





. The new state would find its leaders among those who would sense the
needs of their time. Gentile was convinced that, particularly in times of
crisis, uniquely gifted individuals were capable of intuiting prevailing po-
litical sentiment. Such leaders would be those who would represent their
people as heads of state, or leaders of revolutions—manifesting a will not
limited to his or her own individuality, but which would encompass the
general will of all.?

Gentile’s was a political concept rooted in the antiindividualism of clas-
sical idealism. The concept of politics entertained by Actualism was typi-
cal of that tradition. It was eminently inclusive—one in which the empiri-
cal, solitary, “abstract,” individual, together with classes of individuals,
the leadership of the state, and the state itself, constituted, in Gentile’s
judgment, an integral moral unity—what Gentile chose to consider a col-
lective, if pluriform, “concrete individuality.”’

That inclusive and collective sense of personhood underlay Gentile’s
entire conception of politics, law, and the state. By 1916, as a teacher of
jurisprudence at the Atheneum in Pisa, Gentile taught that law and moral-
ity were, in some comprehensive sense, all one—with abstract distinctions
to be made at the point at which the empirical individual found himself
or herself confronted by statute law. For Gentile, law—at its very ori-
gins—was necessarily and inextricably moral—and, by implication, ines-
capably universal. As statute law, morality took on the features of “exter-
nality”—but faced with the responsibility of conforming, or not, to its
strictures, the individual is compelled to deal with the intrinsic universal-

W v involved in the entire process.'’
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interacting with external objects—Spirito characterized .I‘Callt}.’ as pen-
siero pensate, as something thought, a product of collective thinking. In
effect, he sought (as did Gentile) to render reality “concrete”—as a fgrm
of collective consciousness. For Spirito, the very notion that one might
coherently speak of an objective reality independent of collective reason-
ing was cognitively meaningless. For Actualists, reality could only be a
product of the reasoning of a thinking community. The evidence for any
reality, whatever, could only be given as part of a shared consciousness—
immanent in collective consciousness itself. To speak of a reality that was
independent of and/or antecedent to such consciousness could only in-
volve (“intellectualistic,” ,i-idogmatic) presuppositions that were episte-
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mologically indefensible. JHlf












' One of the central arguments of Actualism, bearing on that theme,
turned on the conviction that the essence of the human being was thought
and thinking—and neither could be conceived, in any real sense, as private
or individual. Thought, as thinking—with all its judgments, convictions,
evaluations, conclusions, and confirmations—intrinsically involves lan-
guage. And there are no “private” languages. Every so-called private lan-
guage, like every encryption, is parasitic on public language. “Correct
usage” and comprehensibility imply common use. Actualists argued that
the criteria governing all such activities are collective and intersubjective—
the product of a common history. They are embodied in inherited speech
modalities and in exchanges among the living, and through literature, with
the dead. For Gentile and the Actualists there was no “private language,”
just as there were no uniquely individual judgments. Language, like the
individual, was a function of interaction with an historic “audience”—
composed of our present interlocutors, together with all those who have
gone before, as well as all those who would, one day, come after us and
judge our every thought, and the behavior it sponsored. "’

Each one of us, it was argued, takes pride in our speech, in our prose,
and in communication in general. We create ourselves in such exercises
of free expression. We conceive of our communication as specifically our
own—and yet, no one pretends that any of us has created the vocabulary,
grammar, or syntax employed. The language in which we revel, which
serves as a vehicle for our “unique” and “free” communication, is an
historic, collective product. Without its availability we would all be essen-
tially mute and infinitely less than we are."”

In such a conception, the “rules” and “laws” of language are necessary
£ the individual is to uniquely and freely express him- or herself. The
rules and laws become an interior norm, rendering comprehensible the
formulations that would otherwise be arbitrary and unintelligible. The
individual would have achieved meaningful freedom of expression be-
cause he or she would have «identified,” become one, with the inherited,

[ collective patterns that govern effective speech.”” . :
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While the transformation to the new society into its communalist errg J

would necessarily be slow,” Fascism had inaugurated the process by creat-
ing intermediate agencies between society, its economy, and the political
state.’! Through a chain of interlocking associations, commencing with a
variety of youth and student groups, professional, labor, and entrepre-
neurial organizations, the population of the nation would no longer be
composed of those who rule and those who are ruled; everyone would
merge into a regime of governance. No longer would the government be
distinguished from the general population; everyone would be involved
in governance. There is no specific place where government would end

and privacy begin.
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All of this was transpiring while the international community lapsed

Into the Great Depression. Industrializing Italy was savagely impacted.
Overall production declined precipitously. Unemployment escalated.
Mussolini no longer spoke of the dislocation as being “within the capital-
ist productive system,” but as being an affliction “of the system itself.”
He refered to the crisis “a no longer a transient disability, but a systemic
disease.””? For Mussolini, the weight of contemporary evidence convinced
him that the inherited economic system required radical intervention.
That intervention would be effectuated through syndicates. Through
them, workers and employers would directly participate in the nation’s
productive processes. They would directly collaborate in pursuit of de-
fined ends through means collectively determined. The interventions of
the state would no longer count as violations of speculative freedoms.
They would be the product of deliberations undertaken by knowledge-
able members of associations composed of those involved in every aspect
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" What would emerge out of Spirito’s projected “integral corporativism”

would be a state economically individuated in and through persons, and
collections of persons in syndicates, and corporations—all finding their
political identity, as a national community, in the form of a totalitarian
state. Historically, such a resolution would satisfy those ideological inter-
ests that had animated Fascism since its founding. It would supersede the
old socialism—the antinational and antiproductive opponent of nascent
Fascism—*“to make its own that which remains alive and productive in
the Bolshevik experience.”$8



