


§42

“Ideality” in general is in the historically formed language of philosophy a characteristic of the materially established (objectivized, materialised, reified) images of human social culture, that is, the historically formed modes of human social life, which confront the individual possessing consciousness and will as a special “supernatural” objective reality, as a special object comparable with material reality and situated on one and the same spatial plane (and hence often identified with it)
.

§43
For this reason, purely for the sake of terminological accuracy, it is pointless to apply this definition to purely individual mental states at any given moment. The latter, with all their individually unique whims and variations, are determined in effect by the numerous interconnections of the most diverse factors up to and including transient states of the organism and the peculiar features of its biochemical reactions (such as allergy or colour-blindness, for instance), and, therefore, may be considered on the plane of social-human culture as purely accidental.

§44

This is why we find Kant talking about the “Ideality of space and time”, but not about the “Ideality” of the conscious sensations of weight, for instance, in the muscles of the arm when one is carrying something; about the “Ideality” of the chain of cause and effect, but not about the Ideality of the fact that a rock with the sun shining on it becomes warmer (although this fact is also consciously perceived). In Kant “Ideality” becomes a synonym for the “transcendental character” of universal forms of sensuousness and reason, that is, patterns of cognitive activity that are inherent in every “self” and thus have a completely impersonal character and display, moreover, a compulsive force in relation to each separate (“empirical”) “self”. This is why space and time, causal dependence and “beauty” are for Kant “ideal”, while they are not mental states connected with the unique and transitory physical states of the individual’s body. Admittedly, as we have seen in the example of the “thalers”, Kant does not always adhere strictly to his terminology, although the reason for this is certainly not carelessness (it would be difficult to reproach Kant for that), but rather the dialectical trickiness of the problems that he raises. But despite the instability of the terminological definition of the categories, their objective dialectical content begins to show through — the very content that the Hegelian school provides with a far more adequate definition. The point is that Kant could not fully overcome the notion of “social consciousness” (“universal spirit”) as the many times repeated individual consciousness. 
§45

In Hegelian philosophy, however, the problem was stated in a fundamentally different way. The social organism (the “culture” of the given people) is by no means an abstraction expressing the “sameness” that may be discovered in the mentality of every individual, an “abstract” inherent in each individual, the “transcendentally psychological” pattern of individual life activity. The historically built up and developing forms of the “universal spirit” (“the spirit of the people”, the “objective spirit”), although still understood by Hegel as certain stable patterns within whose framework the mental activity of every individual proceeds, are none the less regarded by him not as formal abstractions, not as abstractly universal “attributes” inherent in every individual, taken separately. Hegel (following Rousseau with his distinction between the “general will” and the “universal will”) fully takes into account the obvious fact that in the diverse collisions of differently orientated “individual wills” certain results are born and crystallised which were never contained in any of them separately, and that because of this social consciousness as an “entity” is certainly not built up, as of bricks, from the “sameness” to be found in each of its “parts” (individual selves, individual consciousnesses). And this is where we are shown the path to an understanding of the fact that all the patterns which Kant defined as “transcendentally inborn” forms of operation of the individual mentality, as a priori “internal mechanisms” inherent in every mentality, are actually forms of the self-consciousness of social man assimilated from without by the individual (originally they opposed him as “external” patterns of the movement of culture independent of his will and consciousness), social man being understood as the historically developing “aggregate of all social relations”
.
§46

It is these forms of the organisation of social (collectively realised) human life activity that exist before, outside and completely independently of the individual mentality, in one way or another materially established in language, in ritually legitimised customs and rights and, further, as “the organisation of a state” with all its material attributes and organs for the protection of the traditional forms of life that stand in opposition to the individual (the physical body of the individual with his brain, liver, heart, hands and other organs) as an entity organised “in itself and for itself”, as something ideal within which all individual things acquire a different meaning and play a different role from that which they had played “as themselves”, that is, outside this entity. For this reason the “ideal” definition of any thing, or the definition of any thing as a “disappearing” moment in the movement of the “ideal world”, coincides in Hegel with the role and meaning of this thing in social human culture, in the context of socially organised human life activity, and not in the individual consciousness, which is here regarded as something derived from the “universal spirit
”..

§47

It will readily be appreciated how much broader and more profound such a positing of the question is in comparison with any conception that designates as “ideal” everything that is “in the consciousness of the individual”, and “material” or “real”, everything that is outside the consciousness of the individual, everything that the given individual is not conscious of, although this “everything” does exist in reality, and thus draws between the “ideal” and the “real” a fundamentally dividing line which turns them into “different worlds” that have “nothing in common” with each other. It is clear that, given such a metaphysical division and delimitation, the “ideal” and the “material” cannot and must not be regarded as opposites. Here they are “different”, and that is all
.
§48

Hegel proceeds from the quite obvious fact that for the consciousness of the individual the “real” and even the “crudely material” — certainly not the “ideal” — is at first the whole grandiose materially established spiritual culture of the human race, within which and by the assimilation of which this individual awakens to “self-consciousness”. It is this that confronts the individual as the thought of preceding generations realised (“reified”, “objectified”, “alienated”) in sensuously perceptible “matter” — in language and visually perceptible images, in books and statues, in wood and bronze, in the form of places of worship and instruments of labour, in the designs of machines and state buildings, in the patterns of scientific and moral systems, and so on. All these objects are in their existence, in their “present being” substantial, “material”, but in their essence, in their origin they are “ideal”, because they “embody” the collective thinking of people, the “universal spirit” of mankind..
§49

In other words, Hegel includes in the concept of the “ideal” everything that another representative of idealism in philosophy (admittedly he never acknowledged himself to be an “idealist”)A. A. Bogdanov — a century later designated as “socially organised experience” with its stable, historically crystallised patterns, standards, stereotypes, and “algorithms”. The feature which both Hegel and Bogdanov have in common (as “idealists”) is the notion that this world of “socially organised experience” is for the individual the sole ,,object” which he “assimilates” and “cognises”, the sole object with which he has any dealings.

§50

But the world existing before, outside and independently of the consciousness and will in general (i.e., not only of the consciousness and will of the individual but also of the social consciousness and the socially organised “will”), the world as such, is taken into account by this conception only insofar as it finds expression in universal forms of consciousness and will, insofar as it is already “idealised”, already assimilated in “experience”, already presented in the patterns and forms of this “experience”, already included therein.

§51

By this twist of thought, which characterises idealism in general (whether it is Platonic, Berkeleian, Hegelian or that of Popper), the real material world, existing before, outside and quite independently of “experience” and before being expressed in the forms of this “experience” (including language), is totally removed from the field of vision, and what begins to figure under the designation of the “real world” is an already “idealised” world, a world already assimilated by people, a world already shaped by their activity, the world as people know it, as it is presented in the existing forms of their culture. A world already expressed (presented) in the forms of the existing human experience. And this world is declared to be the only world about which anything at all can be said
.
§52

It is this fact, incidentally, that explains the persistent survival of such “semantic substitutions”; indeed, when we are talking about nature, we are obliged to make use of the available language of natural science, the “language of science” with its established and generally understood “meanings”. It is this, specifically, which forms the basis of the arguments of logical positivism, which quite consciously identifies “nature” with the “language” in which people talk and write about nature
.
§53

It will be appreciated that the main difficulty and, therefore, the main problem of philosophy is not to distinguish and counterpoise everything that is “in the consciousness of the individual” to everything that is outside this individual consciousness (this is hardly ever difficult to do), but to delimit the world of collectively acknowledged notions, that is, the whole socially organised world of intellectual culture with all its stable and materially established universal patterns, and the real world as it exists outside and apart from its expression in these socially legitimised forms of “experience”.
§54
It is here and only here that the distinction between the “ideal” and the “real” (“material”) acquires a serious scientific meaning because in practice the two are usually confused. Pointing out the fact that the thing and the form of the thing exist outside the individual consciousness and do not depend on individual will still does not solve the problem of their objectivity in its fully materialistic sense. And conversely, by no means all that people do not know, are unaware of, do not perceive as the forms of external things, is invention, the play of the imagination, a notion that exists merely in man’s head. It is because of this that the “sensible person”, to whose way of thinking Kant appeals with his example of the thalers, is more often than other people deluded into taking the collectively acknowledged notions for objective reality, and the objective reality revealed by scientific research for subjective invention existing only in the heads of the “theoreticians”. It is the “sensible person”, daily observing the sun rising in the East and setting in the West, who protests that the system of Copernicus is an invention that contradicts the “obvious facts”. And in exactly the same way the ordinary person, drawn into the orbit of commodity-money relationships, regards money as a perfectly material thing, and value, which in fact finds its external expression in money, as a mere abstraction existing only in the heads of the theoreticians, only “ideally
”.
§55

For this reason consistent materialism, faced with this kind of situation, could not define the “ideal” as that which exists in the consciousness of the individual, and the “material” as that which exists outside this consciousness, as the sensuously perceived form of the external thing, as a real corporeal form. The boundary between the two, between the “material” and the “ideal”, between the “thing in itself” and its representation in social consciousness could not pass along this line because, if it did, materialism would be completely helpless when confronted with the dialectics that Hegel had discovered in the relations between the “material” and the “ideal” (particularly, in the phenomena of fetishism of all kinds, from that of religion to that of commodity, and further, the fetishism of words, of language, symbols and signs).
§56

It is a fact that like the icon or the gold coin, any word (term or combination of terms) is primarily a “thing” that exists outside the consciousness of the individual, possesses perfectly real bodily properties and is sensuously perceived. According to the old classification accepted by everyone, including Kant, words clearly come under the category of the “material” with just as much justification as stones or flowers, bread or a bottle of wine, the guillotine or the printing press. Surely then, in contrast to these things, what we call the “ideal” is their subjective image in the head of the individual, in the individual consciousness. 

§57

But here we are immediately confronted with the trickiness of this distinction, which is fully provided for by the Hegelian school and its conception of the “materialisation”, the “alienation”, the “reification” of universal notions. As a result of this process which takes place “behind the back of the individual consciousness”, the individual is confronted in the form of an “external thing” with people’s general (i.e., collectively acknowledged) representation, which has absolutely nothing in common with the sensuously perceived bodily form in which it is “represented”.
§58

For example, the name “Peter” is in its sensuously perceived bodily form absolutely unlike the real Peter, the person it designates, or the sensuously represented image of Peter that other people have of him. The relationship is the same between the gold coin and the goods that can be bought with it, goods (commodities), whose universal representative is the coin or (later) the banknote. The coin represents not itself but “another” in the very sense in which a diplomat represents not his own person but his country, which has authorised him to do so. The same may be said of the word, the verbal symbol or sign, or any combination of such signs and the syntactical pattern of this combination.
§59

 This relationship of representation is a relationship in which one sensuously perceived thing performs the role or function of representative of quite another thing, and, to be even more precise, the universal nature of that other thing, that is, something “other” which in sensuous, bodily terms is quite unlike it, and it was this relationship that in the Hegelian terminological tradition acquired the title of “Ideality
”.
§60
In Capital Marx quite consciously uses the term “ideal” in this formal meaning that it was given by Hegel, and not in the sense in which it was used by the whole pre-Hegelian tradition, including Kant, although the philosophical-theoretical interpretation of the range of phenomena which in both cases is similarly designated “ideal” is diametrically opposed to its Hegelian interpretation. The meaning of the term “ideal” in Marx and Hegel is the same, but the concepts, i.e., the ways of understanding this “same” meaning are profoundly different. After all, the word “concept” in dialectically interpreted logic is a synonym for understanding of the essence of the matter, the essence of phenomena which are only outlined by a given term; it is by no means a synonym for “the meaning of the term”, which may be formally interpreted as the sum-total of “attributes” of the phenomena to which the term is applied.

§61

It was for this reason that Marx, like any genuine theoretician, preferred not to change the historically formed “meanings of terms”, the established nomenclature of phenomena, but, while making strict and rigorous use of it, proposed a quite different understanding of these phenomena that was actually the opposite of the traditional understanding
.

§62

In Capital, when analysing money — that familiar and yet mysterious category of social phenomena — Marx describes as “ideal” nothing more or less than the value-form of the products of labour in general (die Wertform Uberhaupt).
§63

So the reader for whom the term “ideal” is a synonym for the “immanent in the consciousness”, “existing only in the consciousness”, “only in people’s ideas”, only in their “imagination” will misunderstand the idea expressed by Marx because in this case it turns out that even Capital — which is nothing else but a value-form of the organisation of the productive forces, a form of the functioning of the means of production — also exists only in the consciousness, only in people’s subjective imagination, and “not in reality” 
.

§64

Obviously only a follower of Berkeley could take the point in this way, and certainly not a materialist.

§65

According to Marx, the Ideality of the form of value consists not, of course, in the fact that this form represents a mental phenomenon existing only in the brain of the commodity-owner or theoretician, but in the fact that the corporeal palpable form of the thing (for example, a coat) is only a form of expression of quite a different “thing” (linen, as a value) with which it has nothing in common. The value of the linen is represented, expressed, “embodied” in the form of a coat, and the form of the coat is the “ideal or represented form” of the value of the linen.

§66

“As a use-value, the linen is something palpably different from the coat; as value, it is the same as the coat, and now has the appearance of a coat. Thus the linen acquires a value-form different from its physical form. The fact that it is value, is made manifest by its equality with the coat, just as the sheep’s nature of a Christian is shown in his resemblance to the Lamb of God.” [Capital, Vol. I, p. 58.]

§67

This is a completely objective relationship, within which the “bodily form of commodity B becomes the value-form of commodity A, or the body of commodity B acts as a mirror to the value of commodity A”, [Capital, Vol. I, p. 59.] the authorised representative of its “value” nature, of the “substance” which is “embodied” both here and there.

§68

This is why the form of value or value-form is ideal, that is to say, it is something quite different from the palpable form of the thing in which it is represented, expressed, “embodied”, “alienated
”.

§69

What is this “other”, this difference, which is expressed or represented here? People’s consciousness? Their will? By no means. On the contrary, both will and consciousness are determined by this objective ideal form, and the thing that it expresses, “represents” is a definite social relationship between people which in their eyes assumes the fantastic form of a relationship between things.
§70

In other words, what is “represented” here as a thing is the form of people’s activity, the form of life activity which they perform together, which has taken shape “behind the back of consciousness” and is materially established in the form of the relationship between things described above.

§71

This and only this create the Ideality of such a “thing”, its sensuous-super-sensuous character
.
§72

Here ideal form actually does stand in opposition to individual consciousness and individual will as the form of the external thing (remember Kant’s talers) and is necessarily perceived precisely as the form of the external thing, not its palpable form, but as the form of another equally palpable thing that it represents, expresses, embodies, differing, however, from the palpable corporeality of both things and having nothing in common with their sensuously perceptible physical nature. What is embodied and “represented” here is a definite form of labour, a definite form of human objective activity, that is to say, the transformation of nature by social man.
§73
It is here that we find the answer to the riddle of “Ideality”. Ideality, according to Marx, is nothing else but the form of social human activity represented in the thing. Or, conversely, the form of human activity represented as a thing, as an object.
§74

“Ideality” is a kind of stamp impressed on the substance of nature by social human life activity, a form of the functioning of the physical thing in the process of this activity. So all the things involved in the social process acquire a new “form of existence” that is not included in their physical nature and differs from it completely — their ideal form.

§75

So, there can be no talk of “Ideality” where there are no people socially producing and reproducing their material life, that is to say, individuals working collectively and, therefore, necessarily possessing consciousness and will. But this does not mean that the “Ideality of things” is a product of their conscious will, that it is “immanent in the consciousness” and exists only in the consciousness. Quite the reverse, the individual’s consciousness and will are functions of the Ideality of things, their comprehended, conscious Ideality.

§76

Ideality, thus, has a purely social nature and origin. It is the form of a thing, but it is outside this thing, and in the activity of man, as a form of this activity. Or conversely, it is the form of a person’s activity but outside this person, as a form of the thing. Here, then, is the key to the whole mystery that has provided a real basis for all kinds of idealistic constructions and conceptions both of man and of a world beyond man, from Plato to Carnap and Popper. “Ideality” constantly escapes, slips away from the metaphysically single-valued theoretical fixation. As soon as it is fixed as the “form of the thing” it begins to tease the theoretician with its “immateriality”, its “functional” character and appears only as a form of “pure activity”. On the other hand, as soon as one attempts to fix it “as such”, as purified of all the traces of palpable corporeality, it turns out that this attempt is fundamentally doomed to failure, that after such a purification there will be nothing but phantasmal emptiness, an indefinable vacuum
.

§77
And indeed, as Hegel understood so well, it is absurd to speak of “activity” that is not realised in anything definite, is not “embodied” in something corporeal, if only in words, speech, language. If such “activity” exists, it cannot be in reality but only in possibility, only potentially, and, therefore, not as activity but as its opposite, as inactivity, as the absence of activity.

§78

So, according to Hegel, the “spirit”, as something ideal, as something opposed to the world of corporeally established forms, cannot “reflect” at all (i.e., become aware of the forms of its own structure) unless it preliminarily opposes “itself to itself”, as an “object”, a thing that differs from itself
.

§79

When speaking of value-form as the ideal form of a thing, Marx by no means accidentally uses the comparison of the mirror: “In a sort of way, it is with man as with commodities. Since he comes into the world neither with a looking glass in his hand, nor as a Fichtean philosopher, to whom ‘I am I’ is sufficient, man first sees and recognises himself in other men. Peter only establishes his own identity as a man by first comparing himself with Paul as being of like kind. And thereby Paul, just as he stands in his Pauline personality, becomes to Peter the type of the genus homo.” [Capital, Vol. I, p. 59.]

§80
Here Marx plainly indicates the parallel between his theory of the “Ideality” of the value-form and Hegel’s understanding of “Ideality”, which takes into account the dialectics of the emergence of the collective self-awareness of the human race. Yes, Hegel understood the situation far more broadly and profoundly than the “Fichtean philosopher”; he established the fact that “spirit”, before it could examine itself, must shed its unblemished purity and phantasmal nature, and must itself turn into an object and in the form of this object oppose itself to itself. At first in the form of the Word, in the form of verbal “embodiment”, and then in the form of instruments of labour, statues, machines, guns, churches, factories, constitutions and states, in the form of the grandiose “inorganic body of man”, in the form of the sensuously perceptible body of civilisation which for him serves only as a glass in which he can examine himself, his “other being”, and know through this examination his own “pure Ideality”, understanding himself as “pure activity”. Hegel realised full well that Ideality as “pure activity” is not directly given and cannot be given “as such”, immediately in all its purity and undisturbed perfection; it can be known only through analysis of its “embodiments”, through its reflection in the glass of palpable reality, in the glass of the system of things (their forms and relationships) created by the activity of “pure spirit”. By their fruits ye shall know them-and not otherwise
. 

§81

The ideal forms of the world are, according to Hegel, forms of activity realised in some material. If they are not realised in some palpable material, they remain invisible and unknown for the active spirit itself, the spirit cannot become aware of them. In order to examine them they must be “reified”, that is, turned into the forms and relations of things. Only in this case does Ideality exist, does it possess present being; only as a reified and reifiable form of activity, a form of activity that has become and is becoming the form of an object, a palpable thing outside consciousness, and in no case as a transcendental-psychological pattern of consciousness, not as the internal pattern of the “self”, distinguishing itself from itself within itself, as it turned out with the “Fichtean philosopher”.
§82

As the internal pattern of the activity of consciousness, as a pattern “immanent in the consciousness”, Ideality can have only an illusory, only a phantasmal existence. It becomes real only in the course of its reification, objectification (and de-objectification), alienation and the sublation of alienation. How much more reasonable and realistic this interpretation was, compared with that of Kant and Fichte, is self-evident. It embraced the actual dialectics of people’s developing “self-consciousness”, it embraced the actual phases and metamorphoses in whose succession alone the “ideality” of the world exists
.
§83

It is for this reason that Marx joins Hegel in respect of terminology, and not Kant or Fichte, who tried to solve the problem of “Ideality” (i.e., activity) while remaining “inside consciousness”, without venturing into the external sensuously perceptible corporeal world, the world of the palpable forms and relations of things
.

§84

This Hegelian definition of the term “Ideality” took in the whole range of phenomena within which the “ideal”, understood as the corporeally embodied form of the activity of social man, really exists.

§85

Without an understanding of this circumstance it would be totally impossible to fathom the miracles performed before man’s eyes by the COMMODITY, the commodity form of the product, particularly in its money form, in the form of the notorious “real talers”, “real rubles”, or “real dollars”, things which, as soon as we have the slightest theoretical understanding of them, immediately turn out to be not “real” at all, but “ideal” through and through, things whose category quite unambiguously includes words, the units of language, and many other “things”. Things that, while being wholly “material”, palpable formations, acquire all their “meaning” (function and role) from “spirit” and even owe to it their specific bodily existence.... Outside spirit and without it there cannot even be words; there is merely a vibration of the air
.
§86

The mysteriousness of this category of “things”, the secret of their “ideality,” their sensuous/super-sensuous character, was first revealed by Marx in the course of his analysis of the commodity (value) form of the product.

§87

Marx characterises the commodity form as an IDEAL form, i.e., as a form that has absolutely nothing in common with the real palpable form of the body in which it is represented (i.e., expressed, materialised, reified, alienated, realised), and by means of which it “exists”, possesses “present being”.
§88

It is “ideal” because it does not include a single atom of the substance of the body in which it is represented, because it is the form of quite another body. And this other body is present here not bodily, materially (“bodily” it is at quite a different point in space), but only once again “ideally”, and here there is not a single atom of its substance. Chemical analysis of a gold coin will not reveal a single molecule of boot-polish, and vice versa. Nevertheless, a gold coin represents (expresses) the value of a hundred tins of boot-polish precisely by its weight and gleam. And, of course, this act of representation is performed not in the consciousness of the seller of boot-polish, but outside his consciousness in any “sense” of this word, outside his head, in the space of the market, and without his having even the slightest suspicion of the mysterious nature of the money form and the essence of the price of boot-polish.... Everyone can spend money without knowing what money is
.

§89

For this very reason the person who confidently uses his native language to express the most subtle and complex circumstances of life finds himself in a very difficult position if he takes it into his head to acquire consciousness of the relationship between the “sign” and the “meaning”. The consciousness which he may derive from linguistic studies in the present state of the science of linguistics is more likely to place him in the position of the centipede who was unwise enough to ask himself which foot he steps off on. And the whole difficulty which has caused so much bother to philosophy as well lies in the fact that “ideal forms”, like the value-form, the form of thought or syntactical form, have always arisen, taken shape and developed, turned into something objective, completely independent of anyone’s consciousness, in the course of processes that occur not at all in the “head”, but most definitely outside it — although not without its participation
.
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The Annotated The Concept of the Ideal Third installment








� EVI view of the reifying and alienating properties of the ideal conforms to Marx’s later views (from the mid 1850s onward): In short, “the historically formed modes of human social life, which confront the individual possessing consciousness and will as a special “supernatural” objective reality, as a special object comparable with material reality and situated on one and the same spatial plane (and hence often identified with it).” This contrasts dramatically with the Feuerbachian originated “Early Marxian” view that objectification alienates the individual from his essential humanity.


§43, 44, 45


� For Hegel social consciousness emerges, as a unique product of the diverse collisions of differently orientated “individual wills” Because of this social consciousness as an “entity” is certainly not built up, as of bricks, from the “sameness” to be found in each of its “parts” (individual selves, individual consciousnesses) be found in each of its “parts” (individual selves, individual consciousnesses).


This is an extremely important statement for 3 reasons:


The strictly social basis of laws concerning human social history.


Universal properties of individuals are irrelevant to the development of human material and social culture. 


The dependence of most of the activities of individuals on the laws of social history. 


§46


�Three fundamental principles of the externality of the Ideal and the interaction between the ideal as a definition of a thing in the context of socially organized activity and individual consciousness:


1. “The individual (the physical body of the singular agent) as an entity organized ‘in  and ‘for itself’ stands in opposition to collectively realised human activity that exists before, outside and completely independently of the individual consciousness, that is materially established in the artefacts of culture, and that is protected from the vagaries of individualistic activity by the material attributes and organs of society.  


2.  Collectively realised human activity is seen by the individual as an ideal thing within which all individual objects acquire a different meaning and play a different role from that which they had played “as themselves”, that is, outside this entity. 


3.  The ideal” definition of any thing, or the definition of any thing as a “disappearing” moment in the movement of the “ideal world”, coincides with the role and meaning of this thing in social human culture only. 


     Point 2 is problematic insofar as it identifies the ideal as collectively realised human activity.  Here we have the first sign of a new definition by EVI of the ideal as collectivised human activity.  This is hardly an informative definition of ideality. After all, production, the relations of production and the mode of production are also collectively realised human activity.  The emptiness of this definition is the price of a general theory of the ideal.  We suggest that the definition of the ideal should be more closely related to its function as bearer or transmitter of knowledge, i.e. the ideal is collectively realised (socially) meaningful activity (this is properly an expanded version of Vygotsky’s dialectics of meaningful (activity) speech).   


§46


� The Hegelian model regards the ideal and material as distinct, but not in opposition.


    The ideal and the material are not opposites because the ideal is itself a junction of the fundamental opposites; notion or ideation and object or materia.  The ideal, then, bridges the ideational and material and cannot be therefore in opposition to the material.


§48, 49, 50, 51


�     The material, the idealities, is the established spiritual culture of the human community.  Assimilation of the real, which as idealities is the products of the thought of preceding generations realised (“reified”, “objectified”, “alienated”) in sensuously perceptible “matter,” by the individual arouses him to “self-consciousness.  “All these objects are in their existence, in their “present being” substantial, “material”, but in their essence, in their origin they are “ideal”, because they “embody” the collective thinking of people, the “universal spirit” of mankind”


       The last sentence is important because it fundamentally contradicts EVI’s definition of the ideal as only the collectively realised activity of men.  The ideal as an embodiment of the collective thinking of people realised in the produced object is in fact collectively realised (socially) meaningful activity


 This world of “socially organised experience” is the sole ‘object’ which the individual “assimilates” and “cognises”, the sole object with which he has any dealings.


     See note 17 point 3.


Idealist thinkers regard the world existing before, outside and independently of generalized consciousness and will (i.e. of both the consciousness and will of the individual and of the social consciousness and the socially organized will) as it is the expression in universal form of consciousness and will as it is idealized, assimilated in experience and presented in patterns and forms of this experience.   The material world existing before, outside and quite independently of “experience” and before being expressed in the forms of this “experience” (including language), is totally removed from perception, and what begins to figure under the designation of the “real world” is an already “idealised” world.  And this world is declared to be the only world about which anything at all can be said.


This is as good a description as any of the idealist paradigm.


§52


� For idealist thinkers any discourse on the world – including that concerning nature – is regarded as the presentations of thought about the world and the modes of its expression rather than of material world conditions independent of human existence.


     Reminds me a bit of the Zen admonition to the Archer who focuses on his bow and on his arrow rather than upon the target.


§53, 54


�    The main problem of philosophy then becomes the discrimination between the world of collectively acknowledged notions, and the real world as it exists outside and apart from its expression in these socially legitimised forms of “experience”.


The fact that the object and the form of the object exist outside the individual consciousness and do not depend on individual will still does not solve the problem of their objectivity in its fully materialistic sense. Equally, not all that people do not know, are unaware of, and do not perceive as the form of external things are notions existing entirely in man’s head.  Without a theory of the relation between external social consciousness and external material reality there will be confusion between ideally real and materially real experience and knowledge.


     The questions raised here are:


The how, where, and what of discrimination between the world of collectively acknowledged (hence objectified) notions and “the real world as it exists outside and apart from its expression in these socially legitimised forms of “experience”.


The need for a theory of the relation between “external social consciousness and external material reality there will be confusion between ideally real and materially real experience and knowledge.”


§55, 56, 57, 58, 58, 59, 60


�   Hegelian discoveries of the dialectics of the relations between the ‘material’ and the ‘ideal’ obviate all possibility for distinguishing between the two according to the boundary between sensuously perceived form of the external thing, as a real corporeal form and that which exists in the consciousness of the individual.  This is particularly the case for the phenomena of fetishism of all kinds, from that of religion to that of commodity, and further, the fetishism of words, of language, symbols and signs).  The ideal, as icon, gold coin, and any word or combination of terms, is primarily a thing that exists outside individuals’ consciousness and has all the properties of any other material thing.  An objective distinction between ideal things and all other members of the category of the material is essential to both Objective Idealism and Materialism informed by Objective Idealism.  Hegel’s solution to this problem was its conception of the “materialisation”, the “alienation”, the “reification” of universal notions. The individual is confronted in the form of an “external thing” with people’s general (i.e., collectively acknowledged) representation, which has absolutely nothing in common with the sensuously perceived bodily form in which it is “represented”.


The principle of REPRESENTATION of one material, sensuously experienced condition or object with another, the latter’s relationship to the former being purely a matter of collective acknowledgement of the link.  For Hegel then, IDEALITY is where one sensuously perceived thing performs the role or function of representative of another thing, and the universal nature of that other thing, that is, something “other” which in sensuous, bodily terms is quite unlike it


     These paragraphs are devoted to the presentation of the threat posed by objective idealism to the integrity of the distinction and relation between the world of collectively acknowledged (hence objectified) notions and “the real world as it exists outside and apart from its expression in these socially legitimised forms of “experience”.  From the Hegelian point of view the distinction between ideal things (collectively realized things that embody socially held notions and objectified notions) and material things in general is found in the principle of representation where the individual is confronted “with people’s general (i.e., collectively acknowledged) representation, which has absolutely nothing in common with the sensuously perceived bodily form in which it is “represented.”  The alienating forms, the ideals or collectively acknowledged representations of the real, replaces sensuously perceived experience as the world as man knows it.  Implicit to this view is the identity of knowledge with pure ideality that is tantamount to fetishism, the projection of the notion into immediate material reality. 


§61, 


� Marx, using the established meaning of the term “ideality” (established by Hegel and his school) but with a different understanding of its essence (conceptualisation), describes as ‘ideal’ nothing more or less than the value-forms of the products of labour in general (die Wertform Uberhaupt).


Materialism made Marx’s ideality a very different concept from Hegel’s.  For Marx ideality is essentially materialist theory - “the laws of development "of all material, natural and spiritual things", i.e., of the development of the entire concrete content of the world and of its cognition. (This is based on EVI’s 1960 and 1974 works, respectively: Dialectics of the Abstract & the Concrete in Marx’s Capital and Dialectical Logic. 


     While this does present EVI’s view as expressed in his earlier works of the knowledge transmitted by the ideal, but it does not address the problem of interpretation of the provocative assertion that for Marx the ‘ideal’ is nothing more or less than the value-forms of the products of labour in general (die Wertform Uberhaupt).


This is the main topic of the rest of the paper. 


§62, 63,  


� The form of value is ‘ideal’ by virtue of its being an expression by a corporeal palpable form (linen, as a value) of a quite different material, sensed object (, a coat).  In terms of use value the linen is sensibly different than the coat, as exchange value it is the same as the coat, and has the appearance of a coat. The fact that it is value is made manifest by its equality with the coat.  Value –value form – is ideal as it is a material object, commodity B, whose bodily form serves as a value-form of the body of another material object, commodity B, the authorized representative of its ‘value’ nature, of the ‘substance’ which is embodied in both. It is the social relationship between people represented or expressed by this objective ideal form that determines both will and consciousness. 


Ideality is then the representation as a thing of the form of people’s activity, which they perform together – and, therefore, takes shape “behind the back of consciousness.”


The Ideal represents a definite form of labour, a definite form of objective human activity: the transformation of nature by social man.  And, as an authorized representation of the objective collective activities of man the ideal form stands in opposition to individual consciousness and will as the form of the external thing. Ideality, according to Marx, is nothing else but the form of social human activity represented in the thing. Or, conversely, the form of human activity represented as a thing, as an object


  Several questions are raised by Ilyenkov’s logic:


What do the value-forms of the product of labour in general represent? 


Does EVI’s presentation of ideality as representation of social relations in general accurately interpret the statement that the ‘ideal’ is nothing more or less than the value-forms of the products of labour in general?


The value-forms of the product of labour are properly a component of the social relations of production.  While they play a role in any and every society in which commodity exchange is practiced, they only acquire universality in Capitalist modes of production where all production (production incorporating, of course, human labour) is marketed and traded.  The value forms themselves do not represent concrete human labour, but rather measures of abstracted human labour incorporated into the production of commodities.  Naturally enough the price, be it a certain quantity of some commodity, or a representation of general value of abstracted labour represents the value of the commodity to be bought as measured by the commodity or objects representing general value of abstract labour.  


 The value-forms of the product of labour in general represents a very particular and abstracted kind of human activity: abstracted human labour devoted to the production of a commodity produced to be marketed in exchange for other commodities.  The value-forms of productive labour certainly do not represent general social relationships between people.  Nor for that matter do they represent a definite form of labour, a definite form of objective human activity: the transformation of nature by social man.” This is much better represented by concrete labour (the use-value of labour) a truly universal measure of labour at all places and all times.  It represents itself in the form of the amount of labour-time the worker (in the broadest sense) willingly devotes to the production of any particular thing. The use-value of labour is not itself represented by a value-form except in market economy where the measure of value-forms of the product the buyer is willing to expend on the purchase represents the amount of his abstract labour he is willing to devote to his acquiring this commodity.


Would Marx have meant that commodified, abstracted labour-time, the value-forms of the product of labour, is ideality? It appears to me that this would be like trying to call a molehill a mountain.  On the other hand, the value-forms of the product of labour in general is an excellent example of ideality; a complex of objectified notions, e.g. abstract labour, and idealities, e.g. productive labour and the commodity itself, subsumed into an ideality; the value-forms of the product of labour.  It appears to me that Marx may have done EVI a disservice by a slip of the pen, writing that “the ‘ideal’ is nothing more or less than the value-forms of the products of labour in general” instead of, the value-forms of labour in general is nothing more or less than an ideality.


This is assuming of course that EVI, and Marx, for that matter, were referring to a literal identity between value-forms and ideality.  We’ve already shown that the theory of the commodity and value-forms as representation of abstract labour presents a paradigmatic example of ideality.  They also could serve as an analogous case and even as metaphors for ideality.  


As an example of ideality: A complex of objectified notions, e.g. abstract labour, and idealities, e.g. productive labour and the commodity itself, subsumed into an ideality; the value-forms of the product of labour. 


As an analogue to ideality: A system whose notional elements are strictly objective (money, price, and so on), in which certain objects, i.e. commodified abstract labour are represented by other objects (price of linen cloth and of linen coats) that have no formal relation to the object represented, and which is generated solely by the social relations between persons (merchants and groups of merchants exchanging goods).


As metaphor to ideality: A relation between objects (and idealities or objects comprised of objects) in which one object, here the value of a given commodity, say linen cloth, is mirrored (in this case is measured) by another commodity, here a quantity of linen coats; the principle of measure being the value of each in terms of abstract labour invested in their production.  


The arguments and observations concerning the ideal and ideality proceeding from this assertion include all three modes of thinking about ideality.  The literal identity between value-forms and ideality is never an issue.


§65, 66, 67, 68


�    “This is why the form of value or value-form is ideal, that is to say, it is something quite different from the palpable form of the thing in which it is represented, expressed, “embodied”, “alienated.”


    These paragraphs are devoted to the building of an analogous relation between the bodily form of exchanged commodities (linen cloth and coats), the value-form by which this relation is expressed (relative measure of cloth to coats and vice versa), and the form of the thing which is represented by the value-form (commodified abstract labour) to the universal property of ideality as the representation of an object or even an ideality by an ideal form that is completely alien to the forms of the objects it represents. The mirror imagery is Marx’s.


§69, 70, 71


� These paragraphs are a continuation of the analogy between value-form and universal ideality.  EVI’s argument is simply that the relation between abstract labour and value-form as a particular ideality represents the universal relation between human collective activity in general and ideality in general.  In fact he does not actually determine here the human social activity represented by ideality.  He leaves that for later in the article. 


      Important here is EVI’s observation that it is the fact that the activity represented by ideality is collective, i.e. objective, that explains how ideality emerges from behind the back of consciousness.  


§72, 73, 74, 75, 76


�   Ideality is strictly a function of people socially producing and reproducing their material life, i.e. individuals working collectively and therefore necessarily possessing consciousness and will; these being the functions of the Ideality of things, their comprehended conscious Ideality.


Ideality has a purely social nature and origin.


It is the form of a thing, but it is outside this thing, and in the activity of man, as a form of this activity.


Or conversely, it is the form of a person’s activity but outside this person, as a form of the thing..


     The world of “socially organized experience” can only be regarded as a material world if we regard the objects that comprise the raw material of theory as a unity of the idea (as the delimitation and selection of the thing) and nature (as the material thing so delimited and selected)


    In essence EVI writes here that universal ideality, like value-form is objective, (§72) “the ideal form actually does stand in opposition to individual consciousness and will as the form of the external thing… and it necessarily perceived as the form of the external thing…” and originates in the collective activity of people socially producing and reproducing their material life- in other words, collective human labour; the active human transformation of nature.  This is EVI’s first mention of the specific kind of human social activity represented by the ideal.  In addition to this he also asserts that ideality itself is the impress (stamp for EVI) of human activity on the substance of nature.  This it does by imparting to all things involved in the social process of production a ‘new “form of existence” that is not included in their physical nature and differs from it completely – their ideal form.’  So ideality is both a function of human labour as well as the representation of human labour.


     Continuing his argument from §70, EVI in §75 states that ideality is the condition for will and consciousness, a theme he further develops later in his work.


§77, 78 


�   It is absurd to speak of “activity” that is not realised in anything definite, is not “embodied” in something corporeal, if only in words, speech, language. So, according to Hegel, the “spirit”, as something ideal, as something opposed to the world of corporeally established forms, cannot “reflect” at all (i.e., become aware of the forms of its own structure) unless it preliminarily opposes “itself to itself”, as an “object”, a thing that differs from itself 


     This group of paragraphs is a précis of Hegel’s theory of the ideal


     This is an exposition of Hegel’s theory of the universal ideal; the spirit and its relation to the material world (also a universal).  Hegel, being the objective idealist he is, regards the universal ideal as an “entity (active spirit)” having an independent existence from the material world of things.  Hegel defines the insubstantial property of this spirit as “pure activity.”  Unembodied activity the pure spirit cannot become aware of its own form unless it first opposes itself to itself as an “object,“ a thing that differs from itself. Thus spirit, to become activity, must be realized through its embodiment in something corporeal, if only words, speech, and language. EVI (§80) "Spirit”, before it can examine itself, must shed its unblemished purity and phantasmal nature, and must itself turn into an object and in the form of this object oppose itself to itself in the form of the grandiose “inorganic body of man”, in the form of the sensuously perceptible body of civilisation which for him serves only as a glass in which he can examine himself, his “other being”, and know through this examination his own “pure Ideality”, understanding himself as “pure activity.


     Naturally, unembodied activity can only be potential activity and is therefore in essence, inactivity.


§79, 80


� The ‘ideal’ can be regarded as a sort of mirror. It serves as the objective embodiment of ‘pure activity,’ and in that form provides the opposition necessary for the apperception of spirit of its own structure.  Thus men can only realise their own identity as a man by regarding other men. Hegel realised full well that Ideality as “pure activity” is not directly given and cannot be given “as such”, immediately in all its purity and undisturbed perfection; it can be known only through analysis of its “embodiments”, through its reflection in the glass of palpable reality, in the glass of the system of things (their forms and relationships) created by the activity of “pure spirit”..


      Marx’s theory of the ideality of the value-form parallels Hegel’s understanding of Ideality (see above). The particular relation between abstract labour (universalised as human social activity) and the value form (universalised as the embodiment of human social activity in material forms) is more or less analogous of the relation between spirit and its realization in corporeal formations.  The social activity of examination of the material formations embodying social activity enable discovery of the properties of human social activities.  Metaphorically speaking, the forms embodying human collective activity act as a mirror for apperception of the human collectivity by itself.   


§81, 82


�Marx’s recognition of the absolute necessity for reification – alienation – comes somewhat in the middle of his career: in (1857) Grundrisse, (1859) Contribution to a Critique of Political Economy, (1867) the Capital, the (`1871) The Civil War in France, and (1875) The Critique of the Gotha Program.  Gradually, in stages he divests Feuerbach’s radical and primitive materialism from his thinking, and adopts a more sociological and dialectical paradigm of thought and action.


See note 16


 Hegel again: If the ideal forms of the world are not realised in some palpable material, they remain invisible and unknown for the active spirit itself, the spirit cannot become aware of them. In order to examine them they must be “reified”, that is, turned into the forms and relations of things. Ideality, as the internal pattern of the activity of consciousness, as a pattern “immanent in the consciousness”, is realised only as it is reified, objectified (de-objectified), alienated and sublation of alienation


     Reification, the embodiment of ideality into a material object, is essential for incorporation of material experience into the development of theory (the body of relations between forms and things).


     Naturally, Marx regards human collective activity as the subject of embodiment into a material object and reification to be the expression of human sociality in the form of objects and the relations between objects.


     For Hegel ideality becomes real in the course of its reification, objectification, alienation and sublation of alienation, hence it incorporates the dialectics of developing self-consciousness and thereby the succession of phases and metamorphoses through which the ideality of the world exists.  [Again, Marx appropriates and adapts the dialectics of Hegelian ideality to present the succession of phases and metamorphoses through which human collective activity realizes its productive and reproductive potential and, of course, its sociality VTFR]


§83, 


�       Marx adopts Hegelian objectivism as a model for materialism rather than the subjectivist idealisms of Kant and Fichte.


§84, 85


� “…the “ideal”, understood as the corporeally embodied form of the activity of social man, really exists”


The commodity form of the product, particularly in its money form… while being wholly “material”, palpable formations, acquire all their “meaning” (function and role) from “spirit” and even owe to it their specific bodily existence.... Outside spirit and without it there cannot even be words; there is merely a vibration of the air


    Spirit here being, of course, generalized collective activity.


§86, 87, 88, 89


�Examples of how the commodity form is an ideal form; a form that has nothing in common with the palpable form of the body it represents and by means of which it possesses “present being.”


§89


� “Ideal forms”, like the value-form, the form of thought or syntactical form, have always arisen, taken shape and developed, turned into something objective, independent of anyone’s consciousness, in the course of processes that occur most definitely outside the “head — although not without its participation.  The obscurity of the origin, formation and objectification of ideal forms for the individual user of these forms is considerable if not total, and not even necessary for their effective use.


This appears to be EVI’s general conclusion concerning the relation between value-form and universal ideality.





§90, 91, 92





