered as producing ““false claims about



social reality” (Markova, 2016, p. 64). In contrast, Anglos-Saxon pragmatism saw
common sense and science as different types of knowledge. Markova’s careful read-
ing shows the nuances between William James’ understanding of common sense, for
which it was one among many types of knowledge, together with science or critical
philosophy, Charles S. Peirce’s, who saw it as ““the instinctive result of human experi-
ence” implying imagination (Markova, 2016, p. 69), and John Dewey’s conception
of common sense and science as being part of the same transaction between humans
and their environment. Comparable ideas can then be found in phenomenological
sociology, such as Alfred Schiitz or Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann.
Markova then shows that the same tensions can be found in social psychology,
where common sense can be promoted, rejected, or naively measured. However,
Serge Moscovici always gave a central role to common sense, captured in his
fundamental Self-Other—Object psychosocial triangle. Finally, for Markova

Common sense is a way of talking, thinking and acting by which humans express their
social and dialogical nature. It is an implicit way in and through which humans make
sense, create sense and understand social phenomena that form the social reality in
which they live. (Markova, 2016, p. 77)

It is on this basis that Markova calls for a study of common sense, which can only
be done through dialogical dynamics, or, more exactly, “‘common sense is a dia-
logical sense which is historically established in and through the ethical nature of
the Self-Other” (Markova, 2016, p. 94). This is what is established in the second
section.

Dialogical ethics and epistemology

The second section of the book opens with the following statement: ““The dialogical
mind is the mind in interaction with others, that is, with individuals, groups, insti-
tutions, cultures, and with the past, present and future” (Markova, 2016, p. 91).
As announced, it is built around a series of axioms; I present these axioms, synthe-
sizing some of the ideas presented in that section.

The first axiom defines the Ego—Alter as an ““irreducible ethical and ontological
unit” (Markova, 2016, p. 94). Historically, Markova retraces a move from a
person-centered philosophy and science, as proposes by Descartes and Kant, to
an understanding of the relational nature of human existence, in 18th century, with
the progress of sciences and the diversification of the population. It is in particular
Fichte that introduces the idea of the central role of social recognition in human
life, and who proposes the concept of intersubjectivity, to ground the very idea of
human rights, which are always rights towards other humans. ““This kind of reci-
procity (...) totally overturned the meaning of Kantian morality: ethics is a mutu-
ally recognized relation between the Self and Others who acknowledge and act
upon their reciprocity” (Markova, 2016, p. 99). These ideas were then completed
by Hegel, with his idea of freedom, grounded in the recognition of the other.



Markova then retraces the three forms of intersubectivity discussed by Hegel:
intersubjectivity in interpersonal relationships; between individual or families and
institutions; and in the relation of citizen to the State. These are deeply mutually
dependent, as a ‘circle returning within itself’, only some aspects being more rele-
vant in some instances than others. The concept of intersubjectivity has also been
developed by the Marburg Neo-Kantian School, including Hermann Cohen, Franz
Rosenberg, and Martin Buber. These authors pursued the idea of a fundamental
ethical responsibility toward the Other; they will also suggest an asymmetry of that
relation, where the other has primacy, that will be pursued by Emmanuel Levinas.

Markova sees these two lines of work, establishing both an ontological unity of
Self and Other, and an ethical responsibility between Self and Other, as founda-
tional for all further dialogical approaches. Authors such as William James, Lev
Vygotsky, George Herbert Mead, James Mark Baldwin, and Mikhail Bakhtin were
thus all familiar with these authors and their ideas and shared some of these
assumptions. This is what, as a whole, distinguishes their work as psychologists
from these that focused on information processing, or from approaches that con-
sider intersubjectivity as isolated phenomenon, or in terms of cognitive processes or
behavioral responses. Rather, Markova emphasizes the fact that for the
approaches stemming from dialogical philosophies, ‘“‘intersubjectivity is strongly
connected with social praxis: it is entrenched in ethical action, in the relations to
freedom, the will and in the engagement in responsibility between the Ego—Alter”
(Markova, 2016, p. 106).

Implications from this first axiom are then developed—in what appear as cor-
ollary axioms. The first is “dialogical imagination,” which Markova defines with
Vico “as the competence of humans to select features and symbols of past and
present knowledge and to experience, recreate and synthesize them, as well as
transform them into new ideas of the past, present and future” (Markova, 2016,
p. 107). Imagination is central in scientific work, as observed by Albert Einstein, as
well as to our capacity to imagine the other’s perspective—it is thus vital in inter-
personal relations. A second corollary is that of the irreducibility of the ethical/
ontological Ego—Alter dyad, which Markova traces back ontogenetically in the
primary mutuality of infant and carer, and that can then be expanded to the diverse
intersubjectivities in which people are involved, also implying Ego—Inner Alter
dynamics. A third one concerns mutuality and autonomy achieved through dia-
logue. In Bakthin and others’ work, Ego’s engagement within an Ego—Alter rela-
tion is a creative activity; there, the Self’s integrity is at stake, as well as, through
language, reflexivity. Hence, one’s responsibility toward the other is partly assumed
through one’s imagination of the perspective of the other.

The second axiom states that the Ego—Alter—Object is an ““irreducible ethical
and epistemological unit” (Markova, 2016, p. 94), where the core idea is that “The
Ego and Alter act upon objects in order to get to know them, to create and destroy
them; humans imagine objects, they desire objects of others and so on” (Markova,
2016, p. 115). Although the author has addressed this idea earlier in her work, she
can here systematically ground it in her first axiom. This for instance allows



dismissing objections recently raised against intersubjectivity, such as the suprem-
acy of “interobjectivity”—which cannot hold if one accepts the first axiom. This
axiom also allows highlighting the implications of various asymmetries in the tri-
angle: Giordano Bruno’s death, or Galileo’s renouncement to his ideas can be seen
as different choices between one’s commitment to the object of knowledge and
Other’s recognition. Conversely, it is the total submission to the other that was
the Communist Party, that can explain people’s blind acceptance to some of its
insane knowledge. These dramatic examples highlight the existential strength of
these commitments to other and object, and the deep embeddedness of ethics,
integrity, as well as knowledge, and imagination. The epistemological triangle
can then be distorted, for instance in the ““‘consumerist triangle,” when people’s
Ego—Object relation seems to overwrite totally Ego—Other. Yet, Markova aptly
notes, even when Self desires an Object, it is to satisfy his or her need of recognition
by Others (real or inner).

The third axiom proposed by Markova reflects these deep dynamics as it con-
siders “‘the Ego—Alter and the Ego—Alter—Object as being interdependent in terms
of dialogical thinking (imagination, multivoicedness or heteroglossia, intersubject-
ivity, the search for social recognition, trust and responsibility), dialogical commu-
nication and dialogical action” (Markova, 2016, p. 94).

“Epistemic trust” refers

to the participants’ trust that they live in a temporarily shared social world comprising
a common ground for understanding and interpretation of the social reality. (...)
Second, [it] refers to the capacity and readiness of Selves and Others to learn,
share, and accept knowledge, experience and ethical evaluations otherwise from one
another. (Markova, 2016, p. 127)

Here, drawing on T. Berry Brazelton or Peter Fonagy’s works, among others,
Markova takes a developmental stance to retrace the genealogy of such basic
trust in primary parent—child relations, which is also the basis of the establishment,
through trust and the recognition of the other, of self-reflection. Similar moves
from pre-reflective to reflective trust can be observed in macro-social terms, as for
instance people’s trust in institutions highlighted by Georg Simmel. However, these
can also become progressively distrusted, which brings Markova to consider vari-
ations of the hermeneutics of suspicion in Hans Gadamer or Paul Ricoeur.
However, Markova underlines that it is precisely because institutions or authority
could not be trusted that Bakthin considered as crucial ““dialogical competencies as
trust and responsibility” (p. 137).

Here also, Markova explores variation in these dynamics of trust, one being
“epistemic authority.” Understood as dialogical relation, epistemic authority is a
voluntary recognition by Self of the Other’s intellectual or moral supremacyj; it is to
be distinguished from power (non-dialogical and imposed on Self). She explores
its variations for education. Following Hannah Arendt, she questions the conse-
quences of adults’ apparent renouncement to their epistemic authority in the name



of a “democratic” education; in such conditions, how can future adults learn to
trust others’ experiences and be trusted, or engage their own responsible action,
which is precisely based on experience? Or, in the new conditions of University
education, what is the consequence for learners to aim for prestigious jobs or
financial recognition rather than knowledge, while their professors themselves pro-
mote these career values, rather than playing their role of epistemic authorities?
Thus, as “learning from the epistemic authority is a dialogically rational way of
acquiring knowledge and experience, which is a substitute for Self’s lack of capacity
to discover natural and social phenomena on his/her own,” and given the current
“uncertainty and distrust in modern education,” the ““question of trust has become
a societal issue” (Markova, 2016, pp. 152-153).

Another concept following from Markova’s axioms is that of “epistemic respon-
sibility,” fundamental to account for people’s commitment in their own lives or in
their societies—people’s learned helplessness during the communist regime being
precisely one where people were denied responsibility. In the dialogical tradition,
there are two main variations of dialogical responsibility. For Bakhtin and his
followers, responsibility is grounded in one’s fundamental dialogical answerability
in his/her relation to the other. Escaping this answerability is an attack on one’s
integrity and implies an ““alibi in living.” Yet, such responsibility is symmetrically
shared in any dialogue. In contrast, Levinas’ dialogical responsibility implies a
radical asymmetry, where Self in infinitely responsible for the “face of the
Other”. Markova examines the implications of such radical view, for instance
when facing with an other guilty of crime against humanity. However, she notes
that spontaneous acts of solidarity, such as the ones that took place in France after
the terrorist attacks on Charlie Hebdo, might reflect such deep and fundamental
sense of responsibility for the other.

This leads Markova to examine situations in which people are taken in situations
of clashing epistemic responsibility. One of them is that to which Czech dissidents
under the communist regime were exposed: their responsibility for freedom towards
others—implying an ethical commitment to live in truth and maintaining one’s dig-
nity against an absurd regime—could threaten their responsibilities toward their
family members, as retaliation for the former could affect their relatives and children.
Markova recalls the ambivalence of children whose parents were confronted to such
clashes. Another case is that of the medical mistakes of a British hospital, in which
the medical personnel was taken between the responsibility toward financial effi-
ciency and that toward the actual patients’ health. Here, Markova notices, it is the
very rationalization and over-bureaucratization of the institution that deprives
people from imagining the other’s sufferance, and consequently from responsibility
towards the Other. The criticism of the author then extends to the transformation of
universities into businesses, in which academics comply with an absurd system of
pursuit of money and so-called excellence, and fear so much for their positions that
they do not engage their critical responsibility towards it.

Finally, Markova examines the implication of these propositions for profes-
sional practice, both in terms of dialogical professions—these engaged with



problems of communication in care and therapy—and in terms of methodology.
She examines the first point in the frame of care relationship with people born deaf
and blind. Here, carers have to establish a form of communication based on touch,
yet absolutely unique to each person and their relational history. A close analysis of
sequences reveals a deep dialogical understanding that is prerequisite for such
relational engagement, as any sign has to be co-constructed or rather, is emerging
within a deep web of dialogical dynamics, referring to previous encounters and
experiences. This then is further explored in the case of psychotherapy, which gains
by being understood dialogically, and as engaging mutual recognition and answer-
ability. Second, Markova examines the methodological implications of her prop-
ositions, by recalling that a dialogical methodology shall not question or proof its
own axioms, precisely as these consider the dialogicality of human life as given.
The question is therefore to devise research methods that preserve such dialogical-
ity, more than simply improving non-dialogical methods. Here, the author’s main
proposition is to engage in well-designed case studies, which only can preserve
the uniqueness of Self—Other relationship, as these are taking place in specific
social, cultural, and historical dialogical dynamics. Generalization is then possible
through theoretical work, based on “‘a clear axiomatic stand” (Markova, 2016,
p. 210).

Lessons learned and implications for cultural psychology,
for today and tomorrow

The Dialogical mind: common sense and ethics is an important book, striking for
its theoretical depth and breadth, which I could only poorly retrace. Deeply in
dialogue with authors of the past, dialogical in its construction, it is both tight in
its demonstration and wide in the range of empirical and real-world issues it
illuminates—from young people’s relation to social media to political oppression,
including educational challenges, and collective reactions to current terrorism. In
what follow, I wish to underline some of the qualities of this work, and, given its
theoretical compatibility with cultural psychology, a few lessons we may learn
from it.

Theoretical integration

I first wish to emphasize one formal quality of the book: its axiomatic nature.
In effect, one of the major challenges of our social sciences is the infinite production
of new data poorly anchored in theory, constantly postponing and rendering more
difficult the task of theoretical integration (Toomela, 2010; Valsiner, 2006, 2007a,
2015; Zittoun, Gillespie, & Cornish, 2009). In this book, Markova proceeds in the
most convincing way to achieve such integration: through axiomatic reasoning (see
also Salvatore, 2016). Her book is based on one core idea, developed in three
mutually dependent axioms; any further conceptual or methodological issue can
be solved on this basis, and almost any empirical case can be illuminated by these.



Theoretical integration through axiomatic reasoning is elegant and powerful. It
produces a basis for further building and theoretically and ethically sound debate.

The second impressive feature of Markova’s work is the depth and precision of
her historical reconstruction of theoretical ideas and debates. This historical analysis
produces a critical stance which questions concepts and notions that have become
doxa (see also, Valsiner, 2005). Hence, her analysis of the historical evolution of the
distinction between “lower” and “‘higher” modes of thinking creates an imperative to
question these expressions uncritically used when talking about Vygotsky’s work (for
another critical stance, see for instance Toomela, 2016). Similarly, retracing different
modalities of intersubjectivity back to Hegel, she invites us to question normative
understandings of “levels” of more advanced intersubjectivities, or, indirectly, static
layers of causalities that can be found in different variations in current discussions
(for another comparable, yet often forgotten analysis, see Doise, 1980). Such sys-
tematic critical accuracy is a welcome vaccine against notions happily adopted as
fashions (such as the one on ““interobjectivity,” see above): it invites to question their
theoretical grounding and their ethical implications.

This being said, the dialogical theory and epistemology defined by Markova are
in my understanding, deeply compatible with some streams of current sociocul-
tural, cultural or critical psychology. This compatibility can be found in the basic
assumption of the fundamental dependency of Self-Other, or the person in his
or her world; the mediated nature of human existence; and the fact that these
dynamics are located in time (Baucal & Zittoun, 2013; Gillespie & Martin, 2014;
Simao, 2003; Valsiner, 2002; Zittoun, 2007, 2014). These fundamental assumptions
depend also from the effort to ground theory in its history, and a partially over-
lapping common genealogy (Valsiner & Van der Veer, 2000). The original perspec-
tive developed by Markova and her acute search for consistency, allow her to
highlight issues and questions currently debated in our field, but also, issues largely
overlooked.

Imagination and methods

Located in its time, the book contributes to the current rediscovery of imagination
by social and cultural psychology, as core dynamic in human development and
cultural change (among others, Pelaprat & Cole, 2011; Wagoner, Bresco de Luna,
& Awad, in press; Zittoun & Cerchia, 2013; Zittoun & Gillespie, 2016; Zittoun &
Glaveanu, 2017). Markova’s reading of Vico thus concurs with and reinforces
other current attempts (Tateo, 2015; Zittoun, 2015). The specificity of Markova’s
approach is, however, to emphasize the role of “dialogical imagination,” seen as
the core dynamic by which we can see, acknowledge, and consider the perspective
of the other. Fundamental for our human life, it is a prerequisite of any human
intersubjectivity, and following, sociality; and it is the very ontological grounding
of ethics. Interestingly, Markova sees imagination as allowing compassion; com-
passion is, however, for her not an end; it should lead to reflectivity, answerability,
and integrity. Conversely, bureaucratization as well as totalitarian regimes precisely



challenge people’s capacity to see and imagine the other as oneself—and self as
another—and, denying imagination, they deny humanity to others and following,
to self.

Similarly, Markova’s methodological reflection echoes the one currently taking
place in cultural psychology. As stated above, Markova considers as vain any
attempts to “prove” the dialogicality of the mind: dialogicality is given, and as
an epistemological axiom, it can only shape the researcher’s apprehension of any
phenomenon. Markova proposes rich case studies as methodology best adapted to
preserve the dialogicality of any situation involving humans: it allows retracing
dialogical dynamics with real and inner others, and social and cultural dynamics at
stake. However, this raises the question of possibility of generalization from single
cases. Markova reminds us of Lewin’s propositions, and Peirce’s abduction, before
suggesting that generalization can only be done theoretically, based on a strong
axiomatic position. In my own reading, theoretical generalization can in effect be
achieved through case studies, when these are built with enough complexity and
space for dialogue. Hence, the richness of cases can create puzzlement; theoretical
discovery is then possible when one draws on theoretically sound elements, previ-
ous knowledge and other observations, so as to allow patterns to emerge (Zittoun,
2016). Together with Markova and others, I am aware of the difficulty of building
such case studies (Eisenhardt, 1989; Flyvbjerg, 2011; Gillespie, Zittoun, & Cornish,
2006; Molenaar & Valsiner, 2005; Rolls, 2014). But perhaps, following her other
pleas for a more authentic academic activity, it is time for us to create the condi-
tions of slow and patient observation of everyday lived situations (see also Slow
Science Academy, 2010; Stengers, 2013), and patient and systematic constructions
of rich case studies, preserving common sense and dialogical dynamics—against the
demands of research ““productivity.”

On common sense as culture

Socioultural psychology aims at understanding people’s living experience and
sense-making in their sociocultural worlds, how these guide and enable human
experience, and how humans can participate to the transformation of these
worlds. One implication is that it tries to understand how people perceive, think,
decide, innovate, or learn from experience. However, the history of the discipline
has brought us to apprehend everyday thinking through three main routes: as a
form of ““learning,” beyond childhood and the boundaries of formal institutions; as
form of ““cultivated” or “complex’ thinking, one of which is narrative, in contra-
distinction to apparently less cultivated modes of perceiving the environment; or as
one particular kind of social knowledge, as emanation of groups or societies. The
limitation of our own field is engrained in these historical roots: because what
people do in everyday life is always conceived in contrast or continuity to some-
thing else, we end up losing its specificity.

Ivana Markova’s coup here is to go back to Vico to excavate a spring ignored in
our western psychology and carefully bring to the fore the streams it has irrigated
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in the margins of the history of social sciences. It may be here interesting to add a
footnote: in Czech, “common sense” is called “zdravy rozum,” that is ‘“‘healthy
sense.” It thus has in daily language a positive connotation, in contrast to the
“common” with the derogative connotation it took in English or French. This
positive common sense is for instance the one displayed by the good soldier
Sveijk, as “‘simple folk wisdom and sharp satire against violations of healthy
reason” (Miller, 1990, p. 14), and at times turned into a national virtue (Holy,
1996). Although Markova mentions Czech history and authors, she does not
explore this aspect of which she is likely to be aware. Rather, she elegantly rein-
states common sense through the history of social sciences. Common sense thus
becomes the dialogical imagination, knowledge, and experience people have as
cultural beings engaged with others and concerned by others in the everyday
affair of living. As concept, common sense can be thus seen as englobing activity
and sense-making, narratives and reasoning, personal life philosophies, imagin-
ation, and even the uncatchable wisdom (Baltes, 2004; Bruner & Haste, 1987,
Valsiner, 2007b; Zittoun et al., 2013). Eventually, the study of common sense
may be another way to apprehend the lived “‘culture,” yet finally freeing us from
the difficult histories of the concept.

On the need of an ethical foundation

Finally, one of the most substantial contributions of this book is doubtless its
ethical exigency. Markova is not interested in the phenomena of dialogue or inter-
actions as objects of study. Much more radically, she invites us to change our
apprehension of people in the world and perceive them dialogically—which is an
epistemological invitation. It implies a developmental ontology—acknowledging
the fundamentally given fact that we are engaged in relations with Others as
human beings—and an ethic: as we are engaged in time, our answerability and
responsibility as humans is engaged. Here, Markova follows Paul Ricoeur or even
Emmanuel Kant who saw ethics as foundational. Ethics is here defined as what
“aims at achieving the ‘good life’ with Others in just institutions’ (Markova, 2016,
p. 212) and includes people’s capacity to imagine what the other experiences, one’s
ability to judge self and other’s conduct, to engage or leaving trust relationships, or
to take and avoid responsibilities.

This is worth emphasizing, because although cultural or sociocultural psych-
ology can be understood as an epistemology and an ontology (the inclusive separ-
ation of person-world whole (Valsiner, 1998, 2012a)), a lot of current cultural
psychological reflection is ethic free.'! Of course, as in any other domain of psych-
ology, cultural psychology needs to follow “‘ethical guidelines,”” guarantee of not
harming and protecting people we study. But these are imported from medical
studies and other domains; these are not intrinsically deduced or contained in
our theories. Also, cultural psychology, freeing itself from cross-cultural studies,
tried to get rid from certain problematic normative assumptions; yet being devel-
opmental, educational or work-related, cultural psychology is always normative
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and often positioned in link to various sources of social power (Brinkmann, 2010;
Teo, 2015); only, it is not always reflexive of such norms. The ethical concern can,
however, be found in theoretical approaches linked to sociocultural or cultural
psychology, and find support either in more political philosophy (as in critical
psychology Teo, 2015) or in philosophy and clinical work (Abbey & Zittoun,
2010; Ellis & Stam, 2010). Such approaches eventually theorize the person—world
relations in terms that involve an ethical stance, or engage empirical work on this
basis (e.g. Daiute, 2010; Jovchelovitch & Priego-Hernandez, 2012). However, as a
whole, although cultural psychology has developed an important reflection on the
need to develop methodologies consistent with our epistemology and theory, it has
much less reflected on the need to develop and ethical stance compatible with,
grounded in, or grounding its theory.

I believe such theoretically grounded ethical foundations are fundamental.
As researchers studying the social, we are constantly invited to reflect upon phe-
nomena which are given, that we create or that we cultivate. We work on educa-
tion, body changes, mass celebration, illegal migration, or right-wing groups. How
do we define the lines that we shall not cross, when we document, intervene, report,
and theorize? These need to be anchored in the very theoretical grounding of our
approach, as suggested here by Markova (see also Brinkmann, 2016).

More generally, the challenges we are currently facing, beyond academia but as
members of our society, are important. As borders are reinforced, anxieties grow-
ing, authorities distrusted, groups feared, it is vital for academics (and others) to
hold our grounds, to clarify the principles on which we can define our responsi-
bilities, and to direct our conduct with measure. Markova’s demonstration, illu-
minated by her analysis of past situations of oppression and resistance, as well as
contemporary dysfunctions of our bureaucratic societies, is a strong interpellation.
As readers in a dialogical position, it is our very answerability that demands to
position ourselves as ethical beings, taking on our responsibilities as researchers,
professors to our students, or citizens in our societies.

To conclude

In these pages, I have tried to synthesize the double movement of Markova’s
The Dialogical Mind: Common sense and ethics. It first deconstructs a commonly
accepted hierarchy between ‘“higher” and “lower” forms of knowledge, before
showing the theoretical value and heuristic power of common sense, that is, the
human capacity to know from experience, with and through others. Second, the
book builds a core dialogical theory, on which common sense becomes the foun-
dation of a dialogical epistemology and ethics.

Having highlighted the strength of that demonstration, I have also recalled that
the approach is compatible with sociocultural psychology because of partly shared
historical roots, and shown that some of Markova’s concerns enter in dialogue with
current debates in cultural psychology. Yet, some of Markova’s lessons go far
beyond: first, her rehabilitation of common sense may offer us another way to
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tackle the everyday life we wish to study under the complicated umbrella term of
“culture” itself. And second, Markova brilliantly demonstrates the fundamental
need to define on which ethical grounds one stands. She raises high standards for
academics, as primary audience of her work, and more general for us as humans.

With her remarkable work, Ivana Markova may thus be seen as a figure of
epistemic authority, inspiring others to develop much needed ethical exigencies
and integrity. And she herself reminds us of Jan Patocka, whose ““call for scientific
conscience and solidarity is a call for epistemic responsibility, which, as we know, is
responsibility for the self and others in and through the uniqueness of communi-
cation as I-You” (Markova, 2016, p. 179).

Note

1. Thus, there is no fundamental mention of ethical issues in the Cambridge and the Oxford
Handbooks of sociocultural psychology (Valsiner, 2012b; Valsiner & Rosa, 2007) (ethics
is only mentioned as developmental issue (a la Kohlberg) and in data collection). The
issue starts to be addressed in the more recent ‘““Yokohama Manifesto™ that has a foun-
dational ambition for cultural psychology (Valsiner, Marsico, Chaudhary, Sato, &
Dazzani, 2016).

References

Abbey, E., & Zittoun, T. (2010). The social dynamics of social science research: Between
poetry and the conveyer belt. Qualitative Studies, 1(1), 2—17.

Baltes, P. B. (2004). Wisdom as orchestration of mind and virtue. Berlin: Max Planck
Institute/unpublished manuscript.

Baucal, A., & Zittoun, T. (2013). Religion as dialogical resource: A socio-cultural approach.
Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science, 47(2), 207-219.

Brinkmann, S. (2010). Psychology as a moral science: Perspectives on normativity (1st ed.).
New York: Springer.

Brinkmann, S. (2016). Psychology as normative science. In J. Valsiner, G. Marsico,
N. Chaudhary, T. Sato, & V. Dazzani (Eds.), Psychology as a science of human being:
The Yokohama Manifesto (Vol. 13, pp. 3-16). Dodrecht: Springer.

Bruner, J. S., & Haste, H. (1987). Making sense. The child’s construction of the world.
London, UK: Methuen.

Daiute, C. (2010). Human development and political violence. Cambridge/New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Doise, W. (1980). Levels of explanation in the European Journal of Social Psychology.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 10(3), 213-231.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 532-550.

Ellis, B. D., & Stam, H. J. (2010). Addressing the other in dialogue: Ricoeur and the ethical
dimensions of the dialogical self. Theory & Psychology, 20(3), 420-435.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2011). Case study. In N. K. Denzin, & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The sage hand-
book of qualitative research (4th edn., pp. 301-316). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Gillespie, A., & Martin, J. (2014). Position exchange theory: A socio-material basis for
discursive and psychological positioning. New Ideas in Psychology, 32, 73-79.



13

Gillespie, A., Zittoun, T., & Cornish, F. (2006). Collaborative case studies for a European
Cultural Psychology. European Science Foundation Exploratory Workshop (Scientific
Report). Retrieved from http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file
—fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.
pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8{6951cd86309.

Holy, L. (1996). The little Czech and the Great Czech Nation. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Jovchelovitch, S., & Priego-Hernandez, J. (2012). Underground sociabilities: Identity, culture
and resistance in Rio de Janeiro’s favelas [Monograph]. Retrieved from http://www?2.Ise.
ac.uk/socialPsychology/Home.aspx.

Markova, 1. (2004). Trust and democratic transition in post-communist Europe. New York/
Oxford: Oxford University Press/British Academy.

Markova, 1. (2016). The dialogical mind: Common sense and ethics. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Markova, 1., & Gillespie, A. (Eds.). (2008). Trust and distrust. Sociocultural perspectives.
Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing.

Markova, 1., & Gillespie, A. (2011). Trust and conflict: Representation, culture and dialogue.
London, UK: Routledge.

Markova, 1., & Plichtova, J. (2007). East-West European project: Transforming and shap-
ing research through collaboration. Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science,
41(2), 124-138.

Miller, A. (1990). Foreword. In P. Kussi (Ed.), Toward the radical center: A Karel Capek
reader. North Haven, CT: Catbird Press.

Molenaar, P. C. M., & Valsiner, J. (2005). How generalization works through the single
case: A simple idiographic process analysis of an individual psychotherapy. International
Journal of Idiographic Science, 1, 1-13.

Pelaprat, E., & Cole, M. (2011). ‘Minding the gap’: Imagination, creativity and human
cognition. Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science, 45, 397-418.

Rolls, G. (2014). Classic case studies in psychology. Third edition (3rd Revised edn.). London;
New York: Routledge.

Salvatore, S. (2016). Psychology in black and white. The project of a theory driven science.
Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing, Incorporated.

Simao, L. M. (2003). Beside rupture — Disquiet; beyond the other — Alterity. Culture &
Psychology, 9(4), 449-459.

Slow Science Academy. (2010). The slow science manifesto. Retrieved from http://slow-
science.org/slow-science-manifesto.pdf.

Stengers, 1. (2013). Une autre science est possible! Paris: La Découverte.

Tateo, L. (2015). Giambattista Vico and the psychological imagination. Culture &
Psychology, 21(2), 145-161.

Teo, T. (2015). Critical psychology: A geography of intellectual engagement and resistance.
American Psychologist, 70(3), 243-254.

Toomela, A. (2010). Modern mainstream psychology is the best? Noncumulative, historic-
ally blind, fragmented, atheoretical. In A. Toomela & J. Valsiner (Eds.), Methodological
thinking in psychology: 60 years gone astray? (pp 1-26). Charlotte, NC: Information Age
Publishing.

Toomela, A. (2016). What are higher psychological functions? Integrative Psychological and
Behavioral Science, 50(1), 91-121.


http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www.esf.org/index.php?eID=tx_nawsecuredl&u=0&file=fileadmin/be_user/ew_docs/05-333_Report.pdf&t=1218257567&hash=678c38bd7ce0fb0513a8f6951cd86309
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/socialPsychology/Home.aspx
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/socialPsychology/Home.aspx
http://slow-science.org/slow-science-manifesto.pdf
http://slow-science.org/slow-science-manifesto.pdf

14

Valsiner, J. (1998). The guided mind: A sociogenetic approach to personality. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Valsiner, J. (2002). Forms of dialogical relations and semiotic autoregulation within the self.
Theory Psychology, 12(2), 251-265.

Valsiner, J. (2005). Heinz Werner and developmental science. New York: Kluwer/Plenum.

Valsiner, J. (2006). Dangerous curves in knowledge construction within psychology frag-
mentation of methodology. Theory & Psychology, 16(5), 597-612.

Valsiner, J. (2007a). Becoming integrative in science: Re-building contemporary psychology
through interdisciplinary and international collaboration. Integrative Psychological and
Behavioral Science, 41(1), 1-5.

Valsiner, J. (2007b). Culture in minds and societies: Foundations of cultural psychology. New
Delhi: Sage.

Valsiner, J. (2012a). Psychology courting culture: Future directions and their implications.
In J. Valsiner (Ed.), Handbook of culture and psychology (pp. 1092-1104). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Valsiner, J. (Ed.). (2012b). The oxford handbook of culture and psychology. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Valsiner, J. (2015). Where are you, Culture & Psychology? Making of an interdisciplinary
field. Culture & Psychology, 21(4), 419-428.

Valsiner, J., Marsico, G., Chaudhary, N., Sato, T., & Dazzani, V. (Eds.). (2016). Psychology
as the science of human being: The Yokohama manifesto. Cham: Springer International
Publishing. Retrieved from http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-319-21094-0.

Valsiner, J., & Rosa, A. (Eds.). (2007). The Cambridge handbook of sociocultural psychology.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Valsiner, J., & Van der Veer, R. (2000). The social mind: Construction of the idea.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wagoner, B., Bresco de Luna, I., & Awad, S. H. (Eds.). (In press). The psychology of
imagination: History, theory and new research horizons. Charlotte, NC: Information
Age Publishing. .

Zittoun, T. (2007). Review symposium: Symbolic Resources in dialogue, dialogical symbolic
resources. Culture & Psychology, 13(3), 365-376.

Zittoun, T. (2014). Three dimensions of dialogical movement. New Ideas in Psychology, 32,
99-106.

Zittoun, T. (2015). From Vico to the sociocultural imagination. Culture & Psychology, 21(2),
251-258.

Zittoun, T. (2016). Modalities of generalization through single case studies. Integrative
Psychological and Behavioral Science, 1-24.

Zittoun, T., & Cerchia, F. (2013). Imagination as expansion of experience. Integrative
Psychological and Behavioral Science, 47(3), 305-324.

Zittoun, T., & Gillespie, A. (2016). Imagination in human and cultural development. London,
UK: Routledge.

Zittoun, T., Gillespie, A., & Cornish, F. (2009). Fragmentation or differentiation:
Questioning the crisis in psychology. Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science,
43(2), 104-115.

Zittoun, T., & Glaveanu, V. P. (Eds.). (2017). Handbook of culture and imagination. Oxford;
New York: Oxford University Press. .


http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-319-21094-0

15

Zittoun, T., Valsiner, J., Vedeler, D., Salgado, J., Gongalves, M.Ferring, D. (2013). Human
development in the lifecourse. Melodies of living. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Author biography

Tania Zittoun is professor at the Institute of psychology and education of the
University of Neuchatel. A sociocultural psychologist, she studies human develop-
ment in the lifecourse, with a specific interest for the role of institutions on the one
side, and imagination on the other. She is Associate Editor of Culture &
Psychology, and her recent books include the monograph Imagination in human
and cultural development with Alex Gillespie (Routledge, 2016), and the forthcom-
ing edited Handbook of culture and imagination with Vlad Glaveanu (Oxford
University Press).





