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PREFACE

ITALIAN idealism is older by half a century than German
idealism Its birth year is 1730, when Giambattista Vico's La
scienza nuova was first published  In a perlod In which Italian
thought was dominated by the contemplation of clear and dis
tinct ideas and the deduction of rational systems therefrom,
La scicnza nuova gave voice to the new concept of human
knowledge as developing through a self-generative process
Vico described his new science as a history of human ideas
according to which the metaphysics of the human mind ought
to proceed He stressed for the first time the subjective activ
ity of the individual as the foundation of logic, of the individ
ual spirit, and of the spirit of a whole people To use Spa
venta’s vivid metaphor Vico was a comet among the naturalists
and the mathematiclans of the eighteenth century

But Lg scien a nuova became hidden in Italy, hidden even
to Italians The main current of idealism has accepted es its
source the deservedly famous writings of Immanuel Kant. Its
movement, from Kant through Schelling and Fichte to Hegel,
was reported in Italy by Galluppi, Rosminl, and Globert!
Pascuall Galluppi (1770-1846) was to Ttalian idealism what
Kant was to the German school, the first critical philosopher
But he had the benefit of Kant's precedence  Antonlo Ros-
mini (1797-1855), while a great student and critic of German
idealism, was more a Catholic philosopher than an idealist. He
interpreted Galluppi as Hegel Interpreted Kant, finding once
more the concept of Being as a synthesis of the particular of
sensation and the universal of intellection But things human
were to him Insufficient “Truth is not the work of human
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X PREFACE

intelligence, but human intelligence the work of truth,” he
wrote m Del prmcipro supremo Vincenzo Gioberti (1801-
1852) raised Ttahan philosophy near the level of the Geiman
school According to Spaventa he was the Inchte and the
Schelling and the Hegel of Italian philosophy, the true Gio-
bertian Idea 1s not Being, it 1s Creating it 1s not the Entity,
it 15 the Spirit

The later Itahan study of German idealism took two dis-
tinct directions A youthful pursmt of Rosminit and Giobertt
led Francesco Fiorentino (1834 1884) to an enthusiasm first
for Ttalian and then for German philosophy The founder of
Neo-Kantiamsm, sometimes called the poet of Italian 1dealism,
he exerted great influence At this time there began a devoted
study of Hegel at the Unmiversity of Naples The result was a
Neapolitan school of Hegehamsm of which Augusto Vera
(1813-1885) and Bertrando Spaventa (1817-1883) were the
great figures From this study of Hegel evolved the two con-
temporary 1dealistic tendencies 1 Italy, one through De Sanc-
tis’ (1818-1883) studies in literary criticism, and the other
through Donato Jaja (1839-1914), a pupil of Spaventa and
an outstanding teacher of men The flower of the former move-
ment 15 Benedetto Croce’s (1866— ) philosophy of the
spirit, which has expressed itself chiefly in the fields of aesthe-
tics and the philosophy of history The flower of the latter
1s the Actual Idealism * of Giovanni Gentile, expressed largely
m logic, metaphysics, and the philosophy of the state Croce
and Gentile have long been associated, because they have
stood together i defense of 1dealism, because of Gentile’s
many contributions to Croce’s review, La Critica, and because
they directed jomntly the Laterza publishing house in Bari
Though their roots are in the same Neapohitan Hegehanism
and Gentile 1s slghtly the younger man, Gentile 15 not a

* Capitahized here to indicate its technical
n the tommmder o g ndic: 1cal sigmficance  Capatals will be omitted



PREFACE xi

disciple of Croce Croce himself has sald, “Our work was the
spontancous consequence of our spontaneous mental develop-
ment and of the spontaneous agreement of our minds”
An historical comparison of the writings of the two men
shows both their diviston of labor in trying to “shake Italy
out of the doze of naturalism and positivism and back to ideal
istic philosophy” and the independence of their thought.
Gentile was more influenced by Italinn thinkers from Vico
through Giobert! and by Hegel than he was by Croce, Their
unfortunate break at the time of the Fascist revolution is
evidence of their difference

Giovanni Gentile was born in the Sirilinn town of Castel
vetrano on the thirtleth of May, 1875  After a study of the
classics in the R Liceo at Trapani, he won the opportunity to
go to the R Scuola normale superiori at Pisa from 1893 to
1897 These were decislve years. He and his fcllows studied
philosophy in breathless enthusiasm under the inspired Donato
Jaja. Gentile took his degree with a thesis on Rosmini ¢ Gio
berti which soon made him Lnown as a gifted interpreter of
Italian philosophy There followed works of a similar nature,
La filosofia di Marx and Dal Genovesi al Galluppi He started
teaching in the R Lsceo at Campobasso in 1898 and was trans
ferred 1n 1901 to the R Licco at Naples He published in 1900
L insegnamento della filosofia nes licei, n defense of the study
of philosophy in the secondary schools. In 1903 he inaugu
rated a course at the University of Naples mth a lecture on
La nnascitd dellsdeclismo, wherein he made achnowledge
ments to his teachers of the past and present and affirmed his
new idealism as the enemy of naturalism and the inquiry into

This and the following quotation are taken from the Introduction to Dimo
Bigonglarl's transhatlon of Gentile's Lz riforma delledwcazione (Harcourt Brace,
New ank, 1922) p.vil

For much of the material In skeich the writer bs

Indebted to
D Amain's Gentlls (MPano At.h 191 Lh:GenLﬂehThllr\‘nphytanc
Appcndh!oumommm-pld.e and for more detalled Inform tion
regarding the books men!
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the essence of the spirit Here the paths of Croce and Gentile
converge Gentile began a systematic and important study of
the contemporary philosophy of Italy for La Crifrca, later pub-
lished 1n four volumes under the title Le origint della filosofia
contemporanea 1 Itaha.

Gentile was chosen in 1907 to fill the chair of the history of
philosophy in the University of Palermo In this year, at the
Sixth National Congress of the Federation of Secondary School
Teachers, he attained national prominence as the defender of
religion in the schools against the attempts of the positivists
led by Sig Salvemini to secularize them In the next year he
published Scuola ¢ filosofia, a collection of short writings on
educational problems, begin in 1900 with the prophetic 1!
concetto sctenttfico della pedagogia At Palermo Gentile inter-
ested himself 1n the relation between religion and philosophy,
and the result was his I modernismo ¢ 7 rapports fra religione
e filosofic  There followed three important volumes of re-
search Bernardimo Telesi0, republished two years later m [
problems della scolastica e 1l pensiero Italiano, and La riforma
della dialettica hegelrana The work on Hegel 15 extremely sig-
nificant for actual idealism

While at Palermo Gentile was entrusted with the teaching
of pedagogy at the University His meditations on educational
problems, as a result of this teaching, are responsible for the
Sommarto dr pedagogia come scienza filosofica, a masterwork
in the ideahstic philosophy of education Gentile’s actual 1deal-
ism first received concrete expression m an article on L’afto del
pensiero come atto puro, m the Annuario della Brblioteca filoso-
fica for 1912 The polemics between Croce and Gentile which
followed mark the doctrinal difference between these two men *
.In 1914 Gentile was called to Pisa to fill Jaja’s chair He
Inaugurated his course with the significant L’esperienza pura

¢ For Gentile’s articles see Sagg: critwce  seconde serie (F
1renze, Vallecch, 1926
Croce’s two articles are republished 1 Conversazions critich (Ba’n, Laterza, 192 7))
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¢ la realtd storsca During the penod of the World War there
appeared three important systematic expressions of actual
idealism Teoria generale dello spirito come atto puro, Ststema
ds logica come teora del conoscere, and I fondaments della
filosofia del dirstto  Gentile was an active leader in mind and
body m the service of his country during the war His political
writings of that period and immediately after were collected
in Guerra e Fede and Dopo la vittorsa He also published an
mmportant historical contribution of Studi Vichiani In 1918
he was called to the faculty of the University of Rome as pro-
fessor of philosophy and has absented himself from that chair
for only twenty months, to assume public office.

From 1920 on Gentile published voliminously as a result
of his researches in Itahan philosophy and literature. He also
published a series of lectures on the philosophy of religion,
Discorss di religione, which deserve attention In the recon
struction penod he participated in a heated controversy over I
problema scolastica del dopoguerra  Adfter the revolution, in
October 1922, Gentile, though at the time not a member of the
Fasast Party, was called by Premier Mussolini to head the
Mimistry of Public Instruction He held that position until
June of 1924, when he was relieved of the work at his own
request. His writings as minister are collected In Fascismo al
governo della scuols ‘The educational laws of 1922 were the
first new and organic ones Italy had had since the Casati Laws
of 1859! They have been highly praised and severely con
demned, as all good reforms will be When Gentile left the
Mimistry he had done his work The rest could be, and was,
left to his followers Gentlle was more a philosopher than a
Minister He made the mistakes that most philosophers would
make when given the opportunity to be kings. His errors were
not few, but they were the errors of the amateur politidan, the
tudden rhanges which stimulate opposlbon. He was most
critically attacked on philosophic grounds by positivists and
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Catholics The noisiest outcry, however, came from those
officials whom his introduction of efficient organization had
relieved of office and from those students denied entrance to
various nstitutions by a severe but much needed raising of
academic standards Gentile must have been glad to return to
his chair of philosophy

Simmce 1922 Gentile has been a Senator of the King and a
member of the Grand Council, a member of the committee on
the reform of the constitution of the state, has headed numer-
ous cultural and educational groups, and is now in charge of
the publication of the Grande Enciclopedia Italiana In 1920
he founded his own review, Grornale critico della filosofia ita-
lana, he was founder of the Instituto nazionale fascista dr cul-
tura, and edits its organ, Edwucazione fasctsta He has pub-
hished several works on political philosophy, notably Cle cosa
& 1 fascismo, Fascismo e cultura, and Origmi e dottrina del
fascesmo Among his most recent writings 1s an 1mportant book
in the field of aesthetics He contributes often to current poli-
tical, educational, and philosophical discussions Professor H
Wilden Carr said of him, “It 1s doubtful if there is a more
nfluential teacher m the intellectual world today » ®

&
B &

A study of Italian ideahsm shows two features to be out-
standing In the first place, 1dealistic tendencies seem to find
a natural home 1n Italian minds From the time of Vico they
have welcomed a type of thinking that has counted the achivity
of the knowing subject among the contributions to knowledge
An mmagmative and artistic people, they seem to prefer the
actuahty of existence as we interpret 1t to the bare “givenness”
of existence objectively considered ILike the Germans, they

* Gentile, The Theory of Mind as Pure Act Tr
millan, London, 1922), p xIx ans by H Wilden Carr {Mac-
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are not afraid to question common sense, as the thinker who
embraces idealism must do  But unlike most of the Germans,
thelr texts of idealism are characteristically lyrical and poetic,
the continuous reiteration more or less elaborated of a simple
and full hearted point of view

Secondly, actual idealism scems to terminate one of the
major developments of the idealistic position. It has been part
of Gentile s function to criticize preceding idealisms  He refers
most often in his historical criticism of idealism to Kant and
Hege! Though he rejolices in the tradition set by Vico, has
been a great echolar of Galluppi and Ro<mini and Giobert,
and was strongly Influenced by Sprvents, one feels that he
found his greatest stimulation In the German idealists He
carries out the [dealistic demand for a universal and necessary
knowledge with unique rigor, and brings the tendency toward
the exclusive reality of the mind to its logical limit by recog
nizing that any division of reality is a product of the act of
thinking and that if we seek certain knowledge of the real
we must look toward the act of thinking in its essential unity

It 13 these two features that make a study of actual idealism
both significant and intcresting  One might trace the desvelop-
ment of Gentile's idealism from its beginnings in cducational
thought, through the negative cnticdsm of the Teoria dello
sgirito to the constructive contribution of the Sistema di logica
and thence to his later political philosophy But for an under
standing of the position this course is unnccessary, for Gen
tile s philosophic writings beginning with La rinascud dell
idealismo and ascending through La riforma dclla dialettica
kegeliana and L'atto del pensicro come alto puro to the more
systematic works, represents a constant development and con
tinuous realization. There s no retracing of steps or negation
of doctrines previously held The Sistema di Iogica contains
the key to all that goes before it and all that follows Gentile's
interpretation of art, religion, science, education, government
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and history 1s probably best studied in writings bearing di-
rectly on these subjects But the vahdity of this interpretation
can be studied only 1 the phlosophic judgments, the logic and
the epistemology and the metaphysics, which underhe it These
judgments and the philosophic system which they constitute
are to be found 1n the Ststema dr logica, which Gentile has him-
self characterized as the constructive expression of his philos-
ophy which follows the destructive criticism embodied n the
Teoria dello spirito °

Therefore this study of actual idealism will concern itself
chiefly with an exposition and critical estimate of the doctrines
contained in the Ststema dr logica. To many readers, however,
a brief historical and systematic description of actual 1dealism
will be helpful by way of introduction It may also be prof-
itable to consider in words other than Gentile’s the metaphy-
sical and epistemological difficulties with wlich he finds him-
self faced and the reasons why the solutions to these difficulties
gwen by philosophers of the past are to him not satisfactory
Hence Part One will describe Gentile's position and restate
lis argument For a more detailed account of the destructive
aspects of this philosophy the reader may refer to Professor
Carr’s translation of the Teorta dello spirtto

® Sistema di logica  (Ban, Laterza, Vol 1,1922, Vol 1I, 1923), Vol 11,p 327
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CHAPTER ONE
GEN11LE'S ACTUAL IDEALISM

ActuaL idealism i3 essentially a simple doctrine an<ing out
of an unusually rigorous interpretation of the function of philes-
ophy and a persistent endeavor to discover the consequent
natnre of truth. Gentile seeks what philosophers have long
sought, & universal and necessary knowledge made up of wn
demable judgments sbout the nature of reality His funda
mental pomt of departure from the philosophies of the past is
found In a single criticism which he makes of them all He seeks
to make an accusation out of the recognized fact that in all of
them truth and reality are independent of the act of knowing
His accusation Is that such truths must lack ulhmate verity and
that such realities must be abstract. Philosophers before Gen
tile have been aware of the difficulties involved in building a
system from such truths and describing such a reality, but none
before have thought these difficulties es great as those involved
in a doctrine for which all realty is gathered within the wmty
of the act of thinking

So far as Gentile i3 concerned the movement whuich has eul
minated in actual idealism began with Kant. It was Kant who
understood so thoroughly the necessity of introducing the activ
ity of the knowing subject as contributory to a strictly philo-
sophic knowledge. But Kant's was only a first step He left unex
plamed, and inexplicable within his doctrine, the multiplicities
of sensation and of the categories Whence these multiplicities?
They represent one of the clearly recognized difficulties in the
Kantian ideallem T1ike many others, Gentile Is unwilling to take

3



4 THE IDEALISM OF GIOVANNI GENTILE

these multiplicities for granted Furthermore, the Noumenon
at the foundation of Kant’s doctrine 1s arrived at by way of a
judgment which may at least be described as uncertain An
entity, separated from and therefore objective to the act of
knowing, may be guessed at, but can 1t be known? Tinally,
whence the distinction between knowledge and action impled
by Kant 1n the separation of pure and practical reasons? This
third ciiticism of Kant 1s less common than the other two but as
old as the Gorgras in origin  If knowledge 1s the only real activ-
1ty, practical action 1s rather the outward and visible sign of
knowledge than a result of 1t Action cannot belie true hnowl-
edge to say that a culprit “knows better” loses meamng It is
this aspect of Gentile’s doctrine that gives it the name actual
1dealism

It 1s curious that Gentile does not refer more often to Fichte,
for of all German philosophers Fichte 1s most nearly Gentile's
spiritual brother They come at 1dentical points in the histories
of their respective countries, preach the same political philos-
ophy, and hold 1n the same high regard the education given by
a nation’s schools They make the same criticism of the Noume-
non, and reach out toward the same concept of the dialectic
process as the key to necessity and universality 1 knowledge
For both men the morally free function of self-awareness 15 a
central concept For both its activity, rather than the influence
of 1independent objects, gives esperience  When Gentile char-
acterizes his system as “actual idealism” he should recognize the
actualism of the Fichtean philosophy as pioneer work i rela-
tion to his own If there 1s any truth in generalizations about
the doctrines of Fichte and Gentile, 1t may be said that while
f ;Ztﬁ:c;?v;s tt)};fl gllsuco;/erer (1)]f the dialectic upon which Gentile 15
logical sxgmﬁcances ;JIglcc,1 de dldd not attach to 1t the same onto-
Categonos o oo ot e f1 thre uce the multiplicity of Kantian
Gentilo alsy o Bu{ I(J)e e creative act1v1ty.0f the Ego, as

yond that pownt the differences begin
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to appear In the first place, for Fichte the dialectic actinity
always rests in the Ego  This Ego, as creative of the world,
seems in Fichte to possess & real existence previous to that crea
tion We must not at this point define Gentile’s Ego, but we
may say that for Gentile the Ego must find 1ts existence in the
act of creating the real of which it is a part. Fichte begins with
a real thinking entity whereas Gentile begins with the act of
thinking which must be creative even of that entity Qute
clearly the difficulties which Gentile must face and which Fichte
avoids, are those usually attached to solipsism In the second
place, Fichte is removed from solipsism in that he finds & place
in his metaphysics for the Absolute Ego which he calls God, not
a personal God but God as the moral order of the world In the
Fichtean philosophy It 15 this moral order previous to the act
of thinking about it and to every action, which gives moral sanc
tion to the free act. But it is ensily seen from what has already
been said that this way is not open to Geatile For him the act
of thinking must somehow contain within itself all moral and
all truth value. The world order, so characteristic of the Fich
tean philosophy as pre-eminently moral, is for Gentile a meta
physical impessibility We may say that Fichte s motives, rising
out of his interpretation of the function of philosophy, are the
same as Gentile s, and that the ingredients employed in the dia
lectic of Fichte are all that Gentile employs However Gentile
carries the metaphysical inquiry beyond either the individual or
the Absolute Ego to that ultimate stage of one type of 1dealistic
thinking at which all existence centers around the act of think
ing In and for itself and creative of everything which it thinks
The use which Hegel made of Fichte's doctnne is evidence
that Fichte went only part of the way Hegel interpreted the
dialectic as informing us of an Absolute wherein all theses and
antitheses are gathered For Hegel the Absolute is the total
thought of the world which the finite thinking of the individual
and of the race 1s ever approaching but which it can never reach
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The Absolute 1s knowable 1 the sense that it is the ultimate
reality which gives verity to thinking But in atself 1t 1s un-
knowable because infinite Gentile’s criticism of Hegel 1s in
part similar to his criticism of Kant and Fichte If the Nou-
menon and the Ego cannot be known with certainty because
separated from the act of thinking, the Absolute 1s in the same
sense unknowable How can we find ulimate verity for the
thinking by which 1t 15 mitially “known”? The Hegelian meta-
physics 1s productive of the norms of the Hegelian logic, but
what are the noims of the logic by which we first arrive at the
metaphysics? To Gentile the Absolute is quite as unthinkable
philosophically as the world order of Fichte Mr.C E M Joad
puts the 1ssue with great clanity i his Introduction to Modern
Philosophy Hegel taught as Fichte did, he says, that thought
1s a living concrete reahty, the only existent of which we have
certain knowledge, that from which all interpretations of reahity
must 1ssue Gentile finds 1t incompatible with this that there
could be a total concrete unity of thought (the Absolute) which
gives wmtelhgibility to mdividual thinking Later Hegelians in
England and the United States clung to the latter tenet. Gentile
holds to the former And 1t is out of this former tenet, previ-
ously asserted by both Fichte and Hegel but taken in more strict
seriousness by Gentile, that Gentile builds his entire actual
1dealism
Gentile’s relation to the course of German 1dealism is clear
He starts at the same pomnt at which Fichte hd, correcting and
furthering the mitial attempt of Kant to mntroduce the activity
geﬂg:hg::ver a;‘n?:ﬁ:\g the contributions to certan knowledge
; @ Fichte did, that the basis of certain knowledge
must somehow be contamned within the dialectic of the thinking

process But he does not fear those difficulties which prevented

Fichte from arging that the only philosophic real 1s the dialec-

tic m act, alone and unattached, and which today continue to
prevent a more earnest exploration of the path Gentile has
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chosen It was probably Fichte's recogmtion of these difficulties
that was responsible for the direction taken by the Hegelian
gchool Hence it is Gentile's position that idealism, defined as
that school of thought which attempts to find the material of
thinking within the act of thinking, must retrace Its steps from
Hegel to Fichte and, beginmng with the act of thinking, derive
from it alone a universal and necessary Lnowledge Gentile be-
lLieves sincerely that this can be done and with profit

In this return to Fichte and “reform” of Hegel, Croce 13 in
company with Gentile The history of the relation of these two
men’s thinling previous to the revolution is given by Croce in
his Introduction to The Reform of Education *

Our general conception of philosophy as simply philosophy of
the spirit—of the subject, and never of nature, or of the object—
has developed a pernliar stress in Gentile, for whom philosophy Is
above all that point in which every abstraction Is uverwwme and
submerged in the concreteness of the act of thought whereas for
me philosophy is essentially methodology of the ons real and con
crete Thinking—of historical Thinking So that while he strongly
emphnsizes unity, I no less energetically Insist on the distinetion and
dmlectics of the forms of the spirit as & narrawary formation of the
methodology of historical judgment.

For both Croce and Gentile only the mind 1s real But Croce
makes & division of the activity of the mind into Theoretical
(intuition and conception) and Practical (economic and ethi
cal) moments As Mr Joad says, these articulations of experi
ence are not the result of the mind’s reflection upon or deductfon
about itself, they are assumed or given They describe the char
acter of experience  We have remarked that Gentile carries the
tendency toward the exclusive reallty of the mind to its logical
limit. Such being the case, even the four fold division of Croce’s

20p cit p.x. The relation between Croce and Gentlle after the advent of
Faertem has, unfortnn tely, been bitter  For Croce's crit!chm of the Sirtema di
Logies weo L Crithea for the 20th of January 1924 Om Gentlle's eide see the
to the Sistema dI logics and the Proemio in the frst number of the
Gilornals eritico tn 1920
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must go Any multiplicity, be 1t that of the mind and something
outside of the mind or even a division of the activity of the mind,
1s arbitrary As in the case of the Noumenon 1n the begin-
ning, whence this divisiton? How do we know that there 1s such
a division? Croce can give no answer which 1s umversal and
necessary

We have reached the point beyond which we cannot go  First
we lost the Noumenon, then the Ego, and then the Absolute.
And now we lose even the activity of the mind in any but 1ts
essential unity as act of thunkimg. Obviously we cannot lose the
act of thinking Not only 1s the act of thinking real but 1t 15 the
only real and 1s mndivisible Everything else 1s immanent 1n it
This 15 the stuff out of which the web of actual 1dealism is spun

&
B8

Actual 1dealism suffers appreciably from the difficulty en-
countered n describing 1t Its most essential characteristic 1s
that of actrvzty The famihiar example of the oak, used to 1llus-
trate the Aristotelian doctrine of development, offers a clear
parallel The reality of the oak 15 the reahty of a process of de-
velopment It mvolves various changes of form and of matter
which, taken together, give the hife history of the tree At no
single pomnt m that history do we have the real oak The
nstant yields only a still-life abstraction of the dynamic and
changing tree, 1t musses the essential umty of the whole The
oak 15 more than the acorn, more than the gnarled old veteran
more than the skeleton holding tenaciously to its W1there(’i
leaves, more than the green foliage of midsummer And, simi-
larly, the act of thinking of Gentile, the pensiero pensa,nte 15
something more than any mdividual thought once thought, z;ny

penstero pensato The real for Gentile 15 the act of thinking,

hot a static concept produced by that act
Many commentators Interpreting actual ideahbsm have
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made the mistake of attaching acts of thinking to some entity
which might entertain them and thereby give them umty The
unity is there and demands adequate explanation But it 13
essential to an understanding of Gentile's doctrine to reahize that
for him this unity of which we all are gware can be given only
by the act of thinking In and for itself Obwviously, in a philos-
ophy for which only thinking is real the empirical individual
which is so often invoked i3 not helpful. The errors into which
commentators have fallen demonstrate that it is not so obvious
that this unity cannot be given even by a transcendent * Ego
Though Gentile does not himself always realize it, the Ego is as
indefensible within a doctnine of complete immanentism as the
empincal individual or any other entity talen as prior to the act
of thinking Like the empincal individual it is n certain
respects a convenient abstraction, but it should not rlaim meta
physical significance No matter how extreme it may seem at
first, one must constantly remind oneself that over and above
the act of thinking in and for itself there is for Gentile nothing
that enjoys real existence. Although {dealism is usually de-
scribed as egocentric, we shall see later that Gentile s doctrine
1s more accurately described as logocentric. The distinction is
fmportant. The act of thinking, with its self-contained logical
principles, 1s all that Gentile has to utilize  No concept for which
that act is responsible is eligible for metaphysical consideration
except to be dismissed as an abstraction. This {s the root of the
difficulty In describing actual idealism It is almost impossible
to set down Gentile's metaphysics, for even “act of thinking”
must be entertained not as a fact but as the act itself 1n which
it Is entertained. This idea is no more difficult than that with
which we are all familiar which states that happiness is found
only in the seeking of it. For Gentile reality, llke happiness, 13
found only in the process which seeks {t.

This word, which will appesr often tn the study I used In its Hteral

wrhatever bs

senso to describe considered to lle beyond the bounds of the act of
thinking, It has no cotmection with the K ntfan meaning
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Another major point which will be helpful at the beginning
of any acconnt of actual idealism, though one 1n seeming con-
tradiction with what has just been said, is that this doctrine 15
essentially humanistic This is not to say that human beings as
such are of major importance, but rather that human thinking
occupies the central position Actual 1dealism is humanistic 1n
the sense that the act of thinking as we know 1t is essentially
a human phenomenon It was the non-humanistic aspect of the
philosophies prevalent mn Italy at the turn of the century that
provided the stimulus for Gentile’s work The Catholic phlos-
ophers had placed great emphasis on the transcendent realities
of religion, God and moral law The human had by these men
been made subordinate to the superhuman They were followed
by an unusually militant school of positivists, headed by
Roberto Ardigd This second group stressed the mmportance of
nature and natural law They had subordinated human beings
to the external world and its herarchy of connexities Gentile
has chosen to concern himself with the sense 1n which God and
moral law, and nature and natural law, and any other entities
which have 1n the history of philosophy been taken as ultimate,
are themselves the creations of man’s thinking He believes that
1t is in the progress of man’s thinking that God has been given a
place m the realm of value, and nature a place in the cosmos
No doctrine could be more thoroughly humanistic than this in
:lvicl;lﬁlsz;n i; creator olf) the worlds m which he ives This crea-
come frox;lothc:lg:e, oac?;y iei;amklaws For Gentile these laws
fundamental doctnrtzas areoto b e ! tself That 1s why the

e found in a system of logic 1tis

Gentile’s persistent inquiry into the nature of human thinking
that must be studied with the greatest care,

The question foremost 1n the minds of those who study actual

y real 1s the act of thinking
study will constitute an at-
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tempt to answer that question It will be best at this pomnt, how
ever, to content ourselves with a bare statement of the status
which these multiplicaties enjoy In the Gentilian metaphysics
If only the act of thmking 18 real what description can we find
of the individual objects which surround us 1n a room? Their
mportance to us 13 cbvious. And what about ourselves as indi
viduals? What 15 our status? We speak easily of ourselves,
scratching our mosquito bites or planning our futures We
usually consder ourselves to be more than mere acts of think
ing Also, what of the laws of nature, which carry on whether
we regard them or not? They are not only vitally important but
they seem to be essentially independent of our thinking acts
What can Gentile say of all of these things while retaining a
doctrine which in its very beginnings demes them metaphysical
recogution? Everyone will admit that 1t would be swicidal for
the actual idealist to deny a legitimate and meaningful thinking
about the multlplicity of objects which transcend the act of
thinking There are those who on this score dismuss Gentlle with
the charge that he has been indiscreet enough to bring about his
own destruction by his inwatence upon a relentless immanent
1sm. A moment’s generous consideration will, however, lead 1n
a direction whuch 18 probably more fruitful and certainly more
reasonable Gentile is an intelligent man, and no intelligent man
is interested in developing & philosophy which 13 palpably
absurd because self-destructive If Gentile has erred in his
thinking he is too competent a thinker to have erred so early So
much for a certain type of cntirism

‘We shall assume 1t reasonable to suppose that this too-prompt
denial to actual idealism of the possibility of denving multiplic
ities may be laid to undue haste in interpreting the meaning
intended when 1t takes a position which appears to be 80 extreme.
Gentile does not mean that there are no objects in our rooms or
rooms in our houses, nor that there are not men and women in
the world, nor that there are no natural laws He does not mean
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that these things are figments of the imagination He argues only
that the demands of logic imit the conclusions that may be
reached 1n our thinking about these entities and laws, that they
may be studied mn and for themselves but that such a study will
not lead to an understanding of reality And the understanding
of the real 1s the problem of philosophy Perhaps the major dis-
agreement between Gentile and those who will not go his way
begins right at this point When Samuel Johnson defied Bishop
Berkeley by striking his cane on the pavement he was giving
utterance to a demand upon philosophers which most of them
feel called upon to respect Not so Gentile Most philosophers
consider 1t the function of philosophy to refine, or illuminate,
common sense It 1s common sense to believe 1n a pluralistic
universe 1t1s common sense to believe that other men exist 1t is
common sense to place active reliance on the laws of nature
Most philosophers move away from common sense only to ex-
plamn 1t more clearly Gentile sees 1n common sense something
essentially non-philosophical He moves away from 1t 1n order
to deny 1t significance Furthermore, most philosophers agree
that the study of parts leads to an understanding of the whole,
that the study of these multiphicities leads to an understanding
of the real even though the multiphcities are not i themselves
real Gentile 1s 1 fundamental disagreement with this position
He begms by definimg the “real” as the totality of the thinkable,
and asserts that the only proper metaphysical study of parts
Ca,%lcl;svlgzi ;cllzlem aas parts-of-the-whole Certainly the multiphcities
athor as o6 ;;Z te?;ee?nostt 1llllsu::;y c;nsxdered 1n this manner but
be multioher g objects otherwise they would not
phaities
. yr]i Z‘;szxz;ﬁ;? Prl;l(ierstand this position better by way of a
may be conmdelsed e1thei1§s1t2 :;V: iCh - t@e fable before me It
phcity of parts T cn on, b lt}l; as a timepiece or as a multi-
watch apart and spreadin. pth i mu1t1p11c1ty by talung the
g the parts around on the table I may
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now proceed to rlassify these objects. I may rlassify them ac
cording to materlal, setting the jewels apart from the metals and
then subdividing according to metals I may classify them in a
number of ways according to weight. I may classify them accord
ing to function, separating the moving parts from the stationary
ones I may claanfy the wheels according to the number of
cogs in rach I may classify the objects according to shape, mov
1ng even 1nto the aesthetic sphere  And %0 on ad smfimtum Sup-
pose I bring a physicst, a chemiat, a metallurgist, an artist, and
a watchmaker to study these parts Each acting e Ais peculiar
function will make a different study of them Each of the first
four will study them wthout regard to their function i the
whole, will treat them as abstractions The watchmaler, in con
trast, will study them as parts of a watch, that Is, concretely
Considered 1n relation to the watchmaler’s art the studles of the
first four will be partial, each alone unable to account for the
watch functionng as a timepiece. Although the contributions of
each of the four are of unquestionable Importance to the watch
maker they are abstract in the sense that they are as siudies
entirely arbitrary in relation to his work The assembled watch
tells time, nesther the physical characteristics, nor the chemical
elements, nor the alloys, nor the shapes as shapes tell time

The parallel should be clear The parts of the watch corre-
spond to the multiplicities in human experience the unity of the
assembled watch corresponds to the unity of the real As long
as we study multipliaties as such, whether atoms or stars or
men or forms or ideas, we are pursuing arts and sciences which
are partial and abstract in relation to the more comprehensive
study of philosophy Although these arts and sclences make
contributions which are of importance to the philosopher, t4e
systems which are developed within them are unimportant be-
cause they are arbitrary  Gear ratios and coefficlents of friction
and tensile strengths and geometrical shapes exist, 1n the sense
that without an understanding of them the watch could not be
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bwit The parts exist in the same sense  But neither these scien-
tific concepts nor the parts exist, in the sense that none taken by
themselves will tell time The telling of time 1s to the findings of
these four men as the judgments of philosophy are to the find-
1ngs of the arts and sciences And the watch itself 1s to its parts
as reahty 1s to the multiphcities with which we are famihar
Gentile chooses to define the real in terms of the umity into which
all multiphicities are gathered According to this defimtion none
of the multiplicities as such may claim real existence  One other
point Surely the watchmaker 1s not the only one who can tell
time Perhaps he has made the accurate telling of time possible,
but he 1s not the only man who carries a watch While the
philosopher 1s the man whose function is the study of reahty, he
1s not the only one who thinks about 1t or acts in terms of 1t
The thing that the watchmaker alone can do 1s to build the
watch The thing that the philosopher alone can do 1s to inter-
pret reality The point on which the philosopher may insist 1s
that the studies of multiphaties as suck will never lead to the
understanding of reahty
Consider the apphcation of this doctrine to two of the most
promment systems of multiphaties about which we think,
human beings and the objects of nature At first acquaintance
with Gentile’s doctrine that only the act of thinking exists one
1s tempted to confine him to the acts of his own thinking, for
they are the only ones about which he can know with certainty.
IcE‘Iow can he know that other men, 1f there are any, think? The
argument” that he finds all other men like h
other respect and that therefore they are like h
thinking 15 essentially not an argument but a ¢
tile has a more defensible answer than that
speaks of “acts of thinkmg of other men”
themselves as abstractions Take,
problem of what we mean by “othe
ophy Do we mean physical ob

mmself 1 every
1m in respect to
onjecture Gen-
He consistently
and of “other men”
for example, the latter The
r men” began early in philos-
jects with certain extensive
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characteristics? Do we mean the Idez of man? Do we mean a
biological organism which performs certain defimte functions?
It 1s not difficult to show that any of these 13 an abstraction, a
concept useful only m a lmited number of situations It Is not
difficult to show that no matter how persistently we sramine the
meaning of “other men” we never come upon anything but um
versals, which have a status only in our thinking And 1t 18 not
difficult to show that the entire group of abstractions about
“other men” is an abstraction on the level at which men are
differentiated from nnimals, inammate objects, or Ideas Itisin
this sense that “‘other men” are denied a real existence They
simply rannot be found except in the universals according to
which we choose to think them This Is not to say that we must
not think about “other men” or their acts, 1 fact Gentile is
among the first to insist that we rannot think without employing
these multiplicities. Abstractions are necessary and inescap-
able. But Gentile insists that if we are to give them significance
it must be withmn a system of concepts that expresses only an
arbitrary aspect of that unity of existence into which he gathers
all multiphaties when he speaks of the metaphysical.

The same argument holds with reference to the external
world No human experience is more common than that which
tells us that we are surrounded by external objects Nothing is
more certain than that it is advisable for us to act in respectful
consideration of them and of their laws Natural sclentists have
found many ways of studylng them. But each studies them
according to fixed aspects and each studles them as external
objects It would be futile to disapprove these sclentific studies,
indeed Gentile does not wish to doso But it Is not futile to imit
the scope of thelr aignificance To apply the findings of physics
to human bemngs may be quite inadvisable the concepts of an
exact sclence may not be applicable to himan beings  Whether
the object of study is man or the cosmos the prnciple s the
same The natural sclentist is seeking an adequate and practical
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conceptual system It 1snot difficult to show that no one system,
Ptolemaic or Copermican for example, 1s more right than an-
other. But one will usually be more useful in interpreting past
experience for future action. And whatever the conceptual sys-
tem, 1t 15 fornded on certain presuppositions or postulates Ttis
not that Gentile would wave the world of nature out of existence
1n a practical sense, or even that he would ask us to stop think-
g m terms of the concepts of natural science; it 1s only that by
the character of our study of nature 1t does not qualify as a
study of the real, interpreted as he interprets it The chief differ-
ence, perhaps, between actual idealism and the metaphysics
which 1t 1s endeavoring to replace 1s that it hmits more rigorously

the philosophic problem
We have said that Gentile’s study of the metaphysical prob-
lem will be essentially a logical one since his real 1s logocentric
It will be a study of the act of thinking This we shall investigate
in detail later Suffice it now to describe the major aspects of
the logic of thought as Gentile interprets them. Man first devel-
oped a logic of contradictories, this is the logic of all abstract
systems, whether empirical or rational, and hence called by
Gentile the “logic of the abstract ” We know the general char-
acteristics of this logic very well We Lnow, for example, that
it 1s dependent upon mtial postulates at both the foundational
and the post-foundational levels We know also that no matter
how hugh the degree of elaboration nothing 15 developed that
was not contained in the mital postulates We know further
that 1n the employment of the logic of contradictories itial
postulates must be accepted without question These 1nitial
postulates transcend the act of thinking 1n the sense that they
hie qut51de of 1t and lend 1t vahdity This bemng the case, it 1
obvious that Gentile must reject this logic and seek one which
i?ﬁlf;i gﬂifs ellléu?lrzllltlz verltty oih our thinking Wxt}}m the act

At his pomt Gentﬂeqlées 1s the quest of actual idealism

raws heavily upon the dialectic of



GENTILE’S ACTUAL IDEALISM 17

Fichte, for 1t is 1n this dialectic and the Hegehian Iogic for which
1t is responsible that he finds the answer to his logical, and
finally lus metaphysical, question. The phrase, “act of think
ing,” mplies mobility and change To speak rimply, that act
may be described according to stages each of which is an ab-
straction because only a partial aspect of the whole., The first
stage is the mmtlal act of thinking, the second 1s the thought
which is produced by that act, and the third 13 the synthess of
the two In the new act of thinking which takes cognizance of
what has gone before. An analysis such as this over-umplhfies
the situation, almost to the point of faltificaton Obwiously
these stagea merge into one another But the progress involved
is one, according to Gentile, which our thinking cannot escape,
it is the nature of thinking m action And it suggests an inter
pretation of lnrman thought and action which is central to actual
1dealiam

To these stages correspond the major phases of human activ
ity The first stage is that of self-expression, exemphfied in the
artistic endeavors of man  All men seek self-expression for rts
own sake When Beethoven wrote a piano sonata he was crea
tive for the sake of creaton. When my next-door neghbor
designs a monogram he i3 creative to the same end This Is
self-expression because 1t involves nothing foreign to the pure
act of thinking and assumes nothing foreign to that act. The
actrvity takea place because 1t 1s desirable 1 and for itself as
an aesthetic achievement. But artistry as such ceases to exist as
soon as the expression 18 complete. The Beethoven sonata as it
appears an paper, in the hands of the publisher let us gay ceases
to be art. Artisalive To the publisher the sonata 13 Ink marks
on paper, a dead thing It exists once more m the re-creation
of the praniat, whose mterpretation hterally creates it anew
And the listener if he is a good one also becomes active artist
cally The sound waves (an abstraction!) poasess only as much
aesthetic value as the listener gives them Appreciation is
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limited both by the ability of the musician and by the abihty
of the listener “Beauty” is illustve because an abstraction All
artists seek it, but discover that they possess 1t in the moment
of creation only to lose it with the completion of their work
Beauty 15 an experience, not an eternal object, but only one
aspect of human experience Indeed to speak of artistic activity
alone 1s to speak of an abstraction No man 1s pure artist and
nothing more For one thing, he must work m some objective
medium, however fleeting, and learn to accept its Jimitations
For another, he must hive with Ins fellow men The artist who
seeks absolutely free self-expression can never find 1it, nor
should he Tafe 1s more than art, and the judgments of hfe
involve more than purely aesthetic considerations. The man
who seeks only self-expression may be simply meffectual, like
Shelley’s angel, or he may be a nuisance He 1s leading a life
built around a barren concept We tend ecither to ignore him or
distrust him  His concept 1s barren, and 1t may be perilous The
great artist1s great because he is more than an artist, because he
has Iearned the function of art in the larger realm of human
activity of which art 1s only a part

The artist must work in a medium art must produce some-
thing objective This suggests the second stage in the dialectic
of thinking The act of thinking is essentially an act which
thinks something It 1s productive Thought, when completed,
Pecomes object and ceases to be act There are a number of
Important systems of thought produced by the act of thinking
Gentile is concerned chiefly with two of these, religion and
scence  Religion is created by man 1 answer to problems of

conduct The man leading the good hife 15 one who has gone

?utSIde of himself, who recognizes values which transcend his

individual desires God has often been 1nvoked as a symbol of

creation or of omnipotence, but He 15 also g symbol of a moral
order The attitude of prayer conveys e

loquently the meaning
which religion has for Gentile The man or woman kneeling 1n
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prayer 1s bowed before something not himself which makes for
righteousness, 15 expressung the smallness of the individual
before the vast world of human beings that are and that are yet
to be The man who leads the good life is the man who sees
beyond himeelf and beyond the present moment toward moral
values which lead far away from the “here and now ” Religion
nourishes the attainment of thus perspective

Natural science is created by man in answer to practical prob-
lems involved In the mampulation of his environment. Whether
he builds a fire or a suspension bndge he finds aid in sclentific
knowledge. The scientist also 15 2 man who has succeeded in
getting outside of himself as an individual, a man who recog
nizes laws of couse and effect which ignore his indlvidual
desires Like the religlous man, the scientist is essentially dis-
Interested and impersonal Gallleo dropping his weights from
the Leaning Tower of Pisa s typical of the sdentific attitude.
The man performng an expenment in the laboratory is express-
ing the smallness of the individual before the vast world of
nature which surrounds and compels hhm He is trying to find
out what he must do 1f he wishes to control his environment.
He may also be seeking knowledge for its own sake in hus field.
At least these seem to be his functions, if we thinl of him alone
and disregard his part in the whole. But we must not think so
nauuwly erther of him or of the religious man

Religion and sclence, too, tend to emphasize barren and peril
ous abstractons God and the moral order are concepts, im
portant to conduct and necessary as postulates, but given sig
nificance by the thinking in which they are produced rather
than giving it significance. Nature is also a concept, one which
has undergone many alterations since the early Hylozoists We
cannot think of God or of nature without thinking something
which our own act of thinking has created Gentile says very
often that either of the two regarded as Independent of our
thinking is unthinkahle Both religion and science when per
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suaded that they are seeking entities which transcend human
thinking become static and overbearmg They are too ready to
come forward with the metaphysical “truth” about morahty
and nature There is no such truth, because the concepts they
employ, for all that they may seem to be so, are not meta-
physical ones We must continually move toward new concepts
of the good hfe and toward a newer understanding of our en-
vironment At no pomnt m the history of either religion or
science would 1t have been wise to call a halt We must con-
tinually rethink our problems of conduct and of practice.
human knowledge 1s never at an end Hence at no pomnt 1n exther
religion or science do we come upon the real

Neither the artist nor the religious man nor the scientist,
when functioning within the hrted sphere of his chosen field,
can attain harmony n thought or 1n action If we distrust the
artist absorbed mn the aesthetic quest because he is apt not to be
erther good or practical, we distrust the religious man com-
pletely immersed 1n his rituals because he 15 apt not to be prac-
tical and the scientist who cannot see beyond his laboratory
apparatus because he 15 apt to disregard the fundamental 1ssues
of conduct, and both because they have ceased to be creative
and expressive of therr own mdividuahities We can all recall
examples of these types, imited m their understanding and
partial mn their judgments Art and religion and science must
each function m company with the other (wo The man who
has not found adequate seli-expression, the man who has not
learned the meaning of the good life, the man who has not come
to understand his environment no one of these 1s fully hwman
according to a harmonious concept of humamty It is 1 the
hight of considerations such as these that one may legitimately
speak of actual ideahsm as a modern form of humanism In the
act of thinking, which 1s self-expressive, creative of moral,
natural, and social laws, and continuously active n the advance-
ment of human understanding, one finds a sigmficant defimtion



GENTILE’S ACTUAL IDEALISM 21

of humanity It is almost needless to say that Gentile finds n
philosophy the fulfillment of these other human activities It is
philosophy that interprets art and religion and the sciences, and
finds for each {ts rightful place in the umty of the whole Each
by itself conflicts with the others, each by itself tells only part
of the story Not only does each need to know the others, but
each needs to participate to some extent in the activities of the
others

Gentile often speaks of his doctrine as essentlally moral 1n
character Since there 1s nothing external to the act of thinking,
not even the pnnaple of the dialectic development, that act
must create its own morality And so it does according to
Gentile every man creates himeelf as a moral being The free
dom upon which this morality 18 based is obviously a Spinozan
freedom, the freedom to act according to the pninciples of one’s
own patute, understood 1n the sense that the act of thinking
itself contains the principles according to which it proceeds and
is not constrained by demands ansing elsewhere. Here agnin
the humnnistic emphasls is evident. The good is not something
outside of man, to which he must submit himself, but is the
progress itself of his own development The duty of man s to be
man, to carry the development of his thinking and his action to
the highest possible point. This development, governed by the
dialectic, is in itself good Indeed it is the only good Man, con
sidered both histoncally and indrvidually, s constantly improv
ing upon the morality which his thinking has created The
“actnalism” of this type of idetism comes out very prominently
at this point. Man always acts in accordance with hus thinking,
and rannnt do otherwise. He is no wiser than he acts greater
wisdom would command wiser action. Gentile does not recog
nize as valld the distinction between theory and practice If
action is suspended it is part of thinking that this should be
the case To use Gentlle’s own figure, the philosopher does not
sit in the second-story window contemplating the hubbub of
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his fellow men 1n the street, he jomns s fellow men and acts
with them Hence the often eapressed identification of philos-
ophy and politics, when the latter 1s interpreted 1n the broadest
sense as being the entire sphere of practical activity
Perhaps the clearest expression of Gentile’s doctrine of the
relation between human bemngs 1s gwven in his mterpretation of
society as bemng #n mtcriore homme rather than mter hromines
Gentile’s objection to the eighteenth century concept of democ-
racy 1s that 1t mvolves the abstract concept of man as an individ-
ual separate from other individuals The man who expresses
at the polls satisfaction or dissatisfaction as political issues
affect him personally 1s both selfish and narrow Man in society
must overcome his individuality and express a striving for the
welfare of the whole Society exists not for the protection of
individual interests but rather to express something of which
the individual 1s only a part This thing 1s national character
It appears at that stage in the development of human thinking
when man begins to see beyond individual concerns to those
that affect a whole people In accordance with the Vichian tra-
dition language 1s an important factor here, for the reality of the
nation 1s fonnd in the thinking which 1s developed, and thinking
requires language Nationality comes from within the citizens
of a nation in the sense that 1t is part of the principle by which
each citizen thinks Dufferences in thinking are responsible for
ifferences 1 national cultures However, though Gentile al-
most always speaks in terms of the nation, there seems to be
nothing 1 the dialectic principle which he describes which could
limit this development to that level The Gentihan dialectic
moves by contrasts 1f all nations but one were wiped from the
(fialtgg of the earth that one would cease to be a nation It is not
cult to 1magine the nternationalism that may anse in the
West 1 opposition to the East, or the more complete nter-
;laﬂonﬂhsm that would appear 1f Mr Wells’ Martians should
nvade the earth Internationalism can never be built out of the
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sclfish and narrow desire to save one's own life and property
Nor should internationalism destroy the nation any more than
the nation should destroy the individual, only out of a fully
realized nationalism can internationalism ardse  The very logic
of our thinking demands it.

Gentile's identification with Fascism is tesponsible for an
understandable misinterpretation of his political philosophy
The state is not for him a reality external to the individual in
which the individual completely loses his identity Such a con
cept is as abstract as the opposing one of the individual as the
sole reality “Individual” and “state’ are ways of thinking
The state is 1 interiore homine it is the cthical substance of
human beings  The state by its nature depends upon authonty
and force, but 1s interested in nelther for fts own sake Author
ity and force must ultimately come from the individuals who
wupose the state. The state is founded on the concept of
discipline, which is essential to the Gentilian dinlectic. We are
familiar with many aspects of that disapline of the jndividual
which gives greater freedom rather than less  The disaapline of
2 foreign language gives the freedom to explore the literature
of that language, the discipline of temperance frees us from
slavery to aleohol The schoolboy who demands his “freedom”
to stay away from school, and the imbiber who demands his
“freedom” to Indulge intemperately, are both demanding an
abstract and unreal freedom  This is the disaipline, based upon
authonty and foree, for which the Gentilian state stands It is
discIpline not for its own sake, but for the sake of a super indi
vidual spirituality, as Gentile calls it, in which the individual
partahes Without it the individual ceases to be real, without
the individual it is empty

For want of a Letter one the word " (and hence here “splrtunlity )
hmp!aycdlnlhhnndyu-lnn-hllouo the Itallan “ypirito  In some tramh
thors mind Huwsed but “mind _carries & connotatlon of Intellectr Hem that peems
furekmtchnlﬂc‘ldodrbz The Itallan “spirita™ and the German Geldt are
very simila  and comvey & mearing for which (here is o adequate English
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Nothing is more basic to actual idealism than the dual char-
acter here expressed The individual 1s opposed to the state, and
each 1 1tself is an empty abstraction Liberty is opposed to
law, and each requires the other 1n order to achieve real sig-
nificance  Morality and right are similarly opposed and similar
in therr mutual dependence Behind 1t all 1s the ancient prob-
lem of particulars and universals, which for Gentile are equally
abstract and equally empty as interpretations of reahty They
are abstract and empty because once thought they are given,
on the one hand by realists and on the other by nominahsts, a
status more fundamental than the thinking by which they are
entertaned Nothing once thought, objectified and therefore
static, can be real The real is act, the act of thinking A final
lustration of this may be found in the Gentilian doctrine of
good and evil There are no eternal virtues toward which man
15 striving, and no deadly sins which he must seek to avoid
Morality 1s not as clean-cut or as easy as that We are con-
stantly 1mproving our moral msight, at no point may we call a
halt It 1s this improvement, this continuous widening of the
horizon of understanding, that 1s the good We cannot devise
equations of pleasure and pain  we can reach no final judgments
about eternal verities Truth 1s dynamic, it 1s constantly being
made And today’s truth 1s tomorrow’s error Similarly, both
1n the history of the race and 1n the history of the individual,
today’s good 1s tomorrow’s evil The only truth 1s the striving
for truth, and the only good 1s striving for good Good and evil
are closely lmked The man who 1s not tempted cannot be good,
just as the man who knows no fear cannot be courageous Good-
ness mvolves the presence rather than the absence of evil. We

shall find the application to logic of this general principle of
duahity most important

‘The implications of actual 1dealism for g philosophy of his-
tory are quite clear With so dynamic a reality, one 1 which
today’s truth is tomorrow’s error and today’s virtue tomorrow’s
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vice, the very facts of history cease to be Important as such
The real history is the thinking of the histonan in action Once
wrntten history becomes dead fact, caught up again in the
vitality of the real only as part of the thinking of the historian
who follows. Gentile uses with great fondness the example of
Plato to fllustrate this point. The Plato we know 18 our own
creation. He is the man we come to know when we read his
works and read about him We do not know him as a fact mn
the past, we know humn as a man and a philosopher Was he born
m 428 Bc? There is an historical fact, but in itself entirely
devoid of sigmficance. It is a typlcal abstrachon We are apt
to forget that we can never know Plato directly Whether we
know him through the medium of the ancient Greek or through
a modern commentator, we are always dependent upon an mter
pretation. For erample, the Timaeus even when read in the
original is a very different thing to Mr Whitehead from what
it was to Jowett. The difference between the Plato of the
Middle Ages and the Plato of the twentieth century is even
more apparent. Each 18 imited by the Ideology of its time Even
the Plato of his contemporaries was limited One has only to
constder varying first hand judgments about the same person
today to understand this The Plato we know 18 our creation
He 15 one man when we first read The Republsc he 18 another
when we have read all of the dialogues He 13 one man to the
sophomore he 1s another to the graduate student a few years
later He 18 present only in the act of thinking, and he changes
with the development of our thinking

And so with all history It {s not the hare record of objective
and indisputable facts to treat it 1n this way 1s to lose Its sig
nificance in & barren and static chronological system. Consider
the “bare facts” of the history of modern Europe There are
80 many of them that no listornian ever records them all. He
makes a selection, and his selection is in terms of what he thinks
umportant. In other words, he is interpreting We are de-
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pendent for all of the listory we know upon the interpretations
of the historians who have preceded us A French and a German
history of modern Europe are quite different It1snot even con-
cewvable that someone might write a “history” which would
contain all of the facts about the rise of modern Europe, a
“history” which would be objectively correct No man can live
for a thousand years and see everything that happens at first
hand If he did, he would be seeing through his own mind and
no two minds ever see quite alike Furthermore, he would be
dependent on his interpretation of the two thousand years that
had gone before for what he saw And how would he choose to
orgamze his “history”? What would be his chapter headings?
Any orgamzation he chose would 1n itself be an interpretation
of the “facts ” The reality of history 1s the reality of historical
thinkmg which is actually going on  The material which comes
to us from the historians of the past is only the matenal of the
present act of thinking The listories of today, with therr
emphasis on economic factors, are quite different from the his-
tories of yesterday And what will the histories of tomorrow be
hike? We flatter ourselves unduly 1f we think that the historians
of the future will not employ Interpretations of which we cannot
even dream. This concept of history gives a clear understand-
ing of what Gentile means when he says that the act of thinking
hterally creates the world m which we hve, whether it be the
nature which surronunds us, the religion wherein we find guid-
ance, or the past of which we usually consider ourselves to be
the product Only 1n a narrow sense are we the product of the
past the past 1s far more the product of ourselves

No description of actual dealism would be complete without
some reference to Gentile’s phulosophy of education Not only
has Gentile exerted a great mfluence in this field, but it
through his thmking about pedagogical bl that he arrmong
at actuzl idenligs opr (113 gogical problems that he arrived
and material to be t ortmary multipheity of pupil, teacher,

aught, is of course strenuously avoided
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Education 18 not absolutely free self-expression, nor preparation
for an Immortal life, nor traming 1n mental skills and bodily
habits, 1t 15 the development of the spinit. To study the child as
a physical object, or a psycho-physical apparatus, or & soul, or
an orgamem, 13 to s the true reality of the child, its act of
thimking No one has seen more clearly than Gentile the dangers
in any attempt to study education scientifically Gentile’s con
cept has much in common with the Newkumanismus of von
Humboldt and Herder 1n its reaction against the Aufklarungs
seit

The character of the rhalectic 13 most evident 1n the study
of the educative mtuation. The teacher 1s teacher by virtue of
an ability to enter the spirit of the child, to understand the
thinking of the child 1n all of the venty it has for that child The
teacher must not separate himaelf from the child as a superior,
intellectual or otherwise, but must meet the child on his gwn
ground and stimulate the development of that child’s own think
ing He is not the dwstributor of pre-digested facts His author
ity must be tempered by the spontaneous thinking within the
child. And, mmilarly, the child s pupil by virtue of an ability
to enter the mind of the teacher, to understand the thinking of
the teacher In all of its venty The child must not think of
himaelf as Infenor, but recognize his own thinking as true until
he himeelf sees the need for new judgments In short, pupil and
teacher are united in the act of education, which is a spintual act.
Fach by himaelf represents a partial aspect of education, and
each conaidered in himself 1s an abstraction. Furthermore, the
curnculum and the books which it prescribes lack reality
Education is not to be found 1n books it is to be found 1n think
g The curriculum lacks Lfe until given 1t by the thinking of
pupil and teacher Are they studying a poem? The poem be-
comes art when re-created by teacher and pupil 1n the reacing of
1t until then 1t 13 printing, but not poetry Are they studying
physics? The phrase is unfortmate. There 18 no physics-in
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itself There 1s the child’s concept of nature and there is the
teacher’s concept of nature, and the teacher is seeking by a
definite logical process to develop the pupil’s concept, not simply
to hand down preconceived laws No teaching 1s less fruitful
than that in which the pupil 1s passive and has poured into him
an encyclopedic multiphicity of “knowledges ”

It 1s not difficult to see that in such a concept of the educative
process there can be no objective goal The teacher is seeking
to stimulate the thinking of the pupil in whatever direction its
principle of action takes it There is nothing final or absolute
about the teacher’s knowledge, the teacher exerts authorty
only 1n msuring a steady progress according to the dialectic
principle  This principle involves, as Gentile interprets 1t, four
stages The child must be artistic, must be encouraged to self-
expression The child must learn to subnmit himself to moral
principles  The child must learn to submit himself {0 the imper-
sonality of natural and social law And, finally, the child must
come to an understanding of these phases of his mental develop-
ment according to a philosophy which shall gather them all into
aunity The discipline of education 1s based on both the author-
ity of the teacher and the freedom of the child Both must
contribute or there 1s no education It is not difficult to see that
such an education will emphasize the humamties The aim 1s
the same as that of the NV enhumanismus, a Bildung sur Human-
tat  Tn a humanistic endeavor of thig kind, the things that man
has done and thought 1 the past are most sigmficant In the
study of literature the thoughts of the greatest thinkers are
brought again to hfe, one discourses with and is stimulated by
great minds In history one makes part of one’s own thinking
the sigmficance of the past as we come to know 1t and are learn-
Ing to mterpret it In the arts one learns of the strivings of sen-
:;U:hzargse?tto ‘;Xprﬁssfthe thinking that 1s going on withmn them
o tslrlmug he . :tid of the humamties, 1n short, we learn about

y of what he has done and what he has
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thought. One begins to understand better what it means to be
fully and harmoniously a man Through the study of man and
of the products of his thinling one learns what humanity is
One experlences that fullness and vitality of spint for which
education strives in promoting development. This development
is infinite, 1t leads we Lnow not where, and we must encourage
1t to proceed as long as 1t is logically sound But it 1s a procedure
according to definite stages, and this definiteness must be pre-
served That is why the teacher Is part of the process In the
philosophy of the act of thinking education finds its meaning
mn promoting the harmony and fullness of human develop-
ment. Beyond this harmony and this fullness, indeterrminate
as it may seem, there is no goal This is humamsm pure and
nnallgyed

The dralectic of the spirit is the thread upon which the entire
doctrine of actual idealism Is strung We have tried to sum
marize here the Interpretation of the sigmificance of that dia
lectic which Gentile himself makes It is entirely possible that
at certain pomnts Gentile has gone astray in his interpretation,
indeed it has alrendy been suggested that with regard to the
1ssue between natlonnlism and internationalism he fails to see
the Implications for the latter One feels that in most of his
political wnting his enthusiasm for the new Italy has limited his
scope. On the other hand there are many points at which his
interpretations are unusually profound No teacher who is sen
sitive to the educative situation and his relation to his stu
dents will doubt the profundity of Gentile’s thoughts in that
field And there 13 much in Gentile’s interpretation of the func
tion of the scientist that would bear emphasis todav But these
many questions of the interpretation of the metaphysics of
actual idealism are, relative to certain others, of lesser impor
tance in the evaluation of Gentile’s philosophy He may have
made errors in the application of his fundamental doctrines
but an investigation into the existence of such errors 1s probably
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of less sigmficance at the moment than a study of the funda-
mental doctrines themselves.

It 15 obvious, for example, that 1f the act of thinking in its
éssential unmity is the only real, that act must be extremely
potent metaphysically A study of the act of thinking will be a
study i the field of logic We have given an introductory
account of the fundamental assumptions upon which Gentile
builds his doctrine  We must now proceed to a more detailed
study of his argnment. What are his criteria of “truth”? Em-
ploying these criteria, by what argument does he arrive at his
characterization of the act of thinking as essentially a dialectic
process? Is this argument vald? Furthermore, having por-
trayed the dialectic of the act, does he legitimately find 1n it
that self-sufficiency of value, both moral value and truth value,
that 1t must contam 1f 1t alone 1s real? The uniqueness of actual
1dealism 1s that in it logic and metaphysics are combined A
study of ultimate logical norms involves a study of reality, and
a study of reality mvolves the logic of thinking Is this com-
bination legitmate? If it 1s not there 1s no ground upon which
actual idealism can stand If 1t 15 legitimate, the basis of the
legitimacy will be found 1 the Sistema d logica. Gentile’s
argument, Iike that of any philosopher, 1s based on assumptions
which cannot be questioned except as they may be found un-
frwitful Every philosopher must begin with a defimtion of the
real and cnitena of truth which may not be doubted except n
the hight of other defimitions and other criteria In the erection
of any system of concepts a beginming must be made some-
where But given these beginnings, are the arguments by which
the philosopher eErrives at his doctrine correct? That 1s, 15 the
doctrine itself without self-contradiction? And, further, does

1t offer an adequate interpretation of human experience? These
are the questions we shall consider.,

That actual 1dealism 15 fruitful js without question It has
already been showu that its interpretations within the categories
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of hnman life are significant. It ought not to be too much of an
anticrpation of what is to follow to say at this point that these
interpretations are not entirely new It is the combination of
them that is novel Actual ideallsm 18 a modern version of
Protagoras’ ‘Man is the measure of all things ”” It is the Carte-
sian “I think, therefore I am” made into “I think therefore
thinking is " It 13 the Immanentism of Spinoza centered around
the human act of thinking rather than around God. It is Berke-
ley’s Esse est percips without hus theology It 18 the dlalectic of
Fichte made not into a metaphysics of the Absolute but rather
into & metaphysics of the actlve spirit Gentile makes the same
critiasm of the older metaphysicians that the neo-positivists
are now making At the same time he makes the same insistence
upon the importance of metaphysical studies that the older meta

physiciane have always made. He is seeking what probably
has not been so persistently sought before, a metaphysics which
shall not be subject to the criticism that it is an arbitrary and
immediate product of the imagination He is seeking a real
which need not be taken on faith, and at the same time a norm
for thinking which shall be an adequate norm arnd not involve
merely the question of expedlency If he is successful he will
have done something which has not been done before.



Cuartrr Two
THE ARGUMENT RESTATED

IT 15 probably more true of :dealism than of any other con-
temporary philosophy that the great difficulty in understanding
1t hes 1n 1ts divorcement from the tenets of common sense It
15 probably also more characteristic of 1deahism that 1t nises out
of what appear to1ts adherents to be shortcomings in other doc-
trines For these reasons 1t 15 necessary that an adequate intro-
duction to actual 1dealism be composed of two stages The first
stage should be that of negative criticism, 1n which the difficul-
ties attached to other doctrines are marked and studied As
compared with the second stage this first one 1s easier in the
proportion that criticism 15 easter than creation But when the
argument leads to so unusual a doctrine as 1n the case of Gentile,
there 15 good reason to believe that the exposition of this argu-
ment will mvolve equally unusual difficulties On the way to
understanding a philosopher there is no better exercise than
that of stating his case 1 one’s own words This we shall

attempt to do, quoting directly from Gentile’s writings only
when a quotation 1s particularly apt

®
B8

“The science of logic arises with the distinction between true
and false thought, or, more precisely, when one begins to dis-
tingwish between thought as fact and thought which has

value”* The Sistema di logica is the study of thought as
* Sistema Vol I,p 45

32
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having value, the study of the true knowledge of Theaetctus
200E that is distinguished from true opinion

It is customary to make a division of the field of logic into
noetic and relational logics  The former Is taken in part as a
study of ulumate values, of theories, critena and definitions of
truth, etc. It is immediately epistemological and ultimately
metaphysical The latter is the study of thought as structure,
The logic of Genule falls uncompromisingly within the former
The Sistcma ds logica might well be entitled Sistema ds filosofia
or Ststema della metafisica, indeed for English readers such an
alteration might obwviate confusion Gentile «ays in several of
his most significant passages that he identifies logic and meta
physics  There is a definite sense, however in which this state
ment when rendered into English becomes inaccurate  We are
accustomed to limit "logic” to the field of thought structure
Hence we shall react negatively to Gentile’s statement about
Jogic and metaphysics on the ground that metaphysical con
siderations are quite irrelevant to the study of logie. Itisagiced
that when logic and metaphysics are entertained <eparately the
former becomes an abstraction in the sense that the structure of
thought is abstracted from its content That it {s recognized as
an abstraction by modern logicians in no way does nor should
it, deter them from the pursuit of their object But when we find
Gentile saying that logic can never be separated from the meta
physical intuition on which from its origin it depends and to
which it ought to be attached at all times, it should be realized
that he Is referring to logic as noetic and not relational That
he does not attach importance to the other and to us more
prevalent, use of “logic” is his loss and to be understood only
by reference to the fact that he is speaking as a metaphysician
His remark cannot accurately be construed as a cnticaism of
relational logic, indecd it does not refer to the relational logi
rian

It does refer to the noetic logician, and as such will find gen-
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eral acquiescence Thus is illustrated by Gentile’s use of a con-
cept which, in modern philosophy, has so fallen into disuse that
when unqualified it is open to serious misinterpretation The
difficulty is due to the fact that great differences of meaning
have been attached to 1t in the history of philosophy The con-
cept in question 1s that of the Logos, whence directly Gentile
derives the meaning which he gives to “logic” According to
Burnett the earhest use of Logos,” to mdicate dialectic argu-
ment in the sense made famihar by Socrates, is found in Par-
memdes There seems to be some question as to whether or not
Heraclitus employed 1t 1n this sense also, but happily the answer
1s not relevant to our discussion For the Stoics the Logos was
World-Bemng or primitive power, the purposeful determination
of all cosmic processes, a deified World-Ground and World-
Mmd Phido and Justin borrowed the word from the Stoics,
giving 1t the meaning of Reason revealed in Christ If we seek
the fimdamental common denominator in the employment of
the word we find the Logos fulfilling the function of that n
relation to which thinking 15 ultimately erther true or false It
is the norm of thinking In such a sense, removed strictly from
rational or theological considerations, Gentile uses the con-
cept
‘This concept of the Logos rests at the very heart of Gentile’s
thinkmg It provides truth value for judgments hence the
derivation of the word “logic” The truth values which 1t pro-
vides are ultimate 1 a metaphysical sense which makes the
Logos synonymous with reahty. Hence the concept of the Logos
Contains within itself logical and metaphysical elements which
It synthesizes 1n what Gentile terms “philosophy ” Relational
logic is admuttedly not a study of ultimate verities Foundation-
ally 1t takes qertam postulates as self-evident Tt 1s non-philo-
2251121:& erl;tﬂe’s entlrfe search, 1 contrast, 1s philosophic, It
gos whuch is at the base of noetic logic Thus there
* Early Greek Philosophy (Black, London, 1920, 3rd edit ), p 173, ftn 1
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18 & sense in which Gentile Is quute correct in 1dentifying logic
and metaphysics Logic in itself (i e relational) proceeds back
ward 10 an infinlte regress, finding structure everywhere and
certamnty and necessity nowhere, nnless metaphysics is invoked
Metaphysics in itself cannot tell us the truth about reality, for
it does not define “truth ” Hence the need for umfying the two
But this unity 1s neither logic nor metaphysics, it s philosophy
We are investigating nelther the logic nor the metaphysics of
Gentile, properly spealing, but rather his philosophy

Gentlle, then, 18 engaged 1n a study of the metaphysics of
truth We distinguish certamn judgments from others by virtue
of their belng “true.” According to Gentile * there are three
elements which, when gathered in & judgment, make it true In
the first place, & true judgment is distingulshed among judg
ments by the possession of value. True knowledge is not an
indiscriminate collection of judgments, it is the valuing of cer
taln judgments at the expense of others One knows that one
possesses truth and one values 1t as such. Plato points this out
1n the Theaetetus For rrample, one only accepts an intricate
geometrical proposition as true when one has gone through its
proof or accepted it upon authority In the second place, a true
judgment i3 distinguished from other judgments in that it is
necessary A true judgment 1s one that could not be thought
otherwise than as true, If a judgmeant can be thought as either
true or false 1t is without significance as an element of knowl
edge. An affirmation 1s true by virtue of the fact that it eannot
be thought false if prefaced by “I think ¥ If it could be
thought false it would not be so prefaced. One would make a
different assertion. In the third place, a true judgment 19 dis-
tinguished from other judgments in that it is universal It
constitutes that knowledge common to all as dlstinguished from
ndividual opmion. Two knowlng subjects in the same situation
could not think differently For sxample, if It is true for Bishop

Ststema. Vol I, pp 456
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Berkeley that to be 1s to be percewved, it 1s true for all men of the
same spiritual background that to be 1s to be perceived One
mght be tempted to remove this qualification, but we shall dis-
cover that 1t 1s precisely the wider sense of umiversality that
Gentile wishes to avoid It is the difference 1n spiritual resources
that differentiates truths among men To the man who has
never been mtroduced to the demonstrations of the sphericity
of the earth 1t 1s #rue that the earth is flat This truth 1s uni-
versal among men equally ignorant And 1t 1s sharply distin-
guished from the non-reflective opmmzon of any one of these men
regarding the shape of the earth

Consider a judgment from the Monadology ‘“These Monads
are the real atoms of nature and, in a word, the elements of
things 7 As a part of Leibniz’s knowledge this 1s given value, 18
necessary, and universal If independent of his knowledge, it
would be described as opinion Indeed the independence of any
judgment from active thinking would define 1t as opmion As
mere opinton 1t would have no more value than 1ts contrary or
1ts contradictory Either could as well be entertained And 1t
would stand on the same level as either a contrary or a contra-
dictory opinion expressed by another individual But for Lezb-
mz 1t 1s true and therefore subject to no one of the three vagaries
of opinion, lack of necessity, of nniversality, or of value Truth
seems to attach itself to mndividual thinking 1n a sense which will
be made more clear when we come to discuss the concept of
error Philosophers have always sought thoughts that are neces-
sarlly and umversally valued as true, 1t has been their problem
to bring forth such judgments

The history of philosophy has shown but one way of pro-
viding value, necessity, and umversality A separation has al-
ways been made between judgments and that about which
Judgments are made, between the knowing and the known In
other words, and employing the Gentilian concept of the Logos
the Logos has always been outside of or objective to the Judg:
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ments made by the individual Such a Logos may be called a
transcendent Logos, for 1t transcends the act of thinking We
say that Edinburgh 1s north of London because these two cities
arc in that geographical relation previous to our thinking about
them The efficacy of such a Logos Is obvious If the Logos
transcends thought it provides a measure of it, a measure in
comparison with which thought can be given value, which
makes it rather than its contradictory necessary and against
which the judgments of all individuals can be tested This may
well be the case, indeed philesophers have generally been of this
opinion Yet if this 1s the case, certain consequences must be
accepted

(1) Since the Logos transcends the act of thinking, the rela
tion between the two may be described as accidental The act of
thinking 15 not essential to the Logos, nor is the Logos cssential
to the act of thinking For example, the relation of correspond
ence would in no way affect the Logos

(2) Hence truth ceases to be a relation between these two
terms, for truth value resides in the Logos and the Logos is inde-
pendent of thinking Truth comes to be found entirely within
the measure (Logos) to which judgments may be considered
as in some manner corresponding, and not at all in the act of
judging So far as truth itsclf is concerned the Logos alone is
significant.

(3) Thus, in the end, instead of bringing truth value to judg
ments, the Logos stands alone It Is unchanging Truth The act
of thinking must come to 1it. Truth is fact and in itself has no
relation to the act of thinking It must neccssarily be presup-
posed, as we shall discover Within a doctnne of a transcendent
Logos 1t could not be otherwise

These consequences explain the presupposed character of the
norms basic to those philosophies which have sought the neces
sity, universality, and value of truth in that which transcends

Ibid,p 51
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thinking By the very nature of the case, all doctrines which
grant judgments ultimate verity by virtue of a transcendent
Logos take that Logos as previous to all judgments about it
The contradictory assertion (1e that some do not presuppose
that Logos) has only to be entertained to demonstrate that it 1s
untenable, for it contradicts itself in the very process of claiming
validity This separation of knowing and its norm has been
considered the szne gua non of truth

So far there 1s nothing troublesome in the doctrine of the
transcendent Logos But advance another step and it may
become disturbing What happens when the truth value of the
Logos is brought into question? If the Logos is presupposed,
is there left open a way of discovering whether or not our
description of it (which provides the objective standard for
the measurement of our judgments) as momstic or pluralstic
or anything else, 1s true? The situation we are describing 1s
unique among problems of norms, as is easily shown by com-
paring 1t with the usual one Consider the official meter in a
bureau of standards How do we know that it 1s exactly a
meter?r We know because we define the meter in terms of 1t
The important thing to note is that we cannot do the same
1n philosophy without begging the question We cannot define
truth in terms of that which 1s simply assumed to be true An
assumption 1s quite different from a truth. Strictly speaking
the official meter 1s not a meter, it 1s an arbitrary section of
platinum  But truth, 1n contrast, cannot be arbitrary It must
be universal and necessary Hence the first of the Gentilian
conclusions with regard to the philosophic mquiry. © “4 truth
iranscending the subject 15 nesther a truth nor g knowable
realsty ” It 15 not a truth because presupposed As presup-
posed 1t is neither umiversal nor necessary the variety of
Logos’s presupposed by metaphysicians 1s legion No meta-
physician 1s hound to any one of them by the nature of the

[}
Ibid,p 65 The second and third conclusions are also taken from this page
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case the choice is arbitrary They are not knowable because
to be known they must offer the posaibility (denied by their
lack of umversality and necessity) of belng sasigned truth
value. That which 18 presupposed, or assumed, 18 taken on
faith. It is Gentile’s poation that such 13 not the nature of the
knowledge toward which philosophy aima, If ulhmate knowl
edge 13 armved at by inuight rather than a mediate process
philosophers become merely the ratiopal interpreters of imme-
diate intuiton. This 18 hardly an indefensible interpretation
of the function of philosophy, but it does require a somewhat
different concept of “truth” than mest philosophers employ
At the moment 1t Is aimply to be noted that Gentile rejects
this interpretation and pursues his inquiries in another
direction

It would not be fair to say that this dependence upon the
presupposed, essentinl to the doctrine of the transcendent
Logos has not disturbed thinkers before the time of Gentile.
Such attempts as have been made to surmount it bave been 1n
the direction of effeLliug a reconcilintion between the tran
scendence of the Logos and the achvity of the knowling indi
vidual They have involved the separation of the knowing
subject from the object known on the one hand, and on the
other the bridging of the gap between the two in the Interest
of necessity and umversality For example, the Carteaian
attempt was i terms of mnate 1deas In this case a rational
Logos was united with an active subject. But in the interest
of universality and necessity truth was here made to transcend
the act of knowing it. The same bothersome question could
be asked Whence the truth of innate ideas? Be they as self
evident as could be wished they are true sumply because taken
upon faith For thils reason the seventeenth century ration-
allsm led to dogmatism Locke’s attempt at reconriliation
erred on the other side He relled upon the phenomenal char

See Jbid pp 5962 for Gentlle's wrgrment here.
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acter of simple 1deas, but Berkeley and Hume showed that
this rehance was, empirically speaking, unfounded And
empiricism, by turning 1ts back upon the presupposed, faced
scepticism Kant tried to effect another reconciliation by com-
bining perception (the given or transcendent) and conception
(the activity of the knowing subject), Yet he introduced
objectivity and the separation of knowing and known, again,
in the Noumenon The modern attempt at reconcihiation, that
of contemporary empiricism, 1n terms of two principles of
knowledge (intuition and reflection) 1s no more successful
Either the {wo principles are separated into a duality or they
form a wmty, so far as the acqusition of knowledge 15 con-
cerned If they are separated into a duality, the reflection
which should produce knowledge does not have ntuition upon
which to bwld If they form a umty, reflection becomes
resolved into ntuwition so far as the verity of knowledge 1s
concerned and knowledge 1s again based upon presupposttions
These attempts to surmount the difficulty found 1n the doctrine
of the transcendent Logos have been attempts to bring truth
within the knowing mdividual Gentile makes the same
attempt But he contends that each of the others has failed
for the reason that while the Logos was brought within the
knowing mdividual 1t was nevertheless kept extrinsic to the
iCt of knowing Hence the second of Gentile’s conclusions

A truth mmanent m the sub Ject but transcendmng the act of
the knowmmg subject 1s not truth” Tt 1s not truth for precisely
the same reason that a “truth” transcending the subject 1s
not truth

Even the epistemological relativism of Protagoras involves
this difficulty The rehiance placed upon sensation 1 his doc-
trime makes Protagoras’ man not the true and proper subject
of knowledge but 1n fact one of the objects present to the sub-
ject  Tn other words, Protagoras’ man becomes absorbed m
a reahty whach 1s entirely the object and not at all the subject
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of knowledge Hence Gentile’s third conclusion “A trutk
immanent sn the subject siself as knowledge, but transcending
the actualsty of this knowledge m o naturalsstic conception
of thought, is not trutk” It Is not truth, in the case of Pro-
tagoras, because it depends logically and metaphysically upon
an ntuited (or presupposed) doctrine with regard to sensa
tion If this doctrine Is questioned Protagoras’ epistemology
falls like a house of cards.

In framing a doctnine of truth there is another and much
less usual pownt of attack. If it 1s found desirable to avoid
completely the difficulty imnvolved mm a Logos transcending
either the knowing Indrvidual or the act of hnowing relief
may be hoped for n a full and complete immanentism. Is it
possible to establish an adequate philosophic doctrine which
shall regard the Logos as born in and developing with the act
of knowing? Or will it be found that 1n avoiding the difficulty
we have just been discussing, so extreme an immanentism
encounters other and even greater difficulties? It is probably
generally agreed among philosophers that the difficulties
involved 1n a full and complete 1mmanentism are greater than
those of any doctrine of transcendence And it is precisely this
question that the Sistema ds logica reopens It may be said
then that Gentile commences with this requirement of truth
that it be immanent 1n the act of knowing It will be agreed
that in so doing he 1s pursulng his cntena of truth to thewr
logical conclusion The act of hnowing 18 the final refuge of
an Immanent Logos What will be the charactenstics of the
“truth” which it dictates?

Its most obvious characteristic 1s 1ts punity it is a priors 1n
the Kantian sense  As immanent in the act of knowing it 13
not determined by anything extunsic to that act. If it were
so determined, that which was extrinsic would become the
transcendent Logos by which it would be measured Anything

Ses Ibid p 126
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extrinsic would become the known foreign to the act of know-
ing, and the act of knowing would be true only in relation to
it But it is precisely this that the doctrine of the immanent
Logos endeavors to overcome The only meammng which the
known may have for such a doctrine is that 1t is in itself the
act of knowing In other words, the act of knowing becomes
that act by virtue of the fact that it 15 its own object This
doctrine 1s admuittedly difficult to compréhend Philosophy
has so long held to the principle of transcendence, has so
long assumed the separation of the act of knowing and the
known, that 1t 15 not ready to take this new path or give 1ts
vistas serious consideration For example, we soon become
aware that this a przo7 truth does not admit the possibility
of verification If there i1s nothing extrinsic to the act of
knowing, there 1s nothing against which the judgment given
in the act may be verified The act must be norma s Gen-
tile asks us to base a philosophic knowledge upon assertions
true not because of their relations to entities external to them,
but because of their intrmsic and essential nature Gentile
will not admit even a coherence theory of truth, for even that
1s not norma sur, we shall discover. To take an extreme case,
Gentile 15 forced to the position that the affirmation that
Edinburgh 1s north of London may be accepted as true only
on the basis of a final assertion norma sur of what shall be
accepted as truc m ats full form, “I think Edinburgh is
north of London” the truth relation being between “I think”
fmd “Edimburgh is north of London” We shall have to exam-
Ine with the greatest care just what Gentile means by taking
such a position

_ 1f the most obvious characteristic of the Gentihan truth
Is 1ts purity, 1ts outstanding and most surprising characteristic
Is 1ts morahity ° The objectivity of truth essential to the doc-

trine of transcendence excludes moral attribution If Edin-
® See Ibid ,p 110
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burgh is north of London it {5 north of London, we say Our
judgment of the relation seems to be limited by the external
facts of the case. Since it is in 1its factual character that we
customarily think of truth, Gentile's description of it as moral
18 perplexing  But this unusual feature follows immediately
from the requirement of tmmanence with which the Gentihan
doctrine commences If there 13 nothing transcending the act
of thinking, then that act Is & free act. According to Gentile
“T think Edmburgh 13 north of London” has value only if
selected by a free cholce from among a number of possible
assertions about Edinburgh’s geographical position i rela
tion to London It 13 this free character, in part, that makes
it true If 1t were transcendently determined it would lose
this character because forced upon the thinker by something
external to s thinking Whatever the grounds of an asser
tion, according to Gentile, it Is true because we freely so
think it. Contrary to the customary procedure he selects the
free act of thinking rather than the grounds of the assertion
as the residence of truth This alone does mot make truth
moral, but it does provide the possibility of morality in the
act of thinking, for if that act were not free 1t could in no sense
be a moral act. What, then, does make the act of thinking
moral?

Consider the sltuation as customarily described. The dis-
tinction between faith and knowledge is considered to be based
upon the separation of knowing and known Faith 13 the
bhnd judgment of the subject, an immediate judgment.
Knowedge is mediate and governed by an image of the tran
scendent object. The former is the realm of rehiglon the latter
that of the sciences. A reanalysis of this distinction 1 the
light of the argument outlined above has surprising conse-
quences An rxamination of that argument shows that in fact
Judgments about a transcendent object rest upon acts of faith,

For Gentfle's account of this and the {ollowing m teri 1 se0 J5d, pp. 74-30,
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since the basic intwitions are immediate  Hence the “cer-

tanty” of traditional metaplhysics and of the sciences becomes
transformed into faith, for the basic mttions are ngid dic-
tators of the rationally superimposed structure In other
words our usual distinction between faith and Lnowledge 15
false because what we regard as knowledge, metaphysically
if not practically, 15 a product of faith What we regard as
knowledge 15 workable and uscful, but without metaphysical

sigmficance This 1s not a complete surprise
But 1t 1s a surprise to discover the faith of traditional meta-
physics becoming transformed into certainty under Gentile’s
hand This transformation 1s extremely mmportant to actual
idealism The Cartesian Cogito crgo sum ofters a convenient
example of the certainty at which Gentile 1s auming We are
not here concerned with what Descartes and later critics took
to be the metaphysical import of the phrase That 1t gives
decisive knowledge (in the traditional sense) of the exstence
of the self 1s doubtful Indeed Gentile considers such a tran-
scendent self to be an unreal abstraction, as we shall discover
The proposition 1s not one of whose truth we are immediately
aware as indubitable, 1f such were the case 1t would be intui-
tion (or faith, as opposed to certainty) and not knowledge,
because immediate Of such a nature is the famous proposi-
tion mn the Symposuom regarding “beauty absolute” But
Cogito ergo sum 1s valued as true by a mediate process in
which cogrto and ergo swm are unified i the act of think-
ing which entertains them The importance of the Cartesian
dictum is that the existence of the real 75 the dictum It 15 one
gf the few judgments that does not requre the usual form,
I think T think, therefore I am” Its truth 1s inherent 1n
itself I think, therefore I (as thmkimng) am This 1s a propo-
sifion with certainty, because 1t could not possibly be other-
I';Véfsg I;Il;)sﬁgug’l;‘;may deny the existence of thinking without
e important point 1s that this dictum 1s at
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once a subjective dct of thinking and mediate. In the former
rble traditional philosophy would label it as an article of faith

1 1ts latter réle it would have to be labeled as knowledge
The resultant confusion is apparent as long ss faith and cer
tanty are antomyms But under Gentile it becomes a clear
case of certaln knowledge, according to & new meanming for
‘“certainty ” Hence the transformation of the traditional
faith mto the certainty of the actual idealist. To put the argu

ment in Gentile’s own words, traditional philosophy made an
antinomy of faith and certainty while he unites the two n the
certanty of the i/mmanent Logos Any true assertion 1s faith
by virtue of the fact that it Is a content 1mmanent 1n the free
act of the Lnowing subject (which is the genwne character
of faith) and it 13 certainty by virtue of the fact that the
act of thinking Involves mediation (which 1s the genuine char

acter of certainty)

Hence a fuller meaning for the morality of the Gentilian
truth. The certainty of actusl ideslism stands in contrast to
the contingency of the factual The factual has the character
of bemng already realized 1t is what it 13 Whatever necessity
18 attached to it Is a necessity of the past. In the present 1t
18 contingent, it might have been otherwise. But the Car-
feaian dictum boasts a certamnty given by the necesmity of the
“ought” which accompanies all thinking In a very real sense
we ought to think this dictum true The relation between the
cogito and the ergo sum is an @ priori relation. The
perrasity arises from within thinking itself In the realm of
fact there is no such necesaity The one thing that thought
rannot put aside without negatmg itself is that nersssity
which 1s the reality i which it realizes itself This necessity
accompames all judgments, by virtue of the “I think ” The
factual relation between Edinburgh and London might be
otherwise, it is necessary only as we ought to think it. The
“ought” implies the moral element, and 13 based on the
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Spimozan freedom essential to the act of thinking Hence the
truth 1s true as a moral act.

In fixing upon the act of thinking, Gentile seems to have
found a Logos with certain unique characteristics Thought
may be considered in either of two ways, as the object of con-
templation (pensiero pensato), or as the activity of contem-
plation (pensiero pensante) Gentile employs this distinction
with great effectiveness The former 1s the material of an act
of thinking which has taken place, the latter 1s the act of
thinking itself The former 1s transcendent, the latter is
immanent If in our metaphysics we scparate the two, the
former will always require further esplanation No matter
what we are thinking, we cannot attain the certainty of truth
by borrowing that certainty from any act of thinking that
has already taken place, for penstero pensato 1s transcendent
in relation to pensiero pemsante (1e takes on the character
of a presupposition) and according to Gentile’s requirements
has not that certanty to lend The two are never separated,
there is no thought without thinking, and no thinking without
thought Gentile destroys another antinomy by umting the
two The pomt 1s that the act of thinking requires no further
metaphysical explanation, whatever explanation 1s attempted
will itself be an act of thmkimg The act of thinking carries
1ts own mediation and its own certanty Thought 1s a reality
producing itself, a reality sus generss, an activity When con-
sidered as a product of activity i1t becomes cold and passive
contemplation, a part of thought abstracted from reality by a
mistaken intellectualizing intuition 1In short, Gentile seems

to have taken one more step than other metaphysicians

They have described a reality divorced from thought m

actllon, while Gentile describes the activity of thinking
itself

The assertion of morahty m connection with the Gentihan
concept of truth raises the question as to whether he 1s 1n fact
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concerning himself with truth or with goodness ** Its essen
tial freedom certamly brings an element of goodness into the
concept. Not only is this element brought In, but it alone is
responsible for the possibility of truth value. He seems quite
aware of this For him it provides the solution to Kant’s prob-
lem of the relation between pure and practical reason This
differentiation was made with regard to an objectve reality
which was external to thought Kant thought of man as Lnow
1ng this reality and then acting in it. But there is a sense in
which doing 15 doing in so far as it is Loowing, and knowing
is knowing 1n so far 8s doing This sense 18 particularly clear
if we accompany Gentile in considering reality as mmanent
m thinking, and labelling anything external as an abstraction
Dafferentiation breeds unity and unification breeds difference,
such is the nature of thinking Either by itself is unintelligible.
Previous metaphysical and logical doctrines have been built
upon the multipliaity implied in the principle of transcendence
Gentile does not deny this multiphaty as an abstraction, but
he lays ontological emphasis upon the umty of the act of
thinking Certalnly its umty seems to be the preéminent fea
ture of this act. In this umty the good and the true are brought
together The good {s value applied to action Since the Gen
Hlfan truth is action, it 1 at the same time good In a doctrine
m which the act of thinking is the only reality there can be
no real distinction between thinking and downg And where
there is no real distinchion between thinking and doing, there
can be no real distinction between truth and goodness All
reality 1s unified 1n the act of thinking, this umty 18 one of
the wital characteristics of actual idealism

The final, and perhaps the most Important, characteristic
of truth 13 one anticipated by the previous discussion of faith
and certamty Truth is mediate, that is, it is arrived at by a
mediate process * If knowledge I3 to be certain, according

Sce Ibid, Part I, Clapt. VL ' Seo Ibid Chapt.IV
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to Gentile’s requirements, it must be distinguished from the
mmmediacy of the traditional act of faith We have seen that
if the Logos in its metaphysical role transcends the act of
thinking, 1t must be presupposed Presupposition is an imme-
diate act of intwtion or faith It is sometlung “taken for
granted ” Hence a presupposed reality is a Parmenidean
immutible 1t 1s what it 1s It is only when Being 1s released
from its abstractness by the introduction of what Gentile calls
“Not-Bemng” that mediation is possible Gentile goes so far
as to say that immediate Being is unthinkable except as an
abstraction because’ thueking 1s mediate By this he means
that when Being becomes known, the process of thinking pro-
vides “Not-Bemng” and thereby introduces that mediation
through which we come to knowledge and rise above mmme-
diate mtuition (faith, in the traditional sense) The difference
between the immediate and the mediate 15 the difierence
between a hunch and philosophic knowledge If “I think man
is mortal,” this 1s a mediation between “I think” and “man
1s mortal ” ‘The latter element, the object of the act, 1s Not-
Being 1n relation to the reality of that act Any assertion with
regard to the nature of the real which does not include Not-
Being relegates the real to the sphere of entities immediately
apprebended (presupposed) and thus ends, epistemologically
speaking, by asserting 1t only as an abstraction Thus any
sigmficant assertion i metaphysics will be 4 unity of Being
and Not-Bemmg The general point of view 1s that thinking
should not presuppose Being but should labor i the produc-
tion of 1t Which 1s another way of saying that metaphysical
thimking (the doctrine refers, of course, only to thinking
about the real) should, with the wisdom of Socrates, begin
with the realization of its own 1gnorance

The paradoxical language employed by Gentile is made
necessary by this concept of the mediacy of truth, for the
mediacy 1s introduced by the synthesis of Being and Not-
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Belng We find Gentlle saying that thinking 13 neither Being
nor Not Belng, that it is the union of the two It eannot enter
tain Not Bemng without being, its doubt is its certalnty and
its negation its afirmation And it rannot entertain Being
without not being, its certainty Is its doubt and its affirmation
its negation This is not simply to say that Being and Not
Being are correlative terms Such a doctrine is as anclent
as the Thegetetus It is rather to say that the assertion of
Not Being requires the real act of thinking and the assertion
of Being requires (1f Being is not to be presupposed) the Not
Being glven by the mediate process of the act of thinking
A later discussion of the doctrine of truth and error will illus-
trate this, The reality of thinking as the umty of Being and
Not Being §s Becoming, which is the category of universal
reality understoed as thinking, for a reality which 13 not
thinking 1s immediate Hence the extreme difficulty contained
in the concept of Becoming We rnnnot Isolate it in order to
study it because in doing so we would destroy its mediate
character as a thinking process We know it only as the
process by which we attempt to {solats it.

There is another paradox which must be entertained Truth
is generally looked upon as a static and transcendent thing,
the very opposlte of the developing prpcess which the Gen
tilian truth has been pictured to be. And there 13 an Interesting
sense 1n which fol; Gentile truth is eternal, as it 1s for
Spinoza.' Gentile his readers specifically agninat the
notion that truth as Becoming leads to the view that every
thinker should be judged according to the wisdom of his time
The profession of such a doctrine leads back to truths of fact
which bave no moral value, for when we say that past thinkers
should be judged according to the wisdom of thelr times we
mean that we should set their thoughts as facts into the back
ground of the facts of their ime. What happens 1s that in

¥ See Ibid pp. 94-6.
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judging them we relate their judgments to our own, and ours
undergo a continuous development Take the specific case of
Gentile He relates the judgments of his predecessors to the
actual idealism (not a static concept) which he finds to be
true He judges them as they have come near or remained
far from the central concept of actual 1dealism, such as he at
the time of judging considers it to be This act of judgment
is eternal 1n the sense that it gathers time within itself In
its réle of establishing a temporal order n that about which
1t thinks (the object of thought given historical perspective),
the act of thinking 1s not a part of that which 1s made tem-
poral Future and past are gathered into it because 1t thinks
them It 1s non-temporal, which 1s a way of saying that it is
eternal If 1t were not eternal, if 1t were part of the object
of thought, 1t would become part of that pure (e unmmned
with Not-Being) Bemng which could ultimately only be enter-
taned 1mmediately The history of actual idealism 1s neither
the object of thinking nor a succession of facts It 15 the
very process of thinking 1t 15 Becoming Hence the paradox
in the phrase, “the eternal truth of Becoming”, a paradov, but
nevertheless necessary to the expression of Gentile’s doctrine
Daoctrines such as his thrive on paradoxes, for the reason that
the mediate process of thinking which is the central concept
15 1tself paradoxical
A concept of truth 1s never fully understood or capable of
- acceptance unless the contradictory concept, error, has a sig-
nificant meaning It 15 charactenstic of the Gentihan concept
of error that it lends meaning to 1ts contradictory It should
be evident that Gentile does not take error 1n the usual sense,
as the expression of relations among external entities, ideal or
otherwise Descartes saw but did not carry to its conclusion
the 1dea that an element of vohtion 1s necessary to a doc-
trine of truth, if error 1s to have meaning I must have a free
choice of judgments 1f whatever choice I make 1s to be either
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true or erroneous The argument 18 simflar to that of Kant,
that freedom of will 18 necessary If our acts are to have moral
value If my knowledge judgments were made for me by
my partiapation in a transcendent existence (intellectual,
matenal, or otherwise) 1t would be meaningless to attach value
to them, for they would be immediately what they were with
out my power to alter them,

Gentile takes the position that error is not positive in the
sense that truth is posiive  Knowledge if it is knowledge
and insofar as it 13 knowledge 13 true Insofar as it is false
1t 1s nof knowledge Error is not that ignorance which is a
gap In knowing, 1t 18 that ignorance which parades as knowl
edge Itis a knowing which is not knowing Truth and error
are mnterdependent. Error 1s necessary to truth in the sense
that 1t gives significance to it. As Gentlle expresses it, error
13 immanent in truth. But this immanence is not to be under
stood 1n a static sense The truth is not true merely because
its contradictory 1s false to assert this would aimply be to
chase oneself mn arcles Gentile means to say that truth
actually contans error within 1t. A cogmtion which was per
fect, which did not contain the possibiity of further learning,
would lose its value as knowledge because 1t would become
purely objective, susceptible of belng known only by an imme-
diate act of farth No one has ever had such a cognition. Thus
we find the reason why Gentile 13 able to say that truth simply
as opposed to error is in Itself error It 18 bind dogma. This
18 preclsely the same type of argument as that which inter
prets Being abstracted from Not Being as Not Being 1
respect to that Being which i3 Becoming

The Gentilian doctrine of truth and error is well illustrated
by the educative sitnation. When a child announces the sum
of two and three as mx, s calculation is error in relation to
the truth of the teacher But it must be remembered that the

See Ibid,, pp. 1036
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answer given by the teacher 1s not the result of operations
which the child 1s 1n a position to follow and which, therefore,
constitute the child’s knowledge If it were, the child would
give the answer desired by the teacher It 1s an accurate
description of the situation to say that the calculation of the
teacher 1s for the ciuld 1n error 1n relation to the child’s own
truth The diversity between two knowing subjects provided
by the educative situation is one of the best examples of the
abstract opposition between subject (the knowing) and object
(the knowu) which allows the false separation of truth from
error and error from truth The cleft 1s not a real one The
error which 1s usually differentiated from the truth, when
gathered mto the act of knowing (1e when 1t ceases to be
purely objective) ceases to be error because 1t 1s no Ionger
gven credence An error cannot be erroneous unless it 1s
mustaken for truth Hence the distinction between truth and
error can arise only between two persons, because one per-
son canmot find his thinking erroneous without correcting 1t
m the very act of finding it erroneous In other words, one
always thinks to the best of one’s abihty and hence one’s
thimking is always true until superseded by later thinking
For the individual, error 15 always m the past In general,
each philosopher 1m solving the problems of philosophy thinks
his solution (call 1t Solution A) 1s the true one If he did not
he would be asserting the truth of some other solution (Solu-
tion B) Not until the child by an act of his own thinking
recogmzes the sim of two and three as five does that sum
become true for him, no matter how much the teacher may
speak of the “truth” of it As a matter of fact the sum of two
and three as five is true for the teacher only because he has
by an act of thinking accepted a certamn mathematical system

The teacher may appeal to a system agreed upon by mankind
but 1f the chuld acqmires 1t parrot-fashion he has not learned
it He must build his anthmetic by his own acts of thinking
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There is an important lesson for educators here Similarly,
the philosopher who upholds Solution A upholds it because it
is a product of his gwn thinking and not because someone has
taught it to him as one would teach a parrot. He 1s only in
error {0 others, and then only when he comes into contact
with men who uphold Solution B (or C or D) and finds o
difference of thought to exist. Each of us, to other thinkers,
and all other thinkers to each of us, may err In this way
Beyond the error which our thinling contama in the light of
what we shall think n the future, this is the only meamng
which Gentile finds for error

It should not be concluded from this that Gentile ignores
the other and more customary meaning He finds this other
meaning to be significant, but in another field than that of
philosophy The geometrician who deduces a new proposition
falsely is 1n error The sclentist who males an jnduction
which his data do not warrant 1s in error As we shall gee
when we discuss his concept of the logic of the abstract, Gen
tlle is far from denying this other significance. But, as we
shall also see when we come to discuss his logic of the concrete,
he does not consider this significance to be a philosophic one
The customary meanmg for error 18 significant only in the
sphere of objects or 1deas which transcend the act of thinking,
the sphere of abstractions In the study of the immnanent real it
is no longer apphicable

One more pomnt. The case of the child in school for whom
two plus three equals six [llustrates with great clanty the
necessity which accompanies our thinking and upon which
Gentile buflds the argument that thinking is norma siz  The
reason why that sum is true for the child is that in the light
of what he Lnows he cannot possibly think otherwise That
is why he thinks as he does And nothing else a3 an answer
to that sum will be true for lum until ke does think otherwise
Why does he change? Surely not through caprice He rhanges
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because (and 1f) something new enters the horizon of his
thinking and Ihiterally forces a new understanding of what he
already knows We have all at one time or another experienced
events which have caused complete revolutions in our think-
mg This change 1s literally a revolution for the child Before
that moment that child could not possibly think anything
about the sum of two and three except that 1t was six That
was what “the sum of two and three” meant to him After
that moment, for which the teacher should be responsible, the
child could not possibly think any longer of the sum of two
and three as six Something has happened And that some-
thing 1s an act of thinking on the part of the child We think
what we think at any moment because to the best of our ability
that 1s where our thinking leads us “The best of our ability”
1s sometimes very poor We can improve on 1t by persistent
analysis, but the logic by which 1t proceeds is quite beyond
our control We must think specific thoughts, not because we
are automata, but because our thinking is what it is Make
any assertion you wish, out of the wealth of your experience,
be 1t “Two plus three equals five” or “Man 1s 1immortal”, you
will discover that you are forced to it by an nescapable neces-
sity, the necessity of the “I think » 1t will not change
until a2 new act of thinking forces a new assertion upon you
Were your thinkmg not subject to this necessity you could
not make any assertion that would be more than mere opinion,
which would mean that you had done no thinking And that
palpably 1s not the case One returns again to Gentile’s origi-
nal contention 1f there were no thinking there would be noth-

g The very assertion that there 1s no thinking constitutes
a complete demal that there is none
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CrArier TrHRFF
LHE LOGIC OF iHk ABSTRACT

Tax exposition of the Geatilian logic which follows m this
chapter and the next will employ as far as possible a direct
and accurate translation of the terminology found in the Sis
tema ds logica Readers unaccustomed to the technicalities of
logic should be warned that this material will exceed the
requirements of the critical fxamination which the present
study hopes to make It will constitute a résumé of the major
doctrines of the Sistema ds logscca This résumé is offered for
the reason that the Ssustema di logica i3 not available in English
Even so snmmary a treatment may be profitable to students
of Gentile who do not read Itahan yet desire acquaintance
with the details of the doctrines contained 1w the two volumes
Only the broad cuthines of these doctrines, however, are neces-
sary to the purswit of the problem set by this study

The reader will y/mmediately be aware of the strenuous
application which the matenal mn Part Two demands One
part of the difficulty Is due to the fact that these chapters
simmanze in & few pages what Gentile says mn six hundred
However, there is so much repetition m those pages that
greater geriousness may be attached to the second aspect of
the difficulty, namely Gentile’s expression of s doctrines, We
have tred to modify this while preserving the original char
acter of Gentile s thinking Many of the quotations given will
demonstrate this to be an almost impossible task  So far we
have often paraphrased the argument But 1n this chapter
and the next we rhall try to present the doctrine as nearly as
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possible as Gentile presents 1t himself The true modification
of the difficulty must await the critical discussions of Part
Three, wheremn we seek the thought behind Gentile’s extreme
complexity and esotericism of expression

These two chapters on the logics of the abstract and the
concrete present arguments for which only Gentile 1s answer-
able No additional contribution has been made except by way
of occasional expository devices Even where citations and
quotations are not indicated the content 1s taken directly from
Gentile’s pages At many pomts criticisms will suggest them-
selves strongly to the reader. The criticisms which we shall
make are reserved for later chapters, and will be chosen with
reference to the general problem of evaluating actual ideal-
1sm We hope that they will include all of the essential ones
which will occur to the reader.

3
g2 &
“The logic of the abstract 1s the logic of abstract thought, that
15 of thought insofar as 1t 15 1ts owu object 1t renews within

thought the pomnt of view of Being as pure Being ” > We have
differentiated between pensiero pensato (thought as its own ob-
ject) and penstero pemsante (the activity of thinking) An
understanding of the system of pensiero pensato 1s essential to
an evaluation of Gentile’s philosophy. Penstero pensato is
termed “abstract” because 1t 1s the product of and therefore is
separated from the act of thinking, 1n short, because it 1s but a
part of the whole Its system gives what Gentile believes to be an
adequate account of penszero pensato from the pont of view of
noetic logic By a consideration of the nature of abstract

thought Gentile 1s enabled to prepare the way for the con-
struction of his concrete system

 Swstema Vol I, p 153 “Pure” her
employs 1t to signify the a priors e means the ymmediate  Gentile also
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Though this logic is abstract and therefore does not lead to
a knowledge of the rea), the real being defined ns the totahty
of the thinkable as distnguished from any part of it (as, for
Fxample, the object), it 18 nevertheless essentinl to a knowledge
of the real Concrete thinking, which is for Gentile the nega
tion of all immediatencss (or abstractness), requires the
abstract for achlevement. This we shall understand more
clenrly Iater, it will sufice at this point to render only the
gkeleton of the argument. Pure Being is an abstraction (ie
1s partial), as we have seen We have also seen that Not
Bemng 18 an abstraction. But the dialectc of the two is con
crete (1e & unified totality) We minnot achicve this dialectic
without the abstract elements which are its material In other
words, the dislectic (concrete thinling) requires an object °

Fuel is essential to the fire of thought, which consumes it In giving
Light and heat.

1If by dialectic ve mean the logic of the conorefe (1. of knowledge
a unity of subject and object) 1n addition to this dialectic it Is
nerrsnry to admit a logic of the absiract (a step toward this same
dualectic) or of thought as the apposing object without which the
unity in which concrete thinking resides cannot be actualized.

Hence the importance of the logic of the abstract, whose
nature we are about to exposit.

A judgment objectively considered Is an identity which is a
unity of difierences. If T affirm that virtue is hnowledge
I affirm an identity which unifies the dificrence between “vir
tue’ and “knowledge.” It may be represented by A=A, the
A’s pot standing for the same entity, as they would in mathe-
hmgcﬁﬂahm& ty ol} u‘:n thhs concrete mmt:fpxw the absarption of the

e wedlste by a procem,
the olmmahhundnmumn.’;no“tmm “anm‘h

2 tion
mﬁlﬂ&murm betract, organle logle” and the logic
e al o! the of
uf:.kmumm This bs thml ¢ to the designation of epochs In histary
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matics, but rather expressing logical identity The relation
A=A 1s the principle of thinkabihty when thought 1s objec-
tively considered Neither term (4, or =4) may be enter-
tained 1n thought outside of the relation, the relation 1s the
very condition of thought And neither term may be entet-
tamned outside of thought °

The nucleus of logical thought 1s the umity of the noun and
the verb a umty 1 which the noun (4) 1s the Bemng which 1s
because and nsofar as thought by means of the verb (=4) It
cannot be separated from the latter without disappearing from the
field of the thinkable

Tn other words, Bemg as the object of thought (abstract
Being, pemnsiero pensato) 1s Bemg as identical with itself
Hence the fundamental law of the logic of the abstract 1s the
Principle of Identity

There are two ways of considering an affirmation It 1s,
first, the act of the subject in positing 1ts object, the affirma-
tion by which the knower affirms the known This 1s its con-
crete aspect, affermazione affermante, and will be considered
later Secondly, 1t may be considered proper to the object
as designating 1its structure, an affirmation which concerns
itself exclusively with the nature of the object known The
identity of which we are at present speaking 1s an affirmation
of the second type, effermazione affermata This second type
of affirmation at once designates structure and negates imme-
diate Being, for 1t affirms not an 4 alone but always the rela-
tion A=A That 1t always affirms this relation sigmfies that
whatever 1s thought 1s thought mediately and not immediately
We never think immediate Being except to negate 1t

This second type of affirmation 1s a negation 1n still another
sense, which provides the logical value of the affirmation Pure
Being, the abstract noun, could negate nothing Indeed 1t

® Sistema Vol I, p 155
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could affirm nothing Thought, in contrast, provides an affir
mation such that if its contradictory were affirmed it would
not be, and vice versa Hence if A=4 is affirmed, the belng
of A consists as much In 1ts negation of Nof 4 as 1 its iden
tity with A Thus the fundamental law of the logic of the
abstract also has the form of the Principle of Non-Contradic-
tion, such that to affirm that A=4 is the same a3 affirming
that A»Not A The major distinction between this and the
loglc of Aristotle 13 that in the latter objective truth (i.e extrin
sic in relation to thought) knows nothing of its negatives,
whereas for Gentile contradiction is intninsic to thought

He who possesses the truth has the right to repudlate the affirma
tions of those who contradict him. This right consists not in the
Incompatibility of the truth and its negation dut in the truth of
this mcompatability

The Principle of Non-Coniradiction is contained in the Prin
ciple of Identity

In addition to negation, opposition must be considered
There are two types of opposition in logic. There is first of
all that opposition of identlcals (their difference) expressed
m A=A “A tnangle 13 a three-sided figure” is an rrample of
such an opposition. It is Internal to a simple judgment. It was
this opposmition that the Eleatics did not appreciate And
secondly, there is the opposition of contradictories, called by
Gentile “absolute opposition ' In this second oppomition one
Jjudgment is the negation of another in such a sense that if the
one1s true the other s not. “A triangle is a three-sided figure ”
and its contradictory, “A tnangle is not a three-nided figure,”
offer an eample of this second type. It 1s external to a single
judgment, but internal to pairs of contradictories The con
tradictory negated by every opposition of the first type (Le
within the identity) 1s the absolutely opposed. This opposl

Ibid p 159 Italla Aded
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tion 1s not fully expressed in the Principle of Non-Coniradic-
tron If “A triangle 1s a three-sided figure,” the Primnciple of
Non-Contradictron only states that “A triangle 1s not not-a-
three-sided figure ” We need n addition the statement that
a triangle either is a three-sided figure or it 1s not Such a
statement 1s provided by the Principle of Excluded M:iddle
Hence the Principle of Identity 1 its fullness contains not
only the Principle of Non-Contradictron but also the Principle
of Excluded Middle The Principle of Non-Contradiction tells
us that there are not opposed truths, the Principle of Excluded
Muiddle tells us that there 1s a hinkage within each pair of
contradictories ’

Just as the reason for the distinction between the Principle of
Identity and the Principle of Non-Contradiction rests in the differ-
ence between affirmation and the negation whence a concept 1s
posited, so the difference between the third principle [Excluded
Middle] and the first two consists mn the umty which 1t demon-
strates between affirmation and negation and which does not appear
i the other two principles masmuch as they are diverse

Each judgment as affirmed involves a negation of 1its contra-
dictory hence the false has a place in the logic of the abstract
as the negativity immanent 1n the true affiriation

The derivation of these three laws of thought 1s an old
story to logicians The circulanty in the progress of thought
for which they are responsible 1s no more novel, but it 1s so
sigmficant to Gentile’s doctrine that we shall describe 1t as
he describes 1t This arcularity is due for the most part to
the second and third of the principles enunciated above The
Principle of Non-Contradictron tells us that every affiimation
1s also a negation, the Principle of Excluded Middle tells us
what 1 particular 1s negated Thus when we make a judg-
ment there 1s 1n a sense a movement from the affirmation to
the negation of 1its contradictory, and from the negated con-

"Ibid, p 163
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tradictory back to the affirmation The point is, first, that an
affirmation’s meaning is not restricted to the Identity alone
but includes the other two principles, and secondly, that what
the other two prnciples negate (falsity) itsell negates the
original Identity (truth) There is no truth without falsity
and no falsity without truth, there is no complete separation
of the two Each is part of the meaning of the other *

Every concept is affirmed Insofar as its negation fs not, but it is
affirmed as the negative of the concept which would be its negative.
It Is affirmed therefore as the negation of its negatlon, with a
ctrenlerity which makes a closed system of the concept.

This feature is famillar as exhibited in the structure of such
objective systems of thought as geometry or Boolean algebra
In these fields we always end with a detailed statement of that
with which we began*

It follows from this, according to Gentile, that it Is impos-
sible to conceive of & Being whose essence is mot thought
itself * The impossibility may be expressed in this form if
the identity A=4 swere not thought it would be necessary (by
the Principle of Excluded Middle) to think A=Not A But
if our judgments were expressed in this latter form, thought
as we know it objectively would be completely destroyed

lsb:lu: 163
t0 break out of the chute ot Thangbe by meara of 4 pelasile of resson.
at 1t In order to eatablith the real exbience of essences by
mean of the Principle of Sufftcdent Reason, without realiing that the will of God

for the best of all pesrihle worlds b no more a snffieent reason In ltself than tho
sctivity of the momads whose reality it ed

15 the real a1 wo shall see
Ser the critlm in Chapters VII and VIII of thhs study
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“A triangle is not a triangle” 1s meaningless In other words,
if A—A were not necessary, 1t would be necessary that thought
be negated ** Either thought stands upon its identity-relation
and repulses the contradiction which would annul it, or it
abstracts from itself, and establishes, its contradictory (which
cannot be entertained in thought except as an identity repuls-
mg sts contradictory!) Hence Gentile gives the necessity of
A=A an ontological sigmficance His argument 1s that if
Bemg must be thought according to the identity-relation, it
cannot be thought as immediate 4 for A=4 1s the contra-
dictory of the negation of thought **

Either Being or thought Being 1s the negation of thought, just as
thought 1s the negation of Being

Gentile means 1n this passage that zmmediate Being (A4) 1s
the negation of thought (4=4) and vicc verse 1t 1s for this
reason, he argues, that immediate Being must be replaced by
mediate Being, or the act of thinking This concept of mediate
Bemng, however arrived at, marks an important advance 1n
metaphysics Logic anses, according to Gentile, when we
realize that we do not have to choose between immediate
Bemng and thought Being, as the mediate being of thought,
recewves an enfirely new interpretation And logic contributes
to metaphysics

Consider now the elements of thought-as-object The analy-
sis of a judgment 1s rendered possible by the difference imma-
nent 1n the affirmed identity This difference is essential to
thought, for the difference makes the identity thinkable To
say “A tniangle is a triangle” would not be the expression of a
thought It means nothing Dafference is necessary, but a
chfference nvolving a synthesis Unrelated terms (eg A or
B) form an unthinkable and immediate plurality Even if

*!This conclusion 1s characterized by Gentile as “philosophic naturalism,”
which defines his use of the word “nature ” P phic naturafism,
2 Sistema Vol I,p 165
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we try to ignore the synthesls and think of a term in itself we
are nevertheless compelled to submit to the fundamental law
of thought. The term enters an identity relation and hence
becomes synthesized. Just as we rsnnot in Euclidean geom
etry separate “straight line ’ and “the shortest distance between
two points 1n a single plane,” so neither of the terms of thought
can be thought by itself Each term is bound to the other
Nor can we indulge in an infinite regress of analyses, as might
be supposed, making each term a new syntheia  Such a per
formance would consist in analyzing 4=4 mto (e=a)=
(g=a), and so on ad infinitum It must be borne in mind that
we think of A=A #nsofar as A is a term of the synthesis and
not a synthesis itself The term “strmght line’ is such only as
it 18 synthesized predicatively with “is the shortest distance
between two points in a single plane” or some other predicative
term In itself 1t is nothing but words There is no analysis
of this analysls, only the synthesis of the analysis and the
analysis of the synthesls  The terms in their duality furnish
the determinedness of thought. And they determine thought
because they affirm what they affirm and negate the false
element.

Hence the judgment is essentially an inviolate whole. Its
two terms may be distinguished from one another as noun and
verb, but 1t 1s necessary to palliate the distinction by adding
that this noun and verb, so—called, are not the noun and verb
of grammar The grammatical noun and verb are revealed by
an abstract classification of words The content of a vocabu
lary or a dictionary 18 such an analysis or classification Gram
mar provides analysis while disregarding synthesls But we
are considering vital thought, which is both analysis and syn

That b, fn the logic of the abstract. An analyxis of the analysis attempts to
answer & need for thought development which Gentlle thinky should be umwoacd
by pensero pewsante rather than peusbero pexsaio  As will be scen mare dearly
wbmwemmetau:elogl:o['.bnconmte, mohdmpblmwd:
:J{;\flmlnb, peuslero pewpreie B3 2 syn of that synthesls with
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thests The noun and verb of thought are the noun and verb
of hving language, not of the dictionary. We call them subject
and predicate In hiving language there is no subject without
its predicate and vzce versa The grammar of thought super-
sedes abstract grammar by recogmzing the noun (subject) as
the noun of the verb (predicate) and the verb as the verb of
the noun Gentile gives as an example of this supersession the
judgment, “God creates” The true noun here 1s not simply
“God,” but “God creating”, defimtely not, for example, a
God such as that of Epicurus  And the “creates” 1s the “creat-
mg of God” and no other In Gentile’s words **

Judgment 1s thought msofar as the synthests of the two terms
whence Bemg 15 mediated 1 1ts wdentity with itsclf

The subject 1s the term termmated by the synthesis wheremn Being
1s mediated m 1ts wdentity with stself, and the predicate 1s the ter-
mnating term of the same synthesis

So much for one aspect of the relation of the terms of judg-
ment

Their logical function exhibits another significant feature
The functional difference implied above s not merely that
between passivity and activity The activity of the predicate
1s the source of the two attributes of objective thought, neces-
sity and umiversality ** The necessity and umversality of the
predicate act upon the contingency and particularity of the
subject Immediate Being, external to thought, is particular
Its being thought consists precisely in its ceasing to be par-
ticular and becoming umversal “Straight line” by itself (af
such were possible within thought) would be particular But

1 Sistema Vol I, pp 197 and 198

*® These two attnbutes should not be confused with the necessity and umver-
sahty of truth (concrete) The necessity of abstract thought 1s1ts distinction from
mmmediate Being, the necessity of truth 1s that 1t cannot be thought otherwise than
as true The umversalhty of abstract thought 15 the predication of the subject the
nmiversality of truth 1s its value for all thinkers in the same position ‘““Man 1s
mortal” possesses the former necessity and universality “I think man 15 mortal”
possesses the latter See Chapters IT and IV of this study
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1t becomes universal when acted upon by “Is the shortest dis-
tance between two points in a single plane,” because 1t achieves
the predicate belonging to all straight lines * In the same way
immediate Being, external to thought, is contmgent. “Stralght
line ' 1n 1tself may exist and may not exst. In its particulanty
1t may not be entertained in thought. But “straight line” as a
term in “A straight line 18 the shortest distance between two
pownts in a single plane” attaina the necessity which 1s char
acteristic of Lnowledge when asserted as truth that is, as
opposed to the contingency of the factual. Bemng as thought
binds thought to itself or, in the language of logic, becomes
universal and pecessary

Since Being as thought fs that Being which has nothing external
to {tself, thinking may not think anything else. [It constitutes a]
universality and necessity which are not only relative but absclute,
if our critique of the principle of reason is true Virtue [for
erample] Is unlversal as thought not anly because there is no virtue
which is not included in the virtue which is thought nor simply
because for this reason it cannot be said that virtue is thought if
the judgment wherem it 1s thought lets any virtue escape but also
becanse there is nothmg (insofar as one tkinks virtue), not even
not virtue, which r ¢sds the bounds of Being as thought. Other
wise thought (as pensiero pensato please note) would not be the
closed system which we have demonstrated to be essential to it,
but would come to be a thought among thoughts, which is absurd.

And we may say the same thing with respect to necessity The
predicate mal e the subject necessary If the subject became
fixed in its analytic separation from the predicate it would
be nelther umversal nor necessary nor even thought. The sub-
ject as particular and contingent 1s abstract. As regards par
ticularity, Gentile says

Evena 1 ]ud;mmlhunlvmllnthcmﬂnl:]udmntmmbe
univerml to { knowledge. The Aristotelan partienls Judgment h
I:nrredfmmt.hquimmhgic,ber-ﬂrh.lnrl tog Includes the universal fudg

ment which it nega
S!.:tma.Vol.Ippm-l Ibid, p. 203
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If I say that man 1s an ammal, 1t 15 clear that man 1s particular as
man (stmple subject) with respect to ammal, which includes other
anmals that are not men But this man 1s an abstraction made
possible by the analysis of the analysis of the judgment mn which
man 1s thought by me as precisely that ammal which i his um-
versahty includes not only the ammalty of human bemngs but
amimality without reservation, since 1t 1s clear that all that ammality
which I can consider common to all ammals ought ndeed to be
included 1n man, assuming that man 1s also an ammal Thus the
man thought by me by means of such a judgment 1s a man who,
as umversality, has all the umversality of the predicate whence I
think him
Even simple sensation, the maximum of particularity, 1s uni-
versal as 1t enters into knowledge

The forms of judgment outhned by Gentile may quickly be
given ** From the discussion above 1t should be clear that Gen-
tile considers a judginent to be m Quality affirmative, negative,
and disjunctive, by wirtue of the principles of Idcntity, Non-
Contradiction, and Excluded Mrddle, respectively As regards
Quantity a judgment is at once umversal, particular, and indi-
vidual By the Prmciple of Eacluded Middle the umversal
judgment “All men are mortal” excludes the particular judg-
ment “Some men are not mortal,” and vicc versa According
to Gentile these two contradictories form a commumty which
1s responsible for the individuality of the former In Modality
a judgment 1s at once apodictic, problematic, and assertorial
In the same way the necessity of the judgment “All men are
mortal” as a part of knowledge negates 1ts contingency Other-
wise the judgment would be a fact and not a thought The
unity of the apodictic and the problematic Gentile calls the
assertortal nature of the judgment In each group the third
form 1s the only one which, relative to 1is group, 1s the “real”
or “concrete” form of the judgment having logical value °°

‘: For this matenal see the Sistema, Vol I, Part II, Chapter V

2% These words are placed in quotation marks to indicate that although Gentile
does employ them in this connection we feel that they should be reserved for
exclusive use i the logic of the concrete
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Universality, particularity, apodicaty, contingency, each taken
by itself is fact and not thought. In thought they are umted
into individuality and assertion. Of the three groups only the
third, and In this only the thurd form expresses the reality of
the judgment in its loglcal concreteness as the assertion of
disjunction and individuality **

It 13 & significant feature of Gentlle’s doctrine that it accepts
the tradrtional enticism of the syllogism as a petitio principi,
yet musts on the importance of incorporating the syllogism
into 1ts logical system Indeed the criticism supports his doc
trne, by illustrating that the logic of the abstract 1s 1n 1ts very
nature arcular  Gentile retains the syllogism but reinterprets
it. He reduces 1t from the three termed judgment of Anstotle
to one of two terms  The reduction Is made through the
Princsple of Excluded M:iddle, which is considered the most
fundamental of the three principles **

A is A because it is not Moz 4 and can only be one of the two
elther 4 or Not A

The fundamental form of the syllogism 1s disjunctive
A either Is A or is Not 4

A Is not Not A
Therefore, A is A

But this represents the mere possibility of the sylloglsm It
approaches full expression through the introduction of uni
versality and particularity In the predicates of the disjunc
tive form above, replace A by U (Universality) and Not 4
by P (Particulanty) and we have the individual syllogism

* Gentlle excludes the Rantlan forms of judgment under Relatfon (subsist

upon {n the course
tion b eHmin Ordbthchnlﬂhnnmﬂrunmuforlphﬂuophkknnm
forms of Judgumut would not be legitimate [n bis system
For thhs material see the Sktema, VoL T Part IT, Chapter VL.
144, p. 220-23
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A etherisUoris P
A 15 not P
Therefore, 4 15 U

Either it 1s true that all men are ammmals (including Socrates), or
1t 1s true that they are not all animals [1e that some are not
animals]

It 15 false that they are not all animals

Therefore, 1t 15 true that all men (including Socrates) are animals

In the individual form, replace U by N (Necessity) and P by
P’ (Possibility) and we have the assertorial syllogism, which
combines Quahty and Quantity with Modality

A either 1s N, or 1s P’
A 15 not P’
Therefore, 4 15 N

Eather 1t 15 true that all men (includig Socrates) cannot be thought

except as anmmals, or 1t 1s true that they can also be thought
not as animals

It 1s false that they can also be thought not as amimals

Therefore, 1t 15 true that all men (including Socrates) must be
thought as animals

Here is the syllogism 1n 1ts fullness The syllogism 1n this form
appears to contaimn three terms, but by reference to the original
disjunctive form 1t 1s seen that there are m fact only two
The universality (U) and particularity (P) are nmited by the
Principle of Excluded Middle, and the necessity (N) and
possibiity (P’) by the same principle To negate the syllo-
gism 1s to negate the logic of thought objectively considered,
for the syllogism has been rewritten in the form of the basic
two-term judgment which, it was argued above, could not be
negated without negating thought The syllogism (and there-
fore the objective judgment) has 1ts hmitations, but they are
the imitations of pensiero pensato, its circularity or identity
We shall consider what Gentile believes to be the only way
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of avoiding the closed arcle of pensiero pensato when we come
to the logic of the concrete.

Gentile 1dentifies valid induction with the syllogism. This
wdentification of inductlon with deduction s familiar to rela
tional logiciane  The usual distinction aasigned to induction of
opening the way to logically new judgments is doubtful. We
have described thought as umversal, the particular becoming
universahzed. Even m induction the particular 1s thought as
universal. For ewample, when we induce from particular
instances that man 1s mortal, elther we are proceeding illogi
cally or we are assirming one of two things (1) that the
instances examined are the only instances covered by the
induction, or (2) that there 18 a uniformity in nature which
assures us that if the instances axamined are of mortal men
all future instances will mnvolve mortal men. In either case the
particular 18 umversalized In the second case, in order to
universalirze we Invoke a presuppesition In the first case a
complete induction Is necessary in order for the resultant uni
versal to be valhld But this 13 1mpossible both in time and
gpace, 1 most cases We shall arrive nowhere by inductlon if
we think of the particular as the Immediate particulsr of
nature. If the particulars of induction were truly partcular
they could offer no ground for the induced universahzing judg
ment. As a term of judgment the particular subject is univer
salized by the predicate It never stands by itself, but s
always the subject of the predicate and therefore universal.
This umversality we have found to be the fundamental char
acter of deduction, for 1t 1s deductive thought that we have
been disrnasing above. Induction necessarily s thought, and
as thought 1t acts according to the principles of the syllogiam
If the particular were not universalized by thought there could
be no induction. Hence induction no more than deduction
breaks the arcle of thought.

For this material see the Sirtema, Vol. 1, Part II, Chapter VIL
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Gentile correlates with his doctrine the terminology which
has been 1nherited from classical logic °° The Gentilan “con-
cept” 1s objective thought par excellence Thought and lan-
guage must not be confused A thought 1s contained in the
umty of its terms Lingwstically a word is an independent
element Logically a word is sigmficant only in its context
Logically, according to Gentile, the whole classical theory of
defimtion, of genus and differentia, 1s meamingless The classi-
cal theory of defimtion depends upon entities external to
thought wherein genus and d:fferentia may reside But in the
Gentihan judgment gemus (umwversal) and differentza (par-
ticular) are umted Only 1n the syllogism, where the universal
15 the universal of the particular and the particular 1s the
particular of the universal, do we find a significance for genus
and differentra But this 15 quuite different from the classical
view For Gentile gesus and differentza do not exist previous
to thought, but rather are given by thought This unification
of umiversal and particular provides a refutation of all nomi-
nalism and all realism Each of these traditional doctrines,
unfortunately, seeks the “concept” n the terms of thought
rather than in thought itself All thought, even that of natural
science, 1s conceptual m the Gentihan sense *°

The naturahist does not think immediately of a wolf He thinks
rather of a certamn existing ammal intuited hsc ef nunc as a natural
bemng, or as given by experience (as he says) msofar as wolf His
concept 1s, like all concepts, a synthesis of subject and predicate,
an a prior: relation between a term terminated and a term termi-
nating, with that circular movement of thought between the one
and the other which 1s expressed by the syllogism

But to understand the value of the “concept” we must under-
stand its limits Everything that 1s thinkable as the 0 ject of
thought, not only as possible but as real, 1s conceptual But

25 For this matenal see the Sistema, Vol 1
2® Sistema Vol I,p 242 » Vol I, Part II, Chapter VIIT
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the concept as object lacks important logical values We must
go beyond 1it.

Even when the separation between immediate Being and
thought is once overcome and thinking becomes reality, even
then the spiritual act productive of thought and giving 1t value
as truth may be ignored. In order not to ignore it we must
recognize pensiero pensato as abstract, and turn to the logic of
the concrete But the logic of the abstract must not be
belittled

Modemn loglc is preoccupled with the spirit as the axis around
which all reality gyrates It struggles between the concept of reality
as object of the spirit (nature or idea) and the concept of spiritual
reality with a tendency to deny the former in order to affirm the
latter In this it runs the risk of making the latter another copy
of nature, as something presupposed to actual thinking! Hence
the frequent assertion of many of the most extreme logics that
nothing can remain standing In the old logic. But the old logic,
punified and systematized rrmains gecure and vital, as
the plain material of thinking to use the Aristotelian terminology
It is a materlal separated from the form by abstraction toward
which form {t aspires and in which alone it finds its reality

In other words, the logic of the abstract, which is nothing
more nor less than a systematization of thought objectively
considered we «<hall always have with us It is an infinite uni
verse to which we are bound, 1t is the chains which fettered
Plato’s slaves We rnnnot think without gnnding out a
material The objective consideration of this material as pen
siero pensato produces the logic of the abstract. But in that
this material can neither increase and dimimsh nor develop,
nor come into being, it Is what 1t {s It rannot enter into that
Becoming, that active process, of which we have seen meta
physical value to consist **

It cannot, if that same spirit which has made it does not unmake
it agam, as fs its hablt. Anyone may surprise this habit In fts
Sistema VoL Lp 244 * Ibd, p. 245
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mgenuousness and free spontaneity n the child, who makes only
to destroy He breaks all the idols in which his fancy 15 momen-
tarily wrapped He 1s eternally dissatisfied with all things which
are things, because they are nothing compared with the infinite reality
which grows mmpetuously within him He will always be turned
toward things, and in them be distracted and dissuaded from reflec-
tion, for the subject hives 1n the object which it generates and from
which 1t 15 nourished, Iike mythical Kronos who devoured his sons

Thought as abstract, as object, has of value what the concrete
spirit gives it. Hence we now turn to the logic of the concrete



CHAv1ex Four
1HE LOGIC OF 1Hk CONCRETE

THINKING may be considered either as the act of thinking
(pensiero pensante) or as objective thought (pemsero pen
sato) The two are very different. But they are obviously
related by the fact that they spring from the same source
They describe the same thinking looked at from different
ponts of view In thinking, an object 13 necessary, we always
“think about’ something One of the objects of thinking Is
thought iteelf This object is the material of the logic of the
abatract, as we have seen. The important thing to note about
this situation 18 that we rannot have thought without think
ing, that thought does not precede thinking

If thinking Is free, as it certainly s nothing can be admitted cutside
of it to negate its wfinity Thinking presupposes nothing but
thought definitely presupposes thinking

When thmking is considered as objective thought, truth 18 a
concept belng a yudgment, a judgment being a syllogiam, and
a syllogiam being an 1dentity, as we have seen It does not
have movement or development it is mumply demonstrative,
But 1t presupposes the act by which 1t is produced. And mince
it 13 objective In relation to this act 1t 13 partial or abstract.
It is, for Fxample, the “All men are mortal” abstracted from
the concrete “I think all men are mortal.’ Therefore we shall
proceed to eramine the act of thinking, penstero pensamte
“T think ” plus what I think noting that it has the unique
charactenstic of presupposing nothing No matter how far
Sirtema Vol I, p 9
75
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we carry our search for Being, the most basic entity found will
be the act of thinking which constitutes the search

Since pensicro pensante 1s at least as much concerned with
the knowing as with the known, extraordinary difficulties
appear The criterion of true thinking must be found in the
act as distinguished from the fact of thinking * The logic of
the concrete, based as it 1s on the act of thinking, cannot
explain eny error or any truth But 1t can and proceeds to
explamn sy error and my truth The opposition between me
and my adversary (let us say Plato) 1s such only according to
a concept of the world which 1s naive For my antagonist
1s sy antagonist, imnternal to me and real in me °

Plato 15 not Ariston’s son, who has rested underground for
twenty-four centuries, but the hving Plato read by me and under-
stood and thought together with those who have interpreted him
He and s commentators arise agam and live m the very hfe of
my spirit

His error, mterpreted as error by me, is a moment in my spirit-
ual act, overcome 1n the judgment of which 1t is the matenal
The act of judging Plato’s doctrine as error is my personal
act by which, first that doctrine is given existence for me (and
it cannot otherwise be given existence), and secondly that
particular error 1s surmounted (as it must be 1f it 1s judged
as error) ‘This principle of the immanence of error n truth 1s
expanded to apply to all of the acts of the spint *

In conclusion, our doctrine says to men “Take care not to tran-
scend yourselves, either mn search of truth or in search of fantastic
errors  Good and ewil are within you TLiberate yourselves!”

Truth 1s within the act of thinking, for there only 1s 1t given 1its
sigmficance as truth
* See agamn those earlier parts of this study which deal wath the abandonment

of Ehe transcendent Logos and with truth and error
Swistema Vol II,p 13 ¢ Ibid
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Metaphyzics and logic are here unified, for the truth of the
logic of the concrete is provided by the metaphysically ult
mate character of the act of thinking Tt is for this reason that
this logic is termed “concrete,” for “concrete” connotes exist
ence Swnce the distinchon between essence and enstence 18
possible only in a philosophic doctrine m which exstence tran
scends thinking about 1t, Gentile’s immanentism 18 of such a
character that essence and existence are necessarily identified
Gentile defines reality as the “totality of the thmkable,” which
totality provides a umiversal and necessary synthesis of all of
the elements of experience  And the real act of thinking 13 all
that exists for himan beings, because according to the Gen
tilian requirements we rannot have a true knowledge of any
thing separated (or sbstracted) from that act.

Being a closed system, the logic of the abstract does not
provide the motive power to wtiate the transition from it to
the logic of the concrete Thinking is described by Gentile as
like a point moving 1n a arcle. The moving pomt i3 genstero
pensante and the circle 1t generates 1s penssero pensaio And
what 18 most Important, thinking is Iike a self moving pomt.
If the motive pawer were extrinsic the character proper to the
logic of the abstract would be destroyed. In other words, 1f
the necessity and umversality of the objective judgment were
external to the identity relation, we should no longer have
that closed system which is typical of pensiero pensato We
should have a system like that of Aristotle, which was crih
azed In the preceding rhapter It is the nature of thought as
object (as It 13 of the point) to move in a arcle

Truth for the logic of the abstract pertains not to thinking which
wtrudes upan Its object, but to the object. And in the object
this truth cannot be and i3 not, an Flement or term of thought,
It ts elrment and co-lement, term terminating and terminated,

Ibid Vol.I,p. 12 Ses the aritichm of this In Chapter IX of this study
Ibld.VoLﬁ,p 16
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synthesis, relation Not only the point, then, but the pomnt together
with 1ts movement generates the circle

This 1s precisely the delicate stage which provides the transi-
tion Just as the pont 1s self-moving and generates the circle,
so thinking 1s self-active and generates the identity-relation as
1ts object The identity-relation as thought 1s given by an act of
thinking “Man 1s mortal” 1 order to be pensiero pensato
must first be “I think man 1s mortal ” The whole force of the
assertion 1s contained in the “I think ” In other words, the
Logos 1s within thinking If this were not so, if the Logos
were external to thinking, we should have neither truth ac-
cording to the Gentiilan requirements nor the arcularity which
we have found characteristic of thought The Logos must be
free reflecion hence the dissolution and overcoming of the
abstract '

For he who speaks of free reflection speaks of subjectivity, that
which 18 no longer pensiero pensato but pensiero pensante This 1s
the destiny of what 1s thought, not to be able to speak of having

‘fhmkmg exclusively to itself, except when 1t itself becomes think-
Ing

Otherwise stated, thought as object must be entertained by an
act of thinking It cannot be what 1t 15 without this act And
this act 1s differentiated from objective thought by 1its sub-
jectivity The logic of the concrete begins with the realization
of the need of the subjective act to the object described 1n
the logic of the abstract

We may 1nterrogate the voiceless nature of naturahism But
we shall do so wmithout response Nature (or any immediate
Being) 1s nothing before 1t enters the identity-relation of
thought Logic commences when nature enters this rela-
tion, becomes 1dentical with itself, becomes mtelhgible as a
ground on which man can place his feet, and ceases to be mm-

TIvd,p 17
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penetrable to thought. Gentile’s statement of this step Is
difficult

Nature, become thought, finally respands to thought and says
“T am nature. It cannot at first respond “I am thought”
because It has not yet acquired consclomnesa of the prafound trans-
formation of itself produced by its reflection an itself Its first
reflection Is nothing but this comparison natsre—nalure A=A

This is the stage in which judgments are made about nature
as the object of thought, The point which 13 being emphacized
here is that the subjective element (the “I’) 18 necessary to
such judgments because of the fact that if nature (or whatever
object of thinking) were purely fmmedate there would be
no thinking and therefore no judgment. Nature 13 thought, and
thought presupposes thinking Using the “I” (whch is rigor
ously excluded from the pomtion of abstract logic) nature
defines itself, becomes judgment sylogism gystem It mirrors
itself 1 1ts discourse according to the three principles If it
did not it could not be thought. Hence the object of thinking,
no longer a nature Impertinent to thinking, becomes the sub-
ject of thinking The A=4 becnmes Ego=Ego

Thus thinkmg which is thought can only be the thought of thmk
Ing which thinks jtself

The subjective act of thinking 13 necessary to the objective
thought thought. It 1s this subjective act that gives it its
character as an 1dentity relatnn.

With the discovery of the subjective element (the Ego)
we are already In the logic of the concrete. Ego—=ZFEgo is the
concrete form of A=A The latter exists only through the
mediation inherent in the thought process, and the thought
process as act requires the subjective element

This relation which exists insofar as it Is mediation ar free
reflection (that is Ego) precsely because it is mediatan s, 20 to
Ibid, p.17 ibid, p. 19 Ibid,p 10.
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speak, itself and 1ts opposite, mediation and immediateness, Ego and
Not-Ego, liberty and mechanism, concrete and abstract logic, m
one

These are other aspects of the subjective and objective ele-
ments, recognzable from what has gone before Without the
synthesis of these elements there would be no Ego, for without
the object (supphed by the abstract logic) the subject itself
would be an abstraction and an immediate entity The act of
thinking taken 1n 1tself would be without an object, providing
a situation quite as impossible and unreal as that given by the
consideration of thought as immediate object by itself This
constifutes the necessity of the logic of the abstract to that of
the concrete It 1s also the necessity of the latter to the former
The act must have an object, the object requires an act

This reciprocal necessity mtroduces an element of progress
which belongs solely to the logic of the concrete With the
subjective act 1t 1s possible to provide accretions to thought
The act of thinking imtially results in a product which be-
comes the material of a new subjective act, which act in turn
becomes the material of a third, and so on Penstero pensato
acts as a murror 1n which pensiero pensante sees itself and, by
virtue of this self-conscious seeing of itself, proceeds to a new
act Every thinker is aware of this progress in his thinking

In contrast, the logic of the abstract being circular 1s simply
a repetition of itself For this reason its material 1s born 1n
our thought as preexisting to 1t, preexisting because we gen-
erate 1t as a concept which 1s a concept because of its circular-
ity Thus feature of the logic of the abstract 1s highly signifi-
cant in the history of philosophy We all, 1n greater or less
degree, depend upon the concept’s character of apparent pre-
existence Gentile calls 1t “the desire for the circle” which 1s
rooted deep m the human spirit No object of which we can
think can be thought otherwise than as an already determined
reality We strive toward the summit, where The Concept
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resides Plato first gave outstanding expression to this desire
in his search for the Good, already existing and waiting to be
discovered But this desire is doomed to disappointment, for
that which thought strives to achieve 1s altered 1n the achieve-
ment of it We are children grasping at smoke rings The con-
tradiction involved is that the whole which we scem to desire is
already in our possession by virtue of the circulanty of the
concept. It is overcome when we reallze that we actually de-
sire a satisfaction that can never by definition be fulfilled For
the new 18 always recelved in exchange for the old Contrary
to the Platonic myth and in accordance with the metaphysical
doctrines of those contemporary philosophers who are empha
«izing Process, our thinking builds only to destroy

The abstract logic 1s overcome by the realization of its
abstractness Scepticism Is often the result for those who dis-
cover that what In thought we desire to possess Is already in
our possession (as in geometry) and count the fact a sig
nificant epistemological difficulty Dogmatism is often the
result for those who do not recognize a difficulty in this situa
tion For both, knowledge fs limited to the intuiting of the
immediate, a circumstance discouraging or otherwise depend
ing upon one’s criteria of truth value. Gentie would conquer
both scepticism and dogmatism by capitalizing the activity
of the spint in constructing the object of thought as ifs object,
an object through which it gains consclousness of itself **

in other words, as that object which it thinke By virtue
of thinking it {the splrlt] b thought It realizes jtsell as t.hIang
substance, as Descartes sal
Thinking thinks {tself thcn:(o're it Is selfcrention which is liberty
Hence value and truth But to think jtself it must think, and to
think it must posit itself as object to Itself

Thus man sees himself In a mirror which itself sees he sces in his
image the eyes with which be sees his Image.
*Ibid pp. 35 and 36
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In these passages the contrast between the logics of the ab-
stract and the concrete 15 made to appear. In the former the
identity between 4 and 4 was emphasized, 1t gave character
to pensiero pensato In the latter the difference between the
subjective and objective elements 1s emphasized, and gives
character to pensicro pensante

Why do we not have a closed circle 1n the logic of the con-
crete, too? Gentile points out that while abstract thought 1s
objectively determined, concrete thinking 15 self-determined
The difference 1s very great The result of self-determination
1s the development of the spirit or of culture, a process Active
thinking utilizes each self-determination as the materal of a
new act productive of a new self-determination Furthermore,
since reality cannot transcend the act of thinking, the onto-
logical distinction between the real and the possible disap-
pears. Possibility as a predicate may be applied to objects in
the realm of the abstract (eg. a phoemix), but 1t cannot be
apphed to the act of thinking because the very act of thinking
1t would be pensiero pensante and hence real The only un-
reabty in our thinking would arise from thoughts that we
knew contradicted one another But this is impossible, be-
cause we do not wittingly think contradictory thoughts They
are unreal to my consistent antagomst, but only as gathered
into the reality of his thinking The meaning of the Cartesian
Cogito ergo sum is the 1dentity of esse and cogitatio, 1t proves
nothing with regard to the existence of an entity transcending
actual thought Kant’s great discovery was that nothing can
be thought except as a determuination of the “I think ?

hence the Copernican revolution 1n philosophy ** ,

** But even Kant had his Noumenon
» which was responsible for the given n
seglsai':clson And since there was this given, man became an object among Noumenal
objects Philosophy was night back at Protagoras’ position Kant’s naturalism was

a violation of the foundation of idealism the -
supposed its elements ( yntliess & prion) smce it pre
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One of the most significant features of Gentile’s doctrine
{s its identification of the act of thinking with the philosophic
concept of “form,” and of the object of thinking with the con
cept of “matter ” Idealism is characterized by Gentile as that
philosophy which deduces matter from form Form is the
active principle productive of experience, matter 1s the con
tent of experlence. Plato invented reminiscence in order to
defeat subjectivism, Anstotle for the same reason reduced
the rble of the subject to an Indifferent remirroring of the
material of cognition preéxisting to cognition The great dis
covery of ideahsm was the creativity of the subject in knowl
edge 18
Here Is the profound criticism of all materlalism a practical and
not & thearetical criticism. For to think the world as matter in its
extreme opposition to the spirit which thinks it (but which thinks
it nevertheless, energetically rigorously and with awnreness of
doing 50) {3 to see it vanish before one as & material world in order
to be resolved without residuum not into a world thought but
into the act or process of thinking

Postry {s not material in a bool., existing objectively to anyone
who opens the book. The reader forgets the material book and
all material surroundings, the materiality of the book becomes
absorbed m the activity of the subject. The poetry Is created
in the act of knowing it. It is not black marks on a white page,
a set of physical conditions external to the reader And so
with all objects of nature The mountain is not the same thing
to the peasant who lives In its shadow that it is to the moun
tameer who climbs to its summit. All is within thought, con
structed and developed there, through the energy of thought
in action. Man is in his objects insofar as his objects are in
him,

We may pause at this polnt. Thus far we have described

1 Sidtema. VoL XL, p 46
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the derivation of the logic of the concrete from the logic of the
abstract It 1s made possible by the mntroduction of the sub-
jective element provided by the act of thinking The full sig-
nificance of this innovation must be borne mm mind as one
proceeds to the detailed discussion of the fundamental law of
concrete thinking, which follows

o
f &

The logic of the concrete 1s more comples and difficult than
that of the abstract We have said that the former emphasizes
the difference between subjective and objective elements The
expression of this difference, as Gentile renders 1t, marhks it
off sharply from the identity-relation of pensicro pensato 1t
might, 1f we may suggest a parallel terminology, be called a
“difference-relation ” Looking at the Ego concretely, as that

through which we know any object, we may say Ego=~Not-
EgO ¢

This 1s the fundamental law of the concrete Logos Tt 15 distin-
guished from the fundamental law of the abstract Logos because the
latter, as a principle of identity, expresses the identity of differ-
entiated thought, while the new law expresses the difterence

m 1dentical thought It 1s not a correction of the former but an
mtegrating or venifying of it

This differentiation within concrete thought, this separation
between subject and object, is a concept rigidly excluded from
the logic of the abstract It is the subjective element that
makes the difference. The introduction of the subjective ele-
ment, the act of thinking, renders to pensicro pensante the
possibility of breaking out of the aircle of objective thought
in the manner already described Hence Ego=FEgo The dis-
tinction between subjective and objective elements renders to

4 Ibid, pp 49-50
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pensiero pensante ts full expression Hence Ego=No! Ego
Thus it may be sald that the fundamental law of the logmic of
the concrete has two necessary forms, Ego=Ego and Ego==
Not Ego The first arises 1n distinguishing the logic of the
concrete from that of the abstract, the second anses in ex
presuing what Is meant by concreteness as applied to thinking
Let us study these two forms more fully

Consider the first form Ego=—Ego expresses a “subjective
identity” very different from the objective identity (A=4)
of the loglc of the abstract. The objective concept (e.g chair)
is what it {s “A chair Is a movable single seat with a back” is
an example of an objective identity It fits into an objective
system and is static within that system Concepts are un
changing in this respect they are inert. But a person as
knowing subject himself 1s changing and developing A new
person 15 born with every new act of Lnowing MAlan as know
ing activity {s neither in the past nor in the future

But just this s his being his not being that which he will be—the
actuality of this not being He Is a need and a desire for being

The man who does not negate himself who is fully satisfied
with himself, who therefore does not labor, or thinl, or wish or do
anything at all—he ceases to be 8 man

Hence strictly speaking Ego=Ego expresses not an fdentity but
a difference. But 1t 15 a difference which involves continuity,
the continulty of the Ego It might better be expressed Ego
makes ftself Ego as Gentile himself admuts The Ego ex
presses itself in an affirmation whick 15 its own affirmation
This affirmation, a3 the affirmation of the Ego, produces an
alteration in the Ego, and hence raises a differcnce between
two terms But they are both still the Ego If I assert that
virtue is knowledge I become a new person because I am now
the possessor of that assertion and was not before. Whatever
assertion follows will necessarily take that assertion nto ac
Ibid p 53

A
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count Although Gentile uses this first form to express the
fundamental law of concrete logic he realizes its inadequacy
and allows it to serve only to emphasize the continuous devel-
opment of the Ego

Consider the second form What would be a contradiction
n the logic of the abstract is foundational i the logic of the
concrete Ego=Not-Ego The expression of cifference here
symbolized gives hife itself to thinkmg This second form
proclams the full meaning of the first 1f there were not
differentiation between subject and object, and 1f the latter
were not demed reality, we should not be 1n possession of the
ontologically unique penstero pensante If there were no object
to be negated ontologically by my act of thinking T could not
think, for to think is to think something And, more speci-
fically, if there were no Not-Ego to be negated ontologically by
the act of the real Ego, there could be no real Ego™ I
would be nothing 1f the action of my thought did not intervene
to negate my natural bemng in order that T might be reahzed
in my act of knowing The abstract Ego which 1s the pomnt of
departure of thought 1s immediate and natural being (tempera-
ment or nature), it is non-thinking and therefore unknowable
It 1s nothing Penssero pensanie negates this Not-Being by a
synthesis creative of the concrete Ego, which is the consumma-
tion of thought Gentile finds a simile helpful here Ego 1s ike
a shining light Not-Ego 1s ke a shadow The shadow 1s the
negation of the hight and dependent upon the light for its
existence And the hight 1s the negation of the shadow The
two are correlative and must be taken together Similarly
Not-Ego must be negated by Ego, and vice versa We may
have neither without the other The Not-Ego is as necessary
to the Ego as shadow is to ight Gentile’s use of the two Ego’s
here, abstract and concrete, 1s confusing To put 1t more

1o
See footnote 2, p 59 of this study, § “ »
of rpece footn , y, for the meamng of “negate” i the logic
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clearly, “Ego” has two significances (1) the synthesls of the
opposed knuwer and known, according to which both knower
and known (in themselves abstract) are the content of the
Ego, and (2) one of the two opposites into which the first
Ego is dnahred, the hnower antithetical to the known, the
original term from which thought alienates {tself in order to
think. Only the first of these i3 ultimately real and concrete,
according to Gentile."'

This unity of thinking subject (Ego) and thought object
(Not Ego), in the dynamic and autogenetic act of thinking, is
called the Becoming of the dialectic. Becoming is only intelll
gible as the law of reality if reality is equivalent to thinking
Flux, mutation, evolution in the objective world—all are ap-
pearance, imnges from vague experience. For the world ns
object 15 what it Is, it is static epistemologically speaking even
if it be the Heraclitean Fire Nothing spintual exists as
natural objects are thought to exist. The spirltual is always in
the process of development. The Ego is Becoming, insofar as
unified with Not Ego (i e. insofar as concrete) and the Not
Ego exists only insofar as the Ego 18 thus unified

Furthermore pensiero pensante is an immanent Becoming,
an eternal unity which is unique and self-developing Its umty
18 its characteristic attribute. The attribute of penstero pen
sato, on the other hand, fs to be a multiplicity, as we have
seen It must be a multiphaty in order to be umfied according
to the laws of abstract thought. We think a multiplicity of
objects which we unify into & deductive system The objects
of thought are legion. But concrete thought is the thought of
a single consciousness and can have no multiplicity attributed
to it. Each act of thinking s the act of the entire concrete
Ego, and as such is unified with ond includes all previous
acts of thinking If I affirm “Caesar conquered Gaul,” as

For this materhal on the fund mental Inw of the { the concrets sec the
Sirtema, Vol. I, Part ITI, Chapter ¥ fogie 0 e
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pensiero pensato this is a unification of diverse objects As
pensiero pensante 1t 1s “I think Caesar conquered Gaul” and
expresses the totality of my thinking I cannot think anything
that does not express this totality This is the sigmficance of
the “I think It 1s highly important to an understanding
of the Gentihan doctrine

It suggests another major distinction between the logic of
the abstract and that of the concrete The fundamental law of
the former 1s a norm distinct from the thought which it gov-
erns ° The postulates of foundational logic, for example,
govern the thought structure of post-foundational systems
Such 1s generally the character of a norm It is usually distin-
guished from the real as the “ought” from the ‘“1s”, as value
from fact The fundamental law of pensicro pensato gives
thought-as-object value, but the value of this norm 1s presup-
posed (1e 1s factual) no matter how self-evident TFinal value
must rest on a different basis The truths of abstract reason
are truths of fact, stripped of ultimate value In the logic of
the concrete we no longer speak of fact, but of act the situa-
tion with regard to a norm changes completely *°

No distinction between the act and the law of the act 1s possible
because of the suz generss nature of the act, to which we must pay
close attention if we wish to avoid the danger of forfeiting the only
firm ground on which the value of all truth can be founded

The act mn 1ts umversality cannot be transcended It must
provide 1ts own norm, for according to Gentile’s requirements
1t can admt no transcendent norm It 1s umique Every act of

thinking supposes a unique experience and a unique subject
‘There 1s no man who thinks who does not think with his

*® This does not contradict the description of the lo i
gic of the abstract given on
P 77 of this study The three principles (its fundamental law are mthmgtlhought
abstractly considered But even when thought 1s concretely considered, 1n relation
to its venty that 1s, 1t 1s found to be dependent for its validity upon these prin-
mp}%s It 15 1n this sense that the principles are external to it
Swstema Vol O, p 67
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whole thought. The act of thinking is not something which
happens to be thinking and rmght not be It 1s that which
18 thought and cannot not be thought, thought which is true not
because 1t conforms to a transcendent law but because it is
itself the law of truth. The law of the abstract is law, but only
as 1t borrows its value from the ultmate value of the concrete
The concrete act must be norma sui This 13 the great point
in Gentile’s logic. How Gentile thinka it to be norma sus we
shall discover a few pages hence

Thus all other truth refers back to concrete thought, which
15 truth. The truth lies deep within us. The syntheus, A=4,
18 a fact. The synthems, Ego=Not Ego, 18 radically differ
ent. Tt1s act If we ask the reason for the assertion of A==4,
this assertion itself gives no answer But the other assertion 13
vocal. It Is thought realizing itself according to the form
Ego=Not-Ego Tt i3 that selfcreation of the concrete Ego
which provides a progress or development and which must be
norma sus
Its being is not simple identity or mmple difference, or simple
wnity of identity and difference, It is this unity as creative of itself,
autoctisi It is synthesis as antosynthesls, a synthesks which posits
its terms m ther synthetic reletion
The syntheuis 18 truly a priori, it presupposes neither nature
nor an Absolute, nor any other object obscure or otherwise.
Before the act in which the concrete Ego celebrates its spirit
uality there is nothing A belief 1n objects determining thought
would violate the essenhal dinlectic character of the act and
destroy truth as Gentile defines 1t. The situation is quite the
contrary, according to him When one speaks of such objects
the Ego 13 speaking and determining them (as objects) accord
1ng to the dialectic law of concrete thought. One eannot refer
to “objects’ without caling upon the act of thinking which
makes them such, Without that act they are not “objects.”

Ibid, p. 11,
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Agam we may pause Almost the entire force of the logic
of the concrete 1s contained in the two forns of its funda-
mental law It asserts {wo major principles, (1) that the act
of thinking 1s self-creative and progressive, and (2) that the
act of thinking requires the assertion of its object as objeci
(by negating 1ts being) What follows comes rapidly and un-
sparingly In general it consists in the application of these
principles to various specific phases of the logic of the abstract
in building the logic of the concrete It 1s extremely complex
It 15 offered mainly for those who may wish to make a detailed
study of actual 1dealism With the exception of (1) the
description of the necessity of synthetic a prior: thinking, and
(2) the description of the act of thinking as norme suz, the
demands of the present study require no part of it

& s
& 8

Just as the synthesis of abstract thought 1s founded on the
autosynthesis of the concrete, so the noema (the act of intelli-
gence which nmtes subject and predicate) 1s founded on what
Gentile calls autonoema Autonoema is the autogenetic act of
intelbgence, which for Gentile 1s reality Any other reality
(either not autogenetic, or not act of intelligence) would be
opposed to knowledge: i1t would be the known opposed to the
knowing The Gentilian real knows itself *

I am Ego msofar as I have consciousness of myself as distinct from
myself, and hence Not-Me, msofar as I know myself knowimng
something To know something 15 to judge But this judging
is the judgment 1 which I know myself, and therefore I am myself
who would not be if I did not know Thus the judgment may be
noema only by bewng at bottom aeutonoema

The point is that in knowing I know myself as the knower and
thereby produce an alteration in myself 1n such a sense that I
31 Sistema Vol II,p 75
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(being negated, or synthesized) become a part of the known.
And, by the same synthesis, the known becomes part of me
If I think that virtue is knowledge that knowledge becomes
part of me as knower But it can only do so by being negated
as object (synthesized with the subject) For this reason the
Socratic “Know thyself” should, in a sense, be the formula for
all knowledge. To understand things 1s to understand oneself
(as concrete act, not as an empirical subject) The theoretical
judgment of the noema (e.g “Virtue is knowledge ') becomes
real in the actual judgment of the gutonoema (e.g *I think
virtue is knowledge ) **

The object of the [actual] judgment is a world which con
stitutes the objective existence of the subject itself, insofar as the
subject tself confers this existence.

If the flower which shines resplendent in the simahine attracts
and moves us, It must already be the object of an appreciation and
a deslre which signify a certain spliritual attitude toward a world.
This world would never be anything to us if the subject did not
move itsell to action by plucking the flower and enjoylng close at
hand the odor and the possession of it.

‘The important thing here is that to know anything demands a
“spiritual attitude” toward it which, by giving that thing sig
nificance, literally creates it

‘We must continuously bear in mind that “I think " s
a free act, according to Gentile, sharply distinguished from
fact. Hence the autonoemic act is moral. It presupposes noth
ing which might determine 1t. Its freedom Is characterized by
the unconditional smperative of the law of concrete thought
We have found it essential that the concrete Ego actuate 1t
self in objects in general and in itself as object in particular
If it did not it would be an immediate identity As immediate
1t would be indifferent and its liberty license Liberty must be
accompanied by law Elther alone is abstract together they

Ibid p. 17 See p, 86 of this study

—
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constitute freedom Without our hberty to approve them
the laws of the state would be tyrannical Without law our
liberty would have no significance or usefulness It 1s the same
with the act of thinking We are free only when we willingly
obey the laws necessary to our being, so to speak Liberty and
law are malienable 1n the awufonoema Iaberty without law
would be empty spontaneity And law without hiberty could
not convey a sense of moral obligation The law which 1s our
highest 1deal and our goal 15 given by the dialectic of pensiero
pensante m which our personality expresses itself and the spirit
triumphs Our personality 1s the concrete Ego which realizes
1tself mn the autonoem:c dialectic

Just as the noema 15 insufficient and must be resolved in the
autosynthesis of the aufonoema, so the forms of noemic judg-
ment ** are msufficient and need to be resolved in the awuto-
noemsc ‘To the question, “Why?”, directed at 1ts judgments,
we have seen that abstract logic is silent Only the concrete
Ego can answer this question (which 15 1ts own) with ultimate
satisfaction How does 1t answer 1t? Why should I, who
might not assert some judgment, between asserting 1t and not
asserting 1t choose the formmer alternative? Why not refuse
the problem? Who 1mposes 1t upon me? What necessity binds
me to the problem and to a solution in terms of the concrete
dialectic? The concrete Ego 1s bound necessarily to the dia-
lectic and to the objects which it creates because only in the
creation of them through the dialectic does it achieve exist-
ence In this way the force of the disjunctive abstract judg-
ment 1s derived from that of the disjunctive concrete judg-

ment Quantity and Modahty have similar derivations which
the reader may work out for humself. *°

The “why” of the disjunctive affirmation of judgment 1s m the

quahtative disyunctivity of the autonoema And the same thing, as

15 obvious, may be said of the “why” of the quantitative disjunctiv-
¢ See pp 68-9 of this study 3% Swstema Vol II,p 83
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ity of the individual judgment, and of the modal disjunctivity of
the assertorial judgment in which Is summarized and made poten
tial all of the logical energy of the judgment

The table of the forms of abstract judgment 1s the same as the
table of the forms of concrete judgment. But the first is ulti
mately dependent upon the second The necessity of the ab-
stract Judgment, as we have seen, transcends that judgment.
Its source 15 the necessity of the concrete judgment, for the
concrete judgment being necessary in Itself creates as its
object the abstract judgment. If the latter is necessary its
genealogy shows that it will be so only insofar as the former
is ‘The same argument holds for the other forms of judgment
outhned m the logic of the abstract. The source of each is in
the corresponding character of the concrete dalectic.

Hence there are not really two entities the noema and the
autonoema They are resolved into a unity The noema is the
autonoema itself descended from pensiero pensanie to pensiero
pensato  According to Gentile it is a form which has become
matter in the process of concrete thinking The act of thinking
is a subjective form which in functioning Is productive of the
objectlve matter which the act becomes in the subsequent act
of thinling about it. The act of thinking “Virtue Is Lknowl
edge” 1s form the judgment that virtue 1s knowledge is matter
to the subsequent act of thinking It requires a strenuous
effort to bear in mind that the Gentilinn real i3 not pensiero
pensante as we think agbout it, but is the actual thinking about
it (or about anything) Matter is form determined and con
gealed Form as medintion of itself (or autosynthesis) 1s the
generator of itself as matter Gentile considers himarlf to be
the first to make this unification of form and matter, for him
it s the goal of all idealistic tendencies

The syllogism of abstract logic is dogmatic 1n the sense that
it presupposes certaln laws of thought. It must therefore be
referred to what Gentlle calls the “autosyllogism,” the con
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crete counterpart of the syllogism The validity of the struc-
ture of deductive thinking must be justified The syllogism 1s
an 1dentity-relation, objective to the act of thinking, as we
have seen As object 1t does not possess ultimate truth value
The being of any object, of a stone for example, 1s not 1n it
as object Its being 1s 1its entertainment in the mind as object,
its partaking of the concrete act of thinking And so with the
syllogism Its reality 1s founded not on 1ts immediateness as
object, but on the unique, infimite, absolute, and mdivisible
principle of the Ego The reality of the syllogism 1s in the
autosyllogism

The discovery of the autosyllogism enables Gentile to jus-
tify both the necessity of the synthetic a prror: act of thinking
and 1ts character as norma suz This justification of the two 1s
certainly the most important part of the very complex thought
contained 1n the second volume of the Sistema dr logica 1t
arises out of the curious and unique nature of the disjunction
(which, we remember, as abstract made the syllogism pos-
sible) in the realm of the concrete *°

The Ego says, “Either I am Ego or I am Not-Ego,” finding 1tself
confronted by the curious alternative either of affirming itself by
negating 1itself (as Not-Ego) or of negating itself by affirming itself
(as Ego) If the Ego 1s Ego, 1t affirms itself, but then it 1s no
longer Ego, because this empty 1dentity 1s the negation of the proc-
ess essential to the Ego (which necessitates a differentiation) And
vice versa, if 1t 1s Not-Ego, 1t negates itself, but exactly in negating
itself 1t succeeds mn actualizing its essence

The affirmation which the disjunction guarantees m the
autonoema through Quahty, Quantity and Modality, 1s an affirma-
tion which 1s negation, 1t 1s not thesis, but autothesis, and hence
Becommg or dialectic The autothesis of thmking 1s a consequence
even here of a necessity, but of a necessity which 1s no longer solely
logical, but logical msofar as metaphysical

. ; ® Ibid, pp 88 and 89 See the criticism of this materal i Chapter VII of this
study

-
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This is the rock bottom of the Gentilian doctrine The Ego
between being Ego and Not Ego must choose the second alter
pative because m the vers act 1 whick the Ego proposes the
disunction 1t kas alrcady madc 1ts responsc and its alternative
is taken This argument 1s not one which would fit the logic
of the abstract. Gentlle does not argue that if thinking fs
thinking it must be dialectic. This would simply be a syllo-
gism, an argument in a drcle, presupposing the dimlectic na
ture of all thinking  Gentile argues by the autosylogism,
which does not depend upon a postulated reality or even an
hypothests The argument is that quoted above whereln the
statement of the problem Is the statement of the answer In
proposing the guestion as to whether it is Ego or Not Ego the
Ego establishes the necessity that it be Not Ego and hence
establishes the necessity of its dialectic nature This is the
necessity of ¢ priori metaphysical thinking Upon it Gentile’s
philosophy is built. And since this necessity is within the very
act of thinling the metaphysical problem and therefore de-
pends upon no presupposed reality (or Logos), the norma sui
character of the act of thinking 1s also cstablished In other
words, the judgments about the dialectic of thinking are in no
sense empirically attained If they were they would not be
necessary and would require a transcendent reality Thinking
1s the concrete Ego and 1ts law s the dualectic.

Autosynthesis describes a figure which breaks out of the
closed aircle, The concrete Ego Is such by virtue of thinling

In Gentlle s form
Elther it I true that no thinking can be thought except ws dlalectic
orllhuuemuumd.\obclhonghlumldh}mk.
It fs falso that jt can alio be not dlaleetle,
Therefore, it Is true that no thi Hﬂtmnl!lhwlh!u\qﬂ.lldhkdh
In the chulpl form
All thinking by dislectic,
Thh t 1 thi king
Therefore this thought & dialectic,
The circular character of both of these arguments ks obvious.
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the Not-Ego But 1n order to escape the abstract it also annuls
the Not-Ego by a new act of thinking which uses this now-old
Not-Ego as 1ts material in the production of a new Not-Ego
In other words, the movement of autosynthesis brings new
accretions to the Ego at every revolution In its revolution 1t
returns not to the Ego from which 1t set out, but to the new
Ego which has been brought mnto bemng by the act of de-
parture If this were not so, if the Ego always remained the
same, 1t would become an abstract object (an idea thought)
and thinking itself as an act would be annulled But this
annulment 1s quite imposstble, because the abstract object (the
1dea thought) must be thought by somecone By whom? In
answering this question we break out of the arcle of the
abstract and into the terrtory of the concrete, where the sub-
jective element resides Penstero pensante describes not a
circle but a spiral

Hence progress And this progress is quahtative, modifying
reality by transforming it, as we have seen It 1s never quanti-
tative Civilization does not progress by the increase of mate-
ral goods It progresses by the growth given in the act of
thinking It is a development and not a chain made up of
many separate links, to change the metaphor Thus there 1s
progress only in the concrete In one place Gentile asks us
to think of a flight of stairs, the lower steps of which disappear
(are negated) and the higher steps come nto existence as one
ascends There 15 no multiphicity into whose presence thinking
is brought Multiphaty 1s but a factor necessary to the
process which demies 1t existence It comprises the object of
thinking which must be thought if there 1s to be thinking at
all By means of the multiphaty of the abstract the activity
of the concrete Logos 1s able to pass, maintaiming 1ts unity and
transforming 1tself internally, mto the rhythm of its process *°

% The concrete Ego’s actuahzation of itself 1s the good which includes all
others Though the pomt 1s not relevant to the present discussion 1t should be
noted that 1t 1s here that the Gentihan ethics arises  See PP 219-20 of this study
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We are now 1n a position to give more understanding to
some of the material discussed earlier in this study It is a
universal need of man to collect the multiplicity of nature into
a unhverse or cosmos, and the multiplicity of thoughts Into a
unity of thinking Reason has always been invoked as the
unifying principle It has becn authoritative because one for
all thoughts and for all thinkers The whole history of man
15 a history of this unifying principle The great strength of
reason has always been considered to be its transcendence or
objectivity Gentile s whole cffort is bent toward showing
that, on the contrary the virtue of reason is its immanence or
subjectivity The distinction between heart and brain was
drawn by the Greeks in an effort to distinguish between sub-
Jective and objective spirftual activity DBut according to the
Gentilinn doctrine truth is subjective and the distinction loses
its point. We endeavored to cxplun this position earlier It.
necessary consequence, the unification of heart and brain,
should be more clear now that we have described the function
of the logic of the concrete in giving life to that of the abstract
Thinking is homogenesus It is the dialectic and ailows of no
distinctions The brain may conquer In the field of the ab-
stract, but one cannot conguer the heart of a mother with a
syllogism, for her heart burns with the spirit that gives life
to the syllogism The syllogism gives a truth, but one which
i3 weakness itself compared to the conerete truth of the spirit.

The problem of the categories goes to the center of every
type of idealism  The Aristotelian (analytic) concept of the
categories as predicates was followed by the modern concept
of the categorles as functions For the idealist this signifies
that the category became a product of thought in action rather
than an irreducible element or atom of thought Truth eame
to be the truth of thinking rather than an objective entity, pro-

w!?rthhmluhlunthamlc:nrhneth:&buua.vdn Part IIY Chap-
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viding a revolution 1n our thinking as counter to common sense
as was the Copernician revolution Since certain knowledge
seemed impossible 1n a strictly objective view (either ration-
alistic or empirical), 1t was sought by imntroducing the sub-
jective element But even Kant’s doctrine may be said to be
but a partial expression of the category as function Gentile’s
objection to the Kantian position 1s two-fold TFirst, what 1s
the relation between the multiphcity of sensations and the
umty of the categories? The category works upon a materal
that 1t presupposes rather than creates Secondly, what 1s the
relation between the multiplicity of the categories (or of the
experience which they provide) and the umity of the Tran-
scendental Ego? The multiplicity of categories receives no legi-
timate deduction 1ts elements are presupposed 1n a haphazard
fashion Synthesis a prrorr suggests the impossibility of sep-
arating analysis and synthesis, of possessing an analysis which
1s not synthesized 1n 1its character as thought Yet in Kant’s
multiplicity of sensations and of categories we have the former
without the latter These multiphcities are posited immedi-
ately Accordingly, in view of the Gentihan requirements for
thought, Kant’s doctrine recurs to an unreal thought and an
unthinkable reality Nor was the situation improved by the
abandonment of the Noumenon In conceiving the Absolute,
Hegel also brought 1n a Being previous to the spiritual act of
thinking His Logos 1s the intelligibility of the world accord-
mg to the rational princple of thesis and antithesis But 1t
none the less transcends the knower in that objective sense
which had always been demanded of the norm of thinking In
this way Hegel’s logic 1s dependent upon his metaphysics,
indeed his metaphysics 1s 1ts source This 1s precisely where
Gentile makes his departure from Hegel, and for the reasons
brought out earher in this study In contrast to Hegel’s (and
all others perhaps), Gentile’s metaphysics 15 dependent upon
his logic Gentile’s doctrine represents the suppression even
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of a spintual world (walting to be known previous to our think
ing about It) in favor of thinking Hence whatever category |
Gentile finds will be unique because 1t will fall within the
act of thinkmng, which has been described as essentlally a
unity

Gentile identifies the category with the autosynthesis of that
act. It 1s the common denominator by which we think all that
is thinkable. If we think that which we think 1s concrete Ego
the umity of thinking But it 18 a unity colored by the pro-
found concept of diversity There are two ways of thinking
the world We may think it empincally, as the diverse and
variegated object of our thinking Or we may think It “tran-
scendentally”  1n Its original and ultimate virtue as unified
thinking

The world, as we ses It with the eyes of the body and the mind s

a world resultng from a process It is that empincal world which

wenhou]dtmnscendinordutnthhliitmmpletely for a world
L

“The autosynthetlc category b in fact the unity of the predicate-category

[oi Aristotle] and the {frnrtion—category [of Kant] of the former as thonght of

the abstract Logos of the [logic of the] abstract, and of the latter as thought of the
abstract Logos of the of the] concrete.  (Sistema. Vol I, p 114)

The category B pi te us that concrete predicate which makes thought

possible throl thnlynu:uhofm.b}cdmdub]u:tmdencmri by our =ct of

thllﬂ:zng It ts the p-r:fdute desctiptive of the autosynthesh of [D:Nol Ego

wl neceslty mniverslity to thinking A\:tuxi_l ultimate
and frmd mental predicate of thinking lcmr;l“h:&l Ipﬂon ;h:n nbove.
It & very different from ths snalytic and peaking)
ties of Aristotle.

rategnry s functon es the frmrtion of judgment fteelf ’l‘hemyu
abstruct predicate was entecedent to thinking  As such ft dem nded
Buthndledaa-n:alhepmblnn i1 origin a3 an abeurd problem becamse the
lmwe:h;hmhn.hnlctuimhlrhi (a function) which asserts the problem. The
tmmedl cy of the Aristotellan m&ﬁjh absorbed In the mediation of thinking.
Aslfun:ﬁnnot!hi kgt ha oning of thought. The organ of thought,
whereln the categorles of thought might reside, i not only not antecedent to

Gentile sys, it creates itself The frnetion b nefther partlnl  nor prer hting
for then it would create a part!mta and p efuhting organ  The troe sell-creative
{unction is the organtym In ita 23 pensiero pemerwte Only 30 concedved an
it be » total and unconditioned

This word ta pleced in quotetinm marks to tndlrate iy uso In this paragraph
Inthe X nH npemse.
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which 1s a result of a process 1s something immediate and hence
(m a complete sense) unthinkable until 1t 1s resolved into the
process from which 1t results To think the world 1n its process, as
that principle which develops and 1s actuated 1n it, 1s to think it
transcendentally

The “transcendental” world 1s the emprrical world thought
ultimately, but the two are not coexistent The multiphcity
necessary to the empirical view would wreck the mind if it
were not unified 1n the umque reality of thinking But this
multiphicity should not be put out of mind We should only
put out of mind that absurd multiphcity which 1s not umfied
in thought, though actually 1t can never be 1n mind to be put
out because whether we realize it or not every multiplicity in
the mind 1s also a umity It 1s doubly umified, first as the
abstract object, and secondly as the concretc Ego As the
abstract object 1t 1s partial, and as partial 1t attains reality only
i the umty of the autosynthesis by which 1t 1s fused with
the subjective act of thinking It 1s the umty of this act, of the
“I think 77, that 1s so significant ontologically Peusicro pen-
sante (Ego=Not-Ego) determines the Not-Ego as substance,
accident, cause, contingency, Being, Not-Being, etc Whether
the Spinozan substance, the Leibmizian monad, the Platonic
Idea, or the muser’s gold everyone has a currency 1 which
he exchanges all forins of reality But all of the objects of
thought, even thought itself as object, are umfied by the “I
think ”” of the concrete act The greater the determination,
the more the autosynthetic power of the Ego 1s realized All
thinking shines 1n its own light, 1n other words It is aware of
itself and 1n this self-awareness 1t draws 1ts seemingly transcend-
ent world within 1itself, mnto one organic interpretation *°

It can be said n conclusion that the categories are infinite if 1t be
said at the same time that the category 1s unmque

55 0id,p 124
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There are infimtely many ways of interpreting this world, but
ultimately there is only one, that of Interpreting it as auto-
synthesis

The category as the act of thinking, being the synthesls of
itself as Ego and as Not Ego, provides three moments of
spiritual development. They are the three aspects of the
spirlt, art, religion and the sciences, and philosophy Art is
the subjecttve moment of the categonc act, religlon and
sclence the objective moment, philosophy the syntheas Into
which the act collects 1tself as unity of self and other These
are three moments through which the unique act 13 realized
Art and religion and sclence, however, are sharply to be distin
gulshed from philosophy All thinking as dialectic, distin-
guishes within itself an abstract thought which is solely aesthe-
tic, and one solely religious and scentific. But there is no art
concretely and really outside of the thinking which entertaina
it. And so with religion and science  All three depend for thewr
mterpretation upon the philosophic judgment according to
which they are entertainad They do not provide concepts of
reahty (that 13, they are not ulimata predicates), but rather
aid 1 the reallzation of 1t. Philosophy, in contrast, must be
self nterpreting for it represents the totality of the process
of understanding

Philesophy is always understood (by philosophers, of course—but
who speaks of phillosophy without belng a philosopher?) =zs the
most universal and perfect form of the spirit, which understands all
other forms without being understood by the others in return.

The artist 18 one whose spint 1s aware of the world of his pure

and immediate subjectivity And the religious man or scien

tist is one whose sprrit Ia full of an object which Is the negation

of his subjectivity well betokened by the attitude of prayer

or that of bending over a micrescope The philosopher comes
Ibid, p 129
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to know subjective and objective elements i their unity as
the totality of the thinkable

The passage from abstract to concrete logic, wherein we
think by means of the autosynthetic category, Gentile calls the
dialecticizing of the concept: °°

Dialecticizing 1s the passage from the concept as opposed, to the
concept as identical with, the category, from the opposition of
matter and form, to the synthesis ¢ preors through which form 1s
generative of itself as matter

The dialectic exlibits itself as a developing rather than as an
immediate Bemng ‘“Nature” 1s not the concept of nature, but
the nature 1tself of our concept as act, the life of our spirt *°

The concrete Logos 1s dialectic, the abstract 1s not The abstract
as such cannot be dialecticized, and as such mn fact 1s not dialec-
ticized Fix the concept of nature and you will no longer see the
possibiity of returning from 1t to the spint, just as 1t 1s not possible
for a heart to beat again which the anatomust separates from the
orgamsm 1in order to see how 1t 1s made But the abstract Logos can
be mamtammed m 1ts abstractness, and can be resolved 1 the con-
creteness of autosynthesis, in which orgamism 1t truly participates
Insofar as 1t 1s resolved 1t 1s dialecticized, because 1t comcides with
the concrete Logos But then it 15 no longer the abstractly con-
cewved abstract Logos that 1t was before, but the abstract Logos
maintained m 1ts origmmal and indelible concreteness Thus nature

as nature cannot be spiritualized, as nature it is abstractly con-
cewved In the concrete 1t 15 the spint itself

If pensiero pensante were a static synthesis there would no
longer be place for dialecticizing There would be only the
closed circle But penstero pensante is developing Its dialec-
tic 1s the germ of our entire spiritual life

This dialecticizing of the concept provides the last of the
transformations from the logic of the abstract to that of the
concrete, the transformation from concept to autoconcept The

8% Ibid,,p 131 3% Ibd, pp 132-3
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concept 1s the entertainment of truth as objective to the act of
thinking it. The autoconcept is the entertainment of truth as
constituted by the very act of thinking The distinction is one
with which the reader should now be familiar While philos-
ophy was limited to the concept as its matenal the mnewitable
result was sceptirism, as shown in an earlier part of this
study ' But in the concrete autoconcept awareness 13 absorbed
into self-awareness. Thus is precisely the deslderatum We may
10 longer make the distinction between perception and that
which 15 perceived  Perception is ontologically understood (in
answer to the Gentilian requirements) as part of the material
created by the formal act of thinking (autoconcept) The
autoconcept is the only form of cognition. Even the ordinary
emplincal distinction between imagmation ( ‘art”) and intel
lect (“sclence’) Is without sigmficance from the pomnt of view
of a reality which is the totalty of the thinkahle Such distinc
tions may be of practical use, but they do not belong to philos-
ophy, for they are raised by the particulanzing of something
considered as previous to thinking

However it is not to be supposed that the autoconcept
being free from these distinctions, 13 empty of all content. On
the contrary, 1t is more than the traditional concept was It
contane the traditonal concept and more The fear of its
emptiness 15 due to a realistic prejudice. The richness of
sensation, for erample, 1s contained In the autoconcept, for
there is no concept without sensation. But sensation 13 no
longer a rhannel of communication with an outer world. It 18
what the act of thinking creates it to be, an objective richness
gathered existentially into the act of thinking This is an
alteration in the meaning wiveu “sensation,” but Gentile con-
siders the innovation significant and valuable

Nor is it to be supposed that the autoconcept is a multiplic
ity of cancepts, for the multiphicity 1s umfied by thinking into

See pp 36-41 of this study
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a dynamic and developing process which is the umty of the “I
think » To speak of the multiplicity 1n this way, to say that
the multiphcity 1s potential i the autoconcept, 1s correct, 1m
fact outside of the autoconcept there 1s no development which
could be the principle of multiphcity And there must be such
a principle because of the richness and varety of abstract
concepts. °°

The content, then, of the autoconcept is the same as that of the con-
cept, but dialecticized and thus mntegrated by the negativity of
pensiero pensante

This negation of the concept should not be considered a nega-
tive element m the autoconcept, 1t is the life of the autocon-
cept and makes the formation of the concept possible *°

That 1s, the concept 15 formed n the dialectic of the Ego, msofar
as the Ego negates 1tself 1n 1ts immediateness Now the Igo, negat-
mg 1tself i the concept, 1s from the first immediate nsofar as 1t 1s
the concept The concept 1n its immediateness 1s equivalent to the
Ego which 15 negated in 1t Hence the Ego turns to immediateness,
which 1t must negate according to its law 1f 1t 15 to be Ego The
negatiity therefore attacks the concept insofar as the latter (al-
ready formed) 1s the ymmediate Ego, that 15, it always attacks the
Ego 1n order to generate the concept The negation of the concept,
m fact, 1s the negation of that concept that 1s not the concept and

15 the formation of the true concept, always self-creation or auto-
synthesis

Translated into clearer terms this 1s to say that the concept in
order to be a sigmficant element in our thinking must be
gathered within the self-awareness of the concrete Ego which
thinks 1t It must be given its place in the reality of penszero
pensante The concept 1s negated 1n the sense that it is synthe-
sized with the subjective element, the Ego 1s negated in the
other direction by the same synthesis Indeed this is what
Gentile means when he speaks of “negation” and “negativity ”
B8 Sistema, p 142 3% Ibid ,p 142
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The point always to bear In mund 1s that accordmg to the
Gentilian criteria of truth this synthesis must inevitably be an
autosynthesls Whatever {s thought must be attached to the
act of thinking Hence truth 18 not anyone’s fact, but the fact
of him for whom 1t I3 true. Since he for whom it 1s true is he
who judges it, the truth 13 ultimately the subject of the judg
ment (1e 18 act) It 13 such sf the subfect 15 understood as
actual fudging and not as previous o the judgment To know
the world 18 to construct 1t in the act of knowing it. Thanks
to the negativity immanent In the autoconcept, thought has no
dogmas, no determined determinations no constructed sys-
tems All are ultimately acts and not facts In this dialectic,
or autosynthema of subjeclive and objective elements, the
ahstract and concrete logics are bound together

The greatest obstacle which actual idealism must face 18 the
realistic conception of the world which centuries of education
have ingrained in us Gentile calls upon us to meet the im
plications of actual 1dealism with courage, feehng the truth in
the doctrine that the world is ourselves and that Bewng 1s
knowing The concept, apart from the autoconcept, 13 not
real. It 1s the representation of reaity But fused in the
logic of the concrete 1t i3 reality itself the only reality we
can know Esse est percips ‘This paper on which I typewnte
is only real as negated I could not typewnte on it if I did not
see it and I could not see it 1f 1n that act I did not make the
paper an object significantly entertained in the thinking activ
ity by which I know that I see the paper and am typewnting
on it. The paper does not exist mn 1tself, 1t exsts i my act
of thinkmg, which gives 1t the entire fullness of its mesanings
Reality is not discovered 1t is the very act of discovery

The “desire for the circle” (at otber times called the
“regulative Ideal”) tempts the human spirlt too often to enter
takn the abstract Logos as giving direction to hirman activity
But Its goals are statlc, rigid and confining Historically its
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1deals have led to tyranny and violence. We are prone to wor-
ship the presupposed, an oppressive system of thoughts
already completed. But thinking has no conditions, no pre-
assigned limits, no direction imposed from without It1s a total-
ity and a system, but as autoconcept We think the whole
And 1n another sense we never think 1t for this whole 1s we
who think It is a process which can never be precipitated
once and for all mnto a result* *°

If the teacher of a concept 15 conceivable, if a philosophic
school 1s possible no particular individual, who has already
thought his thoughts and written his words down and died, 1s a
teacher He 1s a teacher who 1s Ego, that umque and immortal Ego
who has not already uttered but 1s uttering his words This 1s the
eternal school, one whose heredity 1s not a concept or a system of
concepts, but the autoconcept with its mnquiet and unfailing nega-
tivity It 15 the school of truth which no scholar will find
except m the depths of himself, where he 1s the same Ego as the
teacher who addresses him and invites him to collaborate in the
common work

This passage has obvious reference to our earlier discussion of
the doctrine of truth and error It describes the search for
philosophic knowledge not as an effort to acquaint oneself with
that which is in 1ts essence independent of knowing, but as a
gathering of that which appears to be independent into the
activity of knowing 1t (ie “negating” it, as Gentile expresses
it) whereby, by virtue of the creatinity of that act, its most
comprehensive and profound significance 1s bestowed upon it

Is this Gentihan doctrine not 1itself a concept? Certainly it
has been analyzed and defined and made to submit to the syn-
thesis of the spiritual dialectic Tnsofar 1t has conformed to
the character of the concept So far as it has been discussed
m the Szstema de logica 1t has been an object of thought, and
hence unreal It was real as Gentile thought it and as we, the

readers, think 1t now. But its reality is not in itself as object
““Ibd,p 148
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rather m our artual thinking about it. If we try to define the
concept of the autoconcept we shall fall back into the logic of
the abstract, where the autoconcept 1s not to be found In
other words, we ranmnot define the autoconcept without violat
g the logic of the concrets which gives 1t its meaning This
new logic i not demonstrable, it admits no measuring rod
outside of itself for 1ts evaluation It is the logic by which we
think whenever there is thinkimg It expresses the nature of
thinking  And it is given value by the acts of thinking of
every reader of these words. In these ever new acts 1t finds
both its reality and its truth






PART 1HREE

1HE SISTEMA DI LOGICA CRITICALLY
CONSIDERED






CHAv1ex FIVE
1HE PROBLEM

In ms discussion of the Protagorean doctrine that man is
the measure of all things Gentile makes the following arrest
ing remarks *

In such = doctrine the concept of a tranwrendent truth seems
to have disappeared Under this semblanee Plato combats the
doctrine, making a joke of it by objerting that truth would become
what it appears to each of us to be. Protagoras ought to agree, says
Socrates that the contrary doctrine is trus to his advasary inas-
much as 1t appears as such. This Is an obJection which Protagoras

could have deflected beautifully with the same respomse that
Groberti gave to an analogous objection. Globerti foresaw that to
his doctrine of the diversity of Cathollcism, by which there must be
admitted as many Catholicfsma as there are men who embrace it, it
would be objected that the Pope, the bishops, etc., do not under
stand Catholicism m thls way” He amswacd “Those who make
this objection to my doctrine do not understand it. I reply that if
they understood it as I do they would not be right but wrong ” In
just admitting that by his account Socrates wes right against him
Protagoras would demonstrate the superiority of his doctrine over
that of Socrates. In fact according to Socrates doctrine If Socrates
Is right Protagoras s wrong while according to that of Protagoras,
Protagoras is nght and therefore Socrates is right also

Protagoras’ subjectivism was based upon a doctrine of the
relativity of sensation, a crude and early solipsism soon dis-
mussed in the history of subsequent philosophy Plato’s com
mentary In the Theaetetus functioned as its reductio ad ab-
surdum caused the abandonment of the doctrine of knowl
Sitema. Vol T pp. 634
231
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edge as purely the acquisition of sensations, and led to the
conceptualism of Aristotle. Sice the time of Protagoras there
have been other and more broadly founded solipsisms It is to
the credit of Plato that in the Theactctus he provided an argu-
ment so universal in significance that 1t not only supplied an
answer to Protagoras’ sensationalism but became a prolegom-
enon to all future doctrines of a similar nature It pointed
out 1 effect that the solipsist must accept the contrary judg-
ments of others on non-verifiable questions quite as readily as
his own For one thing, he must turn metaphysics over to the
poets and content himself with the consideration of venfiable
propositions In short, according to the Tkcactctus the solip-
sist must be a sceptic  Wherever a thinker of solipsistic tend-
encies has not been willing to accept these hmitations the test
of the Thcaetetus has persuaded him to take another direction

Hence the arresting quahty in the passage quoted above
An open and unabashed defense of solipsism 1s rare today, and
when this rashness 1s coupled with an attempt to establish a
metaphysics 1t takes on the aspect of recklessness Gentile is
a solipsist who, by the very writing of us Ststema di logica,
has evinced his refusal to accept the Platonic himitations He
voices the conviction that he can combine solipsism with the
teaching of metaphysics On the face of it, this conviction
appears of doubtful legitimacy If it 1s to be defended success-
fully Gentile will be required to make an original contribution
to philosophic thought, for 1n the ‘past the attempt cannot be
said to have been successful In its widest sense sohpsism 1s
the doctrine that there 1s no existent except conscious thinking,
from which it follows as a corollary that thought can know
nothing but 1ts owu modifications and states * Solipsism may

? A reader of this manuscript has hindly ponted out the need for further clan-
fication of “sohpsism” as applied to Gentile It does not differ from either “sub-
Jective 1deahism” or “mentahism” if mind 15 considered as a principle of actiity

and not 1tself a real object known by acts of thinlung But this 1s not usually the
case These names are avoided because of Gentile’s insistence not that “only mind
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also be defined as that dectrine which asserts that there is no
existent except the knowing subject, or Ego It will be seen
that Gentile believes, in company with most philosophers but
for an entirely different reason, that solipsism in this latter
sense is not defensible. In this connection the distinction be-
tween the act of thinking and the Ego i3 extremely important
In our use of the word “solipsism” we shall have the first of
these definitions in mind, that first being more fundamental
than the second

Among contemporary philosophers there are two major attl
tudes with regard to solipsism, that of those who dismiss it
oy false, and that of those who dismiss it as meaningless
Those who dismiss solipsism as false are very much in the
majority, probably because thelr position is more nearly comn
cident with common sense than the other One of their argu
ments arises out of o careful examination of what has been
termed the egocentnic predicament. Faced with the realiza
tion that no one as a result of thinking is able to mention any
thing that is not thought, this argument describes the difficulty
as a “methodological’ one and adds that while all existing
things must have a relation to thought in order to be known at
all it does not follow that they do not also exist in relations
which transcend and are therefore independent of thought, It
is contended, in short, that in stating the case for solipsism the
idealist has voiced but not proved it. His error consists not
3 knowable” or that “mind I the fund mental reality ® but rather that mind b

kxowing and its oct s reality Centlle’s Wimalum b actuad not swbjective and,
conf to ment lhem it denles the existence of other mind  There i3 po singls

to the self which Gentlle finds unrea), “solipttm  has been {or use In thiy
wider meaning because among recent thinkers it bas become more than elther of
the other twp of those very obviowns difficulties actmal el
most face, If fs untenable berarye [t denles existence to  veaything but
the self ¢t ral [deallom {5 even mote 50 and In the same direction because

rritence even to the sell If sollpshsm h o vice, rtrl iealtem |3 even more
vidoms. In ope sense to l-.d-nd(held!lnlhcldu(fhhkh‘nu::mly
eﬂﬁmthmuxrythemﬁ;dd trend to Hs extreme, In this seme Gentlle fs a

i
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in this statement itself but rather in assigning to 1t the author-
ity of a proof The issues on both sides of this first contro-
versy over the truth or falsity of solipsism will be compared at
length Gentile must defimtely answer the argument of this
group if his unreserved solipsism is to receive adequate or con-
vincing defense

Another of the arguments of those who dismiss solipsism as
a false doctrine is most emphatically expressed by the crntical
reahist Solipsism seems to be so far out of accord with com-
mon sense as to be absolutely reckless If there 1s no existent
except conscious thinking, how are we to account for the
apparent independence of the world of nature? We find
Gentile saying that thought creates not only the world of
nature but all of those entities which come under the general
heading of the not-self On first acquaintance this appears to
be pure extravagance. To say that a doctrine does not accord
with common sense is not necessarily a serious indictment, of
course Yet there are mamfold daily experiences continually
dictating a work-a-day common sense which 1n 1ts practical if
not 1ts theoretical significance cannot be denied a place 1n any
metaphysics Of such a character 1s our daily eaperience with
nature It impels us to the belief that in some sense the mani-
festations of nature are uniforin with a umfornuty quite inde-
pendent of thought Thought might create for itself a world in
which water ran up hill, but for all its creative power 1t 1s 1
some manner compelled to “create” the world in which we live
as a world in which water runs dowu hill We may well believe
that the order and uniformuty of nature are a creation of
thought, yet the specific character of that order and that uni-
formity 1s quite evidently beyond the power of thought to
alter So far as the writer 1s aware, no thinkers previous to
Gentile who have denied the Noumenon existence have ac-
counted satisfactorily for the specific character of the order
and umformity of nature Such an acconnting seems to re-
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quire a force which transcends and acts upon thinking Such
attempts as have been made by idealists in this directlon have
usually 1involved the deduction of the categorles of thought,
yet 1t is probably safely declared that no deduction has ful
filled the requirements of the task at hand Glven solipsiem,
then, as Gentile concelves it, we require that his doctrine
bestow a meaming upon the phrase, “thought creates the world
of nature,” which <hall find a place within it wherein the uni
versal expenience of men faced with nature fits. If such a
meaning cannot be found in his doctrine, the doctrine must be
either renounced or altered. This is perhaps the most serious
difficulty which Gentiles actual idealism is called upon to
meet. In its bare elements the demand would zeem to be a
damaging one, yet it should be accompanied by the compara
tively safe conjecture mentioned in an earlier chapter that
Gentile is a man of normal sanity who is as well acquainted
with our relation to nature as we are and who would be quite
as unwilling to fly into the face of this common experlence as
we ourselves We may anticipate elther that he has or we
have overlooked some factor in the logical development of his
doctrine of nature or that we have or he has overlooked some
factor 1n the statement of the problem.

Those who dismizs solipsism as a meamingless doctrine, the
neo-positivists, may nevertheless be called sollpsists in a
limited sense of that word Their position has resulted from
an examination of the meaning of meaning They come to the
conclusion that metaphvsical problems have no meaning be-
cause these problems Involve the use of the word “real,” which
they find to be meaningless If this ts the case it obviously
follows that they will find Gentlle’s proposition that the only
reality is the act of thinking to be a meaningless proposition
For them the only meaningful problems are those the answers
to which are verifiable Thelr doctrine is a limited form of acep-
tidlsm They believe that philosophy has teo long concerned
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itself with problems the answers to which are pure guess-work
of the poetic imagination The issues on both sides of this
controversy will also receive careful consideration as they bear
upon the doctrine of actual idealism Gentile must defimtely
answer this argument, that his metaphysics is meaningless, 1f
his system 1s to receive an adequate and convincing defense

But a consideration of the task confronting Gentile is com-
plete only when we have examined the difficulty inherent in
solipsism as a philosophy regardless of opposing doctrines The
problem which 1t raises is pecuhiar to solipsism and must be
dealt with in the evaluation of any doctrine which moves 1n
that direction This difficulty is most often responsible for the
contemporary attitude that to describe a doctrine as “leading
to solipsism” is equivalent to a dismissal of it as absurd
Knowledge in the philosophic sense is usually taken to mean
certain knowledge, a knowledge whose truth may be measured
by well-defined criteria 1If, as Gentile maintains, the act of
thinking is the only existent, by what criteria may it be evalu-
ated? The whole spirit of Gentile’s wniting indicates that
beyond doubt he considers his philosophy to be more than
sheer guess-work or the outcome of blind faith The factor of
certainty is obviously present, but i1f we are to take the solip-
sistic doctrine seriously this factor must be contained in some
way within the conscious act of thinking itself. In short, 1t
would appear that the act of thinking must be its own cri-
terion The very fact that Gentile has written his Sistema dz
logica, or that he teaches university classes, indicates his con-
viction that there is a criterion and that 1t 1s both universal
and necessary We have seen that the placing of this criterion,
if one may speak of “placing” in this connection, within the
act of thinking 1s the result of a unique attempt both 1n meta-
physics and m logic to avoid all presuppositions Gentile’s
“presupposition” is similar to what is spoken of in philosophic
discourse as “immediate intwition ” Immediate intuition 1s
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logically previous to reflection upon it, and in this sense is “pre
suppo<ed ” The “presupposed” of Gentile is not to be {denti
fied with “givenness,” for it is ncither the material of thinking
(sensa) nor unalterable The relation between the “presup-
position" and the act of thinking is not, however, logical in a
strict sense  The “presupposition” is simply previous to the
act of thinking As employed in traditional metaphysics it Is
that norm which furnishes truth value to thinking when
thinking is not morma sui  As previous to the act of thinking
(which fs mediate, as we have scen) it may only be intuited
immediately and by the nature of the case may only be arbi
trarlly chosen The Gentillan ‘presupposition’ might be
spoken of as an assumption, but we shall reserve that word for
employment Iater in a different connectlon  We shall find
ourselves needing two words and hence shall translate Gen
tlle’s #l presupposto directly and employ it only in the special
sensc outlined above

The significance of Gentile’s solipsism is contained in his
consclous and strict cffort to avoid presuppositions Thus the
gencral difficulty which he has to face is that of breaking
through a firmly established philosophic tradition against which
it is not easy to understand how he can proceed, the presup-
positional grounds of certainty being removed  This difficulty
appears in two aspects  The first aspect questions the posst
bility of avolding presuppositions in metaphysics Gentile is
undoubtedly running with the current of contemporary thought
in doubting the certainty of presuppositions and the reason
for his doubting should therefore not be difficult to understand
There Is place at the moment only to point out that one of
Gentile’s problems will occur in persuading us that the cer
tainty which he claims to have found without the ald of pre-
suppositions is itself free from presuppositional support. This
is the problem of the relation of Gentile s metaphysics to those

Sex pp. 141-2 206 and 209 of this stedy
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of others who are not sceptics, those who maintain their posi-
tion firmly against contemporary scepticism, eg the neo-
realists and the absolute 1dealists It 1s difficult to understand
how any destructive criticism which he levels against the “pre-
suppositions” so-called of other systems can be turned aside
in considering his own If all metaphysics up to this time has
been based upon metaphysical presuppositions 1t 1s certainly
not to be expected that Gentile’s metaphysics can have broken
out of the line Yet that 1s what Gentile explicitly claims for
actual idealism If Gentile has succeceded 1n his attempt the
contribution to philosophic thought will be evident, 1f not, to
know that he has not will be wotth the study

We discover the second aspect of the difficulty 1f we look
at Gentile’s problem from another angle Let us grant for the
moment that Gentile has succeeded 1n avoiding all presupposi-
tions Then he 15 faced by the sceptic as a new adversary
The sceptic makes the same negative criticism of metaphysical
presuppositions that Gentile makes, describing them all as
resting ultimately 1n the poetic imagination But the negative
criticism of the sceptic would apply quite as much to Gentile’s
metaphysics as to any of the others Hence Gentile 1s faced
with the problem of persuading us that his metaphysics 1s not
sheer fancy Here the difficulty 1s equally apparent We are
granting that he has freed himself from presuppositions, and
we therefore make a demand of the certainty of his meta-
physical knowledge which must be met in an absolutely new
manner This answer should be subject to a most vigorous
scrutiny If Gentile has made a contribution this will be 1ts
most significant phase

There are three paths open to the philosopher 1n his treat-
ment of metaphysics First, he can follow tradition and accept
the foundation of the study of the real as presuppositional
Presuppositions are just what they would seem to be, un-
founded statements concerning reahty of so deep an nsight as
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to produce outstanding metaphysical systems They are un
founded because 3 they were not thelr [oundations would
become ness presuppositions, and so on ad mfinitum Within
metaphysical systems, in that of Spinoza for example the con
tribution of the philosopher Is considered to be the rational
and clear development of the presuppositions into systems
These systems lay emphasis upon the developmental phase
and are critical of difficultles Involved in the systems devel
oped by others, as for example Mr Santavana is criueal of
Plato  The philosopher, in this view, is a reasoner upon
poetical intuitions His metaphysics is a description of reality
Secondly, there is the path of those who are embarraseed
by the intuitional element in metaphysics and who turn from
all metaphysics lest the philosopher s office become identical
with that of the poet Thinkers who follow this path limit
knowledge to that knowing which is venfiable These are the
neo-positivists  In the application of thelr knowledge they
work upon presuppositions which arc so generally recognized
that they shed from themselves the uncertainty which vsually
surrounds presuppositions Neo-positivists accept, for exam
ple, the generally recognized doctrines of the objectivity and
unfformity of nature. They conceive the function of philes
ophy as the building and testing of hypothetical judgments
knowledge being a tentative product of cxpericnce The
philosopher Is the student of the ways of knowing the world in
which we live. He Is primanly eplstemologist and logicdian
The third path, exemplified in the Sistemg di logica will be
the object of eriticism In Part Three For reasons which we
have already noted, Gentile would avoid metaphysical presup-
positions yet would avoid scepticism by remaining a meta
physician. In the one effort Gentile is not in conflict with the
entlre history of philosophy up to the present time There
have been carlier attempts to avoid presuppositions, notably
those of Fichte and Avenarius But his cffort has been so
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strenuous that, having the historical advantage of the others,
1t carries him beyond these previous attempts It sets lnm apart
from all other metaphysicians In the other effort, that to
avold scepticism, he 1s trying to preserve one of the major
meanings of philosophy as 1ts Iustory has brought it to us
Gentile 1s, then, both a violator and a defender of the philo-
sophic tradition His position 1s comparatively umique The
attempt to develop a complete solipsism is in itself a significant
contribution to philosophic thought, whether or not 1t is suc-
cessful Whatever the outcome of our inquiry 1t 15 clear that
the measure of Gentile’s contribution will be directly deter-
mined by the thoroughness of his attempt

The Ststema di logica 1s not a panacea for philosophic 1lls,
though undoubtedly Gentile at times gives the impression that
he thinks 1t 1s It 1s the labor of an admittedly capable thinker
m an attempt to shed new hght upon one of the oldest of
philosophic problems, that of the nature of the truth of meta-
physical judginents Like the rest of us, Gentile errs at times
in discovering s errors we shall be warned not to make the
same ones Laike all capable thinkers in the field of philosophy,
he offers the rest of us something new. 1n finding 1t there
should be some profit
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THE GEN1ILIAN TERMINOLOGY

IN axy systematic study of a man’s philosophy it is impor
tant to consider the meanings assigned to the words he uses
It is true that the words employed by the philosopher are
to some degree standardized, but it is also true that within
this standardized usage there is a freedom which Is bewilder
ing to exact thinking It is responsible for much needless
argument and futile debate One often hears the wish
expressed that a symhbolism might be developed in philosophy
which would make possible greater precision and swifter
understanding  For example, the word “real” has at least two
major meanings It may connote the pragmatically verifi
able or the essential If one speaks of 2 ‘real’ oasls one
uses it in the first of these meanings If onc speaks of the
“real” man one is probably using it in the other We may
assume a critical nttitude toward Gentile s doctrine only when
we have begun by ~ramining the dissimilarities of connotation
which his terminology exhibits with reference to our own The
difference, already noted, between the Gentllian use of the
word “logic” and the usc of it to which we are more accus
tomed prompts the expectation of a broad difference in the
employment of other terms If there were no explicit recog
nition of these differences it would be quite impossible cither
to interpret correctly or to evaluate the philosophic contnbu
tion made by Gentlle He writes in another language and
from another culture, but there is a suffident Linship between
his language and culture and our own to relieve those factors

111
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of the major responsibility for the differences in terminology
which we are about to discuss The differences are of the
nature of those found whenever two philosophers meet, and
are due to the fact that in his employment of language the
philosopher must consider both customary usage and the exi-
gencles of distinctions within his thinking If he did not con-
sider the former philosophy would be barren so far as its
meaning for other men is concerned If he did not consider
the latter he would fail to perform the function of the phi-
losopher More often than not these considerations conflict
Customary usage 1s mnexact and ambiguous, employing too few
words for the meanings which the philosopher finds The phi-
losopher needs a larger vocabulary than the one at his disposal

The first word of all, “philosophy” 1tself, may be taken in
one of several meamngs Within certain Iimts, of course, the
philosopher 1s free 1 defining the function of his profession
Gentile does not overstep this boundary He makes the fol-
lowing definitive statements *

Philosophy has always been forced to think not of this thing or that
thing, but of all things i therr umty

A philosophy of many problems 1s mythical, a philosophic phi-
lIosophy knows but one Men will never orient themselves m
nor render clear account of this world, which 1s the torment of their
philosophy because the torment of therr lives, unless they become
accustomed to think of thewr philosophy, through which therr world
grows, as thew own hife and their actual personality From this hie
and personality we can never separate ourselves, even 1n dreams

By philosophy 1s always understood . the most umversal
and perfect form of the spirit, which understands all other forms
without bemng understood by them 1n return

These statements do not establish any principle of unity, intel-
lectual or otherwise, though the principle later established 1s
that provided by the act of thinking Gentile simply means

* Sistema Vol I, p 12, Vol I, pp 246 and 129, respectively
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that philosophy is the all inclusive science, the sclence of art
and religion and science, the knowledge of all knowledges It
seeks an answer to those universal problems which pervade
all of our thinking, lfe, death, the pature of existence, etc.
A problem to be a philosophic problem must concern the unf

fication of the partial phases of understanding into a whole
For rxample, the flower as seen by the artist who is painting
it is only partially understood, as form and color The “Flower
in the crannied wall” 15 a perfect ~ximple of a second type of
understanding of the flower according to a partinl aspect. Even
the flawer studied botamcally is but partially understood But
this game flower as an element In all existence is philosophi

cally understood The difference in a striking and concrete
form is that between a scientific treatise on the bee and Maeter

hinck’s The Life of the Bee Philosophy, since it is a umty of
all thinking, is ultimate. Since it gathers everything within
it, It can allow nothing external upon which it might be
founded It is ultimate as the unity of the whole, not as bring

g to light an Anstotelinn substratum The difference will be
found significant.

Such & definition of philosophy suggests at once the Gen
tilian definition of the “real” reality is the totality of the
thinkable. Here, again, is a lemtimate use of termunology
1t has been employed by those (of whose number Gentile is
not one, by the way) who have sought a coherence theory of
truth. The test of a concept of reality Is found In the sig
mficance of its opposite In Gentiles doctrine all thoughts
which are not concepts of the totality are concerned with that
which 1s unreal and provide the material of the particular
sciences rather than of philosophy, which is the universal
sclence of thought. Thus, by definition, the entities studied by
astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, socology, etc., are
unreal in the sense In which Gentile uses that word Every

Ivid Vol 1,p. 12
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thing particular studied as particular 1s abstract and therefore
unreal Gentile’s definition of the abstract, in fact, 1s that 1t
1s that which 1s separated off from the totality Philosophy, in
contrast, i1s concrete The two conditions of philosophic
thought are (1) that its object be particular, and (2) that its
object at the same time be universal *© Either element without
the other results 1n an abstraction, merely a part of the whole
If we think our objects as particular, they are particular with
relation to an inclusive umty (unmiversal) 1if we do not think
them as particular, they are (for us) not real

The divergence of this meaning for “reality” from the ordi-
nary one 1s not indicative of a flaw, though 1t does represent a
hmitation The question 15 entirely one of the use of words
Gentile might have reserved “reality” for the entities of the
natural sciences, and used some other term for the “totahty
of the thinkable ” Why did he not do so? There are probably
two reasons In the first place, there are no other words eh-
gible for the position that do not carry connotations equally
misleading Even “One” and “Umty” are misleading, for they
connote a transcendent One and a transcendent Unity These
two words are also rendered unfitting by the second reason,
that 1 the history of philosophy the “real” has often been
endowed with an element of value (not present 1 “One” and
“Unity”) which 1s exactly what Gentile’s concept aims to
express From the time of early philosophy the “real” has
been given significance by 1ts opposition to the “apparent ”
Philosophy seeks to get behind the apparent It seeks the
true meamng behind common opmion It 1s understandable
and almost to be expected that in fulfiling this function cer-
tam words 1n common use will be selected to express less com-
mon meanings Since 1n spite of the crooked appearance of a
stick half 1n water 1t 1s customary to say that the “real” stick

®JIbid,p 9 This 1s important to the later discussion See pp 159 and 212 ff
of this study
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is straight, it is reasonable that philotophers should retain this
word for thelr more profound but similar inquiries into the
latent character cither of the objects of experience or of experi
ence itsclf One might go so far as to say that “real” has
always had the philosophic meaning but that in the philosophy
of the mythical man In the strect it has always, and perhaps
nahely, been made to signify natural objects as known by the
natural sciences

Knowledge has usually been understood to be the apprehen
sion of the real Gentile makes it explicit that he agiees with
ths definition so long as ¢ apprchension” is taken to be a
mediate process Cogmtion is therefore in his mind sharply
distinguished from intuition Nothing of which one is imme-
diately aware Is an object of knowledge All mysticism is by
definition denied a place under Gentlles philosophic sun
Knowledge must have certainty, whereas that of which one is
immediately aware has no foundation which could lend 1t cer
tainty Animal faith renders judgments which are typical of
those that Gentile will not admit into knowledge And since
the real Is defined as the totality of the thinkable and knowl
edge is the apprehension of the real, only philosophy provides
knowledge. Art, religion and the sciences rest upon concepts
which by their particularity (and hence abstractness) cannot
be termed knowledge Thelr basic concepts are immediately
Intuited, and therefore arbiteary

A rensonable epponent will probably concede the legitimacy
of Gentile’s interpretations of the words discussed above Gen
tile’s interpretation of “truth” and ‘error” presents a more
questionable situntion, however A correct understanding of
his use of these two words will lead far toward an understand
ing of the difficulties which actual idealism encounters, and
toward a cniticism of it as it stands in the Sistema ds logica
Throughout the history of philosophy, as Gentile himself

See pp. 44-3 and 47-9 of thh study
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admuts, the concept of truth has endowed it with the attribute
of objectivity In other words, the truth has been true regard-
less of who possessed 1t It has been independent of subjec-
tive influences With regard to this problem of the nature of
truth Gentile seems to be of two convictions We have para-
phrased him as saying that one of the three elements of truth
1s that 1t 1s distingwmished from opinion by its umversahty,
it 1s measured by the Logos common to all thinking and hence
1s distinguished from individual opimion © Other subjects if
they had the same spiritual background could not think other-
wise Yet on the other hand he has been quoted as saying that
the logic of the concrete can recognize only my truth and my
error.’ How are these two positions to be reconciled?

Gentile speaks of the double significance of “truth,” each of
1ts two aspects corresponding to a different concept of the
Logos There 1s first of all the objective Logos of which Par-
menides spoke, presupposed and transcending the individual
Tn the second place there 15 the subjective Logos of which
Plato spoke i Cratrdus (385B), which may be true or false
depending on who 1s speaking The former 1s itself nothing

because immediate. the latter by itself is nothing because not
nmversal: ’

The objective Logos has value as the content of the subjective
and we can only affirm 1t at the time when we know 1t and msofar
as we know 1t, and vice versa, the subjective Logos has its truth
value nsofar as 1t contains within itself the objective Nevertheless,
without the distinction between the objective Logos and the true
but subjective Logos, the logical problem would not arise

In fact the Logos, the object of logic, 1s the true Logos msofar as dis-
tinguished from the false But how would this distinction be possible
if there did not itervene a measure superior to this subjective
Logos, which may be true but may also be false? Nor can the
measure be other than a Logos absolutely true, removed from the

® See p 36 of this study
®See p 111 of this study, also the Sistema Vol II, pp 12-3
T Swistema Vol I, p 47
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possibility of being false. But If for the object of logic one wishes
to assuive an absolutely true Logos, or the objective Logos without
opposing it to the false, that Logos as such not having the false
set against it, would not be true In the mechanieal brutality of its
belng it would descend below thought and not be affirmable by it.

Logic has for its object thought ns the unity of the subjective
and objective constituents, and nas such Is true Thus it may
be sald both that truth is distinguished from opinfon by its
universality and that it is the truth of the subject. “I think
virtue is knowledge” s true because it 1s the result of a mediate
synthetic process a priori and thus is differentiated from any
arbitrary opinion I might utter and at the same time because
it is my nssertion This union of the two clements represents
the uniquencss of the Gentillan “truth.” By the method of
immanentism Gentile brings the Logos within the subject,
that Is, within thought in action yet makes it, by the nature
of thought different from the particular opinion of the sub-
ject. In this way the truth is given a meaning different from
its common meaning In that it Is no longer measured by a
Logos external to thought A judgment is not true for Gentile
because of structural relations between an entity (or entities)
external to thought and thought itself

In spite of the immanentism involved there are aspects of
this concept of truth which give it some common ground with
the usual one. The Gentilian truth is dependent upon a Logos
which s within thought and snorma sui but none the less norma
Its criterla are not, in other words, fulfilled by an arbitrary
whim Truth is not without a Logos the difference is that
Gentile’s Logos is provided by thought itsell rather than im
posed upon thought by a transcendent reality The point which
Gentile is trying to make is that if the basis of truth were
objective, transcending thought, we could never because of its
very nature know It as truth and differentiate it from error
without making a judgment which itself requires a norm
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What makes truth true is the subjective element which opposes
it to error In itself a judgment is neither true nor false “Vir-
tue is knowledge” only becomes true or false when asserted
by the act of thinking, “I think virtue is knowledge ”

There are two kinds of truth There 1s first that of the
natural sciences This truth 1s dependent upon an objective
Logos presupposed to any thinking about natural objects Of
such a type 1s the judgment about the “true” oasis One inves-
tigates the verity of this judgment by the simple pragmatic
expedient of riding toward the visuahzed oasis to find out if
1t 15 “really” there. The Logos here is unmiform nature The
word “truth” is so often employed 1n this sense that 1t would
be seriously inconvenient to use any other But 1t 1s necessary
to point out that this is not a philosophic “truth,” according
to Gentile, but a “truth” of a particular science This position
is no less reasonable than the position that the world of natural
objects is not the “real” world The thought of the philosopher
in this case, as in the other, simply moves beyond what are
considered to be the naiveté and limitations of common sense

The second type of truth, philosophic truth, 1s itself divided
mto two parts In the first part we find the truth of abstract
logic, based upon 1ts three principles It 1s called philosophic
because 1t deals with thought structure, but has objectivity
m common with the former In this case the truth value
depends upon the consistency of the concepts involved Hence
that error which 1s i1gnorance parading as knowledge, of which
Gentile speaks ° This is the error most often committed by the
thinker who does not gather his fundamental notions mto a
conceptual system 1n order to test them for their consistency
In the second part there is the truth of the logic of the con-
crete, which 1s such only in relation to the error of someone
else. This latter truth (and its corresponding error) are
clearly exemplhfied in the educative situation of teacher and

® Sistema Vol I, p 103
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pupil face to face To each of these, and nghtly, the other
represents error  The child’s calculation may be wrong accord
Ing to the laws of arithmetic, but fo the child it 13 right until
he himself understands that it 18 wrong

It 13 unfortunate that in Gentile’s exposition of actual ideal
1sm both of these concepts are Included under the single word
‘truth,” for they are quite different. In applymng the first,
one 13 judging according to the objective standard provided
by the fundamental principles of the logic of the abstract.
Philosophy being defined as concrete thought, this “truth”
should be excluded from the provincs of philosophsc verity
Yet it 13 this concept which allows Gentile to say that igno-
rance parading as knowledge 18 In error It is 1n error because
of inconsistencies involved. Such a concept 15 both mportant
and useful Gentile imself constantly employs it 1 his criti
asm of materiallsm a3 a philosophy We are all subject to
inconsistencies and encounter them frequently In arguments
with others We employ the second concept of truth also but
recognize 1t lesy often becaunse It eppears at that point at which
most arguments arrive at an impasse. In applying the latter,
one 15 Judging according to a standard objective to the empin
cal subject (hence umwersal) but swbjecifve as an act of
thought (hence my truth and my error) 1t s with this second
truth that Gentile i3 ultimately concerned, and he does not
always realize that it may not coincide with the first. Accord
ing to this second concept the materialist is right and Gentile
is wrong, for the materighst, and the unique character of the
Gentilian golipslsm appears. According to the first the mate-
rialist is defimtely in error according to the second he is both
correct and in error depending upon the point of view In the
fulineas of g actual ideslism Gentile is quite wrong 1n apply
Ing truth’ to the first concept. His vehement cnitidlams of
opponents are thoroughly out of keeping with the tolerance to

164, p 106
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which actual idealism should inevitably lead At such times
he 15 forgetful of the meamng for “truth” which 1s founda-
tional to his position The difficulties which arise i the
employment of the second concept will be discussed mn the
next chapter Suffice it now to say that Gentile uses the word
“truth” 1n more than one sense and that 1n a study of actual
1dealism the two must be sharply distingumished

The subjective element in the Gentihan “truth” needs fur-
ther comment To retrace our steps for a moment, truth value
has 1n the history of philosophy been couched in objectivity
The meaning of truth has been that its value has been objec-
tive with relation to the thinking subject In contrast, Gentile
finds truth value in the morality of the free act of the think-
ing subject This moral value, excluding all entities tran-
scending thought, makes “truth” something different from what
philosophers have customarily meant by that term One may
reasonably take the position that by the establishment of the
doctrine of pure immanentism Gentile i1s concerning himself
with a concept of truth which 1s simply not what one means
by that word If one takes this position Gentile must be classi-
fied as a sceptic, for he certainly believes that “truth” as ordi-
narily defined 1s not only 1naccessible but “unthinkable ”” But
before assigning him to this group, consider the form which
the Genfilian “scepticism” takes As we shall use the term,
scepticism asserts the impossibility of a universal and neces-
sary knowledge of reality Gentile avoids this position by
redefining “reality,” “knowledge,” “universal,” and “neces-
sary ” He claims to have found a umiversal and necessary
knowledge of reality which does not depend upon a Logos
transcending thought

The nucleus of this claim 1s found in what Gentile con-
siders to be the “unthinkability” of the traditional meta-
physics *° It 1s this sense of nnthinkability that leads Gentile

1 See, for example, the Sistema, Vol I, p 164, Vol II, pp 193 and 197
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to side with the sceptics in thewr negative criticsm of tradl
tonal views What 1s this “unthinkability”? It seems to be
the error potential to the logic of the abstract. A transcendent
matter 13 unthinkable because in the thinking of 1t one
encounters an Inconsstency But obviously the materialist
thinks his matenalism, no matter how great 1ts ‘unthink
ability  Gentlle must admt this, for he defines “thought”
imphatly as the entire activity of the spint whether intellec
tual or emotional  Yet according to the Gentlhan concept
of the philosophically true this which 15 “unthinkable” must
be true for the matenalist. This looseness of terminology is
unfortunate and presents difficulties to our understanding of
which Gentile does not seem to be aware Of the two meanings
which may be given to the word “unthinkable” by actual ideal
ism only one appears to be defensible. Gentile employs most
often the meaning which 13 not. Matenalism i3 ‘unthinkable’
in the sense that the fimdamental concept, “matter ” is an
immediate product of intwtion In other words, a presupposi
tion Now thinking being defined as a mediate process “mat
ter” iy 1 a defimte sense ‘unthinkable.’ Anything tran-
scending thinking may be interpreted as unthinkable But
“matenalism” is different. It 13 a product of thinking and as
such must be thinkable. Yet we find Gentile saying that the
“thought” of the matenalist 18 “unthinknble.” Such a state-
ment 13 in tself quite usaless Indeed according to Gentlle s
own interpretation of the logic of the concrete all acts of the
spint are thought regardless of consistency, and all thought iy
true for the thinker who thinks it. What can Gentlle mean?
He is apparently trying to make a distinction between a com
paratively nauow ‘unthinkahle” and the all inclusive “think
ing” ¢ Unthinkability” 15 an adjective which Gentile applies
to the thought of an opponent. In employing 1t he means to
See, for example the Sistema, Vol II, pp. $8-100 See also p 258 of Carr's

tramlation, haThmya!A!hduhmAd for a good example of the difenlty
of this terming
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say that materiahsm is thinkable to the materialist (obviously,
or he would not think it) but unthinkable to Gentile (because
he 1s an idealist) There 1s no thinking that is self-contra-
dictory fo the thinker 1if 1t were he would not think 1t Mate-
rialism, for example, is only self-contradictory to someone who
is not a materialist Hence the “unthinkabihity” of the “think-
able ” In fairness to his readers Gentile ought to express this
in a less bewildering manner. To apply “thinkability” only
to one’s own thinking rules out with a high hand the thinking
of others The idea behind this ruling may be legitimate, but
it is the 1dea of validity, not of tiunkabiirty To use the latter
word 1s to stretch language usage too far

We return, then, to the problem of the scepticism of Gentile
According to the usual employment of “truth” as involving
a transcendent Logos Gentile 1s a sceptic But using his own
concept of truth, he is no longer a sceptic if the sceptic be
defined as one who asserts the impossibiity of a necessary
and umversal knowledge of reality The use of the phrase
“necessary and umiversal” introduces one final consideration
What does Gentile mean by these terms? ** By “umiversal”
he means in part what all mean by that term A umversal
truth 1s one which, while it 1s my truth, is universal in the
sense that 1t 15 measured by a Logos common to all thinking,
overcoming the bounds of the empirical individual But the
“necessary’’ part of the phrase 1s more difficult For Gentile
the necessity cannot be a necessity imposed upon thinking
from without, as 1s customarnly supposed when ‘“necessity” i1s
brought to mind The necessity to which Gentile refers 15 a
moral necessity (hence the moral value) based upon the free-
dom of thinking When Gentile speaks of the necessity of
truth he refers to a necessity imposed from within ** It 1s the
necessity which Gentile claims to find 1n his examination of

1% See pp 35-6 of this study
13 See the following chapter of this study for a enticism of Gentile’s account
of this necessity
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the logic of the concrete The freedom involved is the free-
dom found In the doctrine that there 1s nothing which can
conditfon thought. The necessity involved is the impossibility
of thinking otherwise than as we must, by the nature of thmk
ing This necessity, while differing from the necessity of which
one ordinarily concelves in dealing with problems mnvolving
truth, nevertheless performs the same function in prowviding
value, and rannot be criticlzed from a termunological point of
view

To summarize this discussion of terminology, when Gentile
wntes of “knowledge,” “truth,” “necessity,’ ‘“universality,”
“thinkability”’, and even of “philozophy’ itself, he 13 not
referring to the concepts with whose connotations we are
familiar by custom. Not only does he use them mn a strictly
philosophic sense, but in a sense further limited within that
sphere. Having defined “philosophy” and ‘reality’ as he has
defined them, he retains the essentlal part of the connotations
of the other words and rejects that part which 1s not essential.
This he has a right to do, but we <hall not understand him
if our connotetions are not for the time made coinadent with
his. In two important cazes we have found him using the
same word in more than one sense First, he uses “truth” (and
hence “error’ ) In both the philosophic and the non-philosophic
senses according to hizs own interpretation of philosophic.”
There Is the error in the realm of the abstract, arsing out of
logical Inconmstency, and there is error m the realm of the
concrete, ansing out of equally ennwistent (to thelr thinkers)
but differing doctrines And secondly, Gentile uses “unthink
able” to describe both immediate presuppositions and the
thinking of his opponents In the former case (ve. that of
“truth and error”) there should be two pairs of words if
language can supply them We use “truth’ and “error” in
both senses without often enough making the distinction here
disclosed. It is important In reading Gentile to know which
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meaning for these words he is using at the time In the second
case, one of the uses of “unthinkable” 1s quite without justifi-
cation not sumply because of the confusion for which it 1s
responsible but more preciscly because Gentile does not mean
to deny the quality of “thinkability” when he so uses the word
“Thinkability” and “thinking” should be reserved for that
which 1s most fundamental to actual idealism, the entire
activity of the human spirit, whether ntellectual, emotional or
otherwise This m 1tself 1s a clear departure from ordinary
usage, but 1s not uncommon among philosophers

Gentile’s opponent 1s quite free to charge him with the mus-
use of any of these concepts, on the ground that he 1s not suffi-
ciently respectful of tradition Concepts are built by tradi-
tion If one wishes to say, for example, that thinking 15 given
“value” only by that which transcends thought, one 1s at lib-
erty to do so With such an opponent Gentile could only be
concerned 1 demonstrating the peculiar nature of that “value”
when persistently examined Of this type are many of the
most frequent and important of the philosopher’s functions
Concepts are given certain connotations and certain usages
The philosopher may discover that in some cases neither the
connotation nor the usage 1s adequate This happens most
clearly with the word “real” Do only real entities exist, and
are existent things tangible? Once asserted 1t 1s not difficult
to label the inadequacies which are usually contained in
such a position Even 1if this naive position 1s consistently
maintained the philosopher can show the peculiar nature of
the “real” which results from it He says, “You are welcome
to this use of the word, for it retains part of the customary
meaning of 1t, but what about the other meanings?” Some-
times new words are needed, but more often the full connota-
tion of a word should be examined more thoroughly Gentile
1s disconcerting but mstructive It is hus claim that the words
we have been examiming must receive stated alterations 1n their
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connotations if that which Is essentinl to these connotations 13
to be preserved The justification of s position must be
found, if at all, in his interpretation of what in the connota
tions of these words is essential

The difficulties found in Gentile's uses of the words “error”
and “unthinksbility” are characterlstic of ore of the great
weaklnesses of the Sistema di logics, namely the frequent
though not constant abuse of words Such words as “real”
and “concrete” and “pure” are loosely employed Others, such
as “negate” and “mediacy,” have one meaning in the logic
of the abstract and another in the logic of the concrete This
double use of words 1s the source of the difficultles in connec
tion with “error” and “unthinkability ¥ When one examines
the logic of the concrete, furthermore, one meets many terms
(eg autosynthesis, autosyllogism autoconcept) quite unfa
miliar even to a reader tramned in philosophuc discourse
Though it is true that actual ideahsm is of such a character
as to prompt at many pots the employment of a specal ter
minology, Gentile leans too heavily on it and thus Is prevented
from conveying the fullness of his meaning to his readers and
cntics. It would have helped him enormously if he had made
a greater effort to build his metaphysical structure out of
material more familiar This weakness Is the more annoying
when the position 15 taken as we shall take it, that actual
ideahsm is In essence a sumpler doctrine than Gentile’s elab-
orate conceptual superstructure allows it to be  Might even the
seemingly easential ‘Ego” and “Not Ego” have been avoided?
If such Is the case Gentile’s logic could be greatly clarified

This discussion of the Gentillan terminology may be con
cluded by indicating two minor foibles contained therein Gen
tile applies the word “dogmatic” to all philosophy which relies
upon presuppositions, all philosophy that i3 not actual idealism
13 “dogmatic” as far as the wntings of Gentlle are concerned
This Is certalnly an abuse of that word That Is usually consid
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ered “dogmatic” which disregards reason This has been the
traditional use of the word even in the ficld of philosophy Kant,
for example, reserves 1t 1 the Critiqguc of Pure Reason for
those who attack a proposition in itself rather than the proof
of the proposition Gentile Iends color to his argument by the
over-use of words In a strict sense, of course, he 15 correct 1n
this mstance, for those who base their proofs of propositions
upon presuppositions are dealing with presuppositions and not
with proofs And this is what he claims that all of those
who employ a transcendent real are, because of the circulanty
of their thought, doing But broadly speaking, the dogmatist
15 usually willfully doginatic It would be more gracious for
Gentile to use another word This weakness for color 1s found
throughout the pages of Gentile’s wnitings Ierhaps the most
obvious example of 1t 1s lus use of “absurd,” which 1s thrown
around with evident lack of restraint It scems sometimes as f
every doctrine not in agreement with actual idealism 1s
“absurd ” Perhaps 1t 1s to Gentile, and perhaps he wishes mn
this manner to emphasize his full-blown solipsism But he is
giving the wrong emphasis, and the efiect upon his readers 1s
more harmful than otherwise To see a doctrine which one has
entertained 1n all seriousness and intellectual honesty described
as “absurd” is not an experience conducive to friendship As
a matter of fact, Gentile’s solipsism should more than any
other lead to tolerance of other positions One quotation we
have already made indicates this most clearly ** In his mli-
tancy Gentile 1s missing one of the essential elements of his
doctrine If we could strike the “absurds” and the “dog-
matics” alone from Gentile’s writings we should gain him more
profitable consideration from his contemporaries Of the two
the former 1s more serious Certainly “absurd” is a word which
one philosopher should use only rarely and with great caution
1 describing the work of another Better never use it
4 p 111, of this study



CHAPTER SEVEN
1HE GENI1ILIAN SYSTEM

THE outstanding characteristic of artnal idealism is its
attempt to develop a metaphysics without the use of presup-
positions We have seen that if such an attempt is made the
resultant metaphysics must be based upon a Logos which is
not previous to thinking but Is within the act of thinking itself
But can even this extreme immanentism be entirely without
presuppositions? Is it possible to develop a metaphysics with-
out presupposing anything? Must not every philosopher start
with certain concepts which are glven as basic, the concepts of
“philosophy” itself and “reality’’? YWhen Gentile writes that
his philosophy is presuppositionless must we not understand
him in a definitely limited sense? There is nothing in his writ
ings to indicate that he finds it necessary to limit the meaning
of that statement. He asserts that there can be nothing out
side of the act of thinking which could govern 1t or by which
it could be measured But is this synonymous with a state
ment that the act of thinking in developlng its metaphysics 1s
without the benefit of presuppositions? We have selected four
illustrations from Gentile’s writings, the first two of which will
defend him agninst obvious criticdsm in thils connection, and
the latter two serve to explain his meaning with regard to pre-
suppositions more m detail The merit of his poution will be
considered m succeeding rhapters,

One of the problems with which :dealists are most concerned
13 that of the existence of other selves Josiah Royce argued
in his last lectures on metaphysics that the existence of other
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selves was imphied by the existence of the self, the self for its
fulfillment requires other selves upon which to act. It 1s true,
according to a dialectic logic, that the self requires the not-
self for its existence But that this not-self need include other
selves Is not so clear It may be true empirically, but 1s it true
a priorz? It 1s at least conceivable that Gentile on a desert
1island, without the benefit of a history of past thought, with-
out a contemporary exchange of thought, and without any hope
for future thought, might have written that which 1s essential
to the Szstema dr logica For Gentile the truth has a moral
value, but this morality does not imply the existence of other
selves It 1s a morality based upon the free act of thinking,
a Spinozan morality quite different from that involving our
choice of action in relation to other human beings Gentile 1s
never concerned with the existence of other selves He neither
discusses 1t nor assumes it To be sure he speaks often of
other human beings with thought processes similar to his own,
but they are no more real philosophically than his own empiri-
cal individuality He 1s not concerned with the existence of
other selves because he takes the position that we can have no
necessary or umiversal knowledge of the existence of such
transcendent entities The real for him 1s his own act of think-
g, and other selves partake of reality only insofar as they
are entertamned in thinking * Hence the problem of the exist-
ence of other selves does not arise This 1s Gentile’s complete
solipsism appearing again  When he writes of other selves he
presupposes nothing

Gentile does not even presuppose a rational world, as Hege-
hhans do His world 1s the world of thinking and partakes of
the characteristics of thought, rational or otherwise It 1s the
essence of his doctrine that i1t can contain nothing that does
not derive from the pure act of thinking, looked at either
abstractly or concretely It 1s from this point of view that

! See the cnticism of this position 1 Chapter IX of this study
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Gentile gets himeelf the task of building a logic. Having
renounced presuppositions and allowed as the foundation of
his system nothing but the act of thinking, whatever we shall
find there will have to be a priori Furthermore Gentiles
logic has one advantnge over all other logics with which the
present writer Is acquaimnted. It is customary for the logcian,
aware that his subject-matter exhibits circularity, to be dis-
turbed by the fact that the development itself of a formal
structure for the expression of thought requires a formal struc
ture already presupposed, that logic is attained only through
the medium of logic. Within either Anstotelian or relatfonal
logic the only escape from this difficulty is by way of renounc
ing all metaphysical conslderations Most logiclans do this
those who do not, find themselves in difficulties even more sen
ous. But for Gentile the fundamental aspects of logic are not
concerned with contradictories Logic is not something fixed
once and for all in its circularity It s the act of thinking, and
corrohorates his metaphysics. If there Is nothing external to
thinking, the thinking itself which is in search of a logic (and
a real) provides in that searck sts logical principles (and its
real) The Logos is found in the act of thinking that investi
gates it.

We come now to two illustrations which will explaln more
In detail the meaning of the Gentllinn ‘presupposition ’* Gen
tile places himself under immediate suspicion 1 the earhest
pages of the Swstema df logica by making a full and complete
statement of the doctrine of internal relations It appears go
unheralded that it certainly sesms to have the stamp of a pre-
supposition  But careful Framination will show that this state-
ment {s more correctly traced to an effort to avoid all pre
suppositions. The metaphysical doctrine of external relations,
which states that relatlons make no difference to the entities
Gcnﬁlsﬁn]-\ X of this study for & critlckm of tho o priord character of the

Shtema, Vol I,p 6
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which they relate, when metaphysically interpreted becomes
the doctrine that there are entities before thought and inde-
pendent of it If their relations to one another and to thought
make no difference to these entities it must follow that they
are an-sick and placed so that they can be known by the func-
tion of thinking, and hence form that metaphysically previous
to thought which Gentile 1s so anxious to avoid In a search for
the Logos the doctrine of external relations is a begging of the
metaphysical question * But the doctrine of internal relations
as employed by Gentile 1s not a presupposition mnless an
absence of presuppositions 1s 1tself considered to be one It
arises rather out of the position that any philosophic knowl-
edge of reahity must of necessity come from within thinking
itself Such a position must take unto itself the doctrine of
internal relations, for if all entities are contained within the
act of thinking they will consist of their relations to one
another withmn thought This position comes from an exact
statement of the philosophic problem on the basis of the con-
cepts which we have been examiming It 15 a statement of the
function of philosophy and warrants further consideration
later as such But for Gentile 1t must somehow be distin-
guished from a presupposition 1f “presuppositionless phi-
losophy” 15 to be more than a self-contradictory phrase As
will be shown later, the Theory of Types may profitably be
applied to this situation

The situation 1s also exemplified 1 a second instance The
ontological valuation of the nmity of the act of thinking 1s the
nearest approach to a presupposition 1 all of Gentile’s phi-
losophy ° Indeed the distinction between such an interpreta-

¢ Although 1 the strict sense m which we are at the moment employing that
word any doctrine of external relations involves an entity or entities “presupposed,”
there 1s a sense 1 which this 1s not a defensible description of the situation This
1s an exceedingly important pomnt Gentile does not give 1t sufficient attention We
zzl;aglect ht now only to reserve 1t for later discussion See pp 180~1 and 199~200 of

1s study

® See the Sistema, Vol I, pp 18691, and Vol II, Part J1T, Chapter VI
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tion of the real and a presupposition is so fine and at the same
time so important as to be most mstrucive If we ask why
there may be a synthesis of the abstract synthesis as there is
in the logic of the concrete, when there may not be an analysis
of the abstract analysis we receive no definite answer Gen

tile's objection to an analysis of the analysis in the logle of
the abstract is that the clements found in that analysis have
meaning only in the whole This analysis has meaning as such
only when the analyzed parts are synthesized But the same
argument turned in the other direction might hold against
the synthesis of the synthesss Has not the concrete synthesis
meaning as such only when the synthesized parts are ana
Iyzed? Thus is a point which Gentile seems to overlook  The
reason why Gentile is not willing to turn the argument in the
other direction is that his interpretation of “reality’ as the
totality of the thinkable will not allow it If one refers to the
‘“real” as a totality the unity is as one would expect, valued
at the expense of the multiplicity It has been said that this
interpretation of the meaning of ‘reality” arose immediately
out of the interpretation of the function of philosophy as that
saence which thinks all things in therr umty These last three
words lend ontological significance to ¢ all things , “all things,”
each one of which is considered by itself as a part, is a concept
quite different from ‘ all things ' in their unity We come to
what is 2 most important point in the interpretation of actual
fdenlism when we realize that it is only this tracing of the
problem back to the determination of the function of philos-
ophy that will allow Gentile s emphasis upon the unity of the
real to escape the charge that it is a presupposition. When
Gentile speaks of presuppositions he appears to be referring
to that which involves the Logos, that is he seems to be con

cerned only with presuppositions which might affect our char

See p 65 of thh study
See the fifth criticlom made {n this chapter pp. 159-60.
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acterization of the norm of thinking But of course there are
other “presuppositions” mn philosophy When the philosopher
commences his researches he must make imtial interpretations
of certain basic concepts, “truth,” “reality,” and “philosophy”
1tself, which consist of assumptions (so-called to differentiate
them from Gentile’s “presuppositions’) as to what presumably
he 1s domng It can probably be argued with profit that these
imtial assumptions are different from that which ultimately
makes the truth true and the false erroneous In other words
these mmitial assumptions, essential to any philosophy, do not
dictate the nature of the Logos and for this reason do not
mvolve the Gentihan presuppositional They define the nature
of “truth,” that we may recoghize it, but do not provide the
norm by which “truth” 1s given value For example, the defini-
tion of truth as transcendent (an assumption) leaves open the
mmportant choice of a norin both Plato and Aristotle gave
“truth” the same basic definition but their norms are widely
different This distinction, of which more will be said later,
is nowhere brought out in the Sistema di logica But it 1s
necessary 1f certain of Gentile’s statements are to recetve exact
and serious consideration

Hence our first major criticism of the Szstema dr logica 1t
does not define accurately the concept of a “presupposition”
which 1t employs so fundamentally, and thus neglects an ele-
ment 1n actual 1dealism that 1s essential to the correct under-
standing of that philosophy If there 1s a legitimate distinction
between the determination of the function of philosophy and
the determination of the Logos, Gentile nowhere recognizes it
If there is not, his search for a presuppositionless philosophy
1s both confusing and open to telling criticism  Strictly speak-
ing Gentile has been enabled to avoid presuppositions only 1f
that word 1s given a limitation of meaning which 1s neither sug-
gested by its usage nor supplied by the author For the time
being we shall leave open the question as to whether or not
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it may be inferred from the material of the context in the man
ner indicated in the preceding paragraph.

Let us now tumn to a more direct consideration of the sub-
ject of this study An adequate criticism of Gentiles ideal
{sm must conduct two major investigations In the first place,
does Gentile 1n the Sistema ds logica build validly upon the
foundation of the act of thinking? Is he able to develop a unt
versal and necessary truth thereupon? And in the second
place, what has he gained when he has developed this system?
Does it fulfill the requirements of a philosophy, or 15 it so
highly speclalized in the realm of the ultimate as not to satisfy
the demands which may properly be made of any philosophy?
The first of these inquiries we shall endeavor to carry out in
the remainder of this chapter to the second we shall devole
all of the rhapters that follow

As its name implies the logic of the abstract is an abstrac
tion, a study of a part only of a more sigmficant whole It
gives the structure of thinking considered as penstero pensato
It is a circular instrument, expressive simply of the identity
of subject and predicate. It furnishes no progress in knowl
edge, unless knowledge be conceived according to Plato’s simile
of the bird in the bird-cage Such a knowledge is that pro-
vided by such systems as Euclidean geometry Gentile rejects
this conception An abstract system depends for 1ts value upon
the value of immediately accepted postulates Ultimate value
is suppled, if at all, from elsewhere For Gentile ultimate
value is supplied by the logic of the concrete Hence the logic
of the abstract is in itself nothing Its value rests in the logic
of the concrete, and in answering our first question, regarding
the necessary and universal truth value of the Gentilian logic,
we shall therefore rxamine exclusively the logic of the concrete.
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Necessity, umversality and value are all contamed there 1if
anywhere, when they are employed 1n the Gentihan sense
But we cannot leave the logic of the abstract without some
discussion of it per se, for it does suggest two items of interest
One remarks quickly the difference between the abstract struc-
ture outlined by Gentile and that outlined by contemporary
workers in the field of relational logic This difference must
be explained It 1s the function of logic to ewpress the struc-
ture of thought in symbols more exact than ordinary lan-
guage usage There are two types of abstract logic corre-
sponding to two widely separate interests in thought struc-
ture ° They are the noetic and the relational logics Relational
logic is non-philosophic It proceeds by empirical and induc-
tive methods to extract from the symbolism of ordinary lan-
guage another symbolism which shall so exhibit a deductive
systematization that thought and the systems in which 1t 1s
found may be tested for contradictions The empirical and
inductive nature of this mquiry indicates that the structure
of relational logic does not express the essence of the struc-
ture of thought It substitutes for the informal symbohism of
language an exact symbolism which allows more precise
expression On the other hand, noetic logic 1s philosophic in
that it enters the field of metaphysics and epistemology It 1s
an a prior: investigation into the essential nature of thought
structure It seeks to discover that structure which thought-
as-object must .exhibit It 1s the Gentilhan position that the
essence of thought structure 1s the umification of subject and
predicate elements 1n an identity-relation, governed by the
three principles, 1n which the subject 1s umversalized and made
necessary by the predicate In its broadest interpretation it
would be difficult to disagree with this position It does not
contradict either relational logic or any other correction of the

8 For a more detailed discussion of the relation between these two logics see
the present author’s “Classical and Relational Logic” in The Philosophical Review
of May, 1936, Vol XLV, No 3
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classical from the relational point of view, any more than the
chemist s de<eniption of a suspension bridge is contradicted by
the de<cription of 1t given by the avil engneer  The relational
logican does not attempt the philocophic question and the
noetic logician is not concerned with the development of
thought as a precice instrument  The relational logidan stud
fes language in connection with the thought it Is intended to
convey and improves upon [t the noctic logician studies think
ing to discover the nature of the proceas One need not be
alarmed at the Ard<totelian character of the Gentflian loglc
of the abstract  Anstotle s logic is inadequate and awkward
for the expression of a non-contradictory <ystem but it does
possess the virtue of expre<cing the essence of thought
structure

The «ccond point in connection with the logic of the abstract
per se and the one which holds the mote serious criticlsm, has
to do with Gentile s treatment of the Princsple of Excluded
Middle e ays that it follows from this principle that it is
impossible for Being not to be thought  If the identity A=A
wete not affirmed it would be necescary according to the Prin
ciple of Fxcluded Middle to affirm that A=Nof 4 So much
is clear Dut Gentile argues further that since the identity
A=A Is the escence of penniero fensalo 1o deny it would be,
according to this princdple to deny the reality of thought.
This we cannot do  Hence the being of A=A cannot be denled
which is another way of <aying that the being of thought can
not be denfed This argument is not 2o clear Gentlle intro-
duces the concept of Deing where it Is not relevant. The {den
tity A=A while it represents the mediacy of pensicro pensato
affirms nothing about the metaphy+ical existence of thought
Therefore to deny it Is not equivalent to denying the mediacy
of Being The Principle of Lxcluded Afiddle is of the same
order as the Principle of Identity, not (as Gentile asserts) more

For this entire miguuant see Lhe Sifema Vol I pp 162-5
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fundamental Both express the nature of thought considered as
1ts own object In and for themselves, without the logic of the
concrete, they would have to be considered as presuppositions
(or postulates), according to the logical tradition In and for
themselves they prove nothing, they act as demonstrations, but
as demonstrations of that which 1s already presupposed This
1s the nature of the logic of the abstract according to Gentile’s
own description Hence he falls into an inconsistency in offer-
g one of its principles as a final proof of the non-existence
of that which 1s not mediate (1e that which is not thought)
He forgets that there are two mediations 1n his logic There 13
first the mediation of the logic of the abstract, whereby the
subject 1s always the subject of the predicate and vice versa
And secondly there 1s the mediation of the logic of the con-
crete, whereby Ego and Not-Ego are necessary cach to the
other To argue about the nature of reality from the former
would be to invoke the methodological difficulty that nothing
of which anyone has thought has been anything but a media-
tion of the first type But a methodological difficulty may not
legitimately be made into an ontological argument *° Gentile
1s right 1n saying that if 4=Not-A were established 1t could
not be thought except as an identity repulsing its negation
(A=4) and that the confusion which would result would
exclude all possibility of logic But surely this 1s an argument
in a arcle which, though characteristic of abstract logic, gives
no necessary or universal truth about the nature of reality
We are now 1 a position to make a second major criticism
of the Ststema dr logica From the nature of pensiero pensato
as an abstract mediation there does not follow an ontological
principle regarding the mediacy of Bemng The nature of pen-
siero pemnsato does not legislate the nature of Being until some
connection between thought and Being has been established

*? See the following chapter for a cnticism of this same ontological argnment
used 1n connection with the Ego
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And there is nothing in the logic of the abstract which can
establish this connection. But this cniticlsm does not affect
the general procedure of the logic of the abstract it concerns
only what is a digression from that logic. In itself the logic
of the abstract Is simply a description of thought considered
a3 object. It is a valid description, though not preferable in
all respects to any other Relational logic, for evample, is
preferable as an instrument for testing the validity of thinking

The transition from the logic of the abstract to the loglc
of the concrete is difficult. The logic of the abstract in itself
is presuppositional, it is a2 judgment of 1dent:cals which leads
back to the starting place Only in the concrete act of think
fng does thought progress The Logos must be found in this
act if at all Does Gentile succeed in finding It there? This 18
the problem with which we are most concerned Whence the
dialectic expressed in the fundamental law Ego=Not Ego?

By way of contrast, let us examine first the fundamental
prinaples of the logic of the abstract. Thought considered
objectively is found to possess a structure of which identity,
non-contradiction, and excluded middle are the legislative char
acteristics If this were all there could be no philosophy
because there would be no thought progress, unless philosophy
fs simply the rational exposition of intuition and hence its
handmald We would always move in clrcles of deduction
These three principles not only limit thought to the presup~
posed, but in relation to the act of thinking about them they
are themselves presupposed They give the character of
thought considered as object. Why then, if they give the char
acter of thought does that character not legislate for the act
of thinking by which they are thought? There are two answers
to this question the first is the strict answer prompted by the
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Gentilian definition of true knowledge, and the second 1nvolves
an appeal to that element of progress im human thinking
which 1t would seem difficult to explan if the contrary answer
were given

As regards the first answer, if the character of pensiero pen-
sato were to legislate for pensicro pensante we should have
no way of determining the truth of the former. Thinking when
considered objectively takes on an entirely different and
abstract character, which makes 1ts principles inapphicable to
active thinking, just as the flower when dissected 15 quite dif-
ferent from the flower growing 1n a field Since pensicro pen-
sato transcends pensicro pensante (1e must, like all objective
entities, be thought as transcending pensicro pensante) 1t can-
not supply a norm which 1s the norma sur of pensicro pen-
sante To take 1t as a norm would constitute a return to the
Parmenidean position 1n which thought 1s confronted with an
unexplained and mexplicable Being (pensicro pensato, 1n this
case) From a disinterested point of view, of course, there
1S no necessary cause for alarm in such a situation If this is
the whole story, and 1t must be according to most defimitions
of true knowledge, the sceptics are right and there 1s no uni-
versal and necessary truth, certainly there 1s none in the Gen-
tilan sense Thought simply moves in carcles logically and
metaphysically speaking Gentile rejects this solution of the
logical and metaphysical problem strictly because he does not
think this 1s the whole story, because he thinks he can legiti-
mately set other and more sigmificant requirements for truth
which will allow him to avoid scepticism

What 1s the rest of the story as Gentile understands 1it? Let
us try to retell it 1n our own words The act of thinking
describes a defimite progress mm which two different ele-
ments enter, called by him in accordance with the idealistic
tradition, the “Ego” and the “Not-Ego” Whereas 1n the
logic of the abstract he started with an identity of two
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terms which had meaning only in the identity, In the con
crete situntion he starts with a difference of two terms which
have meamng only 1n the expression of the difference. This
13 the fundamental statement of the fact that we cannot
think without thinking something The act of thinking
thinke something which s not the act of thinking but the
material of it Hence it asserts that something is thought, but
m doing so ft must at the same time assert itself as the act of
thinking by which the thought is thought. The dialectic is
thus produced The important element 1n this dlalectic is its
progress Each act of thinking becomes the material for a
new act of thinking The resultant series is both seli-develop-
ng and infinite. Each thought so alters the spiritual situation
that the next act of thinking must, by virtue of it, be an
entirely new act. For synmple the concept of a poem is not
static but rather progressive and infinite. The poem is not &
spatial object printed in a book the same for all readers, it
is a meaningful thing which rhanges from one year to another
as it take< its place in & more and more mature 1deology It
even rhanges from one reading to another One reading of it
becomes part of the next reading by virtue of the self-conscious
subjective element This experience with what we habitually
and obtusely call nnchanging objects is known to all of us,
but seldom understood 1n its full significance. It is according
to this mode of development that Gentile plctures the reality
of the thinking act We never step twice into the same river,
mdeed we are never twice the same to step two timea into
the river We ourselves are in a state of flux. It is with this
account of the nature of thinking that Gentile attempts to
avoid the Parmemdean impasse

If the dialectlc of concrete thinking is once estabhshed as
true by the act of thinking in attempting to establish it, the
balance of the logic of the concrete follows without question.
That balance Is nothing more or less than an elaboration of
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the dialectic principle, which gives a new meaning to the cus-
tomary concepts of logic Though the terminology employed
in the logic of the concrete 1s exceedingly difficult, the doctrine
which 1t expresses may be rendered more simply Gentile’s
characteristic words are “autogenesis,” “autonoema,” ‘“‘auto-
syllogism,” “autosynthesis,” “autoconcept,” etc Their deriva-
tion 1s clear The use of the prefix gives expression to the 1dea
that thinking 1s creative of the world Since the act of think-
ing 15 the only real, since there 1s nothing presupposed to 1t,
it must 1tself be productive of all of the material of thought,
of the noema, of the syllogism, of the synthesis, and of the
concept, #n a strictly logical sense ™ The act of thinking must
be productive of this material, since metaphysically speaking
there 1s nothing else which could produce that matter As soon
as one supposes an entity external to thought which might
produce 1t one destroys the Gentihan conditions for a umversal
and necessary truth In the use of these terins in the logic of
the concrete Gentile seems to be following where his meta-
physical and logical doctrine leads, though the reader will often
be justified m believing that that logic might have been
described with more simphaity At present we are only inter-
ested in establishing the fact that he is following that lead
correctly .
In order to establish this point each of Gentile’s three cri-
teria of truth must be applied to the establishment in the Szs-
tema d logica of the foundational concept of the logic of the
concrete ** In doing this we must inquire not simply into the
truth of the assertion of the dialectic principle, but into the truth
of the dwalectic ttself The former mquiry would involve
the norma su: character of the dialectic 1n general the latter
1s concerned with the norma sus character of every assertion
We shall find this distinction to be of the greatest impor-

11 This quahfication 15 extremely important Its significance 1s discussed
Chapter IX of fhis study
13 Gee pp 35-6 of this study
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tance '* The first criterfon of truth set by Gentile is that of
necessity Is the dialectic necessary? A necessary knowledge
15 one measured by a Logos which gives it neceasity regard
less, a3 we found when we ~ramined this question, of the tran
scendence or fmmanence of that Logos The Logos upon which
Gentlle rehies Is the dialectic immanent in the act of thinking
When one thinks (as one must) will this thinking be neces-
sary? The nature of the necessity mven by the Gentillan
Logos 1s different from that which 1s ordinarily considered to
be the nature of necessity It is the neccssity that the act of
thinking be unable under the drcumstances to think anything
else It is the recognition that when a person thinks anything
he thinl« it to the best of his ability If the best of his abihity
recommended another possible assertion as true, that would
be the one he would affirm This necessity may not be denled
the very denial of 1t would be an assertion of 1t [or the denfal
would have Lo be necessary fn order to carry wesght In other
words anyone who endeavors to deny that assertions contaln
their own necessity is himself making an assertion which ulti
mately (and barring the possibility of a transcendent neces-
sity) can possess necessary value only of that Lind which
it 1s attempting to deny The possibility of a transcendent
necessity Is barred, as we have seen because belng transcend
ent it 13 not necessary at all but purely arbitrary Gentile’s
opponent is caught in a perfect trap No assertion that any
one can state may boast o necessity which Is not ultimately
dependent upon the necessity immanent in the assertion itself
Any attempt at denial defeats itself Hence pensiero pensante
fulfille the requirement that it be necessary in the Gentflian
sense

The discussion of this criterion mtroduces, however, a third
major criticism of the Ssstema di logice In the logic of the
concrete the neceasity of the dialectic is described as two-

See the following paragraph.
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fold ** In the first place, it 1s the necessity that the act of
thinking think something different from the act itself which
shall constitute 1ts material. The act of thinking which
asserted nothing would be nothing As Gentile phrases 1t, this
1s the necessity of the Not-Ego for the Ego The Ego by itself
1s nothing And secondly, 1t 1s the necessity that everything
be thought by an act of thinhing That which is not thought
1s nothing. This 1s the necessity of the Ego for the Not-Ego,
in the Gentihan phraseology The Not-Ego by itself 1s nothing
But it should be evident that this two-fold necessity is the
necessity of the dialectic 1 gencral, not of any particular act
of thinking It establishes the necessity that I think something
as the material of my every act, plus the necessity that all
material be that of some act, hence 1t gives the general meta-
physical foundation of the logic of the concrete But it does
not make 1t necessary, as 1t must be 1f the logic of the concrete
is to be established, that any particular thought be thought It
does not make 1t necessary, for example, that “I think virtue
is knowledge” as a specific assertion be thought The necessity
of this act of thinking on my part 1s given not by the dialectic
nature of the act of thinking in general, but 1if at all by the
recogmtion that I must necessarily think thts thonght (pen-
stero pensato) 1f 1 indeed think it This 1s the only necessity
that can make that thought true for me If this thought were
not necessary for me I would not think it But in expounding
the norma sur character of pensiero pensante Gentile mvokes
only the former aspect of necessity, the necessity of the dia-
lectic in general, which 1s impotent alone to fulfill us needs

He therefore fails to establish the truth of pensiero pensante

He has estabhished the necessity of the form of penstero pen-
sante but not that of the matenal of it We have in the pre-
ceding paragraph attempted to complete the task Whatever

4 See the discussion of the fundamental law of the logic of the concrete, pp
86~7 of this study See also the Sistema, Vol II, pp 67, 88, 89
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contribution is made therein must be added to the statement
in the Sistema di logica in defense of the necessity of pensiero
pensante

The second cnterlon of truth Is that it be unfversal Neces-
sity and universality are so related that one is established in
the establishment of the other In what sense i3 the Gentflinn
dialectic universal? Is it the same for all men? In a sense
1t is, because the act of thinking 15 a necessary act. Insofar
as the act of thinking is necessary it follows that it is unl
versal. But In still 2 wider sense this universality is meaning
less One may not even ask the question as to whether or
not the dialectic is the same for all men Other men exist
only in the reality of thought, insofar as they are thought.
Hence the real does not contaln other men, as we have already
seen, it contains thoughts of them ¢Other men” are only
empirical individuals, even their acts of thought are unreal
because they partake of reality only insofar as they are
thoughts created (in the Gentilinn sense) by the act of think
ing which entertaina them. In short, one’s dialectle is universal
not because other men arnve at it independently (if they dol)
but because in the freedom of one s thinking (in the Gentilan
sense of being free from presuppoumtions) one is under the
necessity of thinking what one thinks The universality is this,
that if another man were in Gentile's position he could not
think otherwise. The very assertion that two men sn the same
spirtual situation maght dusagree is, by iis nalure as an
assertion o demal of this possibility Every assertion is the
assertion of its own unsversality, or it would not be asserted
If metaphysics is to be free from presuppositions this is the
only universality which knowledge may enjoy It does not
preclude Gentile from wnting a Ststema de logica any more
than it would preclude lum from applying the principle of the
lever in moving a boulder simply because physica is unreal to
him. Even if the not-self Is unreal it Is naceasary to the real.
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This 15 the great point 1n the dialectic *®* The universality of
the Gentihan truth, being within the act of thinking, carries
with 1t the meaning that the truth for any empirical individual
must be found within his act of thinking and nowkeie else
For Gentile himself there 1s no truth but that which he finds
within, no one else’s knowledge can be truth for him, for he
so defines truth (in its absence from presuppositions) that only
his own act of thinking can give it value It cannot too fre-
quently be stated that this 1s a doctrine which 1s often recog-
nized, but the metaphysical and logical significance of which
1s seldom considered One does not accept the thinking of
another person as true without oneself performing an act of
sanction (symbolized by the “I think ” which accom-
panies every assertion), whick act rather than the thinking of
the other persomn s that which ultimately supples this uni-
versality

This problem of nmiversality may be regarded in either of
two ways If an opponent should ask Gentile how he can be
certain that the nature of his act of thinking 1s also the nature
of the acts of thinking of others, he might call the question
“absurd 7 Of course 1t 1s not an absurd question What Gen-
tile means 1s that within his own doctrine he 1s unable to
answer the question because according to that doctrine the
thinking of other persons has metaphysical existence only 1n
his own thinking One may say, then, both that the Gentihan
truth 1s not umiversal m the usual sense of that word and that
it 1s unversal 1n the very special sense made legitimate by 1ts
necessity, the two being obviously interrelated

In the establishment of both the necessity and the umi-
versality of the act of thinking the third criterion of truth is
also verified, for i both pensiero pensante 1s given value It
1s clearly distinguished from a mere objective fact, for it 1s
an assertion Any assertron that demed o value would be self-

1% See the discussion of this “unreality” in Chapter IX of ths study



THE GENTILIAN SYSTEM I55

destructive for being an assertion its whole power 13 n the
value with which the asserter endows 1t in the act But the
value is not glven by anything objective to thinking In that
case the entity which was objective to thinking would con
tain the value. It 1s important to note that our concern here
is not with the incomplete logical value assigned by the logic
of the abstract. Only concrete value Is ultimate. No asser
tion which anyone can make may have a value which does
not rest finally upon this one The assertions of the mate-
rialist for example, do not lack value for Gentile because of
therr Inconsistency or ‘‘unthinkahllity ” This abstract value
depends upon something more fundamental The thought of
the materialist lacks value for Gentile because it rannot be
truth for him until it is asserted by his own act of thinling,
until he himself asserts it as true by a free act. This value is,
as we have seen, & moral value, made moral by a situation
in which thinking 1s bound by nothing but its own act with
its inherent Logos

The conslderation of these three criteria as applied to the
dialectic establishes its truth go far as actual idenliam 13 con
cerned However, one other point In this connection needs dis-
cusslon. We have seen that the deductive systems of the logic
of the abstract galn their value from the value of the dialectic
of the logic of the concrete. This polnt 1s far from obvious,
largely because of the unusual nature of the criterion of value
which we have just considered It i3 not contended that the
logic of the abstract {ollows deductively once the truth of the
logic of the concrete is established, as the propositions of
geometry follow upon its initial postulates and axioms Con
sider for sxample, the syllogism The conclusion Socrates is
mortal” does not follow from the premises “All men are mor
tal’ and Socrates is a man” simply because of an axiom 1n
the loglc of the concrete which establishes a relation between
the terms The loglc of the concrete Introduces a subjective
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principle which establishes that this syllogism, or any syllo-
gism, is ultimately the assertion of an act of thinking And it
is 1ts concrete nature as an assertion of an act of thinking that
gives 1t truth value According to the Gentilian requirements
it could not otherwise have truth value The truth of the syllo-
gism about Socrates 1s contained in the concrete assertion, “I
think all men are mortal ” In this assertion, so far as I think
it, there 1s contained the assertion that Socrates i1s among the
class of mortals The abstract form of the syllogism 1s what
1t is  Its nigidity 1s expressed by the principles of Identity,
Non-Contradiction, and Eacluded Middle These are the rules
of the deductive process, culled from an examination of
thought taken as object They give validity to thought But
no deduction 1s ultimately true until its postulates are asserted
by wvirtue of an “I think ? This is the meaning of the
statement that the verity of abstract thought 1s contamned n
concrete thinking But the latter would not be able to lend
verity to the former 1f the relation between the “I think ?
and what 1s thought were not necessary, umversal, and pos-
sessed of value We have tried to show first, that pensiero
pensante 1s necessary, and hence that every pensiero pensato,
being the assertion of pensiero pemsante, 15 necessary, sec-
ondly, that pensiero pensante 1s umversal, and hence that
every pensiero pemnsato, bemng the assertion of pensicro pen-
sante, 15 umversal, and thirdly, that pensiero pensante has
value, and hence that every penszero pensato, being the asser-
tion of pensiero pensante, has value Hence the logic of the con-
crete, which 1n 1tself necessitates that all thoughts be asser-
tions of the act of thinking, makes these thoughts necessarily
and umversally true

If the nature of thinking 1s concrete, it may be asked how
_ we are able to tAink 1n terms of the abstract in the rational
and natural sciences The answer 1s that we do not We only
succumb to the 1dea that we do when we entertain the product
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of the act of thinking without realizing that in actuality pen
stero pensato s but part of pensicro pensante  ‘The logic of
the abstract describes thought from such a point of view that
it sees the result without seeing the action which produces it.
It analyzes the deductive procedure, but even that procedure
must be mven life by the concrete assertion Even the false
syllogism, “All A is B, Some Cis A, Therefore all C Is B,” is
true to the asserter until he mahes an assertion of jts falsity
And, on the other side, the true syllogism about Socrates 13
false to the man who finds it false until he makes an assertion
of its truth In other words, while we endeavor to apply the
three principles of abstract logic, our thinking is true ulti
mately pot by virtue of them but rather by virtue of something
upon which they rest logically And that something is the
concrete assertion symbolized by the ‘I think. ¥ Meta
physically, then, the logic of the abstract is not an accurate
description of our thinking In analyzing thought we find cer
tain abstract relationships, but they are there only insofar as
we recognize them by an assertion It is in this sense that
Gentile can say that we do not thinh in terms of abstract logic.
The logic of the abstract comes after the act of thinking, it is
Immediate, while the act itself is a medlate process The dis-
tinction is that between immediate intuition and mediate think
ing, both of which are ordinarily called * thought ”’ The former
Is thinkung insofar as asserted, and hence true to the asserter,
but Gentile ashs us to bear in mind that such a ‘thought” in
the past (as it must be as material in the logic of the abstract)
Is a fixed fact which cannot be revitalized by a mediate process
and thus given truth value.
We have refrained when possible from employing the Gen

tihan form of the prinaiple of the logic of the concrete, Ego=
Not Ego The use of the Ego to iitiate the dialectic leads

! We are uting this word In the concrete semse, and shall continue to do
Gentlle employs it in the abstract sense also See p 146 of this study *
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necessarily to one of two insuperable difficulties Either one
starts with an Ego which 1s presupposed, as 1t must be if 1t 1s
the beginning of the series, or one begins with a pseudo-Ego
(as Gentile does) which by the act of creating the Not-Ego
creates a new Ego which 1s the only real one In the first in-
stance one violates the conditions of a presuppositionless logic,
in the second, one commences with an entity which is later
destroyed as unreal, hence invahidating metaphysically the
argument by which one arrives at its destruction Either path
is fatal to the Gentilian 1dealism, and Gentile by his use of
that term leaves himself open to attack from those who do not
realize the basic nature of lus argument

This 1s the fourth major criticism we shall make of the
Ststema diz logica®” If Gentile means more by “Ego” than pen-
szero pemsante connotes, or more by ‘“Not-Ego” than pensicro
pensato connotes, his derivation of the logic of the concrete 1s
m error If he does not mean more 1n either case he should not
employ “Ego” and “Not-Ego,” for certainly the connotations
of the latter words are different from those of the former In
either case, then, the Szstema dr logica 1s open to criticism  But
it should be noted that i1f pensiero pensante and pensiero pen-
sato are employed the derivation of the logic of the concrete
1s not open to the same attack It may be said on the one
hand that one commences with pensiero pensato, without being
forced to characterize 1t as presupposed It 7s that with which
one commences Or 1t may be said on the other hand that one
starts with a penstero pensante which creates a pensiero pen-
sato and hence leads to the creation of a new pensiero pen-
sante 'With this latter choice of terms the primary penszero
pensante 1s not a pseudo-concept 1n the light of the later one,
the series 1s simply expressive of thought as development, the
act of thinking being real in the moment of action and being
superseded by the new act Pensiero pensante thus exhibits
unique metaphysical and logical properties which justify its

*7 See the following chapter of this study for an enlargement of this cntiasm
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central position in actual idealism 1t allows the dialectic upon
which the derivation of that doctrine 18 based without the pre-
supposition necessary to the Ego or to any other metaphysical
concept.

There is & fifth major criticism which must be made of the
Ssstema ds logica  Gentile speake of the real as the unity
of the thinkable How does he justify this emphasis upon
unity? If the unity 18 to be concrete (hence real) Gentile him
self says that It must contmn its partculars  Why, then,
emphaize the untversals rather than the particulars? In other
parts of the Ssstema di logsca Gentile says that there 13 no
le;ihmate analysis of the analysis in the logic of the abstract,”
yet he allows the synthesis of the synthesis in the logic of the
concrete It scems impossible to discover & foundation for
this partiality Though a syntheas of the synthesis is possible,
1t Is difficult to understand how there can be a synthesls of
the syntheas without at the same time its being a synthesls
of an analyms How could it be a synthems otherwise than as
a synthesis of parts, and If it 18 a synthesis of parts are not the
parts as Important as their synthesis? There appears to be no
justification for the over-emphasia of the umty One may say
that the whole being a whole 1s more valuable metaphysically
than its parts being parts (as Gentlle does in defimng the
real) but one may not say that the whole as ¢ whole made up
of parts 18 more valuable than a part as a part of the whole
Probably the origin of this over-emphasis is to be found 1n the
Ego=Not Ego formula for the expression of the dialectic The
Ego i3 very often employed by 1dealists to supply a principle
of 1dentity for thought which, according to these 1deallsts, could
not be found external to thought. But the Ego as a principle
of 1dentity 18 as much a presupposition as any of those others

Thehnp“ﬂ”a'n:olthhumhhm'ﬂlbefumdknchlpt:r]xﬁthhlmdy

VoL.I p 9
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P.;trsiethnsgfma,\ld.l,pp.lm-l and Vol. I1, Chapters VI aud VII of
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of which Gentile 1s afraid He, perhaps alone among 1dealists,
may not use it It implies an entity thinking thoughts and
supplying their unity The nucleus of the Gentihan dialectic
15 found not in the Ego but 1n the pure act of thinking which
creates 1ts own material At times Gentile recognizes this quite
clearly °* This 1s one of the factors that distinguishes actual
1dealism from all others The act of thinking strictly consid-
ered 1s a nnity, to be sure, but a unity of form and matter One
does not find 1n 1t that which lends more value to the unity
than to the parts which are unified, either without the other
1s, according to a principle set by Gentile himself, an abstrac-
tion This 1s a great fault in the development of the Stsiema
dz logica

The problem which has jeopardized the umiversahty and
necessity of the knowledges of previous idealisms has been that
of the deduction of the categories For Gentile the category is
the act of thinking It may be considered in a number of ways,
as predicate or as function or as any one of a number of deter-
minations which penstero pensante places upon the materal
of thought But fundamentally the category 1s umique It has
no deduction, for 1t 1s given by the act of thinking and hence
1s not susceptible of deduction If it were deducible that from
which i1t was deduced would require explanation, and so on
ad wmfinstum The only entity behind which one cannot go 1s
the act of thinking itself, for one could hardly speak of the
unique category as bemng deduced from the act of thinking
when that act would be required in the process of making the
deduction The category ceases to be an element or atom in
thought, as Arstotle used 1t Hence everything knowable
reduces to the act of thinking (autosynthesis) as the ultimate
category The category becomes a function, as Kant supposed
But the difference between Kant and Hegel, and Gentile 1s
that while for the former two a deduction of the categories

3% See Gentile’s comments on Descartes’ Cogito ergo sum, and with regard to
the relation of the self to its future, pp 39 and 197, and p 53 respectively of Vol
IT of the Sistema
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was required for the verity of their philosophies, actual 1deal
ism peeds no such deduction In fact it is a unique feature
of actual idealism that it shows the impossibility of such a
deduction If the categories are to be deduced they must be
deduced from something 1f that something is not to be pre-
supposed it can be only the self-creative act of thinking But
the act of thinking is the common denominator by which one
thinks all that is thinkable, and hence is the category The
legitimate desclopment of the Gentilian logic succeeds in
removing from discussion onc of the classic and most per
plexing of philosophic problems

It will be found characteristic of the Gentilian doctrine that
it removes a number of the classic problems from the arcna
of philosophic argument the realism nominalism controersy
is another example  This is done in general by a redefimition
of thesc problems But it is not done by pragmatic methods
It is always performed by a priori methods the problem under
consideration being taken as poorly defined not from a prac
tical point of view (like the problem, cited by Willam James,
of the squirrel gomng ‘ around the tree and its observers) but
from the point of view of the nature of the act of thinking
One might suppose that Gentile by removing these classic
problems from debate has done one of two things Either he
has put off the evil day when these problems must be faced
even if In another form, or his a priori considerations have so
himited his conception of the function of philosophy that by
being enabled to avold these problems he has emasculated his
doctrine In testing these two suppositions we are confronted
with the greatest and the last of the problems with regard to
Gentile s doctine  Hawving examined the terminology and the
gystem, correcting both where correction seemed necessary,
what have we as a result? To various phases of this problem
we <hail devote the remainder of this study

See the Sitterna, Vol. 1 pp. 240~1



CHeAPTER EIGHT
THE EGOCENTRIC PREDICAMENT

Trr quest of the philosopher is the quest for certainty The
history of the metaphysics of logic seems to contain exclusively
thinkers dependent for certamnty upon a norm objective 1n
relation to the act of thinking The Greek atomists provided
certamnty 1n knowledge by a doctrine of the rehability of sen-
sation, which depended upon quantitative stuff and its motions
For Plato truth was found in the realm of Ideas, the cer-
tainty being arrived at through the verity of reminiscence
Arstotle developed deductive logic and thus allowed thinking
to derive vahdity from defimtion and a logical structure based
upon the law of non-contradiction But the ultimate truth cri-
terion was found in the correspondence of judgments with that
“known” which transcended the “knower ” Modern philosophy
has attempted two new logics The first of these was Francis
Bacon’s Novum Organum THis mductive method searches for
causes, for facts related to facts, and necessanly takes for
granted a cosmos to which the application of this new method
will be valid The second was the logic of the synthesis @
prior: In Kant the system of the_categories lent vernty to a
knowledge of phenomena And in Hegel the Absolute as a
metaphysical concept lent verity to the dialectic logic In other
words, one stimulus to metaphysical investigation seems to
have been the pomnt of view that thinking i itself cannot
have truth or falsity, that value depends upon some norm
previous to the act of thinking The search for a foundation
upon which to bwild logical principles has always been a task
of primary importance to the metaphysician

162
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Hence the uniqueness of actual idealism In basing its logic
upon a norm inherent 1n the act of thinking it has shown
recognition of a predicament prominent in contemporary phil
osophical discussion which has come to be known as the “ego-
centric predicament.’ Careful study of the problem which it
raises has led most philosophers to describe it as a methodo-
logical predicament and therefore less sigmficant than it is
generally considered to be by those metaphysirians whose doc
trines take their beginning from it. The argument which leads
to this description 15 authoritatively presented by Mr R. B
Perry Although actual idealism is a metaphysical solipsism
the man tenet of which 18 clearly cnticized by Mr Perry, no
attempt 18 made in the Ststema di logica to meet his argument.
The wide acceptance of Mr Perry’s study makes it imperative
that an answer to 1t be attempted In the name of actual 1deal
1sm if the latter is not to be summarily rejected Probably
no other critidsm of ontological idealism in recent years has
been so effective

Let us begin by stating the argument by which Mr Perry’s
crtirism proceeds It should readily be admitted that the
argument has so much force that if the author be allowed to
set the stage as he hag set it, his conclusions follow necessarily
It must therefore receive critical pxamination 1n its very incep-
tion or cntirem will be futile. Mr Perry says that “onto-
logical idealiam 13 2 name for the proposition (E) R
defines (T),” where E (or Ego) is made to stand for the per
sonal pronoun, R® means any form of consciousness that relates
to an object, and T refers to anything and everything This
is probably an accurate defimtion of most ontological 1deal
1wms  However to assert that this is also a description of actual
{deaham may be open to question for reasons which we must
consider carefully What 13 meant by “anything and every

*The Ego-Centric Prefvament (Jowr of Pk Psych axd Sd, Methods
VoL VIL 1910,No 1) p 6
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thing”? The phrase has two metaphysical connotations which
must be treated separately In the first place, it may mean
any and all entities considered as objective to the knowing
process and susceptible of bemng known Such are the entities
studied by every possible science except that of metaphysics
as defined by Gentile Gentile must agree with Mr Perry that
these entities as objects should be studied independent of
their thought relation to the knower, and that all arguments
which try to employ the predicament in rendering an acquaint-
ance with these objects i1s false In the second place, how-
ever, “anything and everything” may be part of the act of
knowing As act rather than fact it no longer refers to enti-
ties or terms, but to a function In this case no more than the
other 1s 1t defined by (E) R® (T), but for a reason quite dif-
ferent than that given by Mr Perry’s argument It cannot be
spoken of as being defined by 1its relation to the Ego, or by its
relation to the act of knowing interpreted in any way, because
ot 15 stself the act of kmowwng It should be clear that Mr
Perry’s argument applies only to doctrines defined by the sym-
bols 1n which he sets up the predicament More specifically,
the use 1n itself of terms and relations 1n the description of
an ontological judgment (as in Mr Perry’s formula) involves
the presupposition of the separation of the Ego, the act of con-
sciousness, and the entities to be known by that act The argu-
ment 1s a perfect example of the circular procedure which 1s
characteristic of the logic of the abstract, wherein the answer
to the problem 1s found in the conditions according to which
the problem 1s stated Mr Perry states the problem 1 terms
of external relations and proceeds to demonstrate the illegiti-
macy of the argument for internal relations Human thinking
1s so fallible that clear and undeniable arguments of this type
are contributions of value 1n the accurate elaboration of phil-
osophic concepts The application of Mr Perry’s argument to
all of those who accept his premises, which includes most onto-
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logical idealists, Is both valid and important. But Gentile shows
that these premises are In themselves open to question

Royce has pointed out that Mr Perry’s treatment of the
problem as one to which the canons of induction are applicable
is open to question. Nevertheless Mr Perry has demonstrated
that a methodological charactenstic of the process of knowing
does not 1mport an ontological significance This 15 his con
tribution to the study of the predicament, and 1s quite inde-
pendent of his statement of the problem. In other words, if
the idealist can only show that no entity can be entertained
outside of the thought relation, he has not by that fact estab-
lished an ontological principle. In order to establish one he
must show that the fact has an ontological significance In the
case of Gentile the fact galns ontological sigmificance when it
is pomnted out thnt the only possible presuppositionless Logos
is the act of thinking by which all objective entities are
thought. In this case, there Is an emphasis not upon a
methodological difficulty as suck but rather upon the act of
thinking as the ontological basis of & universal and necessary
and valuable knowledge

This pomt must be made clear Although Gentile argues in
the logic of the abstract that the relation R* is peculiarly indis-
pensable to every entity, this argument does not hold." His
best argument comes from the logic of the concrete Reahty
being defined as the totality of the thinkable, and true thought
being characterized as necessary universal, and possessing
value, it follows that the only reality that can be known ¢ruly
is the act of thinking which is morma s1d 1If he bad only
argued that whatever reality is known must be entertained as
thought he would be subject to Mr Perry’s critiism. But he
starts not from the uriversal predicament of human beings
in their effort to know about a world of winch they have direct
apprehension only through their thoughts, but from a funda

See pp. 145-7 of thhs study
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mental concept of the nature of frue knowledge (not simply
knowledge, as that of the natural sciences) There may be
entities independent of the process of knowing, and indeed
Gentile must agree that there probably are,” but we cannot
know them with philosophic certainty (ie universally and
necessarilly) according to Gentile We can know them
abstractly (1e as objects), and 1t is this knowledge that the
other sciences give us This latter knowledge 1s based upon
immediate ntuition (presuppositions). its very entertainment
in his thinking 1s evidence that Gentile finds the predicament
at least unsafe as an ontological argument This pomt is
extremely important From among our “thoughts” Gentile dis-
tinguishes those arrived at by mediate acts of thmking from
those arrived at by immediate intuition That he takes the
former as real and the latter as abstractions demonstrates that
he does not base his ontology on the predicament, for 1f he did
it should be clear that so far as the predicament alone 1s con-
cerned both would have to be real Actual idealism asserts that
reahty 15 thinking not because of a predicament but because
of an interpretation of “philosophic knowledge”, 1t does not
even proceed vza the predicament Thinking is the sole reality
not because all entities must be thought, but because only m
the act of thinking 1s Gentile able to find a final and 1mncon-
ditioned norm (or Logos) which will give a concrete (philo-
sophic) assertion value The act of thinking 1s retained not
because it 1s the only thing within reach immediate intuitions
are equally accessible The act of thinking 1s retained because
1t alone, according to Gentile, 1s that which the philosopher 1s
seeking The very soul of actual idealism 1s the doctrine that
the logical search for the ultimate norin of thought ends in
metaphysics and that the metaphysical search for the real
ends m logic*

Of the three types of 1dealism outlned by Mr Perry, actual

3 See Chapter IX of this study 4 See pp 34-5 and 94-5 of this study
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idealism has elements in common with each According to
Mr Perry's termunology, in one E creates T, according to the
Gentilian terminalogy the act of thinking creates all entities
thought as objective to 1t. Agan nsing Mr Perry’s terml
nology, in another E organizes T, in Gentiles terminology
the act of thinking organires all entities thought as objective
to it. Finslly, in the third, E 18 identical with T the act of
thinking is identical with all entltes thought as objective to
it If, ontologically speaking, there is nothing outside of the
act of thinking, these three conclusions must follow Gentile
establishes them by means of the ultimate identification of
metaphysics and logic. But in another sense it is only fair to
add that actual idesHiam has certain distinctive elements which
differentiate it from the three types of idealism cnticized by
Mr Perry It s our task at the moment to discover what these
elements are  Qne of them concerns the use of the word “Ego "
Perhaps Gentile would agree with Mr Perry’s conviction that
philosophers are all too ready “to assert anything of consclous-
neas”
It would appear that there is no conception too paradoxical to be
harbored there The proposition gold Is gold, Is redundant, and the
proposition blue is its own other is nonsense but the propositions
I am I, and, the self Is its own other, somehow pass for Intelligible
dlernurse,  Similarly whils a planetary system which Is identical
with each planet and prior to them i clearly a doubtful proposi
tlon, men nod their heads when they hear of a self which can dis-
pente with {ts own parts and also be wholly present to each of
them  So long as the self rrmnaina obscure and wnanalyzed locsely
denoted by such terms as ‘I,” “Ego,’ or “subject,” it wiil doubt
less afford a refuge for logical lawlessness
While Gentile is often guilty of the charge here made, he too
Is dissatisfied with the use of the word “Ego” Consider a pas-
sage from the Sistema di logica in which the immediate Ego
is negated in its pacenge through the Not Ego to the synthesis
Op ct p12
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This immediate Ego, it should be noted, 1s exactly the Ego
agamnst which Mr Perry 1s arguing In speaking of the iden-
tity, Ego=Ego, Gentile says °

The former 1s the Ego which 1s not Ego, and 1s therefore natural
bemng, that obscure and evanescent bemng which every man feels m
the depths of his spint, and which he calls . temperament or
nature Nothmmg, in truth For 1f we wish to know this nature
for what 1t 15, how can we do so? Natural being, known as
such, could only be known without the aid of thinking It 1s
nothing

Thus the Ego which initiates the dialectic process 1s an unreal
entity, an abstraction quite as much as any other presupposed
entity So far Gentile goes But does he go far enough? What
about the concrete Ego? Is it not obscure and evanescent also?

Mr Perry has been quoted at length at this point because
he expresses a truth which all 1dealism needs to consider seri-
ously It suggests once more a criticism of actual idealism set
forth 1n 1ts elements 1n the preceding chapter = We shall now
endeavor to follow that criticism to 1its conclusion So long as
Gentile’s 1dealism 1s considered to be egocentric it 1s faced with
the, insuperable difficulty (certainly insuperable within Gen-
tile’s basic assumptions) of explaining the imitial presence of
the Ego Are the Ego and 1its close relative, the Not-Ego, essen-
tial to actual idealism? If so they will surely be found unten-
able because neither can escape its character as a presupposi-
tion even though Gentile does not recogmze this If actual
idealism 1s to be tenable certain alterations, which will dis-
lodge “Ego” and “Not-Ego” from their key positions, must be
made Can we make these alterations and still express the
metaphysical doctrine basic to Gentile’s philosophy? This 1s
the problem we must now investigate

The Ego first enters the Gentihan expression of the system
of actual idealism in approaching the logic of the concrete

¢ Sisterna Vol IT, p 55 Italics mmne " See p 158 of this study
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through that of the abstract. If it can be forced to retreat
from that entrenchment perhaps it can be defeated altogether
without Lilling the doctre behind it Tt s first used to express
the spintuality of the object in the logic of the abstract.

We have seen that according to Gentile logic commences when
nature 18 idealized in the 1dentity relation, becomes thought,
“and finally responds to thought, saying, ‘T am nature’ ”

It responds as nature, calling Itself such but responds by using that
great word, “I, without which it could pot respond and something
else would have to respond for it The abstract Logos could not
do this.

because of the nature of the logic of the abstract as the expres-
slon of an Identity in the object *

Tt is nerrexary, then that the object speak. It spenks, as any
one can it posits itsell by capressing itself making itself kngwl
edge by means of what it says and making itself knowledge through
that which it 1s in making itself speak. It mirrors itself in its dis
course, and hence reveals itself

To whom does it reveal itself? He who speals reveals himself to
others and to himself, but he would not tcveul himself to others if
he did not first reveal himself to himself This speaking to
oneself and thus recognizing oneself is the reflection proper to the
Ego whose only significance is this internal remirroring of {tself,
not to the eyes of others but to its own The abstract Logos
opposmite to or object of the Ego 1Is nothing but the Ego itself
A=A can only be Ego=Ego The object of thought, if it is not to
be maccessible to thought but rather clear and Intelligible must be
the subject itself of thought.

And the Ego takes its place in the doctrine. But what is the
central thought here? And is the Ego essential to it? It is
that nature, in itself and not idenalized by becoming thought,
18 not knowable. By “nature,” of course, is meant any object

Ses the Sistema VoL IT p 17 abo p ﬂo(thhltudy
Sistema, Vol IT, pp. 17 and 18, Pp. 18 and 189
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of thinking However it may seem such, this is not the expres-
sion of a methodological difficulty, 1t 1s the expression of the
logical fact that any object in 1itself and not idealized 1s given
in advance of thought and therefore neither logically nor meta-
physically founded But it seems to be sheer fancy for Gentile
to expand this into a statement that nature responds to thought
with the “I am nature” The basic idea is equally well
expressed by saying that nature, being an object of thought, 1s
made such by an act of thinking It 1s given metaphysical and
logical significance by the act of thinking which entertains 1t
To express this by means of the fairy story that the identity
A=A becomes Ego=ZEgo 1s simply to raise unnecessary diffi-
culties 1 the path of actual idealism Not only does this
“Ego” become lost 1n obscurity under persistent examination,
but 1t does not express accurately what Gentile 1s trying to say
The mtroduction of the Ego at this point leads to the logic
of the concrete, for 1t places us in possession of an entity
which requires 1ts contradictory in order to be realized **

It 15 evident that an Ego without an object is itself an abstraction,
1dentically the same abstraction as the abstract Logos, because only
by mediating itself does the Ego objectify itself If 1t did not objec-
tify atself 1t would be a pure immediate, that 1s, a simple object, an
A=A, which supposes the Ego

What Gentile 1s saying here 1s that thought without its object
is immedsate, an object of thought which itself requires an act
of thinking Thus 1n passing from the logic of the abstract to
that of the concrete, according to Gentile, the Ego which 1s
mtroduced to express the idealization of nature must (being
Ego) give birth to 1ts object, the Not-Ego ** In more simple
language this means nothing more, or should mean nothing
more, than that the realization of the act of thinking requires
the introduction of that which the act of thinking thinks when
we think we must think something Up to the present point we
10bhd,p 21 3 Ibd,p 21
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have been able to express Gentile's doctnine more accurately
than he does himself by substituting “act of thinking” for
“Ego” The term “Ego” implies a thinling personality, what
Gentile should endeavor to stress is the thinking and not the
personality, for it 1s the thinking that 1s central to his doctrine.
He probably does not mean to say that there is an initial per
sonality the self awareness of which is the beginning of the
dialectic. Such an entity would be the empirical individual,
which he finds as unreal as oll other abstractions If there
were this initial personality it would have te be presupposed,
for thinking would find its ongin in it. On the other hand, if
“Ego" Is replaced by “act of thinking” the new concept not
only expresses the idealiration of nature, but at the same time
is a concept which is in itself and 15 not presupposed, because
it is thinking That this act of thinking requires 1ts opposite
(le object) in order that it be realized is also evident,
although even the use of the word opposite’ is obscure in this
connection

In the full expression of the logic of the concrete 1ts funda
mental law is given by the form, Ego=Not Ego In spitc of
the tradition already behind this symbolism it certainly has
extremely unfortunate features No more fortunate 1s the con
crete Interpretation of Ego=Ego Let us commence with the
latter In explnining it Gentile makes the important distinc
tion between thinking a thing and thinhing a person A thing
is what it is, a chmr is a chalr, and cannot be anything else,
But a person 1s the subject of the activity which we identify
with him He is always changing, always becoming new, we
shall always err in judging him because we must judge him
according to his past *

But Just this is his being, his not being that which he will be—the
actuellty of this not being He is a need and a desire for being, a

1bid.p 52 M Ibid,p 53
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burst toward being The Ego 1s this bemg which 1s not, but 1s
by virtue of not bemg

On the face of 1t an 1dea such as this one 15 difficult to express
with less confusion The confusion seems to be inherent in the
1dea and not due sumply to the mode of expression However
a change 1n expression ought, in this case, to be helpful The
import of this passage 1s that the concrete meaning of Ego=
Ego mvolves a difference rather than an identity But if it
expresses a difference 1t would seem more fitting to use another
symbohsm for 1t Gentile himself suggests the use of “Ego
makes 1itself Ego,” which 1s an improvement in that it elim-
nates the meaningless equality sign *° But 1t does not go far
enough Consider for a moment just what Gentile means by a
“person ” He does not mean the empirical individual, for the
empirical individual 1s what he is as much as any unconscious
organism or object It 1s the awareness which makes self-
creation possible that Gentile is trying to emphasize Onto-
logically speaking the person as an individual 1s nothing, and
his thinking as awareness 1s not the awareness of self as indi-
vidual, but rather of self as thought This 1s the meaning of
the Cogito ergo sum as Gentile interprets 1t *° I think there-
fore thinking 1s In terms solely of thought the expression “Ego
makes 1tself Ego” becomes an expression of the dialectic of
thought whereby the act of thinking thinks something, which
two elements are synthesized in the new act of thinking and
produce the new pensiero pensato, and so on through an infi-
nite development Thinking 1s self-awareness, and correctly
nnderstood as such if “self” 1s taken not to imply personality
or mdividuality but rather a reflemve function Thinking 1s
unique 1n this self-awareness or reflexiveness, this 1s the impor-
tant pomnt Nothing else of which we know 1s both subject and
object It would be like a serpent swallowing itself, if the ser-
pent could do so mdefinitely, growing and developing by feed-
1% See, for example, Ibid, Vol I, pp 54 f ¢ Ibd, Vol IO,p 57
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ing on itself It is this self awareness of thinking that makes
the dialectic possible Perhaps the mistake on Gentlle's part is
in supposing that there cannot be self awareness without the
Ego But certamly thinking can turn back on itself, pensiero
pensato can become the material of a new gensiero pensante,
which 1= all that 13 required

Turn now to a consideration of the fundamental law of the
logic of the concrete, Ego=Not Egp The contradiction
expressed here 18 the very bie of thinking, the realiration of
the act of thinking through that which {s thought. But whence
the equality sign, again? Gentile does not actually mean that
the Ego Is equal to the Not Ego, he means that there cannot
be Ego without Not Ego and not Not Ego wmithout Ego He
fs expressing the dialectic principle of the logic of the con
crete. He means that the Ego through the realization of the
Not Ego becomes by synthesis the new Ego in preparation
for the new synthesis Thus there are two Egos, as we have
Been r

The Ego can be taken In two significances either as the unity
of the opposed Ego and Not Ego (and then the Not Ego is the con
tent of the Ego as one of its moments) or as one of the two oppo-
sites In which the Ego is dnalized (that is as the antithests of the
Nat Ego, that original term from which thought must alienate itself
In order to think)

The second of these two was discussed 1n the paragraph above
Can the first also be expressed in terms of the act of thinking?
Inasmuch as Ego==No: Ego 15 but another way of expressing
what was expressed in Ego=Ego 1t would appear so The
arguments of the Inst paragraph hold for this one also and
need not be repeated

Our cribcism of the Gentilian expression of the dialectic
13 two-fold. In the first place, we object to the use of a sym
bol of the abatract logic in the logic of the concrete. The

YIbd Vol. I, p. 57 Ses pp 867 of thiy study
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equality sign has a definite and useful meamng which mvolves
the substitution of one side of the equation for the other in
any manipulation It retains this meamng 1n the logic of the
abstract It is quite evident that Gentile 1s not so employing
it 1n the logic of the concrete The Ego 1s not equal to the
Not-Ego Ontologically speaking the two are necessary the one
to the other, but for the expression of this idea a different and
perhaps entirely new symbol should be used And 1n the second
place, we object to the use of the terms “Ego” and “Not-Ego ”
As a matter of fact there are two “Egos” and they should be
more clearly distinguished from each other by the use of two
different words 1f suitable ones can be found The first Ego
1s that which 1s opposed to the Not-Ego Its essence 1s the
act of thinking, which i1nvolves awareness of self not as a per-
sonality but as the act of thinking The “act of thinking”
defined as reflexive self-awareness 1s a more precise expression
of this concept than 1s “Ego,” for the latter connotes a pre-
supposed personality The second Ego 1s the unity of the Ego
and the Not-Ego, the essence of which 1s the same “act of
thinking” 1nvolving the same self-awareness Its only differ-
ence from the former 1s that being a synthesis 1t mnvolves 1n
itself the Not-Ego, or pensiero pensato 1It, no more than the
first, 1s indicative of an underlymg personality, for this per-
sonality would be quite as unaccountable ontologically as the
other

This criticism suggests i1ts owu application to all idealistic
logic, for this logic has since 1its inception suffered from an
obscurity and confusion of expression which quite justifies Mr
Perry’s attack But we are concerned here only with its appli-
cation to actual idealism From one point of view 1t offers
nothing more serious than a suggestion of alteration in termi-
nology But from another i1t brings to light a defimite contra-
diction 1n the Szstema dtr logica between a concept and 1ts con-
text The context suggests a better terininology, one we have
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tried to introduce, the use of which would change that work
appreciably ‘This alteration In terminology would bring con
sistency, and it would also obviate the elaborate exposition and
delimitation of the Sistema df logica which Is now required
The essence of the “Ego’ is thinking, the cssence of the
“development of o man's pint” s a thought development No
man as an individual, not even Gentile, Is real It is only the
act of thinking which f¢ real, and as such it cannot be
attached to an unreal thinker Hence to speak of my thought
or of Gentile’s thought ot of anyones thought is to refer to
abstract entities

It must be admitted that the constant reference to these
abstract entities, indulged in even by Gentlle, is bewildering
But this fault cannot be avoided in the most careful expression
of actual idealism, as has been ponted out earller An
explanation of his use of concepts of these abstract entities
Is offered by Gentile himself We cannot write or speak with
out using them, he says. Even ‘act of thinking' becomes the
concept of an abstract entity abstractly considered unless
excessive care Is taken to keep its ontological uniqueness in
mind It is not real as an object of thought, but is the act of
thinking it as object. Whatever we think becomes objective,
pensicro pensato, and becoming objective ceases to be real
Hence the inability to avoid much that is misleading in fnter
preting actual idealism Any metaphysics that is significant
must be interpreted for human living, a function somewhat
different from the fmtial propounding of it. The difficulty
seems to be that In the Sistema di logica propounding and
mterpteting are distractingly intermingled

Thia strict interpretation of actual idealism, which denies
reality to the thinking personality, strikes agalnst at least
one considernble difficulty It seems quite upable to account
for the unlversally recognized fact that thinling i attached
to the human empirieal fndividual Thinking has a relation
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to human bodies which 1t does not have to other empirical
individual entities TFor Gentile the real man is describable
philosophically only in terms of thought, and equally, the
real chair is describable only 1n terms of thought His posi-
tion 1s consistent, to be sure, ontologically speaking and from
his point of view, the individual man 1s not to be distingmshed
from the mdividual chair But we have the most convincing
awareness that the act of thinking is some individual’s act of
thinking, and is given significance as indicating the path along
which an mmdividual must go in the solution even of onto-
logical problems Letbniz realized this inability of solipsism
to account for the individual when he said that everything 1s
made up of thinking monads But in his endeavor to avoid
presuppositions this way is not open to Gentile*® Modern
1dealists have avoided the problem by saying that the real
enfities are 1ndividuals (1dealistic pluralists) or that there 1s
one final real entity which enfolds all of the others (absolute
ideahists) But Gentile belongs to neither of these schools, he
is left alone The act of thinking may be the only presuppo-
sitionless real, but 1t 1s somehow connected with an individual
whose 1dentity 1s preserved by the Ego to which Descartes 1n
fact referred i his Cogito ergo sum There 1s the suggestion
here of a type of criticism of the Gentilian doctrine which will
appear more fully 1n a later chapter of this study Due to his
use of the “Ego” Gentile has been led to neglect the problem as
such We have tried to show that his doctrine should be
expressed 1 other terms But this alteration introduces the
problem again almost immediately

It has been our contention that the arguments against onto-
logical 1dealism marshaled by Mr Perry are not applicable to
actual 1dealism, 1n the first place because his definition of onto-

*® Connected with this 1s the problem of the contnuity of consciousness, which
the ingenuity of Leibmiz helped him to handle, but which seems quite beyond Gen-
tile’s power of explanation with the conceptual tools of lus metaphysics See Chap-
ter IX of this study for a fuller discussion of this general problem
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logical idealism excludes the Gentilian varlety, and secondly
because Gentile in the development of his doctrine is concerned
not with a methodologica! difficulty but with the attainment of
a philosophic knowledge according to an unusuaily strct defi

mtion of it. Gentile is concerned chlefly with logic, with the
realization that in itself deduction is not a proof of deduced
propositions Relational logirians recognize that in order to
give an account of logic we must presuppose and employ logic
It is this predicament, the logocentric predicament, rather
than the egocentne predicament that is Gentile’s concern  The
transfer of the important Issue of idealism from egocentricism
to logocentricism Is not new with Gentile, It was brought out
very clearly in Royce’s last course of lectures on meta

physics

Sooner or later if you are going to take any position about meta
physical questions, you find it neresary to face this matter There
is no more important fssue between realism ond idealism than this
[Le. that of the relation between existence and essence] I dont
think you get a falr view of {deliem if you think of {ts issue with
realism merely In terms of Professor Perry s egocentric predicament.
It is not the most Important feature of idealism that it appears to be
committed to an Insistence that the being of things whether
God or man or the physical world is a being in the mind of some
thinker The really most important feature is exactly the fssue
here concerned  does the existence of anything make any difference
to Its essence? does the essence of anything make any difference

to its existence? Is It any part of the essence of a thing that it
exists?

Like Royce s idealism, that of Gentlle is logocentnic. Hence
the great issue between Gentile and the traditional metaphy
sician brings him, s it brought Royce, against such cntical
realists as Mr Santayana. The critical realist ngrees cpls
temologically with the doctrines of the actual idenlist but states
that In addition to essence, existence must be predicated of the
Contemporory Idealiom tn Americs (M rmM  New York, 1932) p 43
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real in order that it be real The 1ssue, then, between the two
is that of the ontological argument

While 1n their acceptance of the ontological argument Royce
and Gentile are allied, for the former 1t 1s a way of avoiding
solipsism while for the latter 1t 1s not For Royce the inter-
play between essence and existence provides the ontological
argument There 1s nothing in eaperience which cannot be
taken up into essence, and there 1s nothing in essence, so far
as 1t 1s apprehended by mind, which does not tend toward
existence Essence 1s given by the mifcrpretation of the exist-
ent Royce never renounces the point that *°

1dealistic metaphysics, like all metaphysics, 1s concerned with the
nature of the objective world, the world of realhty, that any
approach to reality, however completely it moves in the realm of
objects, however “realistic” 1if you hike, 1f 1t 1s capable of reach-
mg the truth at all, wiil bring the thinker to the result that the
world of the reals is a world of spirit

On this i1ssue Royce and Mr Santayana are not so widely
separated For both the Logos transcends the act of thinking

Gentile’s attitude toward the ontological argument is much
more extreme His identification of essence and ewstence 1s
not on the basis of interpretation It is his pomt that a distinc-
tion between essence and existence can have no philosophic
significance Indeed the distinction which Gentile makes
between his metaphysics and all others’, Royce to the contrary
notwithstanding, 1s that they distinguish between the two while
he nmites them ** If there is no reality external to the act of
thinking, every essence 1n the act of being thought is existent
Part of the essence of a horse 1s that we think of 1t as having
objective existence part of the essence of a phoenix 1s that
we think of 1t as mythical in the objective realm Hence the
actual character of Gentile’s idealism We cannot hold thought

20 Ibid
1 See the Sistema, Vol II, p 10, and Part 111, Chapter IV
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in abeyance. Whenever we suspend judgment that very sus-
pension 1s an act of thinking All ects of thinking not only
concern the essence of existence but are actually the essence
of exstence In such a doctnne essence and exstence are
mseparable It should be noted at this point that the critical
realist makes a separation between essence and existence in
order {o provide adequately for the given element in experi
ence. There scems to be a specific unalterability in the cosmos,
known to us by its “shocks,” which we accept on Mr San
tayana’s “ammal faith.” It is in providing for this givenness
that the ssue between actual idealism and critical realism
rests, and we shall discuss it in Chapter IX of this study Epis-
temologically the two move together metaphysically they are
poles apart.

Although the issue between the realist and the actual Idealist
rests upon grounds other than those of the controversy
described by Mr Perry, the former will not excuse the latter
simply becausc m a final analysis his doctrine i3 logocentne
rather than egocentric. Indeed logocentricism is even farther
removed from realism There is a fundamental point of dis-
agreement between the two Both agree agmnst the neo-post
tivist that metaphysics is meaningful but apparently their
Interpretations of its meaningfulness differ The difference 18
the difference between the “what” and the “that,” of which
Royce was so fond The realist’s metaphysics Is descniptive
it tells what the real 15 The actual idealist’s metaphysics is
normative it tells ¢kgt the real 1s something The one offers
a description which 1t recommends as the mest fitting descrip-
tion, in one sense or another, of the real But of any one thing
many descriptions are possible and the realist finds it difficult
to show reason why his metaphyslcal system is better than
that of his nelghbor Whatever reason he gives will itself be
a metaphysical judgment and, moving In a circle, get him no
nearer a concluslve argument. The other, the actual idealist,
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says that the rcal must be what he tlunke it to be  Tle 1= more
decisive, but thereby places on his own shoulders a burden of
difficulties few have been willing to carry

It must be admutted that the realist mal es one imtial pre-
supposition e presupposes that the real 15 indepondent of
the act of thinkung In eficct, this <cems to be, in part at least,
his definttion of the real And he has one very persuasive
argument 1n lis defense  ITe wall <ay that this presuppnsition
15 so thoroughly non-commttal to an ontology that 1t s just-
fied Tt is non-commuttal in that it tells nothing about reahity
except that 1t 1s external to thought  But 13 1t non-commuttal
cnough? Does not the realist’s presuppo-ition detcrmining the
mdependence of the real mpose a significant imitation The
ideahist has never proved by any deduction of the categories
that that wliuch 1s not thinhing must be spatial or temporal, or
determined, or anything clse of a catcgonical nature  But he
has argued that the act of thinhing provides the concepts
according to which percepts are thought, 1n other words he has
argued that if there 1s to be a knowledge at all, the act of
thinking contributes to that knowledge TFor the realist the
rcal 1s independent of that act, for the deahst 1t 1s created
by that act But to say that the real 15 independent of the act
of thinking is to take an important step The phenomenon of
thinking may be included within the realist’s real momstically,
dualistically, or plurahstically, but the real will always be a
thing set apart from the act of knowing 1t The real in this
way is given so defimte a character that the reahst is strictly
limited to a metaphysics which 1s purely descriptive and whose
virtue can only be that 1t 15 a better description than any
other ** The arbitrary interpretation of that word, “better,”
makes all the difference between one traditional metaphysician
and another Descriptions always have perspective, and the

*2 The rcader will recogmze a perfect example of this phenomenon 1n Mr Alex-
ander’s Space, Time and Dely
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perspective of the traditional metaphysictan is wholly found i
the meantng “better” has for him Hence the many meta
physical systems, and hence also the impossibility of choosing
from among them in a final sense  These metaphysical systems
lack necessity That which Is external to thinking can never
mve 2 necessary knowledge that the real exhibits uniformity,
for example, it can only suggest that a proper and fitting
description of the external world is that it is uniform A per
aistent examination of ‘proper and fitting” opens up the entire
metaphysfcal question again The traditional metaphy sfcian
never gets anywhere He is one of a group of artists sketching
from a model Which of them may say his is the best <ketch?

‘The 1dealist can safeguard himself against the obvious retort
The realist may not offer in rebuttal the argument that the
definition of the real as the totality of the thinkable 15 equally
limiting The essence of this definition Is that it is non
limiting ** It necessarily avolds all presuppositions for amy
thing presupposed in relation to it would change it to a part
rather than the whole The idealist's definition is founded
upon a logical principle The logical principle comes first and
out of that logical principle by definite steps comes the judg
ment that the real must signify the act of thinking The pre-
cedence of the logical principle that there shall be no presup-
positions over the consideration of what the rcal comes to
signify according to that principle makes a great difference
With respect to the present problem it constitutes the justifica
tion of the {dealistic doctrine of metaphysics

For this reason the only way in which the realist may offer
a case against the actual fdealist is to attack the initial Jogical
principle. The one thing that does not appear to enter the
comprehension of Gentile in considering the ontological prob-
Iem Is the realization that an argument which qucstions this
pnnciple is possible The one most effective attack agninst

See pp 13940 of this study
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the principle of the avoidance of presuppositions is simply to
deny 1its superiority The realist has the right to say that i1f a
metaphysics based upon the strict avoidance of presuppositions
leads where the Szstema dr logica leads, then he does not want
it And he 1s being perfectly consistent in mamtamming this
point of view 7f he 1s willing to concede that metaphysics is a
description of the real and that there may be more than one
legitimate description of 1t His use of “real” 1s only one
among many He may reject actual idealism because 1its real
15 not adequate, because 1t 1s not signmificant, because 1t 1s not
common sense, or for some other reason He chooses his mean-
g for the “real” according to his interpretation of the func-
tion of philosophy

And thus we reach the court of final appeal The actual
idealist may argue day and night that the metaphysics of the
realist does not give a necessary and umversal knowledge of
the real 1n any but the objective (and therefore limited) sense,
but he cannot prevent the realist from being satisfied with a
metaphysics that exhibits this character If we accept the real-
1st’s interpretation of the function of philosophy we must neces-
sarily follow him 1n his interpretation of the function of meta-
physics and of the consequent nature of the real We can only
caution him that his interpretation i1s but one among many
Many artists see different things in the same model What 1s
mportant and significant to one 1s unimportant and insig-
nificant to another From his point of view the realist must
admit the legitimacy of more than one description of the
nature of reality In contrast, there 1s no corresponding lem-
ency in the metaphysics of Gentile If one accepts his termi-
nology and his meanings there can be but one metaphysics
Gentile may not have propounded it with complete accuracy,
but 1t contains the possibility of an accurate exposition and
that exposition will be nmique

Do not these considerations seriously alter the role ascribed
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earlier to actual {dealism? Realiem admits of more than one
metaphysics, while actual idealism admuts of only onc Is this
not in conflict with Gentile’s assertion that truth and error are
my truth and my error? This pont is most illuminating be

cause as a matter of fact it represents a confirmation of Gen

tile's position rather than a disproof of 1it. The realist does not
admit more than one frize metaphysics even though he cannot
say which among many #s true  All men agree that truth must
be necessary and universal And the meaning which the realist
gves to “necessary and universal” (in terms of the objective)
mmplies that his “Truth” will be single and alone For him
there cannot be more than one truth for there is only one
model. He nllows us to speak of my metaphysics and your
metaphysics (or should!), each one vahid, but not of my truth
and jour truth The important and sigmficant point 1s that for
the actual 1dealist the position is exartly reversed He does not
allow himself to speak of my metaphysics and your meta

physics, but he does find it convenient to speak of my truth
and your truth The metaphysics of the realist Is true for the
realist, but 1t Is not true for the idealtst Hence the possi

bility of more than one truth for the idcalist, but of only one
metaphysies for lrm In other words the metaphysics of the
actual idealist is determined uniquely by kfs truth but his
truth is determined by nothing It is an act of thinking Hence
it is ot unique It may seem that for the idealist to speak of
Fus truth and Ass error implles the real existence of truth and
error for others But this does not follow, as reference to the
earlier argument with regard to the cxistence of other selves
will demonstrate * The truth is true simply because it 15 my
truth and does not transcend me. And by the same token, the
truth is true becausc it is the realst’s truth and does not
transcend hym. But this is not what the realst thinks of when
he fhinks of “truth”, that fs the important point.

Sés pp 137-8 of this study
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It 15 generally supposed that the 1ssue between 1dealism and
realism 1nvolves the egocentric predicament We have tried
to show that while this may be the case between realism and
most forms of idealism, the 1ssue between realism and actual
1dealism 1s a different one The point may be generalized to
include a definition of the 1ssue between actual idealism and
all other philosophies that take the study of metaphysics to
be meaningful All other metaphysics contain presuppositional
Iimitations upon the meaning of the “real,” and therefore are
forced to classify themselves as descriptions only Since the
fundamental 1ssue 1nvolves an interpretation of the function of
philosophy, the sheer force of numbers i1n the opposition
strongly suggests that Gentile rather than the rest of the com-
pany 1s out of step But the nature of this fundamental 1ssue
makes 1t 1mpossible to throw the balance in favor of either



CuarTEr NINE
FORM AND MALILR

TsE tecond of the objections to solipsism noted in the gen
eral discussion of the problem raised by the Sistema di logica
came from another group of those who, like the realists, regard
solipsism as o false doctrine They are the critical realists
They come forward to ash Gentile how in the name of com
mon sense he accounts for the apparent independence of the
world of nature if the act of thinking 1s creative of all that
is thought of as external to it. Their positlon is well stated by
Mr Santayana and presents Gentile with serious difficulties *

Knowledge is knowledge because it has compulsory objects that
presxist.

Matters are ludicrously reversed if {t is imagined that a pure spirit
contemplating essences could inven? a body and a world of matter
surrounding it the body exists first, and in reacting on its enviren
ment kindles intuitions expressive of its vicissitudes

What I tuck under my pillow at night I find there in the morning
Economy increnses my possessions People all piuw old  Accidents
have discoverable causes. There is a passible distinction between
wisdom and folly But how should all thls be, and how could experi-
ence or the shocks that punctuate it, teach me anything to the
purpase, or lend me any assurance in llfe not merely a reinforced
blindness and madness on my part, unless substances standing and
moving in ordered ways surround me and I was living in the midst
of nature?

This experience with independent objects is too common to
need further illustration 1t s the most difficult of the circum
stances which beset artusl idealism The Gentilian doctrine of

Scapticism axd Animal Folth (Scribuer'’s, New Y 192
236 & ( ork, 1929) pp.172 204 and
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form and matter, which is at the root of his philosophy, is most
forcibly brought into doubt If the Sistema di logica gives an
answer to the cosmological question here raised 1t will be found
in an examination of that doctrine.

What 1s the Gentilian doctrine of form and matter? It 1s
that which, according to its interpreter, most clearly distin-
guishes 1dealism from all previous philosophy It had its
origin 1n Kant’s theory of knowledge And 1t 1s that, second-
arily and more specifically, which differentiates actual 1dealism
from all previous idealisms Its central r6le in the mind of
Gentile cannot be doubted As for Kant’s contribution *

Before Kant the conception of knowing had always been
rigidly materiahistic It reduced all knowing to 1ts matter, of which
the form was always a mode, an accident, a particular whereas
the Kantian subject 1s opposed to all objects, natural or otherwise, as
the principle productive of all objects of thought

Kant introduced into philosophy the serious consideration of
the subject as a contributor to true knowledge Previously
knowledge had always been tested by its objectivity Plato
msured objectivity by means of the doctrine of remimscence
Aristotle msured 1t by reducing the action of the subject to the
mdiscrinunate remurroring of the precogmtional material of
cognmtion According to Gentile, Kant’s concept of the subjec-
tive element in knowledge makes the true concept of form
possible *

[Form] 1s form insofar, not as a coefficient or a mechanical
completion of matter but rather, as active and productive of experi-
ence and as that wherem cognition finds 1ts own material Matter
confronts form, but as the content of experience, 1t 1s nothing but
the effect of form

The entertainment of the concept of form as the activity pro-

ductive of experience may be taken as Gentile’s definition of
1dealism

2 Sistema Vol II,p 44 ®Ibid,p 45
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But to take this step I3 like leaping onto a stepping stone 1n
the middle of a brook one must go forward or back And so
with the Kantian pesition Kant himeelf clearly retraced lus
steps by mnking the Nowmnenon the cause behind phenomena.
The action productive of experlence came ultimately from the
Noumenon Hence a second step I3 necessary to the idealstic
conception of form, that step which lends the philosopher to the
other side of the brook

If in addition to the material Inherent i{n experfence, an anteced-
ent ane be admitted, which conditlons the activity of the form, then
this form placed thus beside matter in a warld in which the activity of
the form productive of the effective experience (in which the other
matter will be Inherent) must intrude and explaln itself, could no
longer value experlence as the transcendental form In its proper
value.

In the interest of a presuppositionless metaphysics the Kantlan
doctrine must be so far surpassed that the Noumenon is re-
moved and all that remains 15 form, the actinity which pro-
duces the matter of thinking This is the idealistic doctrine
of form and matter as interpreted by Gentile ‘“Matter” and
“form” so employed convey a different meaning than was
given by Aristotle’s conception of them But in an ontology
In which the only real is the act of thimking they could have
no other sigmficance than that of the differentiation of the act
of thinking (pensiero penmsante) from the matenal thought
(pensiero pensato) If one looks at the Gentilian conception
of them fram the point of view of matter its lemtimacy 15 more
readily understood than 1f one chooses the point of view of
form. The Anstotelinn concept of matter may be Interpreted
to mclude penssero pensato as the “matter” of thinking From
this it is only a step to the position that “form,’ as opposed
to “matter,” can only be the act of thinking itself The cau
tlon which must be observed 1n studying Gentile in this con-
16id pp. 456
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nection is to remember that when he speaks of form and matter
he 1s thinking of neither in the strictly Arnstotehan sig-
nificance of those words Hence when he speaks of form pro-
ducing matter, the statement may not be so extravagant as 1t
would be in the Arstotehan sense There 15 a noteworthy
parallel here to Gentile’s usc of the concept of thinking as
“creative” of the umverse “Creative’ 1s employed 1n the only
meaning m which 1t could be employed consistent with the
Gentilian metaphysics, as we shall discover

What answer does the Sistema dr logica give to the cosmo-
logical question? The question regards the apparent independ-
ence of the world of nature The only answer which can be
given by actual idealism, and one thoroughly characteristic of
1t, 1s that the question 1s not a philosophic one According to
Gentile the philosopher 1s concerned exclusively with synthetic
judgents a prror7 Only 1 such judgments are truth and the
real found Thus the world of nature 1s not the real world,
knowledge about 1t is synthetic knowledge a postcrior:, arnved
at by that deductive manipulation of empirical data which 1s
usually called induction and which 1s described 1n the logic of
the abstract It mmvolves that working about of identities ac-
cording to the three principles of that logic, which acts as a
practical instrument in the solving of practical problems The
world of nature 1s real only 1n the concreteness of the totahity
of the thinkable As the matter rather than the form of think-
ng, 1t must be independent of the act of thinking, 1f 1t were
not thus independent 1t would not be the matter of thinking
but would be its form The object of thinking 1s always
thought as an independent object that 1s its meaning as ob-
ject But 1t 15 independent only 1n this sense, that 1t is not the
act of thinking 1t 1s none the less dependent upon that act mn
that 1t must be thought by 1t This 1s a metaphysical depend-
ence again, not a methodological difficulty, and 1s made neces-
sary by metaphysical and logical demands The independence
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{s ramological and as such does not belong to the realm of a
philosophy which is exclusively metaphysical

There is an interesting parallel here between the doctrine of
Gentlle and the dactrine of the Plato of the early dialogues,
as contrasted with the Plato of the Timaeus Both draw a
philosophic arcle that leaves out the cosmos The great differ
ence belween the two is that Gentile s doctnne is such that it
promises that he will never write his Parmenides and eventu
ally his Tymaeus unless he completely renounces his actual
idealism For it 15 the essence of actual idealism that it admits
of no cosmology, that it admits of no intercourse with the
universe around us as such The universe around Gentile 15
of interest to him only insofar as it is logically and meta
physically a moment in the dialectic by which the real actual
1zes itself The spint if not the letter of Gentile's idenliam
demands that the Ego, that first moment of the dialectic gua
moment, be labelled as an abstract concept. The same consid
erations dictate this attitude toward cosmology In itself the
cosmos is static, identical with itself epistemologically speak
ng

The polnt which Gentile is trying to make is not that there
is no place for cosmology or for natural science. Such a doc
tnne would be extravagant and foollsh. He 1s trying to say
that the place of cosmology and of the natural sciences s not
wn the field of philosophky He appreciates as much as most
men do the contribution of natural science to the solving of
many Important problems, indeed his wntings in the field of
education show conclusively that for hum the study of the

ﬁhpanndbd“mthem}ymtomdthemumponrymmokbut
of course. The metaphysics of the two are characteristirally {mpractical

f
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natural sciences has 1ts own peculiar value ° He 1s the enemy
of science only when 1t tries to tell the philosopher about the
philosophic “real” and “true” In short, Gentile’s quarrel 1s
with the scientist turned philosopher, with the scientist who 1s
trymng to interpret the totality of the thinkable in the termi-
nology and concepts of natural science. If Gentile appears to be
bitter in his indictment of scientists, the fact is explained per-
haps by the almost death-grip which positivism under Roberto
Ardigd had upon Italian thought before the idealistic move-
ment arose to combat it

But one cannot in this way dismiss Gentile’s dispassionate
statement of the non-philosophic character of natural science
In none of Gentile’s volumes does he allow himself sigmficant
recogmtion of the findings of modern psychology except to
depreciate them For one specific instance, the development
of our knowledge of the subconscious and of complexes 1s dis-
counted 1n his educational writings ° The teacher, he argues,
1s concerned with the development of the human spirit, not
with the objective bodies or minds of men This development
is 1n no sense automatic, it depends upon self-awareness m
thinking because 1t 1s a self-conscious process It 1s the con-
scious exercise of a spiritual freedom The educational process
bemng so defined, neither the complex nor any other subcon-
scious activity is part of it Furthermore education 1s real, for
1t 1s concerned directly with the act of thinking Hence it can
be understood only under the aspects of reality Neither the
objective bodies nor the equally objective psycho-physical
minds of men are real, but rather arbitrary abstractions The
study of education 1s, and cannot be other than, the study of
philosophy No study of psychology as 1t has come to be 1nter-
preted by modern psychologists will aid the educator, because
1t 15 not concerned with the educative process

® See, for example, Sommario dz pedagogia, Vol II,pp 171 ff, edition of 1925
"Iid, Vol 1, pp 37 ff, edition of 1926
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The spirit of our time makes it important to emphasize the
reasonableness of this position, fatuous as it may appear at
first acquaintance.® Gentile does not have the msanity to deny
the findings of scientists within theiwr own fields He does not
say that these findings are untrue in the objective sense. He
does not expect more than anyone else that the umformity of
nature will be violated, or show o tendency to believe that the
laws of physics and chemistry may be distegarded It i3 not
difficult to point out that he would not ive very long if he
should act upon such a theory He takes the position that the
findings of science are non philosophic, his definition of phi
losophy shows that this must necessarily be so from his point of
view It Is his argument to review it once more that if
philosophy is to find ultimate truths it must be non presup-
positional. And if it is to be non presuppositional 1t must not
be a study of that which i3 external to thinking As we shall
thow in a moment, there is a real and legitimate question as to
the adequacy of such a position but it may not be argued that
it mvolves either a rejection of the findings of the natural
sclences or a violation of them It is concerned with nothing
more nor less than an unusually persistent effort to preserve a
valuable interpretation of the function of philosophy It argues
that 1f the natural sciences combined into a cosmology are ac
cepted as that science which understands all others and is in
turn not understood by them, then we are no longer able to
find that “real” and that “truth” which are universal and
necessary because they presuppose nothing

Perhaps one further consideration will malke the position of
actual idealism 1n this connection clearer Postulate for the
moment that thought ss determined by something external to
it. Postulate that thought is a phenomenon produced by cer
tan activities in a realm objective 1n relation to it. If this,

For a more detallerd gceount of thhs Intoy etation of the natural

sclences
the jncacnt anthor’s “The Scope of Natural SAence  in The New Humaxist Vu!.
No § Aw 1935
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which is in direct contradiction to Gentile’s doctrine, is true,
what is the consequence? The Sistema di logica points out
that if this is the case, the word “truth” ceases to have the
value Gentile attaches to it This may not be serious. But
Gentile believes that 1n this same case it also ceases to have
the value which we all attach to it. The latter situation 1s more
grave If our thoughts are integral parts of external events and
hence determined by them, then we are no longer free to
choose between truth and falsehood Then our thoughts sim-
ply are what they are, the logic of thinking has no power over
them (indeed logic is quite useless), and no credit can accrue
to us for thinking them.” Of course these considerations do
not prevent the postulate which we are entertaining from being
a truth Nevertheless, unless this postulate s thought as true
(which 1t 1s, 1f only momentarily, by 1its very nature as a
postulate) it can have no sigmficance in the present discussion
And if this postulate is thought as true, 1t can be thought as
true only within a metaphysics which 1s presuppositionless
(otherwise it would be an arbitrary guess), which 1s another
way of saying that there is nothing determining the thought
by which we arrive at 1it, and which therefore is a demal of
the postulate! This paradox 1s essential to idealism

There 15 a striking simlanty between this and the famous
saying of Gorgias If thought is necessarily determined by
some entity external to it, we can never know this fact as a
truth in the sense i which actual idealism conceives of true
judgment Such an argnment appears to be quite unanswer-
able It legislates the impossibility of any philosophic judg-
ment 1n the Gentilian terms to the effect that the cosmos 1s
prior to our thinking about it It asserts that any judgment
to the effect that the cosmos 1s prior to our thinking about 1t

® The only escape from this conclusion, short of actual ideahism, 1s by way of a
nigid duahstic description of reality 1n which the cosmos and the mind are com-

pletely independent of each other This possibility will be considered briefly at
the end of the chapter



FORM AND MATTER 193

can be known only as an arbitrary descriphon  Gentile’s posi
tion may be attacked in this connection only along the lines
suggested in the following paragraphs The distinction, eyam
med more fully in the next chapter, between presuppositions
and undefined concepts (or assumptions) must be borne in
mind If there were not this distinction one would be forced
either to deny the uniqueness of actual idealism or to look
upon 1t as gospel. The former would be doing it an injustice,
the latter would constitute an nnhappy and altogether unten
able pouition Every thinker worls with undefined concepts,
the fact that defimtion Is eventually drcular makes this ew1
dent, A philosophy must be considered on the basis of its
undefined concepts Gentile assigns certain meanings to
“philosophy,” “truth,” and “reality ” If we accept these mean
ngs it appears that the doctrine of the Sistema di logica, with
proper emendations, follows quite clearly But that which
gives vitality and movement to the study of philesophy 1s the
fact that from philosopher to philosopher undefined concepts
are differently interpreted Because undefined concepts are
difierently interpreted we are able to criticize the Gentilinn
metaphysics To this criticism we shall devote the remainder
of this present chapter, for we believe that a serious and un
answerable indictment may be drawn up against Gentile's
doctrine as it concerns nature

To return to the issue upon which this problem rests, may
1t be sald In a finnl analysis that form alone is creative of mat
ter? Gentile I3 justified from his position in saying that form
(or penstero pensante) is creative of an important aspect of
the metaphysical significance of matter (or pensiero pensato)
But 13 1t wise to interpret form as creative of the entrre meta
physical sigmificance of matter? Why are we compelled to live
in a world In which the uniformity of nature is observed? This
seems to be an example of o fact in the material of our thought
which might have been otherwise The uniformity of nature
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might have been rigidly observed on week days but modified
in some manner on Sundays For another example, why does
the circle demand the second power of its radws and the
sphere the third power? Why not the fourth and the fifth
powers? There 1s nothing 1n the doctrine of Gentile which
accounts for what appears to be the obvious fact that the
world 1n which we as natural beings live 1s as 1t 15 Our sys-
tematization of this world may involve a question of choice
A given curve may be described with equal accuracy in polar
or in Cartesian coordinates But the coordinate system once
chosen the curve 1s what 1t is and can be described only ac-
cording to a definite equation And similarly with empirical
mvestigation The scientist exerts his every effort toward the
exclusion of the personal equation It 1s his job not to create
his material by an act of thinking but to wait and see what the
results of his experiments will be Wil gravitational force vary
mversely as the square or as the, cube of the distance or ac-
cording to some other power integral or otherwise? No crea-
tive act of thinking can tell him that He is confronted with
nature and nature tells him what equations to build It 1s all
very well for Gentile to object that these are not metaphysical
considerations But there 1s something of metaphysical 1m-
portance there The pomnt 1s that any metaphysics which pre-
tends to embrace the totality of the thinkable must give an
adequate account of the investigations of the natural scientist

And this 1s precisely what the Gentilian metaphysics does not
do The Gentihan metaphysics argues that the Not-Ego 1s
essential to the spiritual dialectic, that there must be as one
of i1ts moments the deterinined and not-thinking But thisis a
general and not a specific account The difference between the
general and the speaific 1s exactly the difference between the
“matter” of Gentile and the ordinary concept of “matter 7 It
is the specificity of the data thought in the investigation of
natural objects which 1s not accounted for in the doctrine of
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actual idealism Gentile argues that by philosophy he 13 en
deavoring to fit the significance of the knowledge ganed from
the natursl sciences into the umty of all particular knowledges
It seems obvious that one of the most sigmficant features of
the particular knowledge of the scientist 13 its specific Inde-
pendence from the act of thinking  The act of thinking thinks
1t as speasfic, but the specific data themselves are guite beyond
the power of the act of thinking to create them In their speaific
character **

The weakness 1n logic which is responsible for this difficulty
has already been noted. * Gentlle places undue emphasis upon
the unuty of the concrete synthesis in his dialectic. There 15
apparently no explanaton of the metaphysical evaluation of
universals at the expense of particulars This weakness 13 most
evident in the extreme value given to the unity of knowledge
Gentile 18 quite within his rnights in defining philosophy as the
knowledge of all particular knowledges, understanding all
others and not being understood by them. But does 1t follow
that the umfication of all particular entitles In the act of think
ing i3 more real than the particulars which are such necessary
constituents of it? The act of thinking is ulhmate in the sense
that 1t presupposes nothing, because it includes everythung
within itself Nevertheless, If we are to follow Geatile’s argu
ment precisely, the act of thinking itself i3 nothing without
the determined particulars thought By definltion only the act
of thinking can be called real, but the question we are rasing
now regards the adequacy of that definition

We are confronted with the old problem of the duality of
body and soul In a new form Gentile’s argument in avoldance
of that duslity does away, ontologically speaking, with the

This crittrem fs not the same as that on pp 151-2 of this study There the
Problem cancerned the neresary character of aay concrete judgment
Here we are uuincined with the character of the = —lly of the specific materdal

of 1 given fudgment about the Fremant
Seo pp 15960 of thiy study
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body But what 1s the adequacy of this argument? It gives no
account of the independence of the cosmological data from the
act of thinking This 1s not all It is an unquestionable part
of human experience that the body has an influence upon
thinking It has not needed the researches of abnormal psy-
chology to demonstrate this We all know the power of a
good breakfast or of a good might’s sleep or of strenuous
exercise over our thinking And, in the other direction, it 1s an
unquestionable part of human experience that our thinking
exerts an influence upon the activity of the body An exam-
ination of the Sustema dz logrca shows that no account 1s taken
there of these two types of experience except to deny them
metaphysical significance Gentile, to be sure, does not deny
the objective validity of this reciprocal influence He could not
very well do that any more than he could deny the objective
vahdity of the laws of physics and chemistry Gentile’s meta-
physics is not destructive, but 1t 1s highly selective Daes this
mean that 1ts hmitations deny 1t adequacy?

It 1s instructive to seek common denominators for the nnde-
fined concepts of conflicting philosophies, 1n order to discover
the precse nature of their conflict There are two sharply
divided realms open to the metaphysician One is the realm
internal to thinking, and the other is the realm external to it
‘The actual 1dealist apphes his primitive concept of the real to
the internal, and his opponents, as he has demonstrated, apply
their concept of the real to the external Thus the metaphysics
of each 1s imited in the sense that it 1s exclusive of the other
But what 15 the relative importance of these two limutations?
'The opponent of Gentile, 1n limiting himself to the external, 1s
denying solipsism He 1s evincing his refusal to accept the
Gentihan defimtions of “truth” and “reality ” He 1s denying
the exclusive significance of a region 1n which metaphysics and
logic become one Gentile, on the other hand, 1s denying not
undefined concepts but a universal human experience which 1s
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somehow given to man 1n his intercourse with the cosmoz In
this comparison it is difficult to beheve that the opponents of
Geantile are not getting the better of the argument. They find
1t necessary to admit that they need presuppositions, and they
thereby admit as a corollary that their knowledge 1s not
certaln knowledge. But Gentile seems to be denying the sig
pificance of the undemably significant. Gentile may have
found a presuppositionless and certain knowledge. But of
what?

Tt 13 Gentile’s argument that knowledge ganed by observa
tlon, consisting of the results of the natural sciences plus our
observations of the reciprocal 1nfluence of thinking and bodily
action, 18 a systematization of data which are based upon pre-
suppositions This argument seems to be correct. He rejects
these observations as contributing to metaphysics because of
his definition of metaphysics as presuppositionless This, of
course, follows But the point seems to he correctly taken
against Gentile that whether or not these data from objective
observation require presuppositions for their systematzation
and use, thewr speafic nature has nothing to do with the pre-
suppogihions mvolved and so far as we can tell Is quite inde-
pendent of the fact that we think them. For example, Galileo’s
formulation of a physical law to cover the action of falling
bodies may depend upon certain metaphysical assumptions It
undoubtedly does. But the specific character of the law which
he formulated was such that 1t was not created by any act of
thmkmg but rather was completely determuned by the actual
happenings when various objects were dropped from the Lean
ing Tower of Pisa This 13 undemnble. And it also appears
undemiable that there is nothing in the metaphysics of Gentile,
1n his doctrine of form and matter, which would account for
thry sitoation.

In the large the question under discussion is whether or
oot a philosophy which does not include cosmology can be ade-
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quate The final answer depends upon one’s conception of the
function of philosophy It is Gentile’s claim that the function
of philosophy 1s that of coming into possession of a universal
and necessary knowledge through a mediate process of think-
ing He further asserts that this knowledge will include an
understanding of all particular knowledges without in turn
being understood by them If one may speak for those of
Gentile’s opponents who regard his position as false, 1t 1s their
claim that philosophy must be either the rational systematiza-
tion of immediate intwitions (realists) or a study of the nature
of knowledge (critical realists) For each, Gentile and his
opponents, the other is beating 1n the wrong bush

This 1s more than an academic question If we accept Gen-
tile’s interpretation of the function of philosophy we are sub-
scribing to a doctrine which sets the whole direction of man’s
activity toward the dialectic development of the spirit If we
accept the interpretation of his opponents we are subscribing
to a doctrine wheremn ultimate values are discarded and the
whole direction of man’s activity is toward living harmoniously
with the cosmos For the former the cosmos 1s a part of the
act of thinking, for the latter the act of thinking is a part of
the cosmos As is always the case, in achieving its particular
merit, each must give up some other The fundamental philo-
sophic merits are mutually exclusive The opponents of Gentile
give up the “real” except as 1t 1s an article of faith They also
give up “truth” as that which involves no presuppositions
Gentile gives up that element of sigmficant objectivity in the
cosmos which has long been a part of our philosophic thinking
He gives up the objective “true” and the objective “real”
The history of philosophy is strong in its support of both
Gentile and his opponents But i one sense, at least, Gentile
has the advantage over the cosmologists, for he gives up not
the findings of the natural sciences, only their metaphysical
sigmficance They, on the other hand, must give up the quest
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for certain knowledge of the real. In persisting in that quest
Gentile follows a major tradition of his calling The search
for certain knowledge has long and jealously been guarded by
philosophers In another sense the cosmologists have the
advantnge, for in giving up the presuppositionless metaphysl
cal truth they legitimately ¢lnim to be glving up that which
may not be extremely important. Tt is thelr claim that the pre-
suppositions of thelr systems of philosophy are ones to which
we are impelled We must presuppose the umformity of na
ture, for example The sigmficant feature is not in the assump-
tlon but In the specific data gathered together Into a science
on the basis of the presupposition In short it is the claim of
these opponents that the presuppesitions are n means to an
end and in no significant way determine that end

The ultimate {ssue seems here as in the last chapter to be
ihs  What 18 the function of philosophy? Is it the investiga
tlon of the presuppositionless “true” and “real” or is it the in
vestigation of the objectlve “trus” and “real”? Isit the inves-
tigation of thinling in and for itself, or Is it the investigation of
the cosmos in and for itself? This, for metaphysics, Is the most
fundamental question To boriuw from James, the answer to
it gives on the onme hand tender-minded philosophies, and
on the other tough minded ones. There is no final or conclu
srve answer One cannot attack the question without philos-
opluzng and thereby determimng indirectly what one con
slders the function of philosophy to be Though this s a paint
brought out in the Sistema ds logica, Gentlle argues ervo-
neously from it that for this reason the real must be the act of
philosophiring He does not take into account that the first act
of philosophizng is carned on by means of thought symbols
which rest in undefined concepts He philosophizes 1n setting
the very definltion of phflosophy In Chapter Eight we indi
cated that the actual idealist seemed to have a certain advan-
tage over the realist because he is not called upon to make any
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presuppostitions But it 1s now evident that this is an answer
given from the already-pitched camp of a tender-minded phi-
losophy. And, by the same token, whatever the argument
raised to show that the tough-minded philosophers have the
advantage will have to be given from their camp

The cosmological question, as we have called it, introduces
the most serious indictment of Gentile’s metaphysical doctrine
in particular and of his philosophy as a whole that can be
drawn Its destructive force 1s undeniable, and 1ts power of
persuasion 1s practically universal But if one chooses to
move within Gentile’s nterpretation of philosophy 1t 1s not
fatal There 1s an obvious kinship between the fundamental
1ssue as we have expressed it and that found in comparing the
doctrines of internal and of external relations In comparing
the two Gentile decides in favor of the former on the basis
of the fact that 1t requires no presuppositions But 1t 1s more
accurate to say that neither the one doctrine nor the other
gives a final answer, either to this or to the problem of form
and matter which is allied to 1t And there seems to be none mn
the traditions that have been bumilt around the study of philos-
ophy The beginnings of Greek philosophy were both meta-
physical and cosmological During the late period of Greek
philosophy the point had been reached at which metaphysics
was brought seriously mnto doubt with the rise of various forms
of metaphysical scepticism This scepticism seems to be char-
acteristic of late and sophisticated periods of any philosophic
epoch A new scepticism with regard to metaphysics has
grown to full development in the present day The difference
between ancient and modern times, however, is the rise in
modern times of a new type of metaphysics based upon the
act of thinking, which should not fall so easily when called by
its proper name There 1s open to the modern philosopher the
possibility of a metaphysics 1n the midst of a scepticism which
is unable to destroy 1t This recent metaphysics is made pos-
sible by a new definition of the function of philosophy, or
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rather by a new rendition of the traditional definition of the
function of philosophy To metaphysical values it gives a
significant meaning based upon the doctrine of internal rela
tions And the only answer to it seems to be the assertion of
the doctrine of external relations Yet which of these doctrines
gives the more correct interpretation of the function of philos-
ophy is a matter of choice to which an investigation of the
traditional usage of undefined concepts gives no definite clue.
One final point. It will occur to the reader to inquire why
the choice must be made between an act of thinking which in
cludes the cosmos and a cosmos which includes the act of
thinking  Must we choose between the realm external to think
ing and the realm imternal to 1t? Can we not set up a dualism
in which both demands shall be satisfied? Gentile has a reason
for his simmary rejection of metaphysical dwallsm Tt can
readily be traced back to the statement of the doctrine of inter
nal relations contained in his definition of the real as the
totality of the thinkable But this by no means constitutes a
final demal of dusham as a metaphysical doctrine Indeed the
advantage dunliem affords in retaining both the freedom of
thinking and the objectivity of the cosmos is responsible for ts
vitality However, metaphysical dialism i3 not without major
difficulties It has to be complete, any relaton between the
two orders of reality may be interpreted as leading inevitably
back to momsm The famfiar figure of the two clocks shows
this clearly ‘The clock of the muind and the clock of the cos-
mos seem to be synchronized But how? If they are run by
the same mechaniam, like the four clocks of Big Ben, they are
parts of the same reality If someone keeps moving the hands
forward or backward, as I do with the clocks in my house,
they are parts of the reahity enjoyed by tum who sets them. If
they are perfect timepieces and both of themselves keep accu
rate time, even then they are bound together by the reality of
the tmme which they both keep If one insiats that the cosmos
and acts of thinking be synchronired, and even the paralleHat
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does this, then one falls with Spinoza back into momism If
they are taken to be completely independent, then, since our
knowledge 1s composed exclusively of acts of thinking and we
can have no access to the cosmos, to all intents and purposes
one is agamn in momism Such an independent cosmos has all
of the disadvantages of the Kantian Noumenon

Metaphysical dualism can be maintained, indeed it is char-
acteristic of the only other type of metaphysics possible in
addition to the two we have been comparing But since it
makes the cosmos so thoroughly inaccessible the line of demar-
cation which it draws may well be considered unfruitful It
will not be a serious departure from our course to outline the
complex relation of actual idealism to metaphysical dualism
Though Gentile does not in fact do so, he should concede 1t
a significant and unique place among metaphysical systems
It 1s umque in that 1t posits a transcendent reahity, which
would acconnt for the independence of the world of nature
without determining the act of thinking and thus eliminating
truth value But this transcendent cosmos must be presup-
posed and hence, according to Gentile, unknowable It could
only be intuited Since it 1s unknowable 1t could not be in-
cluded among those things entertained by a philosophic knowl-
edge Which 1s another way of saymng that dualism must be
included among the descriptions given us by traditional meta-
physics For Gentile, then, metaphysical dualism could be
asserted as true (because within it judgments are free and
hence have value) only to be denied as non-philosophic (be-
cause the cosmological part of i1t cannot be known with certain
knowledge) epistemological dualism 1s a significant and im-
portant doctrine, but metaphysical dualism contains the seeds
of 1ts own destruction With this digression, by no means a com-
plete statement of Gentile’s case against dualism but merely
an mdication of the direction his argument takes, we may close
the discussion of Gentile’s relation to traditional metaphysics
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1Hbk GENTILIAN METAPHYSICS AND 1HE
MFANINGFUL

ThE final ghjection to Gentile’s metaphysics, and one qute
different from those so far considered, comes from the neo-
positivists and their philosophic kin. It takes the direction of
questioning the meaningfulness of afl metaphysics and hence
is only naidentally an attack upon Gentile Outstanding among
those who find no place for metaphysics in philosophy are
Measrs Carnap, Schlick and Wittgenstein They represent a
contemporary movement of unquestionable prominence and
importance. The arguments by which they arrive at their scep-
tidsm toward metaphysics must be rxamined with great care
in any attempt to define the status of actual ideallem The
significance of these neo-positivists should not be underesti
mated, for they are endenvoring to redirect the energies of
philosophers away from metaphysical problems If successiul,
one rannot doubt that they will change the entire meamng of
philosgphic study Certainly it is their alm to do so In this
sense their cnitirdem of Gentlle’s doctnine s, of all those we
shall consider here, the most profound.

Basic to their point of view 13 a defimtion of knowledge
In the light of recent developments In factual and formal
sclences they assert that empirical propositions though syn
thetic are a posteriors, and that logical and mathematical
propositions though g greori are analytic, They maintaln as a
fundamental thesis that there are no synthetic propositions a

203
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preorz® Hence, for example, Messrs Carnap and Wittgen-
stemn. °

Every proposition in knowledge must establish itself as meaningful
by logical analysis Thereby 1t will be found either that it deals with
a tautology or a contradiction, or that the proposition 1s a meaning-
ful declaration neither tautological nor contradictory In the first
case the proposition belongs to the sphere of logic inclusive of
mathematics In the second case 1t 1s an empirical proposition 1t
1s referable to the Given and there may be taken basically as true
or false

In order to discover whether or not the picture 1s true or false we
must compare 1t with reality

It cannot be discovered from the picture alone whether 1t is true or
false

There 1s no picture which 1s a prior: true

The contexts from which these quotations are taken recommend
the conclusions that the division of judginents into empirical and
logical 1s exhaustive, that there 1s no other type of knowl-
edge and that therefore metaphysics (which falls within
neither of the two types mentioned) 1s not a legitimate part of
knowledge It 1s sigmficant to note that actual idealism, which
1s most interested i questioming this demal of metaphysics,
moves a considerable distance with neo-positivism i this
speculation It 1s precisely the argument of that part of the
Ststema di logica on the logic of the abstract that neither fac-
tual nor analytic knowledge can be metaphysical The former
presupposes entities external to thought, which are to be known
as real the latter presupposes a code and a princple of
analysis The foiumer lacks certainty because hypothetical

the latter though certain 1s tautological Actual idealism and

* The writer ‘wishes to acknowledge here his indebtedness to an excellent sum-
mary of the neo-positivist position by Messrs Blumberg and Feigl in “Logical
Positivism,” Journal of Phiosophy, May 12, 1931 The article 15 recommended
to those who wish to study this doctrine

* Carnap, Die alte und die nene Logik Erkenntnms, ler Band 1930-31, p 25
Wittgenstein, Tractus Logico-Philosophicus (Harcourt, Brace, New York, 1922)
2.223-5 Quoted 1n the text mn this order
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neo-positivism move together in their cnitirfam of the tradi
tlonal metaphysies At the question of the legitimacy of the
synthetic judgment @ priori huwcver, they part company
Idealism has been that philosophy which has harbored the syn
thetic judgment a priors, and though Kant was the destroyer
of the metaphysics of his day, actuzl idealism has employed
his synthetic judgment a priori as the basia of a new meta
physics Indeed the actual idenlict must agree that if he is
unahle to establish a metaphysics upon such judgments he
must renounce rialm to metaphysics Hence the first problem
for consideration in this chapter Can there be such a knowl
edge?

The major judgment of the logic of the concrete 13 that the
real 18 the act of thinking Thus 18 admittedly an a priors judg
ment. No amount of experience 1 itself could give it. But is it
clear that it is not an analytic judgment? Neo-positivism and
actual ideallsm are agiced that metaphysical propositions,
whether meaningful or not, are not a posiersori The important
question is whether they are analytic or synthetic judgments
The analytic judgment Is characterized as being part of a
deductive system which containa undefined terms plus axioms
or postulates A code for plane geometry is the most familar
erample of such a system The Gentflian logic of the concrete
is mimilar in that 1t containa certein undefined terms, elements
given a common significance by common usage. Indeed 1t
would be impossible to use words at all without employing
some undefined elements But it has been found in Chapter
Seven of this study that the logic of the concrete contmina no
presuppositions The Gentlian concept of the real determmes
that it shall be the act of thinking, indeed if there were not
this determinntion there could be (within actual ideallsm)
more than one legltimnate metaphysics But the important and
crucal point is that this determination i3 a free determination,
to employ a paradox. It Is not given by any code and i3 not
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based upon any presuppositions If it were, Gentile would
have to agree that there could be no foundational metaphysics
There 1s nothing in the “real” as such which legislates the
judgment that 1t 1s the act of thinking, as there 1s that in the
nature of a triangle which legislates the judgment that the sum
of 1ts interior angles equals two right angles The “real” 1s con-
cewved as the totality of the thinkable It 1s the contention of
the logic of the concrete that our very act of thinking about
the “real” leads us to the judgment that it 1s the act But the
sum of the interior angles of a triangle is arrived at by the aid
of definmitions and axioms This 1s the character of the analytic
procedure, and differentiates 1t from that synthetic procedure
i the logic of the concrete which provides its own norm Ac-
cording to Genfile it 1s the synthetic judgment a prior: that
makes philosophy possible as a science In basing his meta-
physical doctrine upon the act of thinking, which 1s norma sz,
Gentile has succeeded n producing a knowledge which is at
once non-empirical and non-analytic

There 1s no pomnt more crucial than this in the entire doc-
trine of actual idealism And it 1s a point which Gentile does
not make clear If the imitial interpretation of the function of
philosophy 1s considered to be a layimng dowu of presupposi-
tions, then no philosophy 1s presuppositionless ° But 1t 1s pos-
sible to make a sigmficant distinction between the 1nitial nter-
pretation of the function of philosophy and the laying down of
presuppositions Gentile does not seem to appreciate the im-
portance of this distinction, but it 1s essential if his meta-

® In this case Gentile’s position merges with that of traditional metaphysics and
we are 1n possession of a number of metaphysical doctrines verifiable analytically
and empirically 1n the sense in which both the Newtoman and the Einstemian
physics, for example, are verifiable analytically and empinically But this 1s neither
a final nor a disciminating verification According to this point of view the issue
between metaphysics and neo-positivism regards the broad meaningfulness of
ultimately non-vernifiable (and hence merely descriptive) judgments ‘This 1ssue 1s
raised on pp 209-10 of this study m connection with the Gentilan metaphysical

judgments, but 1s applicable in the form given to traditional metaphysics vs neo-
positivism



METAPHYSICS AND THE MEANINGFUL 207

physics 18 to be distingmshed from any traditional metaphysics
and, indeed, 1f it 1s to be free from self-contradiction There 15
no philosophy which, by the very act of naming itself as a
saence, does not appeal to undefined concepts, this we have
already seen. But by an application of the Theory of Types,
this appeal may be Interpreted as functiomng on a different
Tevel than that of the traditional invocation of philosophic pre-
suppoaitions, once the function of philosophy has been inter
preted In the histonical chapters of the Sistema ds logica the
significant point brought out is that previous metaphysicians
have depended upon entities previous to the act of thinking
and known through it. But Gentile does not exhibit this de-
pendence, and it is in this sense that he terms his doctrine
presuppoutionleas  Gentile’s metaphysical thinking depends
upon no Logos external to 1tself for its verlty, hence it cannot
be analytically arrived at because 1t does not rely specifically
upon the principles nereseary to govern analysis Analysis
requires previous principles according to which to proceed in
the Gentilan metaphysics there are none, for thinking is
norma sus  The three principles of the logic of the abstract,
necessary to any analysis, are logically and ontologically the
consequence of the synthetic act of thinking If Gentile’s
metaphysical judgments were analytic they would violate with
palpable clearness his Interpretation of the function of philos-
ophy But he does not depend upon analytic principles mn the
development of his metaphysics The dependence 1s 1n the
other direchon. Hence his metaphysical judgments are syn-
thetic. Since it is admitted by the neo-positivist that they are
@ priori it may be concluded that they are both synthetic and
6 priors and that the synthetic judgment a priors 13 possible.
This pont has been given emphasis because it is vital to
Gentile’s doctrme The question as to whether or not the
synthetic judgment g prion is possible appears to be answer
able only affirmatively or negatively, and these answers appear
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to be contradictory But inquiry shows that the neo-positivist’s
position 1s quite as justifiable as that of Gentile, 1n spite of the
conclusion reached 1n the paragraph above When we consider
the problem on the mtial level at which the function of philos-
ophy 1s decided upon, all of the philosophic doctrines about
reality and truth follow because of the fact that “philosophy”
and “reality” and “truth” are interrelated concepts, though
the interrelation 1s one due to habit of language and not to
logic Hence on the mitial level there is a sense in which Gen-
tile’s synthetic judgment a przorz 1s “analytic,” 1f we are will-
ing to consider ‘“‘analytic” applicable to studies of language
usage If it were synthetic on this level (or even logically
analytic) there could be but one interpretation of the function
of philosophy The assertion of so basic a dogmatism is made
mexcusable by the various meanings which the function of
philosophy 1s 1n fact given Though Gentile himself does not
seem to reahze 1t, his description of metaphysical judgments as
synthetic ¢ przorz may refer only to judgments upon that level
achieved after the function of philosophy has received definite
interpretation The whole question depends upon the level at
which “analytic” is taken and the meamng given it The neo-
positivist’s doctrine is thus, as a criticism, more a different
interpretation of knowledge than a destruction of actual ideal-
1ism And the same relation holds n the other direction

This 1llustrates clearly the difference of approach to philos-
ophy found 1n comparing neo-positivism and actual idealism
It should be borne in mind that the present discussion is not an
attempt to show fatal weaknesses in the former which the
latter has uncovered The poimnt of this discussion 1s that neo-
positivism from 1its pomnt of view offers definite objections to
metaphysics They have been given so much attention that 1t
1s desirable to indicate the manner in which actual i1dealism
meets them We shall conclude our defense of synthetic judg-
ments a preorz with a final argument in favor of Gentile’s posi-
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ton If the metaphysical judgments of actual ideallsm were
logically analytic 1t would be possible to show that an analysis
of “totality of the thinlable” and “act of thinking” would
bring them together in an 1dentity relation But 1t is rather the
nature of the act of thinking in itself as act and not its nature
as defined that 13 responsible for the keynote of the Gentilian
metaphysics Furthermoare, to widen the argument, we have
already shown that some philosophers (e.g Plato and Ans-
totle) have started with the same assumptions on the first level
as to the function of philosophy and the definition of the real
(1e =8 transcending the met of thinking) and armved at en
tirely different metaphysical systems solely by wvirtue of their
cholce on the second level of different presuppositions as to the
nature of the Logos These presuppositions are not given
by an analysis of the nitial assumptions, for such differences
1n results are not found in an analytic system They are syn
thetic judgments In Chapter Eight we learned that while the
metaphysical judgments of traditional philosophy have been
arbitrary descriptions those of Gentile are universal and neces-
sary The highly important question which remaina 13 as to
whether or not Gentlle 1n preserving the universal and neces-
sary valoe of his metaphysical judgments has been able to
retan at the same time their meaningfulness As we shall see,
our {nvestigation of this question will involve the meaningful
ness of any metaphysical judgment.

Even if synthetic judgments a priori are possible, Gentile
is still faced by the charge that the metaphysics buflt upon
them is meamingless Let us consider it more speafically

Most propositions and questions, that have been written about
philosophical matters, are not false, but senseless. We cannot there-
fore, answer questions of this kind at all, but only state their sense-

Wllige mittn Tractus Logico Phﬂom;ldnx. 4003 ST & Erleben, Erken-

nen, Metaphydhk Kaui-Stwdiew. Band Hedit 2/3 192 136~8, Quoted
in the text In thhy order / 6 pe-

—
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lessness Most questions and propositions of the philosophers result
from the fact that we do not understand the logic of our lan-

guage
And so 1t 1s not to be wondered at that the deepest problems are
really no problems

The metaphysician will not know things, he will eaperience
them All of our knowledge of Being 1s principally acquired
through the methods of the particular sciences, every other “ontol-
ogy” 1s 1dle babbling No matter how many words the philosopher
seeks for experience, he can hit upon only formal attributes of them
The content always escapes him Metaphysics 1s 1mpossible
because contradictory If the metaphysician seeks only experience,
his demands may be fulfilled, through poetry and art and hfe itself

But 1f he wishes thoroughly to experience the franscendent
he mistakes experience for knowledge and, befogged by double con-
tradiction, seeks empty shadows Metaphysical systems con-
tain much science, and much poetry, but they never contain meta-
physics

This 1ssue 1s more clearly one of interpretation than was the
former The neo-positivists have defined their position so ac-
curately that their doctrine is unanswerable Even Gentile
should agree that according to their defimtion of the “meaning-
ful” metaphysics must certainly be defined as meaningless,
for the meaningful to them 1s the demonstrable and Gentile
asserts that his metaphysical doctrine is non-demonstrable
He thereby admuts it to membership 1n the class of judgmnents
meaningless to the neo-positivist ° If 1t were demonstrable it
would depend upon a transcendent Logos

This agreement clarfies the issue As 1t concerns the actual
idealist and the neo-positivist the problem has passed into a
sphere 1n which the neo-positivistic “meaming” is no longer
applicable To appeal to it 1s to beg the question The neo-
positivist must fall back on the judgment, which he shares
with the pragmatist, that the logic of the concrete 1s without
meaning in the sense that the answers to the metaphysical

® Sistema Vol II,p 222
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problems which it sets make no significant difference in order
ing one s life Gentile very evidently believes that certain non
demonstrable propoaitions are meaningful in the sense that the
assertion of them is important to living ftself This is the rock
bottom of the difference between the two doctrines

Is a synthetic knowledge a priors significant in a broad
sense? We ash many questions of o metaphysical nature, but
in answeciing them do we not rationalize according to a precon
celved value, as Mr Dewey describes us doing in his Recon
struction in Philosophy? What difference does it make to our
lives whether we are monists or pluralists? Are not metaphy
sical questions, like problems in chess playthings of the intel
lect? Gentile would agree with Mr Dewey that the meta
physics of the past has been a ratfonalization of presupposi
tlons But it follows from this neither that metaphysics must
be of such a character nor that for this reason the solving of
metaphysical questions necessarily makes no difference to liv
ing Metaphysics has given value to various undertakings and
thereby lent a direction to human striving whether justifiably
or not. Neo-positivism has gone the way of demonstrating
that the metaphysics of the past has been descriptive, arbi
trary, and based upon presuppositions whose plausibility was
& matter of immediate intuition. Actual idealism has gone this
distance and, parting company with neo-positivism, proceeded
further along a path which leads to a denial that metaphysics
is meaningless in a broad sense. Neo-positivism would have
to show that metaphysics 1s necessarily a matter of immediate
intudtion 1n order to prevent actual idealism from o proceed
ing According to its own standards it has done 50 The great
polnt of difference 13 that neo-positivism has talen the position
that all metaphysics {s o matter of presuppositions, while
actual idealism has invoked the Theory of Types (Imphatly
only, of course) to differentiate between presuppositions and
assumptions Gentle has been persistent and, we behieve, suc
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. cessful 1n his attempt to show that there can be a necessary

t and umversal knowledge of the real which is presupposition-

" less But in what sense is it meaningful?
One of the defimtions of philosophy in the Si:stema dr logica
lustrates the broad meamngfulness intended in that work °

By philosophy 1s always understood the most umversal
form of the spirit, which understands all other forms without
bemng understood by them 1n return

Philosophy performs the unique function of gathering together
all of the particular knowledges into a unified system Is this
a significant function, or could we do without 1t? In other
words, 15 the “real” in the sense in which Gentile uses 1t a
meaningful concept? Must the particular knowledges of the
various empirical sciences be interpreted as pertaimng to the
whole of human knowledge 1f they are to be guides for action?
For example, the fund of knowledge recently produced by the
field of psychology 1s a partial knowledge 1n the sense that all
empirical knowledge 1s partial It himuts its field of study very
strictly, and gives many hypotheses without ever giving cer-
tain knowledge It represents a skillful and ingenious tabula-
tion of data procured in a field limited by the investigation and
under conditions as nearly as possible objective These data
may be expressed according to a formula A formula 1s a
shorthand record of past events, with a hypothetical reference
to the future which 1s often of a high degree of probability It
may tell us that specific stimuli have been known to be fol-
lowed by fixed responses in what we are accustomed to call
“emotion” It may tell us the frequency of types of color-
blindness It may tell us the average reaction time of the indi-
vidual driving a car It may tell us of the building up of
activity patterns which it calls conditioned responses Psychol-
ogy records events, establishes relationships or functions be-

°0p cat,Vol II,p 129 See also p 122 of this study
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tween events which have already cecurred, and tells us with a
high degree of accuracy what we should do if we wish certaln
future events to occur  But psychology thinks in terms of the
empirical presuppositions of natural sclence What happens
when a thinker 1n another field denies the universal valldity
of these presuppositions? Instances of this situation are legion
The religrous teacher finds the concept of the human soul more
significant than any psycho-physiological description  Within
natural science itself there are differences in the interpretation
of the same phenomena, differcnt significances scen, as, for
example, the difference between the interpretations of l{e given
by chemistry and zoblogy Wider perspectives are necessary
The crucial point is that while we may widen our perspective
to include all empincal investigations, and hence cobrdinate
the particular scicnces without the help of metaphysics, we
must go still further Empirical science can tell us all we
are able to know i5f we wish certain events to occur in the
future Psychology tells us, for example, what to do with the
hughest probability of success if we wish to rear a child so
that he will be conditioned in one way or another But there
is nothing in 1ts entire wealth of research and experiment to
tell us either how the child should be conditioned or whether
there Is a more desirable way of rearing children than deliber
ately setting about to condition their responses These two
questions are entirely outside of its sphere They are not
empirical questions, yet ones which parents and teachers must
meet every day A few years ago when plans were being
drawn for the bullding of Radlo City a careful empirical in
vestigation was made of the plan upon which stores at the
outer edges should be bwilt in order to bring the greatest num
ber of pedestrians to the inner parts of the building Here is &
clear #rample of a factual study Granted that you want to
bring the greatest number of pedestrians into Radio Clty what
ground plan should be employed? But do we want to bring
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them wmto Radio City? Should we build a Radio City? These
are questions of value, and no empirical science has ever set-
tled a question of value Vet we act upon values every day
To return to our former example, what should the aim of edu-
cation be? No science of education has ever been able to tell
us that Granted that certain results are desirable, 1t tells us
how most practically to go about achieving them But what
results do we want to achieve? Every mquiry mto cause and
effect, into usefulness, 1s important, but there must be an end-
m-1tself for our action Utility 1s only useful to some end The
ends according to which human beings act are greater than life
or death or pleasure or pain Anyone who tries to tell us how
children should be educated, or how a government should be
run, or how a family budget should be made out, 1s dealing
with values and hence 1s a philosopher and a metaphysician
Indeed with every action man 1s a metaphysician whether he
will or no, he 1s acting to bring nearer something which 1s
desirable We all act upon wniversal and necessary judgments
not contributed by empirical knowledge, because it deals with
the hypothetical and factual, and not given by abstract logic,
because this logic deals in tautologies To sum up, no final
rehance can be placed upon hypothetical knowledge because
we must have a non-hypothetical standard according to which
we may judge the merits of our hypotheses It 1s true that
we may go so far as to deal with many values as hypothetical,
and proceed to test their usefulness, but that test can be only
m terms of a value which is not hypothetical Shall we test
Christianmity to see how well it works? But what do you mean
by “how well”? Ultimate value, hence metaphysics, 1s mes-
capable

'The neo-positivist embraces an interpretation of philosophy
thoroughly different from this The case 1s probably not so
overwhelmingly against him as the preceding arguments might
suggest There is something to be said on his side, and this we
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must find His defense seems to lie in his theory of knowledge,
which comes directly from his characterization of the philos-
opher’s job When for erample, Mr Wittgenstein says

The object of philasophy is the logical clarlfication of thoughts.

The right method of philosophy would be thls, To say nothing
except what can be #ald, Le. the propositions of natural science, Le.
romething that has nothing to do with philosophy and then always,
when someane else wished to say something metaphysical to demon-
strate to him that he had given no mening to certain signs in his
propositions.

he certamly Limits the philosopher to the rfle of commentator
and implies that knowledge can come only from those who
deat emprrically with the facts This is brought out even more
clearly In an excellent summary statement by Messrs Blum
berg and Felgl
As agninst the coherence theory of truth it is held that the single
atomic proposition Is true or false. It is true when the fact which it
asserts {s the case false when it is not the case. The truth or falsity
of propositions is ascertained by companng them with reallty
Thus through an analysis of knowledge and symbolism we are led
to a theory of meaning in terms of facts and propositions

‘The implication here is that reality 1s factual the factual func
tions as the Logos It 1s interesting to note that we are faced
with the same presupposition which, in Chapter Eight, we
found the realist employing
Both reallsm and positivism built their doctrines upon that
which s external to thinking It has been seen that this pre-
supposition can be based upon nothing but immedimte intut
tion, and hence for Gentile does not qualify as knowledge For
the realist, who affirms this presupposition with ¢ certanty,” it
is truly a falth, the faith of modern sclentific doctrine But
for one like the neo-positivist, who takes care to employ only
T0p cit 4112and6.53
“Logial Positivism™ (Jourmal of Pkilosophy May 21 1931) p 288,
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hypothetical judgments, a tentative reliance upon immediate
intuition in relation to the factual 1s not so damaging It is his
way of solving that problem of describing nature to which no
philosophy has found a conclusive answer By substituting
“factual” for “reality” he thereby shoulders a highter burden
How does he compare propositions with the factual? Always
by experimentation, the testing of hypotheses He thus forces
“knowledge” to play the rdle he has assigned to 1t We cannot
have knowledge until we have tested our hypotheses In other
words, knowledge is only knowledge when it has been put
nto practice When we face situation 4 we are equipped with
an hypothesis as to how to solve the problem involved We try
the hypothesis 1n the situation If its prediction and the fact-
ual event are alike the hypothesis becomes knowledge We then
face situation B, later than A but as similar to 1t as one may
wish In this second phase the knowledge again becomes an
hypothesis, because we do not know without making a meta-
physical assumption that the behavior of the factual has mot
changed In other words, and for the neo-positivist, the gain-
ing of knowledge 1s 1ts own destruction We possess only hy-
potheses, and we are allowed them only because of an obviously
safe iitial hypothesis regarding the uniformity of nature
But further considerations are necessary m formulating a
theory of knowledge We cannot always test our hypotheses
by means of experimentation, for there are certain propositions
to which this method 1s not appropriate Take the proposition,
“Love thy neighbor as thyself ” This 1s surely not a mean-
ingless proposition, 1t 1s expressed in the hife of Mahatma
Gandh1 His aim goes no farther than the proposition 1tself,
his aim 1s that loving of one’s fellow man which expresses the
reality of brotherhood Since this proposition contamns 1ts
value within itself, there could be no gain 1n experimenting
with 1t in the factual realm except in terms of a value even
more profound, which of course would raise the whole ques-
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tion again ‘The neo-positivist will legitimately criticize this
case as one wherein the directfon of conduct is determined by
a presupposed value rather than one artived at hy the testing
of hypotheses in experience Gentile would agree with the
substance of this criticsm, but would nevertheless assert the
real cxstence of a non-presupposed value prior to eaperience
Gentile claums to have found a philosophic value, norma sui,
amved at through a mediate process giving a universal and
necessary truth If the logic of the concrete is without error
in its exccution there is a knowledge which is not determined
in {ts truth or {alsity by experimentation, and which is at the
same time significant to the ordering of human living But
according to the interpretation of the neo-positivist and In the
terms In which he describes the cpistemological process, even
this is hypothetical
This situation in the realm of value typifies the entire dif

ference between the two doctnnes It involves the meaning of
“I think " To the neo-positivist this gives a hypothetical
character to all assertions to the actual ideahst it gives a
necessary and uniyersal value to them For the actual idealist,
man always acts upon a universal and necessary hnowledge

il 1t did not for him have these characteristics he would act
upon whatever knowledge did  Man may act hesitatingly, but
even lus hesitatlon is an element in a universal and necessary
Lnowledge And philosophy is the sclence that provides us
with this knowledge For the nco-positivist, man always acts
vpon tentative hypotheses, for to him the judgments upon
which the possibility of a universal and necessary knowledge
are based are “meaningless.” Man may act with assurance,
but his knowledge is always partinl and provisional. And
philosophy is the study that tells us the nature of this knowl

edge. It 18 true, continues the nco-positivist, that in our ap-
proach to nature we must hypothesize its uniformity in order
to build any other hypotheses And it is true that in our action
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we must assume certain basic values, such as utihty and hap-
piness, in order to direct our activities. But this latter assump-
tion 1s so thoroughly endorsed by common sense that the fact
that 1t is presuppositional makes no difference to 1ts accept-
ance

What, then, of the meaningfulness of the actual idealist’s
metaphysics? The neo-positivist characterizes 1t as “mean-
ingless’ because for him it represents a series of hypothetical
judgments verified mn practice if at all It 1s the labelling of
such judgments as “universal” and “necessary” that calls forth
his criticism The actual 1dealist asserts that reality 1s of such
and such a character The neo-positivist asserts that we should
make tentative plans for action in our world and test them as
we go along Such problems as the former finds significant to
the ordering of Iife, the latter must also find sigmficant This
is not the true point of the disagreement If it were the neo-
positivist could easily be driven from combat They disagree
i thewr attitude toward such problems The former asserts
answers to these problems which he calls “metaphysical” the
latter finds the problems unanswerable except by practice
But the neo-positivist must accept as part of his 1mtial equip-
ment a few basic commonsense judgments of value (eg
happiness, physical comfort), judgments accepted generally
by mankind as representing the goals toward which 1t 1s striv-
mng Without these there could be no experimentation and no
testing Facts in themselves are nothing their interpretation
demands value judgments and the most elementary logic will
show that the basic value judgments may not be hypothetical
This brings the argument for a third time to the same funda-
mental level, that at which we arrived in discussing realism
and cnitical realism For the neo-positivist the function of
philosophy 1s the clarification of speculations based upon the
propositions and experiments of natural science, employing a
directional undercurrent of generally accepted (because com-
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mon-sense) ideals The general acceptance of these jdeals
places them, for him, beyond question and therefore with no
need of metaphysical sanction The ideahst in his interpreta
tion of the function of philosophy questions even these ideals,
perhaps 1n part because they are so generally accepted, and
therefore needs metaphysics as much as earlier philosophers
have needed it. Behind these interpretations of the function
of philosophy no philosopher, or anyone else, can go Are
the 1deals toward which man should strive thase generally
recognized, or are they those known only to a few wise and
sensitlve individuals? We shall never know

Since this discussion bas led into the field of value, 2 word
about the Gentillan ethics is relevant. It i3 clear that his
ethics is dependent upon his metaphysics. The good for Gen
tile is the development of the human spint according to the
dialectic of the logic of the concrete This doctrine is brought
out clearly in the Sommario di pedagogra come sciensa filo
sofica It appears at first to depend upon an assumption that
the development of the human spirlt is good in itself But
more accurately the ontological significance of the dialectic is
what makes this development good in itself In other words,
it is not dependent upon a separate assumption 1n the field of
ethics The value of the development of the human spirit is
ultimately a metaphysical value, for man insofar as he is real
is active and developing thought. Ethical value, that is ultl
mately resides mn the act of thinking This act is o free act
and since it Is free 1t obeys not o transcendent standard or
ideal, but the law of 1ts belng which is its own Our good con-
sists in the dialectic development of our thinking We cannot
escape this dialectlc, but we can either neglect or nourish it.
It should be our highest aim to do the latter, to improve our
understanding and hence our action as much as possible, We
cannot m advance know either the direction or the limits of
our stnving But we can sustaln our stnving and value the
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progress for which it is responsible This is the meaning of
the inclusion of ethics i metaphysics in Gentile’s doctrine
Before closing this chapter there 1s one final point which
ought to be considered It 1s suggested by the quotation from
Messrs Blumberg and Feigl in which they reject a coherence
theory of truth Such a theory belongs to those metaphysics
which recognize themselves as descriptive A study of deduc-
tive systems shows that there are a number equally descriptive
of gwven facts They contain different undefined elements,
employ different assumptions, and exhibit different structures
Yet they are all coherent The only possible criteria of choice
among them are adequacy and convenience This situation is
exactly that in which traditional metaphysical systems find
themselves, each depends upon the primitive entities to which
reality 1s ascribed and each is built on its own assumptions
Coherence 1s demanded of the Gentilian doctrine, as it would
be demanded of any doctrine, but Gentile does not offer his
as true by virtue of its coherence, no matter how much his
defimtion of the real may suggest this ® The traditional meta-
physics 1s perfectly coherent if 1t admits that knowledge for
1t 1s based upon mmmediate intuition The non-metaphysics
of the neo-positivist 1s equally coherent 1f 1t admats that it pos-
sesses hypotheses only The truth for Gentile 1s given value
by the free act of thinking It 1s immanent, whereas any truth
based on coherence would be transcendent A truth of the lat-
ter type would be based on the logic of the abstract, and would
require certamn presuppositions with regard to the Logos (the
three principles) in order to achieve value The former is
norma sus therein 1s 1ts value The reality of the act of
thinking presupposes nothing, hence it must receive its truth
value from itself This is both the uniqueness of Gentile’s
position, which differentiates him from all other metaphysi-

® That Gentile does not himself always realize this 1s illustrated by his misuse
of “truth ” See pp 129-30 of this study
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rians, and the strength of his solipsism, which separates him
from the neo-positivists Whatever recommendation can be
gwven actual idealism will find its major force In this umque-
ness and this strength
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CONCLUSION






CaarTER ELEVEN
1Hk CONTRIBUTION OF GENIILE

THE most mgmficant features of actual idealism are its
attempt to establish a new doctrine of metaphysics and the
reasops which 1t gives for domng so Its most Interesting fea
ture Is that 1t reopens the defense of solipmsm against argu
ments which, beginming with the Theaetetus have been almost
universally accepted. Considering the Sistema ds logica in and
for itself, we found certain major errors in execution. Two of
these have to do with Gentile s use of words when rectified
the alterations ought not to affect the thought which these
words are Intended to express

(1) There are two meanings given to the word, “truth”,
one involving a freedom from self-contradiction and the other
concerned with the relation of one man’s thinking to that of
another The former s a necessary but not sufficient element 1n
the latter My opponent’s doctrine will always be free from
self-contradiction to him, but to me 1t is error not necessarily
because it (taken objectively) 18 self-contradictory to me, but
perhaps becanse it does not take into account certain features
of experience which are integral to my doctrine

(2) There i3 a conflict between “thought” and “thinkahle,”
We find Gentlle saying that some men’s thoughts are not think
able There is a meaning lidden in such a statement, we have
seen, but it is obviously difficult to find

Further errors of this type, resulting from the use of the
same word in the logic of the abstract and in the logic of the
concrete, have been noted and footnoted. But an understand

125
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ing of the major ones is essential to clanty in reading the
Swstema di logica.

Five other errors, however, are more serious 1 that they
affect Gentile’s thought development. In the first place, there
are the metaphysical considerations in the logic of the abstract
Inasmuch as Gentile himself demonstrates that this logic 1s
not self-contained, that i1t depends for its value upon the logic
of the concrete, he should not allow himself to draw meta-
physical conclusions from any of the three fundamental prin-
ciples of thinking considered as object Not only does the argu-
ment from the Principle of Excluded Middle seem out of place,
but its invalidity underimines all of the metaphysics buit
thereupon in the logic of the abstract Strictly speaking, the
logic of the abstract concerns itself in no way with the nature
of the Gentilian real Gentile has fallen into the trap opened
by the methodological difficulty inherent in any expression
of the nature of reality It would be a distinct improvement of
the Sistema dr logeca if this argument were removed and the
entire burden of the metaphysical doctrine allowed to rest, as
1t should, upon the original requirements set for “truth” and
“reality,” which may be satisfied only by the concrete act of
thinking, pensiero pensante.

Tn the second place, there occurs throughout the logics both
of the abstract and of the concrete the seemingly central con-
cept of the Ego We have tried to show that such a concept
involves fatal weaknesses In employing it Gentile 1s enslaving
himself to the idealistic tradition which he is so anxious to
reform When the full expression of reality comes to be the
“act of thinking,” the Ego must necessarily fall with the Nou-
menon and the Absolute into disuse The Szstema dz logica
possesses all of the ingredients necessary to this final step in
the 1dealist’s progress, but 1t appears that the metaphysical
vagueness of “Ego” 1s not noted by Gentile The fault 1s
undoubtedly explamed by the nature of pensiero pensante, for
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it seems to connote a self-conscious thinking personality But
such a connotation would involve a presupposition, and it is
precisely such presuppositions that gensicro pensante Is brought
forward to overcome No thinker break« completely from his
past, his thinking develops out of his heritage. The “Ego” is
Gentile s Darwin's Point.

The third error occurs in establishing the norma suf character
of pensicro pensante  With regard to this task Gentile’s doc
trine appears to rest fnsecurely upon the argument that the
dialectic in the logic of the conerete is necessary to it This is
a necessity established sus generss in the act of thinking and
gives a metaphysical foundation to Gentile's logic. But it is
difficult to find a connection between it and the necessity of
any partscular act of thinking Gentlile has established the neces
sity of the dialectic in general, but not that of the individual
act of thinking  We fail to find the relation between the two,
as Gentile describes it established by him It has been necessary
on our part to introduce new and more definite, arguments

In the fourth place, Gentile makes no explicit recognition
of the different levels of pastulation assumptions and presup-
positions, which are nccessary to his doctnne if it is to stand
The distinction is so ohviously essential both to his argument
that actual idealism fs presuppositionless and to the assertion
of the possibility of synthetic judgments @ priors, and hence to
the entire metaphysical doctrine, that his disregard of 1t makes
his position untenable Gentile may have considered this an
obvicus point, but it becomes apparent only after a mental
struggle in which he gives little ald

Lastly, there is nowhere 1n the Sestema di logica a justifica
tion of the ontological valuation of the unity of the act of
thinking at the expense of its multiphcity This is the most
serious of all of the errors in Gentile's statement. Pensiero

Thbs refers only to the critidim on pp 151-2 of thh study and should not
bﬂeﬂimalmi with the material in Chapter Nine. See abo footnote 10 on p. 195 of
Yy
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pensante 1s synthetic. As synthetic, 1t is a synthesis of parts
It 1s true, according to Gentile’s interpretation, that the parts
lack ontological sigmificance without reference to the synthesis
But 1t seems also to be true, and this Gentile does not admut,
that the synthesis may lack ontological significance without
reference to the parts We have tried to show that this error
seems to be overcome by the force of Gentile’s imitial concept
of the nature of “reality ” But this correction the reader of
the Ststema di logica must make for himself As 1t stands Gen-
tile’s doctrine is inconclusive 1n this respect

Of these five errors, the first three are errors of commussion
With regard to the first, the Sistema di logica is saved only
by wirtue of the fact that the erroneous argument 1s not the
only one by which the metaphysical doctrine is established
‘The second consists 1n the employment of a concept that con-
tradicts 1ts context, but for which a better substitute 1s sug-
gested by that context In the third, Gentile fails 1in his claim
to have established the norma sur character of thinking How-
ever 1t probably can, within the Gentihan system, be estab-
lished All three call for emendation of the book

The last two errors are errors of omission In both cases we
seem able out of the material offered to add the arguments
which are lacking But Gentile should not have omitted them
We may conclude that while actual idealism is a defensible
doctrine, by virtue of the emendations and additions indicated,
the Sistema d: logica is an imperfect statement of 1t chiefly
on these five counts

&
T8

Previous to the Ststema di logica there were but two doc-
.trines with regard to the Logos that it transcends the act of
thinking, and that 1t does not exist The possibility of its
being found within the act of thinking was excluded by
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time-honored arguments The former is the doctrine of tra
ditional metaphysics, the latter fs the doctrine of sceptt
cism Ever since philotophy was old cnough to achieve
scepticism these two doctrines have oppoted cach other, the
onc claiming to know the real vith certain hnowledge, the
other declaring such a knowledge of the real to be impocsible
The burden of proof has by the nature of the case, been upon
thoze who affirmed the former doctrine The vitality of the
issue between the two has proved at least one thing and that
is that the traditional metaphy<ician did not know the truth
with certain hnowledge It seems too, to have <hown that the
=ceptic could not prose the impossibility of such a knowledge
The «ceptics could show only that from their point of view the
que«t for certainty in metaphysics has been uncuccessful
The importance of the Sistema dr logsca is its suggestion of
an adequate defence of a third doctrine one which claime to
know the real with certain knowledge but differing from for
mer claims in relying upon a Logos immanent in the act of
thinking It avoids the fallacious argument according to the
egocentric predicament which has been the defeat of previous
doctrines of a simflar nature and finds a meaning for non
verifiable judgments This third doctnine §s in many respects,
midway between the other two  Actual idealism agrees with
traditional metaphysics that the Logos is neceseary to phil
osophic truth it agrees with the sceptic that this Logos may
not transeend the act of thinking without renouncing Its value-
giving power It both agrees and disagices with the two Ul
mately there is no cholce among the three The advecacy of
any one Is dependent upon one s Interpretation of the function
of philosophy and, since that interpretation initiates cvery
inquiry, it cannot be argued

Granted the legitimacy of the development of actual {deal
ism, is it valuable and important as a concept of the function
of philosophy? Is Gentlle s contribution in avoiding the pit
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falls both of traditional metaphysics and of scepticism a sig-
nificant one? Granted that he has worked out a metaphysical
doctrine which 1s more than an arbitrary description, what has
he as a result? Is actual idealism strong and wvital or is 1t so
emasculated by the rigidity of its initial assumptions as not
to be worth putting to the uses that men put philosophic judg-
ments? If we need a metaphysics, will Gentile’s serve us?
Granted, on the other hand, that he has avoided scepticism,
was that worth doing? Do we need a metaphysics, or 1s it
necessary only to move forward step by step with the help of
tentative hypotheses? In short, granted the technical nmque-
ness of actual idealism what is its worth? The traditional
metaphysician will stand up and say* “If this is the only meta-
physics that 1s not purely descriptive, then philosophers must
still rely upon description” And the sceptic will say in his
turn “If this is the only way of avoiding scepticism, then I
must remain a sceptic”’ Without question Gentile has showu,
and to this the traditional metaphysician and the sceptic will
agree each against the other, both that the traditional meta-
physician can boast an adequate description but never certain
knowledge and that the sceptic cannot show us how to answer
significant metaphysical questions that arise mn the conduct of
hfe To this extent both are right and to the same extent both
are wrong Gentile has showu that we are not limited in our
choice to these two philosophies, but can it be shown that the
third choice, which he recommends, leads to any happier func-
tion for the philosopher? Indeed, unhappy as each of the
. former Lwo 1s 1n some respects, does actual 1dealism lead to even
as happy a position? This is the final question

Consider first a comparison of the interpretations given by
the traditional metaphysics and by actual idealism of the func-
tion of philosophy The former interprets philosophy as that
science which gives a rational and self-consistent description
of the real There being a number of possible descriptions
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which fulfill these requirements, the metaphysiclan will find
something more than mere self-consistency to recommend his
partienlar one  This recommendation may not be on the basis
of adequacy, for 1t Is also possible to have a number of self
consistent descriptions each of which will be adequate The
recommendation will be 1n terms of the brilliancy or discern
ment of the insight which Is incorporated The religious man
walking by the seashore will hear the volce of God upon the
waters, the scientist will hear sound waves produced by the
interplay of electronic forces One man finds in events the
realization of a high purpose and judges this the best of all
possible worlds, another linka events by a blind concatenation
and thinka his world as neither good nor bad Some men con
sider themsxelves pawns in a game which they rannot control,
others think themselves centers of free action. There are so
many varleties of descriptive metaphysics that it is difficult
to make statements broad enough to include them all But it
is true for all of them, even for dualism, that the Logos tran-
scends the act of thinking, and therefore may be known only
by immediate intuition or insight. All such doctrines consider
the significant stage in philosophic research to be not the
intuiting, but the reflecing upon that which is intwited.
“Truth” and “reality” are given objective meanings In
accordance with these meanings there are many possible meta
physical systems, each dependent upon its immediate intul
tlons, each one developed consistently and each presumshly
adequate But the immediate {ntuition is highly personal and
no rational argument recommends it to others It must be
admitted that the traditional philosopher iy dependent upon the
inalght of the poet, or upon his own insight as poet, for the
material with which he shall work.

The actual idealist should not think this situation alarm
ing. He must himeelf admit upon equal grounds three different
types of phllosophy (one his own) resulting from three differ
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ent attitudes toward the Logos And he cannot avoid depend-
ence upon poetic insight for an interpretation of the function
of philosophy which shall legislate an attitude toward the
Logos But Gentile has been right in pointing out that in the
case of the traditional metaphysician not only does this thinker
make an assumption with regard to the function of philosophy
and the interpretation of its fundamental concepts but, Zaving
made this assumption, he must again seek poetry to find that
insight 1nto the nature of things upon which he shall build his
rational system His first assumption tells him that the real
transcends, or 1s external in relation to, thinking At this level
the actual idealist has no advantage over him But having
affirmed that “reality’’ shall connote the external, how, more
specifically, shall he describe 1t? And here, unless he 1s to
embrace mysticism, which would obviously be to beg the ques-
tion, his course can only be quite arbitrary He cannot claim
a more fundamental insight than his fellow metaphysician
without appealing to the very insight which he is endeavoring
to defend One 1s not certain that the traditional meta-
physician, or any metaphysician who depends upon a Logos
which transcends the act of thinking, always realizes the extent
to which his doctrines depend upon the poetic rather than the
rational function in man

Although Gentile expresses an unmistakable disapproval of
such a position, an examiation of what he himself has to say
shows that he simply interprets “philosophy’ and “truth” and
“reality” 1n a different way He does not, and could not, con-
vince his readers either that his 1s the only way of interpreting
the philosopher’s function or that it 1s the best way It 1s quite
evident that Gentile does not realize this What he has done
has been to demonstrate that he 1s able to begin by defining
the fundamental concepts 1n ways supported by philosophic
tradition and yet reach a metaphysical doctrine that i1s not
dependent upon poetic insight with regard to the specfic
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pature of the Logos and which, once the definitions are
accepted, 13 necessarily true @ priors One may not approve
the system which he has built but one can quarrel only with
Gentile’s interpretation of the key-concepts Perhaps this 15
not difficult, but no argument ansing out of this quarrel will
be fruitful In a sense Gentile s led astray by the character
of the umversal and necessary judgments which he employs
They are a priori only at the second level. He is never aware
that the force of these judgments 13 ultimately dependent upon
his mterpretation of the function of philosophy and that 1t is
entirely possible, and indeed to be expected, that discerming
philosophers will often disagree with his interpretation and
therefore not find his ¢ priori judgments so forceful as he
thinks them to be. This is one reason why he should be more
careful than he is in the use of “absurd” to describe doctrnes
which contradict his  If one plays the phflosophic game accord
g to Gentile’s rules, doctrines which contradict hus are unten
able But they are seldom absurd There are other rules
What will be the result of a comparison of a non meta

physical doctrine with actual idealism? What s the difference
between the sceptic’s and Gentile’s interpretations of the func
tion of philosophy? Non metaphysical philosophers interpret
it chlefly as a study of the nature of knowledge and not at all
a3 a study of the nature of reality It is epistemological not
ontological Indeed “reality” is for them a meaningless term
1n any but its most common significance. This Is not to say that
they have no metaphysics, but rather that their metaphysics
Is instrumental. They take the common-sente point of wview
that human beings ns parts of the cosmos are confronted with
other parts of it which are immediately Intultable. Their
marked difference from all metaphysirians, tradltional or other
wise, is fllustrated by thelr assertion that philosophy cannot
demonstrate any entity which ultimately makes thinking true
or false. In other words, the Logos is omitted from their doc
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trine  Accordingly philosophy is the building of hypotheses
with regard to the nature of the cosmos and to our acquaint-
ance with it, and the testing of these hypotheses pragmatically
as we move forward to new ones. The philosopher, for them,
does not seek universal and necessary truths Philosophy is
not a science of knowledge, it is a method of procedure
This doctrine, too, should in many ways be acceptable to
the actual ideahist. Knowledge for the actual idealist has the
same character of tentativeness and change, philosophy
involves a procedure in which each thought as pensiero pen-
sato 1s born only to die in the act of thinking productive of the
subsequent thought. But Gentile 1s right in pointing out that
even the hypothetical method of the neo-positivist depends
upon both the presupposition of some type of cosmos (eg
uniform) and the blind acceptance of some value If there were
no presupposition as regards the cosmos there could be noth-
ing on which to base an hypothesis Even the theory of prob-
ability 1s dependent upon a basic principle which is not re-
garded as a pure probabihty However, the cosmological pre-
supposition of uniforimty may without loss be itself regarded
as an hypothesis Perhaps there is escape from this first aspect
of Gentile’s charge The problem of value is a more serious
one When we leave the realm of fact and seek guides for con-
duct a situation similar to that faced by the traditional meta-
physician arises That 1s, not only 1s i1t necessary to make an
mitial assumption as to the function of philosophy but there
must also be the blind acceptance of a value which will give a
guide for conduct This value may be as commonplace as one
could wish, but it is nevertheless accepted blindly and arbi-
trarly and must be so regarded 1n a theory of knowledge We
have again something on the second level which Gentile is able
to avoid One 1s not certan that the sceptic 1s always aware
that he, or anyone who thinks and acts, is dependent upon
value judgments His scepticism makes no provision for them
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Gentile expresses an nnmistakahle disapproval of the post
tion of the sceptic, too In this case, however, the strictness of
hus interpretation of the function of philosophy 18 more severely
taxed, for the neo-positivist is himself more stnctly cntical in
his interpretation of it than the traditional metaphysician
It does not seem difficult to pont out that a metaphysical
hypothesls 15 necessary as a prelude to any action Gentile
does not, and eannot, convince his readers that this meta
physical hypothesis is dangerous He might, though he does
not, argue that the acceptance of a value which 18 necrasary to
action does imply a metaphysics that 1s more than hypothetical
If he ralses the question of how the hypotheses are to be tested
(i e. hypotheses which involve more than mere facts, and there
must be such 1f thinking 1s to be significant for future action)
the answer he will get will be In terms of common sense.’
But why common sense? Here, as we have seen we encounter
the arbitrary again  Gentile has shown that the function of
philosophy and its imitial concepts may be so interpreted that
nothing arbitrary enters as regards the Logos Perhaps the
gamn is doubtful Gentile has shown persuasive power, but it
is difficult to compete agninst the persuasiveness of common
sense. But on the second level his absence of presuppositions
gves him a definite advantage over the sceptic, who in spite of
his caution seems quite clearly not to be entirely without his
metaphysical doctrines It may well be argued that common
sense Is an extremely poor gwde for humanity

Finally, what will be the outcome of a comparison of actual
ideallsm with the cosmological doctrines of critical realists?
Taken in and for itself, actual idealism seems to possess one
major weakress and one major strength It 18 in the consid
eration of these that this final companson may best be made.
The major wenkmess of actual jdealism i3 that nherent in any
solipsism By its interpretation of the function of philosophy
as thinking ail things in their unity, according to e universal
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and necessary knowledge, 1t 1s forced to deny metaphysical
significance to the specific and independent shocks and intru-
sions of the cosmos This must necessarily be so If the known
transcends the knower, as the cosmos is generally supposed
to transcend the individual philosopher, 1t follows according
to arguments already outlined at length that we cannot possess
any true judgments aboutit We may have a philosophically cer-
tain knowledge about thinking, and in this way create gradu-
ally a unification of reports from the various fields of human
activity But we may not have a philosophically certain knowl-
edge about the cosmos We may describe 1t poetically and we
may develop hypotheses for action 1n it, but we may not know
1t philosophically. Hence cosmology plays but a mior role
1 philosophy, 1t systematizes the findings in the natural sci-
ences, which are descriptions of the philosophically abstract
This 15 the Gentihan position But does 1t not represent a
serious limitation of the province of the philosopher? It may
be agreed that the findings of physics with regard to the gravi-
tational effect of one body on another, or the findings of chem-
istry with regard to the combination of hydrogen and oxygen
atoms to form water, are not part of the material of the phi-
losopher’s workshop Nevertheless i1t ought to be a part of
that workshop’s raw material that the gravitational effect of
one body on another 1s what 1t 1s and waits to be discovered
by the physicist 1n a sense 1 which 1t 1s not entirely possible
to say that the law of gravity is created by the physicist He
may create the law as a law (the form), but he surely does
not create the fact that “1/d*’ 1s a more accurate symbol 1n
the law than “1/d%” would be And the same argument holds
for any example from the field of chemistry Yet in the Gen-
tilan metaphysics there 1s no possibility of including this
experience We may say again that Gentile has so interpreted
the function of philosophy that on the ground set by his inter-
pretation we cannot quarrel with him Yet we must add that
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this interpretation is found in the end to be so inadequate n
taking account of one of the most universal and convinang of
human experiences that, for ell its seemuing ment in the initial
stage, it 1s open to serious doubt.

This weakness 18 the direct result of the outstanding
strength of artnal idealism. In philosophy weaknesses and
strengths are complementary Whenever the philosopher
gains a victory on one line of battle he seems to defeat
himeelf on another front. Gentile’s great strength 18 found 1n
his conception of truth as requiring moral freedom An un
impassioned ~ramination of our relation to truth shows clearly
what Gentile has polnted out, that 1n 2 final analysis we accept
2 judgment as true not because of anything transcending us
but because we think it true according to standards which we,
in our own freedom, have selected Even if we judge “Edin-
burgh Is north of London” as true, we so judge it because we
are accepting settled standards as true standards They are
standards not because they are objective, but because we as
thinkers have accepted them. Nothing that anyone tells us
no matter how great his authority or learning, is true for us
until we as thinkers have accepted it as true We would not
value the truths we have collected if we did not recognize them
as our own free acts If we were forced to think them we could
not value them as judgments They would be thought regard
less of any will on our part to think them And furthermore,
since the truth value of a judgment Is ultimately dependent
upon an act of thinking which {s within ourselves, in the sense
that we are free to think it or not to think 1t and are not forced
to the judgment by anything transcending us, all umversal
and necessary judgments are in this gense created by the
act of thinking We are in a very correct sense the
creators of that world which we may know universally and

1t Is objected, even by Benedetto Croce, that what is here
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called a strength 1s the greatest weakness of actual idealism
It seems to open the way to every kind of impulsive and irra-
tional judgment 1n the name of truth. Is whatever a man may
think, or want to think, true? Is it not rather the virtue of
philosophy that 1t fosters nnimpassioned and impersonal intel-
lection according to the rules of reason? Gentile has ques-
tioned this customary attitude by arguing that intellection ac-
cording to the rules of reason is thinking in a circle, wherein
one arrives just where one started He has brought to its most
fundamental application, in the field of logic, a principle first
recognized and respected by Plato in ethics, in spite of his
ridicule of Protagoras’ relativism of senmsation Plato con-
tended that no man desires to act toward evil rather than
good Nor did Plato stop there He even argued, upon occa-
sion, that no man desires to think the false rather than the
true * But neither he nor Epictetus, who remembered those
argnments and approved them,” saw the full application of
the principle to an interpretation of knowledge and of reality
They were too busy thinking in terms of presupposed meta-
physical systems. Just as every man’s actions are good to
himself, so every man’s thinking is true to himself. Man’s
thinking is the measure of all things, even of the most funda-
mental of all things, itself The realization of this is the back-
bone of Gentile’s philosophy Whatever a man #tkmks, he
thinks as true, there still remains the possibility of distinguish-
ing truth from opinion.

The weakness 1s a product of the strength and the strength
a product of the weakness They form a dichotomy which
prevents our retaning both the strength of actual 1dealism and
the strength of a cosmology Philosophy must renounce either
its search for a umversal and necessary truth according to
the most strict requirements, or certain knowledge of anything

2 E g, Protagoras 357 and Sophist 230
® The Discourses of Epictetus Opening of Chapter XXVIII of Book One
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transeanding the act of thinking The general natare of this
crisis is not new to philosophy It was faced speafically by
Hume, and he gave the answer {rom deep in his heart that
philosophy’s pride in a universal and necessary knowledge
must take a fall. But the crsis is new in this sense, that Gen-
tile has developed an interpretation of the function of philoso-
phy, based upon the synthetic judgment @ priors, that would
seem to be the only possible interpretation of it which will
allow a necessary and umversal philosophic knowledge accord

ing to the most strict requirements He has In this sense com

pleted the task begun by Kant. Was it worth completing? The
question that rrmains {s whether or not Gentile’s actual ideal

ism has enough strength to oveicowe its weakness, in view of
its ability to give us that type of knowledge for which philoso-
phers have continually sought. If we insist on interpreting the
function of philosophy as giving & strictly universal and neces-
sary knowledge, then Gentile's Sistema di logica seems to sug

gest the only doctrine at present open to himan beings If
we are prone to accept a philosophy which boasts a cosmology,
we shall gearch 1n another direction But this problem is one
to which philosophy itself is not eligible to give any final
answer

This {s actual idealiam, its nature, 1ts apologia, and its em
barrasements Why give 1t s0 much attention? Why try to
force it upon & world which has been so impatient with it?
Surely it surpasses all other doctnnes in the difficulties en
countered in endeavoring to understand it. It is almost impos-
sible to express it accurately in black and white It rejects
summarily every theory of the nature of truth that msn has
thus far dewised. It contradicts even the most secure tenets
of common sense, without so much as excusing itself for doing
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so 1t pushes aside every empirical study of the cosmos as non-
philosophical It 1s the black sheep of the family and seems
to exhibit no qualms of conscience or even alarm at its 1sola-
tion Solipsism! That epithet has been the bogey man of
every philosopher’s tale for many centuries. On rare occa-
sions the critic 1n sheer exasperation at the weaknesses of his
more conventional adversaries has let fall a word in praise of
the consistency of the sohipsist But these few are the only Lind
words that have ever been said

One might picture actual idealism as a cone in unstable
equilibrium, balanced between the regions of traditional meta-
physics and the scepticism of neo-positivism Of no other doc-
trine can 1t be said as truly as of actual idealism that it main-
tains its position out of sheer unwillingness to accept the diffi-
culties inherent 1n the doctrines which surround 1t Its very
reason for being is found in these difficulties, and any thor-
ough history of 1t or description of it must begin with a consid-
eration of these other doctrines for, to change the metaphor
momentarily, 1t 1s a modern building built not out of new
bricks but out of bricks which have already been used to build
older structures declared to be unsatisfactory A cone 1n
unstable equlibrium can fall to the right, or to the left, or
directly forward (or backward), or it may remamn on 1its
point There are only these possibilities from which to choose
The philosopher may be a traditional metaphysician; whether
realist, critical realist, or objective idealist Or he may reject
all metaphysics and think of himself as the logical clanfier of
empirical hypotheses Or he may be an actual idealist Or he
may find some way of avoiding the first two possibilities which
has not yet transpired There 1s no other choice Gentile’s posi-
tion 1s admuttedly nnstable Half of his doctrine exerts a force
which tries to bring him down into the region of the tradi-
tional metaphysician, the other half tries to make him fall
among the sceptics The overhang of the cone represents the
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elements in his doctrine m common with each, metaphysics and
scepticism, end the instabllity of his equilibrium represents
his apparent vulnerability to the attacks of his adversaries,
But the forces are equal and opposite and he rrmains where
he is. Why thus feat of balance?

The traditional metaphysician 18 dependent upon immediate
intuition As both sceptic and actual idealist charge, he 18
chiefly a poet. He makes an arbitrary and intuitive selection
from experience of what he thinks to be most sigmficant. Is
this the best of all possible worlds? Press Leibniz on this point
and you find only a hunch. Is the world to be explained solely
m terms of physical entities and the blind forces upon which
they operate? Agnin, only & hunch. Is all reality gathered up
into an Absolute which himans may approach but never fully
understand? How did Hegel know? All of these descriptions
come out of initial presuppositions and, when the system 1s
complete, we are In possessmion of nothing that was not there
at the beginning  And what was there at the beginnmg? Noth
Ing but & poetlc maight, about which no argument i3 possible
Philosaphers have always argued, and they have argued be-
cause of a conviction that argument fans the flame of knowl
edge. But the poet stands alone, inaccessible to other minds,
and in a significant sense he 1s the severest solipsist of them
all We ranmot accept the position of the traditional meta
physician because of a conviction that the philosopher deals
with certain knowledge not poetry That is why Gentile does
Dot yield to the one side and, after what modern logic has taught
us about deductive systrma, his reason may not be demed—
unless philosophy loses its 1dentity in poetry And then philos-
ophy goes out of existence.

The neo-positivist is dependent upon empincal observation
and the logieal clarification which philosophic argument gives
it. Upon this observation, and with the aid of logical cdlanfica
tion, the hypotheses of which knowledge consists are built.
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Admittedly this limits knowledge to a consideration of facts;
past, present, and future. But what are we to do about facts?
There 15 a whole sphere in which man seeks answers to ques-
tions of value, that of the direction of human activity. If the
logician and scientist take one step out of the laboratory they
face these questions Tndeed, unless they are playing an intel-
lectual game which has no real significance, the very fact of
their remaining 1n the laboratory means that they are acting mn
terms of values This is undemiable No matter how many or
how ingenious their hypotheses, they must somehow be tested
1 terms of non-hypothetical values The neo-positivist may
take the position that problems of value (ie any other than
those of fact) are answerable only by descriptive and arbitrary
hunches But this is hardly credible. We do not know very
much, but we do know that certain standards of value are
better than others. We know that it is significant whether
mankind takes this direction or that We are not like the cat
that walked by itself The only other position open to the
neo-posttivist is the appeal fo common sense in the selection
of ultimate value We want to live, and to live comfortably

1t is difficult to know how to answer this except by saying that
eminent men have come along, from Plato to Gentile, and said
that there are higher goals for man than survival or physical
comfort. Is mere survival, the being born and the drawing of
breath and dying, good in 1itself? Is physical comfort intrin-
sically desirable? Is not hfe given us for the valuable things
we can do with 1t? Is not physical comfort desirable as that
condition which makes attainment on another scale possible?
We are, indeed, coming more and more to the realization that
survival and physical comfort are conflicting aims, that mod-
ern cvilization 1s biologically detrimental In the end it is
survival that is basic to the neo-positivist’s value structure

Yet when we think of the lives of Socrates and St Francis and
Erasmus and Gandhi mere survival becomes entirely empty
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The philosopher must accept the problem of value This is
why Gentlle does not yield to the other side.

Tf this argument is correct, the problem of value is a mean
ingful one. The neo-poutivist might go so far as to admit this,
but stand firm nevertheless in the conviction that no matter
how meaningful the problem of value it must be left to the
poet. We have saud that this seems hardly credible It has
been the contribution of actual jdealism to demonstrate that
so complete a scepticlsm is not tenable. Gentile has accepted
the problem of value, and shown at the same time that as o
philosopher, not a poet, he is able to give an answer to it It
has been sald with almost tiresome repetition from Plato to
Schlick that 1t would be imperative for a consistent sohpsist
to preserve an unbroken silence. But is not the situation the
exact opposite? Is not Gentile the only one who may speak?
The tradltional metaphysician is a poet, expressing his own
private and immediate intuitions. As a poct he may share
them with others, but as a philosopher his judgments lach sig
nificance for others because these utterances may lay no claim
to being contributions to hnowledge And the neo-positivist?
So long as he remalns within the narrow sphere of the empird
cal, so long as he is only a laboratory assistant, he may lay
claim to a limited type of knowledge But when he faces prob-~
lems in that wider sphere in which we endeaver to Lnow what
to do with these empirical data, he malntains that there are no
answers and must resign himself to the silence of the sceptic,

But can we accept Gentile’s doctnne that only thinking is
real? Are not other men, and external objects, real? Of
course they are in the usual sente Actual idetllsm talks as
much about the things of which we think as any other doctrine
It accepts naive realism, in its place It enfolds all of the com
mon sense that thinkers have for centurles respected It does
not deny it its contribution but enly tries to bring together this
contribubion and all of the others made by humsan thinling
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Actual 1dealism has this advantage over every other solipsism
that 1t, while ontologically logocentric, accepts the empirical
existence of your body, your friends, the chair in which you
are sitting, and the sun which is shining in at your window
Perhaps 1ts greatest strength is its comprehensiveness The
traditional metaphysician has always fallen prey to the evil of
over-emphasis he has run his poetic hunch into the ground
by trying to describe all of human experience in terms of only
a part of it This is probably an accurate account of all tra-
ditional metaphysics from materialism to absolute idealism
But actual 1dealism brings in all significances, poetic, religious,
and scientific; and insists that each play its role in the whole
But 1t 15 only the whole that it has been willing to call philo-
sophical The study of the cosmos 1s not unimportant because
it represents but one aspect of human thinking.

The difficulty encountered in thinking of the cosmos as cre-
ated by the act of thinking is deceptive We do without revul-
sion hear 1t said that the “realities” of religion are so created
Since the time of Kant, the philosopher has been willing to
entertain seriously the idea that God is created by man, rather
than man created by God We do not find it hard to nnder-
stand what this means. But close consideration of the problem
will show that the situation in the field of religion is essen-
tially parallel to that in the natural sciences Religion would
be pointless were it not that God and the moral law are taken
to be objective 1n relation to us, as representative of some-
thing to which the individual should submit But this does not
prevent our understanding of them as concepts developed in
the history of human thought, as created by human thinking
rather than existing in and for themselves Precisely in the
same manner the natural sciences would be pointless were it
not that the cosmos is taken to be objective in relation to us
The cosmos 1s no more real than God, and no less In this
latter case, then, it should not be difficult to nnderstand the
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cosmos as a concept created by the act of thinking We should
be quite as willing to entertain senously the idea that man
created nature That we are not willing to do this may be a
fair mndication that we have thought more clearly in the field
of religion than we yet have in the field of natural science.

The danger in philosophy has always been, and this actual
idealism makes more clear than any previous metaphysics has
done, that one field of study should try to enfold the others
When the religtous man has tried to deny the scientist his
work, or the scientist denied the poet his, then man bhas become
inexcusably narrow Actual idealism 1s humanism par excel
lence Humamsm recognizes that all knowledge and all action
are kuman knowledge and human actlon, and constantly en
deavors to embrace them all in the common goal of Bildung sur
Dumanitdt The doctnne that only the act of thinking is real
is the broadest rather than the narrowest of doctrines Poetry,
because 1t is the expression of the Inner self, has always been
human Since the time of Spinoza and Leibniz we have human
1zed religion, and the gain to our understanding has been in
calculable. When the fina1 fortress has fallen, when science
has been bumanized and taken its true and important place 1n
human life and given up the claim to be cverything, then
humanism will be supreme Then philosophy will exhibit that
harmony and temperance which are its very soul
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P Pomponazzi De smmortalitate amma, a cura di G G Messina,
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F Montalto L’sntuszione e la vertid ds fatto Pref i1 G G Roma,
Ausonia, 1930
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Cone, example of, 240~1

Copernican revolution mm philosophy,
82, 98

Cosmological question, 188ff, as -
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cized, 145-6, 226 (summary)
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Matter, 83, 93, 186ff, 193-5

Meamngfulness, of metaphysics, 2091f,
of actual 1deahism, 218, of real, 212,
of synthetic judgiuents a priors,
211

Mediate, knowledge, 43~5, 166, use of
word, 157n 16, 166

Mechacy of thinkwmg, 44 5, 48, of
truth, 47-8

Metaphysics, G’s not analytic, 208-9,
uniqueness of G’s, 183, meanmgful-
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77, 94-5, m logic of abstract, see
Excluded Middle, and scepticism,
201 See Traditional metaphysics
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priors character of, 207-9

Methodological difficulty, 113, 163,
1646 See Egocentric predicament,
Perry
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Morality of truth, 42-3, 46-7, 91, 237
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Multiphcities, problem of, 10-16 See
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Mysticism, 125, 232
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189-91, 212-14, 244 5, as a stage
i dialectic, 18-20, 101, neo-positi-
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of, 236, truth for, 128

Natural law, 10, 11, 191, 244, neo-
positivism and actual idealism on
status of, 236
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of, 114, 188ff, 193 1, 197, mdict-
ment of G's concept of, 193-7,
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60, use of word, 59n 2, 104
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Noema, 90, 93
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Non-contradiction, Principle of, 61
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ments, 42, 89, 94-5, cnticism of,
151-2, 227 (summary)

Not-Being, 48
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place 1 dalectic, 168, 170, 173,
necessity to dialectic, 194, G’s use
of cniticazed, 174

Noumenon, 4, 6, 8, 40, 82n 12, 98,
114, 197, 202, 226

Noun, 65-6
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Ontological argument, 178
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Opinion, 36
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Other men, status of, 14-15, 137-8,
243

Ought of thinlang, 45

Parmenides, 34, 48, 126, 148, 149
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Part, and whole, 12, 159, 228 See
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71, status of, 195

Particular judgments, problem of 1
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667
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takes place of Ego in dialectic, 158,
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character of, 227 (summary) , neces-
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and value of, 156, and matter, 187
See Fact, Nature, Cosmos
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Speafic judgments in science, 194-5,
197

Spmoza, and G, 31, duahsm of, 202,
also 49, 100, 245

Spmnozan freedom, 21, 138

Spirit, use of word, 23n 3

State and immdividual, 234

Stoics, 34

Subject,
667

Subjective element, in knowledge, 38—
41, 186, m concrete logic, 79,
in truth, 130

Syllogism, 69-70, 156

Symposium, 44

Synthesis, 141, 159-60, 227-8 (sum-
mary), of judgment, 66

Synthetic character of G’s metaphysi-
cal judgmnents, 207

Synthetic judgments a priorz, neces-
sity and morma sur character of,
94-5, importance to G, 188, 205,
and Lnowledge, 203-5, possibility
of, 207-9, meanngfulness of, 211,
logic of, 162

contmngent and particular,

Teacher, and pupil, 28, 52-5, 106

Teoria dello spirito, sigmficance of,
V1

Theaetetus, 33, 35, 49, 111, 112

Theory of Types, 140, 207, 211

Thinkable, use of word, 225

Thought, use of word, 225, and Be-
mg, 63, cntiasm of thoupght as Be-
ing 1n logic of abstract, 145-6, 226
(summary), postulated as deter-
mmed, 191-2, concreteness of,
155-6, arculanty of abstract, 62—
63, 77, 80, as object, 64

Tunageus, 189

Totahty of the thinkable as defini-
f1on of reality, 12, 123, 141, 181,
209

Traditional metaphysics,

181, 241,
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243, and actual idealism, 117-18,
229-33

Transcendent, use of word, 9n 2,
Logos, 36-7, three consequences of
transcendent Logos, 37

Transcendental, Ego, 98, in Kantian
sense, 99-100

Truth, three criteria of, 35, G’s three
conclusions regarding, 38-41, pur-
ity of, 41-2, mediacy of, 47-8,
moralty of, 42-3, etermty of, 49-
50, and error, 50-5, 76, use of
word, 125-30, 225 (summary), two
kinds for G, 128-9, crnitena of ap-
plhied to dialectic, 151-6, for real-
1sm and i1dealism, 183-4, coherence
theory of, 220, concept of as G's
greatest strength, 237, for natural
science, 128

Undefined concepts, 193

Unity, of concrete thought, 87, 140-
141, cntiosm of G’s emphasis on
umty of act of thinlking, 159-60,
195, 227-8 (summary)

Universality, a cnterion of truth, 35,
of particulars in induction, 71, use
of word, 66 n 16, 132, of dialectic,
1534, of object as one condition
of thought, 124

Unthinkability, use of word, 130-2

Value, a criterion of truth, 35, 134, of
dialectic, 154-5, problem of, 214,
216, 242-3, and neo-positivist, 217-
218, ethical, 219

Vera, x

Verb, 65-6

Vico, ix, x1, x1v, 22

Watch, example of, 12~14

Wittgenstemn, 203, 204, 215

Whole, and parts, 12, 159 See Syn-
thesis






