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This chapter examines a foundational democratictipeby considering how it
expresses concepts of the Enlightenment. The peaistithat of the vote or plebiscite
as it appears in governance. The leading Enlightéeiwoncept is rationality as it is
expounded by Kant.

Kant did not participate in national democraticqasses. He expected decisions of
any consequence to be made in Berlin and thriveshwiis City was invaded by the
Russians and their officers became his studentis thwy left suddenly in 1762
(Kuehn, 2001, p.126). Kant participated in politidabate where the issues were in
the main constitutional and about the processgewErnment reform. He became
known for his theory of natural law and the justiion of positive law. He advocated
the separation of powers, but denied the righewblution. This latter conclusion was
in apparent contradiction of his support for rejmdnism, including the French,
English, and American revolutions (Beck, 1971, B}/ 1The term “republican” in
Kant's writings is sometimes interpreted to meaarlipmentary democracy”. This is
probably a mistake, and Reiss suggests Kant's dees not carry the “connotation”
of modern Western democracy (Reiss's "IntroductiorKant, 1991a, p.25). Kant
himself wrote that he wanted to prevent “the refmalol constitution from being
confused with the democratic one, as commonly hagp@ant, 1991a, p.100). So it
is that, whilst Kant wrote about the interactiomudrality and politics, he did not
write on the topic of the present chapter whictutzs on those mechanisms or
mechanics that democracy displays when it works.

The approach to the topic taken here is:

1. To locate citizenship and democracy as embeddetkepts) building upon the
insights of Foucault. (The contrast is with temisbconcepts of citizenship.)

2. To identify the activity of governance as being pleevasive practical
expression of embedded democracy in the West askktoh the governance
concept of citizenship.

3. To identify the vote or plebiscite as a criticahtan practice of democratic
governance and to examine this practice phenomeicaldy.

4. To draw upon Kant’s views about rationality, anthred Enlightenment
notions, to provide insight into this human pragetic

Citizenship and democracy: embodied practice

It is hardly a surprise that citizenship is thejsabof academic books and state
funding. Global politics through the 1990s inteisifa political re-ordering that
affected ordinary people. The breakdown of the &oxmpire, the tortuous moves
towards economic and political integration in WestEurope, and George W Bush’s
contribution towards global nationalism — all make individuals relationship to the
state an issue. Europe first, and then other plageg® caught in the “incongruity of
(their) historical processes” (Resina, 2006, p.46).



For ordinary people, particularly those caught ogtobal events, citizenship is
associated with their having a secure place to Memny think of citizenship in terms
of state boundaries, administrations, and rightsit Territory is foundational of
United States citizenship is supported by the Guutisn:

“All persons born or naturalized in the United 8&tand subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are
citizens of the United States and of the State aihehey reside” (Amendment XIV,
Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia, 1781).

Those who drafted the European Constitution mak&dey as important as
democratic participation. In the list of citizemigjhts they begin with the right of the
individual to move within a territory and followahwith the right to democratic
participation (See I-10, 2).

Yet, when prospective American citizens learn girthcatechism” that the most
important right of a citizen is the right to voteey learn a useful truth that does not
relate to territorial concepts (Christian Sciencenibr, 2006, p.8; Holder & Holder,
1997, p.97). The catechism relates an abstraaimtia practical human action,
which, as it turns out, needs to be integral tcag of life. The right to vote may be
linked in people’s minds with territory becausecoftingent circumstances (the place
and its administration) but the right to vote ifsg] along with citizenship itself,
settled in the concept of democracy, and only ogetitly associated with territory in
particular examples. There are examples where nigreew to a democratic country
do not adopt democratic practices (for exampley thay not vote in national
elections although they are entitled to vote, eytmay form alternative power
structures to the civil authority). Being credeleithas a citizen does not of itself
generate a commitment to the core practices regjueme nations attempt to make
the core practice compulsory. For example, Austrabeing a nation of migrants -
has experimented with compulsory voting and in théy recognise the embodied
nature of the core practice.

The Western concept of citizenship is an integaat pf the notion of democracy. The
notion of democracy entails a notion of citizensHipe overwhelming feature of the
basket of concepts around the notion of democraryd-indeed all political concepts
- is that they are hollow and incomplete thoughiess considered through situated
practice. They are always “embodied” concepts dipgiear integrally with human
beings who collectively seek goals. These conaaptstitute themselves within a
framework of rules that belong to human beings. flfisé purpose of the present
paper is to set out the correct context for théonatf citizenship when citizenship
constitutes in this way.

Above the word “context” appears and this requireaveat. The word “context”
when applied to concepts (such as citizenship) trigbgest an opportunity for
conceptual analysis or an immediate practical apptin of a concept in a set of
circumstances. Both these suggestions ask usrimwaur field of vision and to
confine “citizenship” in an aseptic way. Here, ssleationalistic, and more
determinedly historical, use and understandindgnefwtord is appropriate. This must
be a use that places concepts in a distinctly humagectory that is part of the
facticity of each of us, and is akin to Foucautitgion of “apparatus” as system:



“... athoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consistimsoourses, institutions, architectural
forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrativeasures, scientific statements, philosophical,
moral and philanthropic propositions... Such areeleenents of an apparatus. The apparatus
itself is the system of relations that can be disfadd between these elements” (Foucault, 1980,
p.194).

Human beings find themselves within Foucault’s ‘aapus”. Berlin called it a jigsaw
puzzle: “We lie among the disjected fragments &f guzzle” (Berlin, 1999, p.23).
Pertinent to the present chapter is Foucault’ssitatito call this apparently inert,
structural complexity in which we passively regjpt’ernmentality” meaning
“governmental rationality” (Gordon, 1991, p.1)idtthe Enlightenment thinkers who
will assist us to understand why Foucault emphasiionality”.

Foucault’s leading concept is the generic notiottlué problem of government” and
in particular it's new expression in the sixteeogmtury when the “shattering of
feudalism” lead to the establishment of “greatiterial, administrative and colonial
states” (Foucault, 1991, pp.87-88). The presentipapnfines itself to the Western
democratic species of territorial administratidasom the point-of-view of
citizenship, Foucault moves us from the serf ofestttio territorial citizens, and the
present paper discusses a move beyond the “téatitmmcept of citizenship”.

Several writers attempt to construct post-natiaoalcepts of citizenship that
eliminate territory from the idea. They are ofteistaken in their first premise,
namely, that territory was ever essentially inittes (recent discussions of relevant
concepts may be found in Dobrowolsky & Jenson, 28@ésen, 2003).

Some writers highlight one aspect of the citizepsiuncept without taking a
doggedly phenomenological stance. A recent exam@elescription for Botswana
where citizenship is rendered “as a feature ovacparticipatory democracy” (Preece
& Mosweunyane, 2004, p.5). Peters has emphasizatityl concepts of citizenship
and how they can participate in arguments for dloli@enship in a post-9/11 world
(M. Peters, 2004). The alleged evil of culturalimdation often lurks within the
identity concept of citizenship, and educators siffifer some of the criticism that
thereby ensues:

“Western-bound curricula have continually produgegiduates who are alienated and
disenfranchised from their own people” (Ndura, 20065).

Finally with regard to the contrasts to the apphoaicthe present chapter, it might be
thought that those who emphasize “ontology or gestant of what seem to be the
most salient features of our world at a partictitae” and write that “perspectives
derive from a position in space and time, spedlficgocial and political space and
time” would focus on extant practices. However, ldewand Sinclair list the salient
features of global governance theory as beingepistauthority, marketized
institutions, and the complex of infrastructuraliteologies associated with the
emerging knowledge economy (Hewson & Sinclair, 19997). The Husserlian
dictum “to the things themselves” did not imprdssse authors.

The gover nance concept of citizenship/democr acy

If we are to understand citizenship as an embagiiadtice it is necessary to attend to
phenomena that reveal “citizenship” at work. Leagiihe new residents’ catechism
and the study of maps are related to citizenshipthey are hardly vital. Nor is the



enjoyment of a wide range of rights — benefits pratections - that accrue to citizens
and vary from administration to administration.

In the West's ideological and inherently technobtadipractice there are today two
legitimate ways by which individuals assert themsgl These are through financial
resources and through the processes of democetisioin-making. Western
processes often display as a tussle between mageyodes — commerce and politics.
Citizenship as a practice and a concept appedhng ialtercation about votes.

The word now used in Western management theorggoribe processes with an
element of democratic practice is “governance”. dluer colonial notions of an
“appointed governor” or “superior” fade as demograndures. The terms “the
governance concept of citizenship” or “the goveagooncept of democracy” are
appropriate to describe certain ideas that aratsitLin the apparatus.

To explore this further, it is necessary to nartbe/focus of the investigation and
examine human practices that intimately entaildvecepts. This narrowing is
presented below in two steps:
1. Atthe level of the “apparatus”, artifacts are ddesed.
2. At the level of the “form of life” a core practiée identified from the artifacts
and a brief phenomenological account is given af firactice.

Two examples will demonstrate the home of “citizépsand the relationships set
out above, one drawn from government and one frotsiade of government. The
government example could be any statute anywheyeeMer, because it illustrates
points that are useful elsewhere in the preserit,lithe example is a statute about
citizenship.

Germany’s Reichstag enacted teremberg Laws on Reich Citizenshbip
September 15, 1935. Their notice of promulgatitmat is now an artifact for our
investigation - cited the Law and reads (in tratisig:

“Article 1

1. A subject of the State is a person who enjbggrotection of the German Reich and who in
consequence has specific obligations towards it.

2. The status of subject of the State is acquiregtcordance with the provisions of the Reich
and State Citizenship Law.

Article 2

1. A Reich citizen is a subject of the State waofiGerman or related blood, who proves by
his conduct that he is willing and fit faithfullp serve the German people and Reich.

2. Reich citizenship is acquired by the grantih@eich Citizenship Certificate.

3. The Reich citizen is the sole bearer of fulitpal rights in accordance with the Law.

Article 3

The Reich Minister of the Interior, in coordinatiaith the Deputy of the Fuhrer, will issue the
Legal and Administrative orders required to impletrend complete this Law” (Arad, Gutman,
& Margaliot, 1999, p.77).

This statute reveals a practical, human systendyaends on, and is constituted by,
human needs and facticity. The concepts are a gaslivithin the practical system,
and the practical system is a part of Foucaultpé@atus”.



The foundational structures assumed or establishegealed - by this statue are:

1.

2.

Constitution of a governance body. There is amadlyeconstituted authority
present, the Reichstag that unanimously enactestdeate.

Context of governance. The governors operate wathiontext of governance
(they hold power and office on the day, they esthldaws, are taken
seriously, and have an historical presence).

Management structure. The governance body has dispposal a management
structure or operational executive or civil servi€his gives the authority the
means to implement its decisions.

Citizens. Several groups of people are always sargsn a statute, and in this
particular statute some are defined. There areethb® are subjects of the
State. Then, there are the citizens. In this dasg are subjects of the State
who satisfy further criteria. In all the statutdsaalemocracy there is the group
of citizens who contribute to the establishmerthefgovernors.

A mechanism to gain inclusion in the group of @iz is specified (Article

1.2; Article 2.2).

Management made responsible. Those charged wiimfilementation
(executive) acquire duties and responsibilitiea assult of the governors’
decision. These are the Reich Minister of therioteand the Deputy of the
Fahrer immediately, and then others as they “ordEn& Minister holds a

duty to issue Reich Citizenship Certificate’s ic@alance with the Law.
Those with citizenship rights gain benefits (A®id.3). They are the “sole
bearer” of “full political rights”. They also gatihe “protection of the German
Reich”, along with others who are “subjects of 8tate” (Article 1.1).

The same complex and extended circumstances thbleegovernment, Foucault’s
“apparatus”, enable the operation of publicly isWestern companies. Briefly, the
package is:

1. The constitution of a governance body.
2.

A context of governance. Imposed provisions sudhasaw of the country
moderate what can be done, and the board makesatecwithin this
framework and other rules the owners may have kst

A management structure, to implements the decisibtise board.

The accumulation of “citizens” that are now calfedners”, or “stock
holders”.

A mechanism to gain inclusion in the group (oftea purchasing of stocks or
the formation of a business).

A mechanism to make management responsible (amatzatnlity
framework). Normally, the chief executive officerdaothers are directly
responsible to the board and there are audit pomas

Those with stockholder rights gain benefits that@imarily the right to vote
for members of the governance body and to shateeiprofits. Other rights
are possible.

These structures themselves are not greatly contsnivithin Western countries.
Perhaps the greatest challenge to them comes frdigeinous people who wish to use
traditional decision-making practices as an altévago democratic processes. They
express this in relation to both national govereaarad the governance of businesses.



Examples come from Polynesian people in variousfif@ountries (Schmidtke,
2002; Taurima & Cash, 2000).

It is apparent that there is a type of neutraliigwet the underlying structural
framework (or form) just described, and this issistent with the Foucault-Berlin
account of the apparatus as a whole. However,demsitand the success of
democracy, two features of this governance straateed to be made apparent:
1. The structure itself provides opportunities forangnt over issues.
2. This structure holds within itself an imperative.

When there is an issue to be decided, the struitbaié provides opportunities for
argument at every node. In the example above, wgétrsay that this particular
Reichstag was improperly constituted (with refeeettcl above). It had no legitimate
power and should be ignored (2). Civil servants wheyed the law acted wrongly,
indeed some were subsequently convicted (3). Thimitilen of citizens based on race
is wrong (4), and so on. The arguments are esfigrdthical (in the neutral sense)
arguments.

The second step in the argument of this paper deégathe embodied concept of
citizenship is to seek from the artifacts the dorenan engagements that pertain to the
apparatus. Where in the governance structuresspiaged in their artifacts, are we

to find the preeminent and indispensable humartipeit

The observation needed to make the second stepyidasic — the whole democratic
system is about decision-making. Foucault seesthen he says that government is
not about “imposing law on men” but about “dispasthings”, which is to “arrange
things in such a way that , through a certain nurebeneans such ends may be
achieved” (Foucault, 1991, p.95).

O’Loughlin assists in this search, which is for time and place of the birth process
for the statutes that assign things:

“Place ... is really abouvhere there is something meaningful goingltpatterns arise not
from detailed conscious planning but from the prfective interaction of individuals who
usually remain unaware off the totality they hassisted in creating through their embodied
actions” (O'Loughlin, 2006, p.86).

The system or apparatus that is itself embodi¢sei€mbodiment for a form of
human expression that is collective decision-maklifignan beings make decisions
and one identifiable approach is that of democraibg. human phenomenon most
distinctive of this is the vote or plebiscite.dta phenomenon that is indispensable to
democracy in any form. The place of democracy isr&tiwo more of us record our
position on a question. This recording is alwaythimia structural framework that is
itself the framework of democracy.

There are two situations to consider, the firshesplebiscite to establish the
governors, and the second is the decision-makirigeofjovernors once they hold
office and which is best called “voting”.



The vital phenomenological insight is that thosewlarticipate in plebiscite or vote
do so in a mechanical way. The action is to masleae of paper, push a button, say
“aye”, or raise a hand. The reasons held, or in@egthing mental at all, is irrelevant.

Western democratic governance has one spectamyarative: to obtain a decision
in every case. In this it reveals itself as a tedbgy inherent in the apparatus when
the word “apparatus” is used to include the systémelations that embraces
discourses, institutions, and administrationss liseful to here apply Heidegger’s
insights regarding the nature of technology (Hegdeg1977). What is at stake here is
not the quality of the decision but the likelihooitthere being an outcome. The
technology of the vote overcomes this narrow biatl yaroblem of decision because it
pre-configures. Any question that is put to theevistalready entrenched in a
Foucault-Berlin world. The question gains suppartf many places, events,
commitments, beliefs, compromises, necessitiesh gaestion is on an historical
trajectory. The result is two fold.

1. Itis much more likely that there will be a decisid®ecause the whole
structure (the forum) is unlikely to collapse. TH@es not mean that it cannot
collapse of course, but in such situations the tipreat issue changes to be
about democracy itself. The proponents of democgatiyer around and
slowly democracy re-asserts itself. Fiji demonstahe practice at the
moment as it cycles in and out of democracy.

2. The outcome holds a legitimacy that reflects thgiof not just the
individual, particular question but of the operatapparatus and the
embodiment of the operative apparatus. It may ba sethis that the humble
question for decision is beyond the hands of ttupj@ewho are there to vote
on it.

To look at this starkly, each vote a governanceyliakles is actually the second vote
on the matter — the first vote was that which petgovernors in place and the second
was about the substantive matter. In democratitiggEvery substantive issue is
associated with the possibility of replacing theisien-makers. Less starkly, there is
a plethora of decisions already taken that arengart to any particular new decision.

Acknowledging a debt to Heidegger (for example,7)9it is possible to advance two
further insights about this:

1. What is being described is an expression of cuiéggtern metaphysics
which means it is essentially technological.

2. The technological system (governance includingeaisling practice of voting)
operates with its own imperatives and whilst itdlwes human beings in a
multitude of ways, it has a form of independencenfiany particular human
being. Something of how this occurs has already peentioned when the
entailment of voting was considered. More of ikkjras shall be developed
shortly, behind Kant's belief in a progressive “tarsal history” of
humankind (Kuehn, 2001, p.281).

Incidentally, there is congruence between the pimemmlogical description of
democracy and culture. O’Loughlin takes this rifitough to a position on the notion
of territory that is relevant to the debate on whaght be foundational about the
phenomenon of democracy. She argues in relationrioepts of culture, that the
antithesis of embodiment is territory:



“The culture that shapes and characterises a gacshared culture — shared by virtue of our
shared embodiment, including our technologies h®ostew that a culture is some sort of
overarching entity, larger and more significantrttize individual and superimposed upon a
particular defined and bounded ‘territory’, is isacate” (O'Loughlin, 2006, p.87).

The example of the vote is one example within #rgdr framework of culture. What
is going on in the spaces where votes are beirtgcdemocracy.

Governance and the Enlightenment

The Enlightenment of the T7and 18 centuries admits of many interpretations. This
chapter particularly draws upon Kant'’s insights andsiders their expression in the
practice of voting. Others have also reflectedranrelationship between
Enlightenment concepts and democracy - and drawsimpestic conclusions.

In the intensity of the Second World War, peopkrée for the loss of their known
way of life. Some reflected on which ideas wouldds if the Western ideal was
destroyed. Horkheimer and Adorno asked why it vaas democratic nations had
come to this unexpected end. They concluded tleaEthightenment ideals that
underpinned democracy held within themselves tedsef their own destruction
(Horkheimer & Adorno, 1973, p.xiii). They fearecethwould witness the end of
social freedom globally and argued that this wascihllapse of Enlightenment ideals.
The concepts of the Enlightenment beat a retreatvdonfronted by Herr Hitler.

The concepts were fundamental, foundational teealivay of life and that was at
stake. The Enlightenment expresses the “actual meweof civil society as a whole
in the aspect of its idea as embodied in indivis@add institutions”, and accordingly
it is a parallel situation to the formation of tmun lived lives (Horkheimer & Adorno,
1973, p.xiv). Only in action and in constantly exng thought is it possible to grasp
the Enlightenment’s fundamental intellectual for@@assirer, 1951, p.ix).

These authors bring to the fore the embodied natuEmlightenment concepts, but
what are Cassirer’s “fundamental intellectual fefcend what are the pertinent
concepts themselves? Berlin takes us some distaneed the forces when he sets
out three foundational propositions, and says #reyno more than broad ideas that
gain expression in a host of uneven ways. His firsposition is the belief that all
genuine questions can be answered by human beregsfdt is not immediately
apparent what the answer is to a particular questibis is, he claims, a proposition
that is common to Christianity, the scholastics, Bmlightenment and the positivist
tradition of the twentieth century (Berlin, 199%.p1-22). Berlin’s first proposition
entails a belief in notion of being enlightened aflagedly positive state of being.

Yet it is not any form of being enlightened thaagequate. Berlin's second
proposition says that one becomes enlightened wWieeanswers to questions are
achieved through the use of a method or technicateis adequate to the task. This
method or technique is dependent on the applicatitruman intellect, in short, on
rationality:

“That reason possesses the true right of thebiost, and that it is older than any opinion or
prejudice which has obscured it in the course efddnturies” (Cassirer, 1951, p.234).



It is in this way that the model of Newtonian s@erbecomes important as a model
for the human way of being, and in particular far purposes, as a model for
communal decision-making. Kant found inspiratiothe clear steps of reasoning that
show in Newton’s works as well as the utility ofen’s conclusions. Here is a way
of being to emulate in the moral and political gpise- the enlightened way of being.
The contrast is with the religious way of being #haman’s way of being, and the
way of life of the magician who imitates demonsd. tAese people fall victim to a
multiplicity of forces. It is not that they set dwtlive the form of life they adopt, but
rather it just accumulates to them (Adorno, 1978;KHeimer & Adorno, 1973).
Today, we can possibly recognize in human practoekattitudes the scientists’ way
of being and the religious way of being, whilst #rdightened way of being is more
obscure.

It was the enlightened way of being that was coiesdd by Kant first as a goal for
education and then as something desirable for ganee. This may be seen in his
many essays includingnswer to the Question: What is EnlightennmamdOn the
Old Saw: ‘That May Be Right in Theory but it WaWwork in Practice’ (Kant, 1974;
Kant, 1997)

What is distinctive about the “enlightened way eiflg” as it embraces several
disciplines of enquiry? It is the relationship beem universals and particulars, which
alters when one adheres to the idea of starting ebservation. Cassirer calls it the
“critical idea by which Newton effected this revibtin” (Cassirer, 1981, p.67).
Galileo and Newton do not begin, as Cassirer saiyis,the general concept of
“gravity” and then proceed to explain “weight”. fhevork the other way round —
from the observations.

Democracy in anything like the modern governanecsesevas not well understood by
Kant. What he lacked was a perspective on how theggses might operate. He did
not have available the observations to which hdédcatiend. Accordingly, his
approach to the subject is in terms of abstractepts. Democracy is an example of
despotism (the contrast being with republicanisimerg the laws are made an
executed by different powers). There are two prolleith democracy. The first
being that:

“... one and the same person cannot at the samebgrbeth the legislator and the executor of
his own will, just as the general proposition igital reasoning cannot at the same time be a
secondary proposition subsuming the particular wighgeneral” (Kant, 1991b, p.101).

The second reason is that the alternative desfuotits leave greater opportunity for
the “spirit” of this separation that he alludesrtdhe first reason. Evidently, in this
spirit Frederick Il said he was merely the “highsstvant of the state” (Kant, 1991b,
p.101). It may be seen from this that Kant arguesifipolitical process by analogy
with logic. His intellectual approach to how a cdexpapparatus might desirably
work is limited. Kant does not start, as Newton lmigegcommend, with observations,
because there is no adequate practice availablerfoto observe.

As suggested above, Kant begins and ends withyth@ure essayW{hat is
Orientation in Thinkingyshows how the theoretical use of reason necésszads on
to the practical use of reason — but this is wiithin the pages of book (Kant, 1991a,



p.237). We cannot expect from Kant a phenomencddgiwestigation of democracy
and must consider his deliberations with that ktdn in mind.

The background to Kant’s paper on the desirable stenlightenment is well known
(Kuehn, 2001, pp.209-291; Schmidt, 1989). Educ&iparpose is to take the masses
out of tutelage, and this only occurs with the éilem to make public use of one’s
reason at every point” (Kant, 1997, p.84). Thusicadion and politics are bound
together.

It might be thought that this is about individuat@aomy, particularly as his
examples come from public policy (a person’s respdo the tax collector is one) but
it would be a mistake to associate Kant with thelern notion of autonomy that
apparently makes the individual paramount (for gxai'Ethics and Education” does
this, R. S. Peters, 1970). Peters’ discussionegfdom effectively begins with the
individual being “on the path to autonomy” (p.19R)s only then the issues of
freedom arise, and inevitably they develop lockethe individual.

Kant writes about individual autonomy (make youmosecision, do so rationally,
and have the strength of will to bring your dedaisibpractice) but that is a small part
of a larger conception. Kant's¢alm of end5(1997, p.50) has a role in individual
autonomy (a connection), but more important, @astributory to something greater
than any individual (the whole of all ends):

“... we can think of a whole of all ends in systeroatbnnection, a whole of rational beings as
ends in themselves as well as a whole of partiquugposes which each may set for himself”
(Kant, 1997, p.50).

The bedrock for Kant's notion of rationality islte understood in relation to the
species (the “large scale”), not the individuals Hope is, as one interpreter says:

“It is also a peculiarity of reason that it canbetcompletely realised in the lifetime
of an individual, but only in the entire specie¥h{roduction” by Reiss, in Kant,
1991c, p.36).

In this perspective on rationality, democracy hadsarallel with Newtonian science.
Science does not depend on the contribution ofiragdiyidual scientist. Rather it is a

progressive, communal activity. It is this to whi€ant draws our attention when he
says of possible methods and technical expres#ianscience:

... first makes the novice familiar with names thgngficance and use of which he will only
learn in the future” (Kant, 1998, p.627).

Individual persons must enter the method beforg tia@ participate as scientists. The
errors and the inadequacies of any particular ssteare rectified by others. Most
important, however, is that there a structural tation that maintains itself though
the actions of the individual persons. Kant cdils the “art of systems” or
“architectonic”:

Under the government of reason our cognitions caanall constitute a rhapsody but must

constitute a system, in which alone they can supput advance its essential ends (Kant, 1998,
p.691).
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The congruency of scientific practice with its “sm®” is comparable to the
congruency of core democratic practices (most doguaoting) with the political
system that we call democracy.

For Kant, the exercise of reason is situated witigrt‘teleological view of Nature”
(Kuehn, 2001, p.288). Kant’'s conclusions appeasistent with embodiment
conceptions of both rationality and governancdcaigh some commentators today
may wish to dissociate themselves from Kant's idegsrding the inevitability of
progress in the history of humanity and the rol&ofl.

“Kant's view that man’s essence must be realizddvie an argument later developed in the
Critique of Judgemenwhere Kant had maintained that the teleology ¢éireais internal, not
external” ("Introduction" by Reiss in Kant, 1991c36).

“... we must not overlook teleology, which indicates foresight of a wise agency governing
nature” ("First Supplement: On the Guarantee op@tial Peace" in Kant, 1991b, p.109).

However, if we set aside Kant'’s religious perspastand focus on the notion that
there is an integrated, cohesive, holistic moveraemtork within human affairs, then
Kant's insight becomes similar to the embodiedarotf governmentality:

“Culture was not the result of individual efforytowas produced by mankind as a whole. Man
as a rational being therefore needs to live instohical process. History is a progress towards
rationality, but it must not be thought that thisgess involves a continuous advance in
rationality all the time” ("Introduction” by Reiss Kant, 1991c, p.36)

“History is concerned with giving an account ofgagohenomena, no matter how deeply
concealed their causes may be, and it allows bspe that, if it examines the free exercise of
the human willbn a large scalgit will be able to discover a regular progressammong freely
willed actions” (Kant, 1991b, p.41)

It is helpful to relate Kant to the views of O’Ldug who considers in her chapter on
embodied citizenship the idea that rationality wiesifrom our animal natures and
provides a means to participate fruitfully in demamy:

“With regard to citizenship in a democracy, the mlaaf rational deliberation has furnished a
means by which citizens may be said to nurtureexsdcise capacities of reasoning and
discussion which otherwise may remain undevelojpad.assumption here is that in the rational
community one orients oneself towards the commah suich that the outcome of exhaustive
deliberations will eventually generate broad prites applying to all (O'Loughlin, 2006,

p.151).

“Rationality is precisely that which builds upondamtilizes our basic animal natures, not
something transcending the body and demandinglggation as a lowly vehicle or instrument”
(O'Loughlin, 2006, pp.169-170).

This can suggest, rationality derives from ourvidiially held basic animal
characteristics and it is from this capacity tlmat success of democracy derives as per
the “assumption” she identifies. It is through application of rationality that we
“orient” ourselves to the rational community. Oationality within ourselves then
(probably by a leveling process) ensures the detgsof democratic outcomes are
rational.

11



How might Kant's views about rationality relatettee phenomenon of voting as the
phenomenological core of democracy? The conclusiogs

1. The structures of society, Foucault’s “apparatasigrge. Kant would say
they do so as an expression of humankind’s progrestelivered by God. Be
that as it may, for human beings there are alwéyes Structures of society”
and it is our experience that they alter histolycal

2. There will emerge architectonics, systems thatratkeir unity the form of a
whole. Paradigmatic examples are from the modeamses and mathematics.

3. Each architectonic is held together by a “singlegreme and inner end” that
makes possible the whole structure. In the presemiple — democracy - ask
what this might be and notice the scope for debate.

4. Rationality expresses itself thought these striestor forms. This is Kant’'s
foundational position regarding rationality. Ittiés that makes him conclude
that rationality is a species phenomenon.

5. Itis an argument of the present paper that thaipalevent of voting is the
essential practice of democracy, and it is to ¢ékient that we must attend if
we are to develop a phenomenological account obdesay.

6. Accordingly, citizenship is not the leading conceptlemocracy. It relates to
some particular examples of democracy in practice.

7. When individual persons cast a vote (for the gowesnor as a governor), they
do so in a manner that is entirely mechanical. ©hike phenomenological
truth of the vote.

8. Kant will urge individuals who vote to do so in antonomous way. He would
say that they should use the categorical imperabivietermine their vote.
Even without that universal principle of moralitize form of individual
autonomy is highly desirable. That is, the decisi@ker should make up their
own mind (integrity, to some), they should do storally, and they should
have the strength of will or determination needeudte as they so decide.
Incidentally, this particular conception of moraloision-making was
advocated as a base for moral education in Bréti$tools with the leading
principle to be “concern for other persons” (Wilsvilliams, & Sugarman,
1967).

9. Kant would not expect governors to consistentlyevaitonomously. How
individuals act is far from ideal.

10.Kant’s belief in purpose and teleology (and proppabé goodness of God)
would enable him to be positive about the goverearoncept of democracy.

11.Without the belief in teleology, it appears that g#ystem of democracy is left
without overarching guidance, and people appetildaotion that collective
decisions are more insightful than the decisionsdif/iduals. O’Loughlin
identifies this as an “assumption”.

12.1t is uncertain that democratic systems hold withemselves the ability to
adjust when decisions are not optimal. Certaithlg,dorrection of “mistakes”
is not an imperative. The contrast is with the eysbf modern science
although it is important to acknowledge that theme debates around the
rationality of science and its directions particlylavith regard the role of
economics in knowledge creation. Kant's view oescie was based on the
work of scientists around Newton’s time.

13.Kant's teleology would for him explain the obsergatof voting as a system
that it is constructed and functions to generateames. Outcomes being
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decisions. This alone is the imperative of demogcrabe quality of the
decisions is less important than that there beewistbns.

It is argued in the present paper, that the mastlj@e aspect of democracy is that it
does not ever depend at its most critical momemhen the vote is taken - on
rationality in any sense that refers to individudls a structure or form of decision-
making, democracy holds within itself its own imgkve. The imperative is that there
shall be a decision in every case. Each decisialh Isé within a complex of other
decisions, and the complex of other decisions $ieaWithin a frame of
governmentality. Governmentality is always withimotally organic, embodied
structure where concepts of all kinds play variopgonal roles.

Finally, the technological nature of such phenomenthe vote was described by
Heidegger, whose examples, of mechanized agrieuétnd the modern commercial
aviation industry can disturb us. More disturbirogviever, could be our appreciation
that democracies are not be under human contralhetdheir core decision-making
is not rational.
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