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§1
Before discussing the concept itself we must first consider the terms “ideal” and “ideality”, that is to say, we must first define the range of phenomena to which these terms may be applied, without analysing the essence of these phenomena at this point.

§2
Even this is not an easy task because usage in general, and scientific usage in particular, is always something derivative of that very “understanding of the essence of the question” whose exposition our definition is intended to serve. The difficulty is by no means peculiar to the given case. It arises whenever we discuss fairly complex matters regarding which there is no generally accepted interpretation and, consequently, no clear definition of the limits of the object under discussion. In such cases discussion on the point at issue turns into an argument about the “meaning of the term”, the limits of a particular designation and, hence, about the formal attributes of phenomena that have to be taken into consideration in a theoretical examination of the essence of the question.

§3

Returning to the subject of the “ideal”, it must be acknowledged that the word “ideal” is used today mainly as a synonym for “conceivable”, as the name for phenomena that are “immanent in the consciousness”, phenomena that are represented, imagined or thought. If we accept this fairly stable connotation, it follows that there is no point in talking about any “ideality” of phenomena existing outside human consciousness.  Given this definition, everything that exists “outside the consciousness” and is perceived as existing outside it is a material and only a material object.

§4
At first sight this use of the term seems to be the only reasonable one. But this is only at first sight.
§5

Of course, it would be absurd and quite inadmissible from the standpoint of any type of materialism to talk about anything “ideal” where no thinking individual (“thinking” in the sense of “mental” or “brain” activity) is involved. “Ideality” is a category inseparably linked with the notion that human culture, human life activity is purposeful and, therefore, includes the activity of the human brain, consciousness and will. This is axiomatic and Marx, when contrasting his position regarding the “ideal” to Hegel’s view, writes that the ideal is “nothing else than the material world reflected by the human mind, and translated into forms of thought”. [Capital, Afterword.]
§6

It does not follow from this, however, that in the language of modern materialism the term “ideal” equals “existing in the consciousness”, that it is the name reserved for phenomena located in the head, in the brain tissue, where, according to the ideas of modern science, “consciousness” is realised.

§7

In Capital Marx defines the form of value in general as “purely ideal” not on the grounds that it exists only “in the consciousness”, only in the head of the commodity-owner, but on quite opposite grounds. The price or the money form of value, like any form of value in general, is IDEAL because it is totally distinct from the palpable, corporeal form of commodity in which it is presented, we read in the chapter on “Money”. [Capital, Vol. I, pp. 98-99.]

§8

In other words, the form of value is IDEAL, although it exists outside human consciousness and independently of it
.

§9
This use of the term may perplex the reader who is accustomed to the terminology of popular essays on materialism and the relationship of the material to the “ideal”. The ideal that exists outside people’s heads and consciousness, as something completely objective, a reality of a special kind that is independent of their consciousness and will, invisible, impalpable and sensuously imperceptible, may seem to them something that is only “imagined”, something “supra-sensuous”.

§10
The more sophisticated reader may, perhaps, suspect Marx of an unnecessary flirtation with Hegelian terminology, with the “semantic tradition” associated with the names of Plato, Schelling and Hegel, typical representatives of “objective idealism”, i.e., of a conception according to which the “ideal” exists as a special world of incorporeal entities (“ideas”) that is outside and independent of man. He will be inclined to reproach Marx for an unjustified or “incorrect” use of the term “ideal”, of Hegelian “hypostatization” of the phenomena of the consciousness and other mortal sins, quite unforgivable in a materialist.

§11

But the question is not so simple as that. It is not a matter of terminology at all. But since terminology plays a most important role in science, Marx uses the term “ideal” in a sense that is close to the “Hegelian” interpretation just because it contains far more meaning than does the popular pseudo-materialistic understanding of the ideal as a phenomenon of consciousness, as a purely mental function. The point is that intelligent (dialectical) idealism — the idealism of Plato and Hegel — is far nearer the truth than popular materialism of the superficial and vulgar type (what Lenin called silly materialism). In the Hegelian system, even though in inverted form, the fact of the dialectical transformation of the ideal into the material and vice versa was theoretically expressed, a fact that was never suspected by “silly” materialism, which had got stuck on the crude — un-dialectical — opposition of “things outside the consciousness” to “things inside the consciousness”, of the “material” to the “ideal”.

§12
The “popular” understanding of the ideal cannot imagine what insidious traps the dialectics of these categories has laid for it in the given case.

§13
Marx, on the other hand, who had been through the testing school of Hegelian dialectics, discerned this flaw of the “popular” materialists. His materialism had been enriched by all the achievements of philosophical thought from Kant to Hegel. This explains the fact that in the Hegelian notion of the ideal structure of the universe existing outside the human head and outside the consciousness, he was able to see not simply “idealistic nonsense”, not simply a philosophical version of the religious fairy-tales about God (and this is all that vulgar materialism sees in the Hegelian conception), but an idealistically inverted description of the actual relationship of the “mind to Nature”, of the “ideal to the material”, of “thought to being”. This also found its expression in terminology.

§14
We must, therefore, briefly consider the history of the term “ideal” in the development of German classical philosophy from Kant to Hegel, and the moral that the “intelligent” (i.e., dialectical) materialist Marx was able to draw from this history.

§15
It all began when the founder of German classical philosophy, Immanuel Kant, took as his point of departure the “popular” interpretation of the concepts of the “ideal” and the “real” without suspecting what pitfalls he had thus prepared for himself
.

§16

It is notable that in his Critique of Pure Reason Kant does not formulate his understanding of “Ideality”, but uses this term as a ready-made predicate requiring no special explanation when he is defining space and time and speaking of their “transcendental Ideality”. This means that “things” possess space-time determinacy only in the consciousness and thanks to the consciousness, but not in themselves, outside and before their appearance in the consciousness. Here “ideality” is clearly understood as a synonym for the “pure” and the a priori nature of consciousness as such, with no external connections. Kant attaches no other meaning to the term “Ideality”.

§17

On the other hand, the “material” element of cognition is achieved by sensations, which assure us of the existence (and only that!) of things outside consciousness. Thus, all we know about “things in themselves” is that they “exist”. The ideal is what exists exclusively in the consciousness and thanks to the activity of the consciousness. And conversely, that which exists only in consciousness is characterised as the “ideal”. It’s all clear and simple, and a perfectly popular distinction. And what it amounts to is that none of the facts we know and are aware of in things — their colour, geometrical form, taste, causal interdependence — may be attributed to the things themselves. All these are merely attributes provided by our own organisation, and not those of the things. In other words, the “ideal” is everything that we know about the world except the bare fact of its “existence”, its “being outside consciousness”. The latter is non-ideal and, therefore, inaccessible to consciousness and knowledge, transcendental, alien, and awareness of the fact that things, apart from anything else, also “exist” (outside the consciousness) adds nothing whatever to our knowledge of them. And it is this interpretation that Kant illustrates with his famous example of the thalers. It is one thing, he writes, to have a hundred thalers in one’s pocket, and quite another thing to have them only in one’s consciousness, only in imagination, only in dreams (i.e., from the standpoint of popular usage, only “ideal” thalers).

§18

In Kant’s philosophy this example plays an extremely important role as one of the arguments against the so-called “ontological proof of the existence of God”. His argument runs as follows. It cannot be inferred from the existence of an object in the consciousness that the object exists outside the consciousness. God exists in people’s consciousness but it does not follow from this that God exists “in fact”, outside consciousness. After all, there are all kinds of things in people’s consciousness! Centaurs, witches, ghosts, dragons with seven heads....
§19

With this example, however, Kant gets himself into a very difficult position. In fact, in a neighbouring country where the currency was not thalers but rubles or francs it would have been simply explained to him that he had in his pocket not “real thalers” but only pieces of paper with symbols carrying an obligation only for Prussian subjects.... However, if one acknowledges as “real” only what is authorised by the decrees of the Prussian king and affirmed by his signature and seal, Kant’s example proves what Kant wanted it to prove. If, on the other hand, one has a somewhat wider notion of the “real” and the “ideal”, his example proves just the opposite. Far from refuting, it actually affirms that very “ontological proof” which Kant declared to be a typical example of the erroneous inferring of the existence of a prototype outside the consciousness from the existence of the type in the consciousness.
§20

“The contrary is true. Kant’s example might have enforced the ontological proof,” wrote Marx, who held a far more radical atheistic position than Kant in relation to “God”. And he went on: “Real thalers have the same existence that the imagined gods have. Has a real thaler any existence except in the imagination, if only in the general or rather common imagination of man? Bring paper money into a country where this use of paper is unknown, and everyone will laugh at your subjective imagination.”
§21

The reproach aimed at Kant does not, of course, derive from a desire to change the meaning of the terms “ideal” and “real” after the Hegelian fashion. Marx bases his argument on realisation of the fact that a philosophical system which denotes as “real” everything that man perceives as a thing existing outside his own consciousness, and “ideal” everything that is not perceived in the form of such a thing, cannot draw critical distinctions between the most fundamental illusions and errors of the human race.
§22
It is quite true that the “real talers” are in no way different from the gods of the primitive religions, from the crude fetishes of the savage who worships (precisely as his “god”!) an absolutely real and actual piece of stone, a bronze idol or any other similar “external object”. The savage does not by any means regard the object of his worship as a symbol of “God”; for him this object in all its crude sensuously perceptible corporeality is God, God himself, and no mere “representation” of him.

§23

The very essence of fetishism is that it attributes to the object in its immediately perceptible form properties that in fact do not belong to it and have nothing in common with its sensuously perceptible external appearance.

§24

When such an object (stone or bronze idol, etc.) ceases to be regarded as “God himself” and acquires the meaning of an “external symbol” of this God, when it is perceived not as the immediate subject of the action ascribed to it, but merely as a “symbol” of something else outwardly in no way resembling the symbol, then man’s consciousness takes a step forward on the path to understanding the essence of things.

§25
For this reason Kant himself and Hegel, who is completely in agreement with him on this point, consider the Protestant version of Christianity to be a higher stage in the development of the religious consciousness than the archaic Catholicism, which had, indeed, not progressed very far from the primitive fetishism of the idol-worshippers. The very thing that distinguishes the Catholic from the Protestant is that the Catholic tends to take everything depicted in religious paintings and Bible stories literally, as an exact representation of events that occurred in “the external world” (God as a benevolent old man with a beard and a shining halo round his head, the birth of Eve as the actual conversion of Adam’s rib into a human being, etc., etc.). The Protestant, on the other hand, seeing “idolatry” in this interpretation, regards such events as allegories that have an “internal”, purely ideal, moral meaning.

§26

The Hegelians did, in fact, reproach Kant for playing into the hands of Catholic idolatry with his example of the thalers, for arguing against his own Protestant sympathies and attitudes because the “external thalers” (the thalers in his pocket) were only symbols in the general or rather common imagination of man”, were only representatives (forms of external expression, embodiment) of the “spirit”, just as religious paintings, despite their sensuously perceptible reality, were only images produced by human social self-consciousness, by the human spirit. In their essence they were entirely ideal, although in their existence they were substantial, material and were located, of course, outside the human head, outside the consciousness of the individual, outside individual mental activity with its transcendental mechanisms
.

§27

“Gods” and “thalers” are phenomena of the same order, Hegel and the Hegelians declared, and by this comparison the problem of the “ideal” and its relationship to the “real”, to the materially substantial world was posited in a way quite different from that of Kant. It was associated with the problem of “alienation”, with the question of “reification” and “de-reification”, of man’s “re-assimilation” of objects created by himself, objects that through the action of some mysterious processes had been transformed into a world not only of “external” objective formations but formations that were also hostile to man
.

§28

Hence comes the following interpretation of Kant’s problem: “The proofs of the existence of God are either mere hollow tautologies. Take for instance the ontological proof. This only means: ‘that which 1 conceive for myself in a real way (realiter) is a real concept for me’, something that works on me. In this sense all gods, the pagan as well as the Christian ones, have possessed a real existence. Did not the ancient Moloch reign? Was not the Delphic Apollo a real power in the life of the Greeks? Kant’s critique means nothing in this respect. If somebody imagines that he has a hundred talers, if this concept is not for him an arbitrary, subjective one, if he believes in it, then these hundred imagined talers have for him the same value as a hundred real ones. For instance, he will incur debts on the strength of his imagination, his imagination will work, in the same way as all humanity has incurred debts on its gods.”
§29

When the question was posited in this way the category of the “ideal” acquired quite a different meaning from that given to it by Kant, and this was by no means due to some terminological whim of Hegel and the Hegelians. It expressed the obvious fact that social consciousness is not simply the many times repeated individual consciousness (just as the social organism in general is not the many times repeated individual human organism), but is, in fact, a historically formed and historically developing system of “objective notions”, forms and patterns of the “objective spirit”, of the “collective reason” of mankind (or more directly, “the people” with its inimitable spiritual culture), all this being quite independent of individual caprices of consciousness or will. This system comprises all the general moral norms regulating people’s daily lives, the legal precepts, the forms of state — political organisation of life, the ritually legitimised patterns of activity in all spheres, the “rules” of life that must be obeyed by all, the strict regulations of the guilds, and so on and so forth, up to and including the grammatical and syntactical structures of speech and language and the logical norms of reasoning
.

§30

All these structural forms and patterns of social consciousness unambiguously oppose the individual consciousness and will as a special, internally organised “reality”, as the completely “external” forms determining that consciousness and will
. It is a fact that every individual must from childhood reckon far more carefully with demands and restrictions than with the immediately perceptible appearance of external “things” and situations or the organic attractions, desires and needs of his individual body.

§31

It is equally obvious that all these externally imposed patterns and forms cannot be identified in the individual consciousness as “innate” patterns. They are all assimilated in the course of upbringing and education — that is, in the course of the individual’s assimilation of the intellectual culture that is available and that took shape before him, without him and independently of him — as the patterns and forms of that culture. These are no “immanent” forms of individual mental activity. They are the forms of the “other”, external “subject” that it assimilates
.

§32

This is why Hegel sees the main advantage of Plato’s teaching in the fact that the question of the relationship of “spirit” to “nature” is for the first time posited not on the narrow basis of the relations of the “individual soul” to “everything else”, but on the basis of an investigation of the universal (social-collective) “world of ideas” as opposed to the “world of things”. In Plato’s doctrine “...the reality of the spirit, insofar as it is opposed to nature, is presented in its highest truth, presented as the organisation of a state”.

§33

Here it must be observed that by the term “state” Plato understood not only the political and legal superstructure, but also the sum-total of social rules regulating the life of individuals within an organised society, the “polis”, or any similar formation, everything that is now implied by the broader term “culture”.
§34

It is from Plato, therefore, that the tradition arises of examining the world of ideas (he, in fact, gives us the concept of the “ideal world”) as a stable and internally organised world of laws, rules and patterns controlling the individual’s mental activity, the “individual soul”, as a special, supernatural “objective reality” standing in opposition to every individual and imperatively dictating to the individual how he should act in any given situation. The immediate “external” force determining the conduct of the individual is the “state”, which protects the whole system of spiritual culture, the whole system of rights and obligations of every citizen.
§35

Here, in a semi-mystical, semi-mythological form was clearly established a perfectly real fact, the fact of the dependence of the mental (and not only mental) activity of the individual on the system of culture established before him and completely independently of him, a system in which the “spiritual life” of every individual begins and runs its course.

§36

The question of the relationship of the “ideal” to the “substantially material” was here presented as a question of the relationship of these stable forms (patterns, stereotypes) of culture to the world of “individual things”, which included not only “external things”, but also the physical body of man himself..

§37

As a matter of fact, it was only here that the necessity arose for a clear definition of the category of “Ideality” as opposed to the undifferentiated, vague notion of the “psyche” in general, which might equally well be interpreted as a wholly corporeal function of the physically interpreted “ soul”, no matter to what organ this function was actually ascribed — heart, liver or brain. Otherwise, “Ideality” remains a superfluous and completely unnecessary verbal label for the “psychic”. This is what it was before Plato, the term “idea” being used, even by Democritus, to designate a completely substantial form, the geometrical outlines of a “thing”, a body, which was quite physically impressed on man, in the physical body of his eyes. This usage which was characteristic of the early, naive form of materialism cannot, of course, be used by the materialism of today, which takes into consideration all the complexity of the relationships between individual mental activity and the “world of things”.
§38

For this reason in the vocabulary of modern materialistic psychology (and not only philosophy) the category of “Ideality” or the “ideal” defines not mental activity in general, but only a certain phenomenon connected, of course, with mental activity, but by no means merging with it
.
§39

“Ideality mainly characterises the idea or image insofar as they, becoming objectivized in words “ [entering into the system of socially evolved knowledge, which for the individual is something that is given for him. — E. I.], “in objective reality, thus acquire a relative independence, separating themselves, as it were, from the mental activity of the individual,” writes the Soviet psychologist S. L. Rubinstein
.

§40

Only in this interpretation does the category of “Ideality” become a specifically meaningful definition of a certain category of phenomena, establishing the form of the process of reflection of objective reality in mental activity, which is social and human in its origin and essence, in the social-human consciousness, and ceases to be an unnecessary synonym for mental activity in general
. 

§41

With reference to the quotation from S. L. Rubinstein’s book it need only be observed that the image is objectivized not only in words, and may enter into the system of socially evolved knowledge not only in its verbal expression. The image is objectivized just as well (and even more directly) in sculptural, graphic and plastic forms and in the form of the routine-ritual ways of dealing with things and people, so that it is expressed not only in words, in speech and language, but also in drawings, models and such symbolic objects as coats of arms, banners, dress, utensils, or as money, including gold coins and paper money, IOUs, bonds or credit notes
.
Critique of The popular interpretation of the concepts of the “ideal”-Kant





The Ideal for Objective Idealism - Hegel





The Concept of Ideality in Objective Idealism








§1, 2, 3


�    The conventional thesis: there is no point in talking about any “ideality” of phenomena existing outside human consciousness.


     Making the important point that usage of the term, the ideal, is ‘always something derivative of that very “understanding of the essence of the question” whose exposition our definition is intended to serve.


§4, 5, 6


�  And the challenge: It does not follow from this, however, that in the language of modern materialism the term “ideal” equals “existing in the consciousness” or that the ideal is in fact “located in the head” at all.


     Modern materialism shares with objective idealism (Platonic realism and Hegelian Idealism) the view that the ideal is located outside the head.


     It is a basic axiom of modern materialism that “Ideality” is a category inseparably linked with the notion that human life activity is purposeful and, therefore, must include the activity of the human brain, consciousness and will.  But, in contrast to the Hegelian concept of the ideal Marx, writes that the ideal is “nothing else than the material world reflected by the human mind, and translated into forms of thought”. [� HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/p3.htm" \l "3b" �Capital�, Afterword.]  The fact that thought, neural activity is involved in the production of the ideal is not relevant to the external, objective nature of the ideal. 


§7


� This is confusing.  The ideal is ideal because it is a product of ideation objectified through the productive process.  The concept of value is ideal because it is an objective representation of the relations between objects rather than of the objects involved in the relationship.  It is probably called by Marx “purely ideal” because it represents relationships between all selections of objects (anything can be a commodity) but the concept, “purely ideal,” raises the question as to when the “just ideal” becomes the “purely ideal.” 


§8


�  Price, like any form of value in general, is IDEAL because it is totally distinct from the palpable, corporeal form of the commodities in which it is presented and must be external to the consciousness of the commodity buyer and seller for facilitation of exchange.


     Here EVI has already contradicted his work of 1960.  The price or the money value, like any form of value is IDEAL because it is a material representation (objectification) of the material theory of commodification and the unification of diverse and contradictory forms of value involved in the exchange of commodities.  The fact that it is totally distinct from the palpable, corporeal form of the commodified thing and is external to the consciousness of the commodity owner is a function of its respectively, representational and social properties, and the indication that it is an ideal object.


     Though not clear EVI’s commentary is consistent with Marx’s use of Hegel’s concept of the ideal.  The concept of value, an ideation, is joined to, i.e. represented by, the object, “price,” The assertion that the ideal is outside of consciousness suggests that it is an object while the assertion that it is distinct from the palpable forms it represents suggests that it is ideation. Naturally, it is both. Here Hegel’s representation of ideality as consciousness made collective through its representation by object: its objectification.


§9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15


�   EVI here shows that it is the “clever idealism,” the objective idealism of Platonic thinkers and Hegel, that is adopted and adapted by Marx to correct the dualism between ideation and material reality implicit to what he calls elsewhere (Dialectical Logic) contemplative materialism.  He includes a short history of the development of objective idealism as a corrective to the incapacity of subjective idealist philosophers, notably Kant, to distinguish between the object and the ideation joined as Ideality.  This he does much more clearly in both his Concrete and Abstract… and Dialectical Logic.





§16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, §24


�    Fetishism is the identification of the ideal (the object representing ideation (notions)) as a special object with powers; i.e. identification of the material object as ideation. Another way to put this:  oblivious to the difference between ideation and sensual experience, subjective idealism regards the object as ideation and thereby accords it properties that have nothing to do with its sensually detected form. The result is that the meaning of an object is opaque; it cannot be subject to scientific analysis.  The problem of both subjective idealism and contemplative materialism is that they (see §21) “cannot draw critical distinctions between the most fundamental illusions and errors of the human race.” 


[The objectivists analysis of the difficulties of both subjective idealism and contemplative materialism to draw ‘critical distinctions between the most fundamental illusions and errors of the human race,” should be based on the recognition of fetishism as a deficient ideality: an object representing a low level of ideation, say the abstract notion, elevated to the status of a highly concrete notion.  Price regarded as representing the value of commodities is a unification of ideation and object (ideality), but it is hardly a representation of the concrete notion of value as a general measure of both the concrete and abstract value of exchanged objects.  This is more or less the point of view of EVI in Dialectical Logic  VTFR]


§25, 26


� The Hegelians (including Marx) took Kant to task for failing to recognize that his “Thalers” are nothing more than material objects that symbolize or represent (forms of external expression, embodiment) the spirit.  That Thalers, though sensuously perceptible objects are only images produced by human social self-consciousness, by the human spirit, and in their essence they are entirely ideal, though in their existence they are substantial, material, and are located outside the human head outside the consciousness of the individual, outside individual mental activity with its transcendental mechanisms.


Here again Ilyenkov’s choice of words is confusing.  If the ideal is the unity of palpable material reality, the object, and ideation, the notion, then the contrast is not properly one of the ideal vs. the substantial and material, but of the notion vs. the material. He in fact reiterates this very assertion in the course of this article.  The ideal as unity of notion and ideation is indeed “located outside the human head outside [I prefer here, “beside,” rather than outside VTFR] the consciousness of the individual, outside individual mental activity with its transcendental mechanisms.” 


§27


� “Alienation,” refers here to the relation of the objectified notion, the ideal, to the conscious subjective individual.





§28, 29


� Clever Idealism:


 The recognition that consciousness is


Is Social.


Is a historically formed and historically developing system of “objective notions”, forms and patterns of the “objective spirit”, of the “collective reason” of mankind (or more directly, “the people” with its inimitable spiritual culture),


Is independent of individual caprices of consciousness or will 


     What could be clearer than this; collective consciousness.  


§30


�      The form and pattern of social (collective) consciousness clearly oppose singular individual consciousness and will as the completely external forms that determine that consciousness and will.


§31


�   The externally imposed patterns and forms of social consciousness� are all assimilated – learned – in the course of upbringing and education. By definition social consciousness assimilated by the individual originates from outside his conscious world and is comprised of the available intellectual culture that took shape before him, without him, and independently of him. 


     Collective, social consciousness assimilated by the individual is facilitated through experiencing others use of material objects for production of meaningful relations and their own experiments at production of meaningful relations.  Assimilation of social consciousness is then, as Vygotsky puts it, learning the production of meaningful objects: Idealities.  Naturally, these objects as representations of knowledge of the relations between objects originate from outside the individual’s conscious world and are comprised of the available accumulated intellectual culture that took shape before him, without him, and independently of him.


§32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37,38


� EVI’s long discussion of Platonic objective idealism should be regarded here as preparation for his assertion that Marx’s adaptation of Hegel’s philosophy of knowledge and transformation into a metatheory of logic, knowledge and dialectics [Lenin’s interpretation, by the way VTFR] produced an analytical tool that is applicable to all aspects of human culture; the “whole grandiose materially established spiritual culture of the human race.”


 Lenin’s use of dialectics to analyze the relationship between economic development and the development (in this case the disestablishment) of the state indicates that he too advocated the utility of dialectics to analyze all thinkable aspects of human culture.


I suspect that the real threat to the Soviet regime presented by EVI’s theorizing was the possibility for applying the dialectic to issues other than the classical problem of Capitalism. 


§39


� Ilyenkov adopts another definition of the ideal: the ideal as image. The view that the ideal is imagery appears to me to be more consistent with the very perception of the ideal rejected by EVI in §3, i.e. the idea “as what is conceivable, the name for phenomena that are ‘immanent in the consciousness’, phenomena that are represented, imagined or thought.” This is certainly not consistent with Hegel’s theory where the ideal is a unity of object and notion.  Imagery is the product of individual human perception or imagination. The ideal is the meaningful object; a phenomena external to the perception and imagination of individuals


The view of the ideal as imagery is a contribution of the Russian Psychologist Rubinshtein A hint of the attractiveness of this definition may be the following phrase, “…idea or image insofar as they, becoming objectivized in words …” Words are certainly objects united by meaning and they do represent things, but the view that words represent ideation as images raises some pointed questions concerning the relation between ideation and material reality. 


§40


� Ideas acquire a degree of autonomy from the mental activity of the individual by virtue of their characterization through their objectification in things (words – concepts - are only one of the many media in which the idea is objectified).  And, it is this autonomy that imparts to the category of Ideality the status of a special kind of phenomenon, and establishes the form of the process of reflection of objective reality in mental activity; forms and processes that are social and human in their origins and essence and distinctive from mental activity in general.


     Ideas (notions) are objectified and thereby acquire autonomy from the mental activity of the individual by their being realized through labour in the form of idealities (objectified in things (words – concepts - are only one of the many media in which the idea is objectified)). And, it is this autonomy that imparts to the category of Ideality the status of a special kind of phenomenon, and establishes the form of the process of reflection of objective reality in mental activity; forms and processes that are social and human in their origins and essence and distinctive from mental activity in general.


§41


� Ilyenkov is completely confusing at this juncture.  It is no longer clear whether the image is the ideal, the objectification of the notion, the notion that is objectified, or the object representing the notion.  Certainly the ideals that are gold coins and paper money, IOUs, bonds or credit notes are images (objects) representing notions (that are not images).


This is actually a stickier problem than I let on.  As ideation, and by “inheritance” idealities, becomes more concrete; ideas, objectified ideation, hence imaginable ideations, are combined with other imaginable ideations, producing ever more complex ideations/idealities.  While the focus of ideation is immaterial relationships, the practice of complex ideation is the combination of imaginable ideas to formulate more complex ideations that are in turn made imaginable through objectification.  My criticism of Ilyenkov here is that he fails us when he describes idealities as images without specifying that these images are ideals within ideals and not simply sensually perceived objects.  Bypassing this formulation of the imagery of Ideality, if his silence of this issue was indeed an oversight, EVI misses what is a primary driving force for the development of the idea from simple joining of object to ideation in elementary production (the elementary idea), through the more concretised joining of produced images to notions not directly related to productive processes (the signifying idea) to the formation of ideas strictly for transmitting ideation (the semiotic idea).








