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Introduction

This text is the translation of the first part of a book published in
French in 2009, Etudes proudhoniennes, L’économie politique
(Editions du Monde libertaire. This first part develops a thesis
concerning Proudhon’s methodological approach of economy | had
started to study in an article, “La Question économique”, published
in a French anarchist magazine, La Rue, revue culturelle et littéraire
d’expression anarchiste, n°33, 2 " term, 1983.

The reader will quickly realize | am not acquainted with
philosophical vocabulary in English and that | am a poor translator.
This translation has been made quite quickly and needs to be
revised and improved, but | do hope the English reader will at least
roughly understand what it is about in general terms.

The references which are mentioned are naturally French
references. Many authors | quote are Marxist authors the English
speaking reader has certainly never heard about and | didn’t bother
to find an English publication for there certainly are none.

Concerning Marx and Engels, | tried as much as possible to find
the English version of their writings, which | found on the Internet. |
simply mentioned the title of the book.

Concerning Proudhon, it seems the only book that has been
translated is the Systéme des contradictions économiques, or
System of Economic contradictions, available on the Internet. |
mention this book either under the French or the English title.

The motivation for this translation is that | realized that the
English speaking readers seem to have a very scarce knowledge of
Proudhon, which is quite surprising for he laid the foundations of
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anarchist doctrine. Although he can be associated with no anarchist
organization, he developed most of the concepts which characterize
the anarchist doctrine, as well as most of the concepts Marx uses in
economy.

Not being particularly a “Proudhonian” myself, my intention is not
to “rehabilitate” this author but to give credit for his contribution to
the founding of anarchist doctrine.

*kk kkk*%

In order to understand what follows, it is necessary to have a
certain number of definitions in mind, related to Hegel's philosophy.
Hegel's approach consisted in posing concepts to which he gave an
absolute character and an independent existence. So it seemed that
he had wanted to create Reality from Abstraction, but there is a
misunderstanding concerning Hegel's method, in my view. The
German philosopher had made a distinction between:

» The *“development according to Time” (or “according to
Nature”), such as it presents itself to the understanding: the real is
first, thought is conditioned to it; and

* The *“development according to the Concept”, such as it
appears to reason:; empiric reality is the effect of reason.

In the relationship existing between the two processes, Hegel
chooses to give reality only to the second. He decides that only the
development according to the concept, according to which the Real
is deduced from the concept, is real. The development according to
nature, for which the concept is second and reality first, is only an
apparent process. The fact that the philosopher adopts an approach
consisting in posing first Concepts and deducing the Real from them
does not mean that he really believed that the concept, through a
superior power such as God, or anything else, pre-exists the Real: it
is only a working hypothesis. Hegel is only making a simulation —
Proudhon will call it a “scaffolding”, whose elements (the concepts)
allow him to define reality such as it is in its bareness, deprived of all
the different accidental parasites that do not actually participate in its
definition.

Proudhon will do exactly the same thing in his Systéme des
contradictions économiques, published in 1846, the same year as
Marx’s German Ideology. He does not take into account the
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historical process but the logical process. He does not write the
story of capitalism, he describes its mechanisms from a logical point
of view. This approach is absolutely not original in philosophy. You
can find it in Plato’s philosophy of knowledge, in Aristotle. Closer to
us, in Descartes or Rousseau. The concept of “social contract” in
Rousseau does not result from a historical assessment: Rousseau
never imagined that a group of men actually sat around a table to
negotiate a “contract” it is only a hypothesis. Rousseau explains it
very well: “One must not take for historical truth the researches
which have been made concerning this subject, but only as
hypothetical and conditioned reasonings more liable to enlighten the
nature of things than to show their real origin” (Oeuvres complétes,
La Pléiade, Ill, p. 139.)

Proudhon makes no real discovery; his genius consists in
applying this method to political economy. He does what absolutely
all thinkers did before him, confronted to the necessity to explain a
complex phenomenon. All thinkers, except Marx. For in 1846 Marx
had just developed in German Ideology his own method, a historical
method. For fifteen years, he will try to achieve the explanation of
the mechanisms of the capitalist system with this method,
unsuccessfully, before resolving to use the commonplace method all
thinkers had used before him, but that only Proudhon had used in
political economy: the hypothetical-deductive method.

We can say that the so-called “historical materialism” had
absolutely not been a progress in terms of understanding social
phenomena, but an obstacle.

R.B.
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Proudhon and German philosophy

Proudhon had an early interest in German philogofdr Kant
first. In 1839 he read thidistory of German philosophgf Barchou
de Penhoén. He found in Fichte, Schelling and Hege¢ral things
that matched his views, but he was particularlsaated by Kant. At
the end of that year he read iatiqgue of Pure Reasoand became
interested in Hegel. It has been said that the lkedge Proudhon
had acquired of German philosophers was superfitiat he made
only a superficial review of these thinkers, segkimtheir work the
confirmation to his own views. It is partly trueythin fact a close
lecture of the precursor of anarchism shows thatwhs not as
ignorant as it has been said.

Marx is probably largely responsible for this pietugiven of
Proudhon, but his own knowledge of Hegel desere@sgbseriously
reconsidered. If Proudhon's knowledge of thesekéngwas limited
by the absence of translations available in hisetinthe
understanding he had remains quite outstanding.t Mdsthe
critiques of Proudhon have certainly not read Cérajt of Volume
Il of the System of Economic contradictionsne finds there a
stunning synthesis of the thought of Kant, FictBehelling and
Hegel. At first, Proudhon was not attracted by Hebe criticized
him for wanting to “build the history of the mindy reasoning,
instead of following the line of observation”. Hs@ said that “if
this method can be good for teaching, for a sciérisavorthless”.

These two remarks are important for two reasons:

* At first, Proudhon agrees with Marx and formutategainst
Hegel the same criticism. Both men, in their eanyellectual
development, therefore criticize the philosopher feanting to
attain knowledge through the development accortintye concept.
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In 1840 Proudhon opposed the Hegelian method fer gsame
reasons as Marx.

s Later, when writing the Systeme des contradictions
économiques Proudhon will realize that it is necessary to
distinguish between the process of investigation e process of
exposure. This distinction, already clearly stabgdHegel in the
Introduction to the Phenomenology, is ignored byrmviavho will
not refer to it until around 1865. Proudhon, whdragdses this issue
as soon as 1846, is many years ahead of Marxpie@sely on this
point that Marx will attack Proudhon after t8gstem of Economical
Contradictionsis published.

In the early 1840's there was an almost amusingpettion
between two German emigrants — Karl Gtiand Karl Marx — who
absolutely wanted to teach Proudhon the basicshe@fHegelian
philosophy. Marx wrote about it, twenty years latdduring my
stay in Paris in 1844, | came into personal contattt Proudhon.”
He adds: “In the course of lengthy debates oftstifg all night, |
infected him very much to his detriment with Hegalsm, which,
owing to his lack of German, he could not studyperty.”

Karl Griin on his side also boasted of having trdiReoudhon to
Hegelianism, which drove Marx furious. Marx, wisfito warn his
pupil against Grin, wrote that he was a “literaryartatan”.
Everyone wanted to convert Proudhon. Marx hatednGféaring
the influence he could exert on the Frenchman. &ld: SAs a
teacher of German philosophy he also had the adganbver me
that he himself understood nothing about it.” Ptoad on his side,
perfidiously observed that among the twenty Gerrdaotors of
philosophy he knew, there were not two who got @laith each
other.

! Karl Griin (1817-1877), German journalist, authorli845 of “The
social movement in France and in Belgium”. A membgkthe Left in the
Prussian national assembly in 1848 and elected8u#9 lat the Second
Prussian Chamber. He was arrested of his “intelicparticipation” the
the Palatinate insurrection.
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Proudhon gave credit for some time that Hegel'fuarfce had
been decisive in his evolution. He even suggesteat the
Phenomenologypotentially contained his economic deductions
which is, as we shall see, not as absurd as onébtriink. He
repeated that his dialectics was “otherwise simgear, and
fruitful” than that of the German philosopher. Thislief was fueled
by the declarations of the Germans themselves. Gadhawarded
Proudhon the title of “French Feuerbach”, whichueliwon was very
proud of. Proudhon had assimilated, Griin said agam best of
German philosophy. At the same time, Marx was dfilpraise for
the Frenchman, who was held up in teue Reinische Zeiturap
“the most logical and most penetrating the sodialister”. (NRZ
Jan 7, 1843))

The Holy Family, dating from 1845, also contains a vibrant
praise of Proudhon who is acknowledged as the mastecientific
socialism, the father of the theories of labor eadmnd surplus value.
The German ldeology1846) refers to the dialectics of Proudhon as
an “attempt to give a method by which independdiiriking is
replaced by the operation of thought”.

When Proudhon lost his flattering status and becanfpetty
bourgeois” author, Marx declared that he himselfd hideen
responsible for the “sophistication” of Proudhon:

“To a certain extent | am also to blame for his
‘SOPHISTICATION’: as the English call the adultécst of
commercial goods”. (Letter to J. B. Schweizer, 22).1865.)

All these flattering and perhaps exaggerated agglisaimade by
Grin and Marx in 1844-1845 had somehow destabilRexidhon.
So when he declared he would work to popularizeaptgtsics and
put it into action, he claimed to use “the mostfpumd dialectics,
Hegel's”, but added he was using there a procedsias repugnant
to him! In a letter to Bergman dated 19 January518éferring to
the System of contradictions he was writing, Praudtwrites,
somewhat candidly:
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“lI cannot yet judge the relationship that existéween my
metaphysics and Hegel's logic, for example, sint&ave never
read Hegel, but | am convinced that this is hisddbat | use in
my next book.”

Recognizing that he had never read Hegel, Proudfomere
relatively reserved, but in 1848, he said that“trise masters” had
been the Bible, Adam Smith and... Hegel. Marx respdnd
derisively to theSystéme des contradictions économiquesuis
Blanc then wrote that Proudhon had become the iaggétock of
the Berlin students. Proudhon ceased all referetwdsegel. The
German philosopher was not mentioned in the seeditibn of the
book. Yet, despite his superficial knowledge of eled’roudhon
had perfectly understood the question posed irPtienomenology
concerning the ‘“intelligible form of science”. Thescience of
observation” is certainly just the opposite of Hegapproach, but
the latter did not intend to make a history booksadibing
Experience: he intended to analyze the rationalam@nt, revealing
the logic of the evolution of consciousness. Andsitprecisely a
similar path that Proudhon follows in tisg/stem of contradictions
which Marx fiercely criticized in 1846.

Bakunin participated in some way in the competiti@imtroduce
Proudhon to the philosophy of Hegel. In 1844, he waParis: he
met Proudhon, saw Marx again. Mentioning this pkride
acknowledged, in 1871, that Marx was far aheadiwf Hl knew
then nothing of political economy, | had not yett gad of
metaphysical abstractions, and my socialism wag iostinctive™.”
Bakunin and Marx saw each other often. Bakunin getgal Marx
for “his knowledge and for his passionate and seridedication,
although always mixed with personal vanity, to teuse of the
proletariat”. The Russian liked Marx's conversatiamhich was
informative and witty, but unfortunately too oftarspired by “petty
hatred”. There never was a true friendship betwdem, their
temperaments were too different.

! “Rapports personnels avec Marx”, décembre 1871.
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Bakunin and Marx must have realized the limitasionf
Proudhon in the understanding of German philosoplarx wrote
in Poverty of Philosophyhat “M. Proudhon has nothing of Hegel's
dialectics but the language”. Bakunin on his sidmild hardly
appreciate Proudhon’s tendency to select in thdings of the
authors he read the passages that were consistdnthis own
views. The Russian revolutionary will later vigoshu fight
eclecticism in Mazzini and Victor Cousin. Of Mazzihe wrote:
“He takes only fragments of thoughts and phrases $hit him,
leaving aside those which are in conflict with himithout even
wondering if, in the mind of the author, these appty opposite
fragments do not form a single organic thought

There is no reason to believe that what he créatiin V. Cousin
and Mazzini, he accepted it in Proudhon. So if Bakuavailed
himself of Proudhon, it is for other reasons, aniihwcertain
restrictions. We can also legitimately think he Fadudhon in mind
when he regretted that “Romand thinkers” — thabisay in French-
speaking — had failed to understand Hegel.

Fascinated by German philosophy, Proudhon intenid€teach
the French public what dialectics was”. In Germahg says,
“writers all submit themselves to a known methobfcam”, while
in France, “one eternally quibbles indiscriminateljthout ever
being able to agree. It is this need of disciplioe reason that |
thought | was the first inaugurated under the naoheserial
dialectics, to which Hegel had already given a ipaldr
constitutior?.” He says he is convinced that it is the Hegelbsjic
he will use in his next book?.

Showing that Proudhon does not understand Hegdlalactics
does not lead us very far. The question is not nowk whether
Proudhon understood and used Hegel's dialectitise®ysteme des
contradictions économiques That Proudhon had a glimpse of
Hegel's methodological developments through the twaching of
Grin, Marx and Bakunin is possible but not deteamin for

! Bakounine Euvres Champ libre, I, 162.
2 Lettre & Bergmann, 19 janvier 1845.
3 Lettre & Bergmann, 19 janvier 1845.
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anyway Hegel does nothing but propose his own agbroto
methodological questions that had been discussedefaturies by
European philosophy. Our concern is that Marx olsfip did not
seem to know that.

Proudhon and Marx

1846 was a turning point in the “debate” opposinguBhon and
Marx. Until then, the latter was full of praise fthre former. Marx
had never ceased to praise the “so penetrating wiofroudhon”
and had described him as the “the most logicalraast penetrating
socialist writer”. To Engels, Proudhon’s What |operty? was “the
philosophical work in French for the Communistsh January
1845, the Holy Family is published, signed joiny Marx and
Engels. Proudhon then represents the proletariat nds reached
self-consciousness:

“But Proudhon makes a critical investigation — tfiest
resolute, pitiless, and at the same time scienitifiestigation —
of the foundation of political economy, private pesty. This is
the great scientific progress he made, a progresschw
revolutionizes political economy and first make®al science of
political economy possible. Proudhon's treafiagest-ce que la
propriété? is as important for modern political economy as
Sieyes' workQu'est-ce que le tiers étatdr modern politics.”

According to Georges Gurvitch, Marx attributes t@wRlhon “a
similar role to that played by Sieyes in the pragan of the French
Revolution. According to him, what Sieyes said dbthe third

! Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés (1748- 1836), churchmarcamstitutional
theorist whose concept of popular sovereignty glidbe National
Assembly in its struggle against the monarchy aotility during the
opening months of the French Revolution. He lataygd a major role in
organizing the coup d'état that brought Napoleomdgmarte to power
(1799). In his pamphlai/hat Is the Third Estatefe asserted that the Third
Estate really was the French nation.
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estate, Proudhon expressed it for the proletafidtat is the
proletariat? Nothing. What does it want to becorBe@rything’. Is
Marx right? Let us say it bluntly: yes, and morartte thought”
We can not be clearer: Proudhon establishes tkatfa basis for a
critical analysis of capitalism. From Marx, the assion must be
measured at fair value. Moreover, it is not Marxowhvented the
term “scientific socialism” but Proudhon in What Fsoperty? . It
was he who first established the opposition betweseientific
socialism and utopian socialism. Th8ystem of Economical
Contradictions trying to separate precisely knowledge of reality
from yearning for a better future, is full of violecriticisms against
utopian ideas on social matters.

Marx and Engels suddenly stopped praising Proudhoh846
after the publication of th&ystem of Economical Contradictions
Already, in the Holy Family, there had been a doobtcerning
Proudhon: according to Marx, he remained “from stendpoint of
political economy”, an opinion that was not realyompliment: in
the language of the time, “political economy” wde teconomic
theory of the bourgeoisie. “The first criticism @y science
necessarily finds itself under the influence of gremises of the
science it is fighting against”, says Marx. It isthis sense that the
work of ProudhonWhat is Property?is the critique of political
economy “from the standpoint of political economyThis is why
the book is will be “outstripped by a criticism pblitical economy,
including Proudhon's conception of political ecoydrh Strangely,
Marx will never consider the possibility that his/o conceptions
might be “outstripped”.

So now Proudhon is reduced to the level of a pestuone who
laid the groundwork for a criticism that has becaolipessible only
after Proudhon's own work, just as Proudhon'scgsiti supposed
the physiocrats' criticism of the mercantile systé&xdam Smith's
criticism of the physiocrats, Ricardo's criticisthhAdam Smith and

! “Proudhon et Marx”, in:L’actualit¢ de Proudhon colloque de
novembre 1965, éditions de linstitut de sociologimiversité libre de
Bruxelles.

2 Holy Family.



Proudhon and German philosophy 13

the works of Fourier and Saint Simoh”Proudhon is then the last
link in a chain of famous authors (Adam Smith, Rilca etc.); he is
the one who struck the final blow to property; tkamo him, a real
work of criticism will be made on a solid foundatjayoing beyond
the conceptual framework of classical political mmmy; and
obviously we can guess that it was Marx who wagesed to carry
out this task. Precisely, Marx had announced in618&ncerning a
project he had on economics, that “the first volumevised and
proof-read, will be ready for printing in late Nowber”. The
publication of theSystem of Economical Contradictioria which
Proudhon invented, we shall see, a revolutionarpragch to
political economy, changed everything. For Proudhwad not
confined himself to the role of precursor in whidlarx had placed
him after the publication of What is Property? ;Has trampled on
Marx’s garden.

Here is perhaps the explanation of Marx’s fury mghithe
Frenchman.

Proudhon, Hegel and Marx

Between Marx and Proudhon there is a curious momeome the
question of method. Proudhon was self-educatedighered the
German language and knew the work of Hegel by hgare could
not compete on that ground with leading academicé &1s Marx,
Bakunin, Grin and others. According to Hegel, onauld
understand a phenomenon either by approaching ain fiits
historical origins or from its conceptual genedsit in fact, it is
certainly not Proudhon’s knowledge of Hegel's thaotighowever
good it was, that led him to examine the questibthe method of
development and the method of exposure, or the Igmobof
development according time and development accgrdn the
concept. Actually, these questions are quite comnard are
already found in Rousseau, Descartes, and even ldtp.PA

! Holy Family.
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researcher naturally raises these questions whetars workind.
This approach will appear — later, around 1860 w ne Marx
because of his ignorance of the methodologicallprob of science,
ignorance that we will specifically highlight.

In 1846, Marx had developed in Th&erman Ideologya
“materialist conception” of history. Let us noteattat no time the
term “historical materialism” appears in the tekhis method, heir
of Hegel's “development according to time”, washfarx's view
antithetical to the “development according to thenaept” that
Proudhon had followed the System of contradictids when he
began writing theCapital, Marx explicitly acknowledged that the
historical method had initially led to a dead e he had lost
fifteen years before finding a satisfactory methetich had all the
time been under his eyes.

During his stay in Paris, Bakunin tried to introdueroudhon to
the philosophy of Hegel. We must not however overede the
results of this task or give it an exaggerated irgwe in
Proudhon’s theoretical training. He referred to éleg while, then
dropped the German philosopher. Marx identifies étlegapproach
to the creation of abstract concepts to which hd aen an
absolute character and an independent existengel M®uld have
wanted to build the Real from the Abstract. It @ mhat simple.
According to Hegel, the content of philosophy i thHdea in
general”, it is “speculative knowledge”, pure thatuthat takes itself
as an object.

Hegel does not say that idea is reality, he sags thilosophy
makes it possible to apprehend reality, which isthe same thing.
In the Introduction to the “Small Logic”, Hegel sayhat “the
content of philosophy is nothing else than thatolvhbccurs in the
area of the living spirit to form the world, theteuworld and inner
world of consciousness, in other words, (...) tleyvcontent of
philosophy is reality.” What philosophy deals wistreality. He also
says in the Logic that “philosophy is what is mbsistile to the

! Marx says in the preface t@apital that in all sciences, “every
beginning is difficult”.
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abstract, it brings back to the concrete”. Phildgos the reflexive
process by which the mind grasps reality.

Unlike the “common consciousness”, philosophy ragits to
show reality not through its transitional or tramgievents, but in its
essentials. Consequently it “ecessarily owns itstisg point to
experience”. Marx appears to have ignored all threflections of
Hegel, unlike Proudhon.

In Chapter Xl of the System of contradictions, Ritwon notes
that no-one before Hegel — whom he calls a “Tithplolosophy” —
had “penetrated so deeply in the intimate lawsheflieing”; no one
had “thrown such a bright light on the mysteriegadson”; but, he
adds, “we soon perceived that the author could hbaile this same
logic only by perpetually being in close contacthwexperience,
taking from it its materials; that all his formula®llowed
observation, but never preceding it”. [EmphasiseaddThis echoes
— and it probably is no coincidence — Bakunin'swegbout Hegel of
whom the Russian revolutionary had a totally déferreading than
Marx. Bakunin interprets Hegel a) as a thinker whs analyzed the
laws of human thought, and b) as a thinker whaésied halfway
between idealism and materialism. In any case, Whatidhon says
of Hegel shows a remarkable understanding of them&e
philosopher, in spite of Marx’s sneering The fdwttHegel adopts
an approach consisting in first posing the conceptd second
inferring the real does not mean he really thirtkast tthe concept,
through a higher power such as God, for example;egists the
real: it is only a working hypothesis.

Hegel does no more think that the concept is tgedhan
Rousseau really believed that men had actuallarsatind a table to
write a “social contract”. It is a hypothesis, aslation in which
concepts are the different elements that allowah#nor to define
reality in its bareness, stripped of all accidepiasites that do not
actually participate in its definition. That wagthpproach followed
Proudhon, but one cannot be certain he owes iteigeH Instead of
attempting an explanation of the functioning of tagitalist system
by its historical genesis (the “development acamydio time” of
Hegel), Proudhon will use a logical approach (tlievelopment
according to the concept”). So he will start frorfcategory” which
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he considers central to the system — value —, fndrith he will

“deduce” all the other categories that constitube tsysten.

Because he had adopted such an approach to thiemprdabat is to
say, for having applied to political economy a noetlthat Hegel
applied to philosophy, Proudhon was accused by Mérfxeing an
idealist and a Hegelian. But then this is only dhod of exposition:
neither Hegel nor Proudhon think that reality isdmaup of
categories...

The Marxist vulgate imposed the idea of a utopiad idealistic
Proudhon, the theorist of a kind of petty-bourgestcialism.
However, throughout his work one finds a harshiaisitn of the
utopian approach, and a constant concern to igetitd laws that
govern society. Proudhon intends to build a sdientorpus in
order to give an economic explanation of social nomeena. “I
affirm the reality of economics”, he says in tBgstem of economic
contradictions But he adds: “I do not regard as a science the
incoherent ensemble of theories to which the naroétigal
economy has been officially given for almost a hneddyears, and
which, in spite of the etymology of the name, iseafall but the
code, or immemorial routine, of property.”

“If, then social economy is still today rather aspmation
towards the future than a knowledge of realitypiist also be
admitted that the elements of this study are atluded in
political economy.” §ystéme des contradictions économijjues

By these statements, Proudhon affirms the intéility of the
social system, but he considers that the instrusnéinatt enable this
intelligibility are not yet finalized. His projectyhich is to clarify
the mechanisms of the “ownership system” is faceéd a problem:
how to proceed, what will be the mode of exposufethe
mechanisms of this system. Should we, as advodatddarx in a

1 Cf. Marx, prefece t€apital “...in bourgeois society, the commodity-
form of the product of labor — or value-form of tabemmodity — is the
economic cell-form.”
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letter to Annenkov dated 28 December 1846, “follthe real
movement of history”, or find something else?

The capitalist system is a whole whose elementsrabe
simultaneously, which prohibits the use of a chiogigal
description. Proudhon's method will be to definenamber of
economic categories: value, the division of labarachinery,
competition, monopoly, etc., from which he willetipt to provide
an image, a snapshot of the system. These categatich develop
in a logical, not chronological order, imply socialations driven by
contradictions. The “ownership system”, opposintaganist social
classes, is based on the exploitation of man by. iRaoudhon’s
emphasis is not so much to give a precise accaimd propose a
logical exposition of a system that carries withih the
contradictions that no palliative can overcome.

The method he adopts in thé&ystem of Economical
Contradictions does not attempt to describe the historical
transformations of capitalism, from its beginningsmodern times
(which as such poses a difficulty), but to intetpitein order to
reveal its internal logic. The different categorie$ political
economy are inter-related simultaneously, so Prondteliberately
chooses to dismiss, without excluding it, theirtdnigal dimension
to retain only their simultaneity. The total misenstanding of
Proudhon’s approach is clear in the letter Marxte/to Annenkov:

“Unable to follow the real course of history, Mroadhon
provides a phantasmagoria which he has the presampd
present as a dialectical phantasmagoria. He noefofegls any
need to speak of the seventeenth, eighteenth aetesinth
centuries, for his history takes place in the nebsirealm of the
imagination and soars high above time and place.word, it is
Hegelian trash, it is not history, it is not prodanistory—history
of mankind, but sacred history—history of ideasletfer to
Annenkov, Dec 28, 1846)

Marx blames Proudhon for his “total incomprehensafnthe
historical development of mankind”. Proudhon “fatls see that
economic categories are but abstractions of theslerelations, that
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they are truths only in so far as those relatiomstinue to exist.
Thus he falls into the error of bourgeois econosnisho regard
those economic categories as eternal laws andsnloistorical laws
which are laws only for a given historical develam a specific
development of the productive forces”.

These criticisms are not justified, because Pronghproject is
not to develop the history of the capitalist systemvhich does not
prevent him, when necessary to his demonstratianphasize the
historic character of the categories he analyskessd categories are
not frozen in time since they are crossed with @@httions that
will lead to the collapse of the “ownership regim&he System of
Economical Contradictionaims at dealing with the problem of the
organization of these economic categories, “theeg®ion of
concepts”:

“...to organize within itself the production and disution of
wealth, -- society proceeds exactly as the mindsdie the
generation of concepts. First it posits a primaast,facts upon a
primary hypothesis, the division of labor, a vesieaantinomy,
the antagonistic results of which are evolved iciaoeconomy,
just as the consequences might have been dedudbd imind:
so that the industrial movement, following in adispects the
deduction of ideas, is divided into a double cutrene of useful
effects, the other of subversive results, all dguatcessary and
legitimate products of the same law.”Sykteme des
contradictions économiqugs

The question is, adds Proudhon, to follow “in oxpa@sition this
method of parallel development of the reality afidhe idea”. But
the method of Proudhon is not an analysis of thguesece of
categories, it is a mode of exposure of a systemswherms are
“inseparable and simultaneous”, therefore in caristateraction.
Only a theory of the system can identify theseti@hships.

Proudhon considers that there is a general lawvolugon of
knowledge leading to the constitution of the scendhat will
explain the social phenomena. It is therefore fbsgio establish
economics as a science — which it wasn't until roand he defines
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its method. Science will provide a reasoned expilanaf the social
order through a progressive development, of whidgu&hon
defines the historical stages:

» The human spirit rises to scientific knowledgartshg from the
research on the substance of things: this is tagesof religion,
which permits only an instinctive and symbolic eegsion, and
which does not enable to go beyond the ramblindaitf.

» Then comes the search for causes in an invesegeffort that
follows intuitive spontaneity: it is the stage dhilpsophy, which
sinks into sterile deductions and ontological gelies without any
consistency.

* Then comes science, which alone provides a @gdrcertain
explanation of the social order, and which establsa theory of
society. The scientific method sticks to the relationshipsich
alone are likely to be demonstrated.

In 1839 Proudhon had already asserted that extésocial
science that could lead to evidence, therefore cbbjef
demonstration, not of art or authority, that issey arbitrary”. In
1846, in the first chapter of theSystem of Economical
Contradictions he reaffirms “the reality of an economic science”
affirm, on the other hand, the absolute certairdyweell as the
progressive nature of economic science, of allgtiences in my
opinion the most comprehensive, the purest, thé figgported by
facts.” However, if the existence of economic laiwshe idea of an
economical science are affirmed, that science is tye be
constituted. One must in no way confuse this se@ewith the
existing economic doctrines. Political economy @8 the while
nothing more than the “code of the immemorial noeitof property”
developed by Smith, Ricardo, Malthus and J.B. Say.

For the purpose of his demonstration, Proudhonosgp
political economy and socialism, which “are coniegdfor the
government of the world”:

! Cf.la Création de I'ordre ch. Il “La Métaphysique”.
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“Political economy is the collection of the obsdieas thus
far made in regard to the phenomena of the progluctéind
distribution of wealth; that is, in regard to theosh common,
most spontaneous, and therefore most genuine, fofntabor
and exchange. The economists have classified ttessrvations
as far as they were able; they have describedheegmena, and
ascertained their contingencies and relations; Haeye observed
in them, in many cases, a quality of necessity Wwiias given
them the name of laws; and this ensemble of infaona
gathered from the simplest manifestations of sgcigtnstitutes
political economy.” §ystéme des contradictions économiques

This definition gives an idea of the as yet litleveloped
character of economic science. It is a sum of ofasiens of facts,
which economists have classified. It is only a dgsion of
phenomena. One cannot limit oneself to that to ldgva theory of
the system. Political economy is “the natural mgtof the most
apparent and most universally accredited customadlitions,
practices, and methods of humanity in all that eons the
production and distribution of wealth”. This is hostg more than
empirical knowledge. Socialism, meanwhile, says tha capitalist
system “engenders oppression, misery, and crimd’“pashes on
with all its might to a reformation of morals andsiitutions”.
Proudhon said that political economy is “a falsel aophistical
hypothesis, devised to enable the few to expl@trttany”. Political
economy is “the physiology of wealth”, it is “bute organization of
robbery and poverty” as case law is “a compilatbhe rubrics of
legal and official spoliation, — in a word, of pexpy”.

“Considered in their relations, these two pretensgeiénces,
political economy and law, form, in the opinionsufcialism, the
complete theory of iniquity and discord.”Systéme des
contradictions économiqugs

But socialism cannot be confused with science eeius more
concerned to prescribe than to explain. Althoughréjpresentatives
refer exclusively to science, “a certain religigsittterly illiberal,
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and an unscientific disdain for facts, are always most obvious
characteristics of their doctrines”.

“The socialists claim all of modern science, oned an
indivisible, but could not agree on either the eomtor on the
boundaries, or the method of this scienceSysteme des
contradictions économiqugs

The question is therefore to know what a scienceoofety can
be. Science, Proudhon said, “is the logically ageghand systematic
knowledge of that which is”. If we apply this natido society, we
will say: “Social science is the logically arrangedd systematic
knowledge, not of that which society has been,afdhat which it
will be, but of that which it is in its whole lifghat is, in the sum
total of its successive manifestations3yéteme des contradictions
économiques

“Social science must include human order, not alonguch
or such a period of duration, nor in a few of iksneents; but in
all its principles and in the totality of its exesice: as if social
evolution, spread throughout time and space, shfintt itself
suddenly gathered and fixed in a picture which,ilgthg the
series of the ages and the sequence of phenonaxealed their
connection and unity. Such must be the sciencevefydiving
and progressive reality; such social science indapy is.”

There is a clear separation between political escgyn@and
socialism. Political economy, “bourgeois” scientepased on the
principle of ownership. Socialism proposes an aliéve principle,
association. Socialism means to thoroughly recrahte social
economy and create new laws, new politics, newititgtns and
mores diametrically opposed to the old forms. “Thhe line of
demarcation between socialism and political econgsriyxed, and
the hostility flagrant. Political economy tends @ the
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glorification of selfishness; socialism favors tlexaltation of
communism™ — which, in Proudhon’s mind, is not better.

Following a sociological determinism, men's acticer® not
simply the result of chance, but the product ofirthgocial
environment. Human behavior, individually and cciiteely, is “a
positive, real thing, not fantasy, therefore, itsishject to laws and
may be subject to a science’As Marx did later, Proudhon thus
affrms the existence of a social determinism smito that
governing natural phenomena: economy is seen asxaot and
positive science.

“Political economy is the science of production and
distribution of wealth. Now once given the objeftaoscience,
the field of observation, the method, and the dthrestcy of this
science must naturally be inferrét

The source of all wealth is labor — in that Prouditmes not
stray from Adam Smith, but what interests him isolaconsidered
from a general point of view, through the invediiga of the laws
of production and organization common to all ated. “All such
things as labor, useful function, is political eoory. Political
economy embraces in its sphere the Government Hsasidrade
and industry.” Economics and politics are therefore inseparable
This science still has to be developed. Socialnegemust be based
on observation, its laws must not be invented listavered. “Just
as the physical sciences can not build a theorgura notions, but
require the observation of facts, so the sciengestice and morals
can not get out of a dialectical deduction of cqiseit must be
released from the phenomenality these notions gemens any
physical law emerges from the series of phenomdmahwexpress

! In the French text, Proudhon uses the word “conamtéf,
community.
2 De la justice dans la révolution et dans I'Egligel. Riviére, T étude,
T.1, p. 296.
jDeIa Création de I'ordredans I'humanité, éd. Riviére, ch. IV, p. 292.
Ibid.
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it.” Proudhon does not seek “the formulas of lawthe fantastic
surveys of a psychological illusion”, he asks tHé&mm the positive
manifestations of mankind. So it is by no means a utopian
approach.

Precisely, in the&system of Economical Contradictiofoudhon
continually fulminates against the utopians: “Sbsm, in deserting
criticism to devote itself to declamation and utopnd in mingling
with political and religious intrigues, has betrdyi¢s mission and
misunderstood the character of the century.” Proodhttacks the
social projects that are only intellectual condinres: “... UTOPIA,

— that is, no-place, a chimera...” “...socialistapses from criticism
into utopia”. Proudhon criticized, we shall seee thconomy for
failing to emerge from the mass of observed fagtbring out its
laws. Simple observation is not enough; the obskfaets must be
analyzed, scrutinized by reason. This debate rdfsegjuestion of
Proudhon’s references to the Hegelian method, tihemejection of
this method. Marx himself, who had rejected HegelFeuerbach,
came back to Hegel — this is at least the explandie gives of the
method ofCapital. In our opinion, referring to Hegel was a real
political issue for Marx, for he was anxious togeet his work as a
production of German philosophy. The casual readifigdegel’s
Logic, which is supposed to have brought him theslaion of the
method inCapital, is not convincing. In some way, the fact that the
copy of Hegel's book had formerly belonged to Bakushows that
Marxism and anarchism are somewhat related... if inotheir
political conclusions, at least in the genesisheirttheory and their
methodological approach.

The method in the System of Economic
Contradictions

In 1846 is published Proudhon'System of Economical
Contradictions better known by the subtitle, “Philosophy of

! De la justice dans la Révolution et dans I'Egli$d, p. 281.
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Poverty”. In this book are developed a number @faglthat will
make their way:

* It is possible to relate the economic contraditsi of the
capitalist system to its logical contradictions;

» The relationship inherent to economic reality tenidentified
with a rational logic;

» The laws of economic phenomena are conform tdatws of
thought;

» Therefore, capitalism is a set of intelligibldateons whose
internal structure can be discovered in order tdeustand its true
nature.

It is difficult today to understand the extent bése assumptions
in the days when they were expressed. They cotestiu real
revolution in thought. Just as Hegel had said tiwte is a reason in
history, Proudhon says now there is a reason ie¢baomic system
of capitalism and that it is possible to analyzentechanisms. But
the study of the socio-economic system imposeswamethod. In
fact, by studying the “economic society”, a terrattdoes not refer
to economic relationships but social relations, wheoudhon will
actually do is analyze the system of social comttaxghs.

Today Proudhon's book is best known for what Msaixi about
it in the answer he wrot&,he Poverty of Philosophyn which he
displays his talent as a pamphleteer. Yet Proudaises in his book
a methodological problem that will have a curioatef He believes
that one can deal with the capitalist system agwctsred whole,
regardless of its past and its history; therefore mecessary to study
the sequence of historical developments not acegrdo their
history, but as a systematic totality.

Proudhon affirms that a scientific analysis ofitajsm requires
an adequate method, which includes the movementitof
contradictions. This is an important improvementerovthe
empiricism of liberal economists. Proudhon's omdjiiy lies in the
fact that he introduced the hypothetico-deductiethmd in political
economy. Marx criticized th&ystem of Economic Contradictions
after it was published because it did not refetht® only possible
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method: the study of the historical movement ofridationships of
production. But Proudhon’s choice is deliberatewants to show
that the categories of the economic system areedinky a
permanent contradiction. Proudhon puts temporaadyde their
historical dimension, their evolution, and only siers their
relationship in their contemporaneousness

Proudhon had already questioned the method oftiqadli
economy inLa Création de I'Ordre(Creation of order), in 1843.
This science, he says, has not yet been establishbdge mass of
facts have been observed, analyzed, but since tlmothéad been
established, political economy lacked certainty.dtbes not dare to
step out of the description of the facts” : the endescription of a
phenomenon is not enough to reveal its internalem@nt. Three
years later in th&Systéme des contradictions économigineswill
raise the question again: the “historical and dptee method,
successfully used as long as it dealt only with rajieg as
reconnaissance, is now useless: after thousand®obdgraphs and
tables, we are not more advanced than in the dayemophon and
Hesiod”.

Proudhon therefore disputes the validity of theédnisal method
to analyze social phenomena, while at the same Mar wrote the
German Ideologya book in which are affirmed his materialistic
conception of history, a conception that is totadlytagonist with
Proudhon’s method isystéeme des contradictions économiques
year later, a chapter é&foverty of Philosophwill harshly criticize
the methodological point of view of Proudhon, ahdsiessentially
on this chapter we will focus.

According to Proudhon, capitalism is a complex eystof
relationships driven by contradictions. Politicabeomy has so far
been unable to account for its overall operatia@tabose it focused
on a flawed methodology, descriptive and historiddbwever,
when considering society at a given moment, we thae all its
mechanisms are contemporary and work simultaneolibig raises
a problem of mode of exposure: by which part of thiaole will we
begin? How can we highlight, successively, the raaidms of that
whole system that work simultaneously? This probigemvell posed
— if not solved — by Proudhon:
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“The phases or economic categories are in their
manifestations sometimes contemporary, sometimesrtad:
hence the extreme difficulty experienced by ecostsnof all
times to systematize their ideas3y6téme des contradictions
économique$

From here also comes the chaos of the works oftgrea
economists. However, economic theories have théagical
sequence and series in the understanding”. lays Broudhon, this
order that he has discovered. If we want to expbeanechanisms
of the system, we must first choose a moment, aseh we must
abstract this moment from the whole of which itaigart. But in
doing so, we destroy the delicate network of refeghips that binds
this category to the whole. If we are not carefus, end up feeling
that this category — value, division of labor, maehny, competition,
etc. — has a life independent from the whole meishanBut the
method of exposition must show the coherence ofvthele. To
clarify the content of capitalism, Proudhon therefaloes not
advocate the historical method, he proposes anoappr that
proceeds by economic categories developed in @dbgequence,
and that expresses the mode of organization, cordethe laws of
the system.

The order of categories is not one in which thepear
historically, it is one that makes a theoreticattpie of the
mechanism analyzed. The way these categories latedevith each
other constitutes the theory of the system andhis sense, this
method allows to expose the “structure of the whateits “pure
essentiality”, as Hegel said. The structure ofwiele, because the
system is represented as a coherent entity, as caffokl”
(Proudhon’s word) whose parts are logically heldetber; in its
essentiality because what is constituted is notescriptive and
realistic model of reality but an ideal model (bedretical model)
produced by conscience. “Truth, Proudhon had ajresmid inLa
Création de I'Ordre(Creation of Order), is not only reality, the
nature of things falling under the knowledge of mans also, in
some cases, a creation operated by the mind, antdge of nature.”
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Proudhon says that his ambition is not to write history of the
capitalist system but a theory of the system whiahk, such,
expresses its history. He intends to describe b as it is today
in its finished form, to reveal the articulation @& economic
structures. To do so, he builds an abstract model:

“In absolute reason all these ideas (...) are égaahple and
general. In fact we reach science only thanks t&inal of
scaffolding of our ideas. But the truth in itsedfindependent of
these dialectical figures, and free of the combamst of our
mind.” (Systeme des contradictions économijjues

The truth is free of the combinations of our mitids means that
the theory of reality is not reality itself. Prowdhdoes not intend to
develop a logic of concept but a logic of realitgntrary to what
Marx suggested. Marx indeed feigns to believe tRedudhon’s
economic categories are inherited from Hegel'sgmies, that they
are pure concepts of understanding, subjective ei&n of
consciousness, but empty of content. But according’roudhon
they are in fact only phases, moments of the psottebe grasped at
some point to make it accessible to the understgndihey are no
more independent of the “real relationships” thiae $troke of the
brush is independent of the painting. The methotheSystéme des
contradictions économiquesrganizes the categories of political
economy in an order that Proudhon defines as thidteosuccession
of ideas, a logical-deductive order. The order xgfasition of the
categories reflects the order by which thought seee to the
content of the system.

The category of monopoly cannot be understood owitHirst
analyzing the category of competition, for examgka it is no
coincidence that Proudhon's book (as well as Gagital, much
later) starts with the category of value, whichthe fundamental
category by which the essential structure of cépita will be
unveiled. It is, says Proudhon, “the cornerstonethaf economic
structure.” TheSysteme des contradictions économicslesnys that
all the scaffolding lies on the deduction of the@mamic categories
from the initial category of value (and of surpitedue). The theory
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develops the relationship of these categories fram initial
category. “The ratio, says Proudhon in 1858, thialiimately what
sums up all phenomenality, all reality, all powalt, existence (...).
So that wherever the mind understands a ratio, Idhexperience
discover nothing else, we must conclude from thi®rthe presence
of a force and hence of a reality

The genesis of capitalism is not explained acogrdp the order
of time (historical method) but according to thedar of the
understanding (logical method) ; it is an ideal eg@s, highlighting
its internal movement. We can say in summary thatrhethod of
exposition of Proudhon:

1. — Considers an initial category (hypothesis)rfravhich are
deducted derived categories;

2. — Builds from these derived categories a “sddffdn other
words a theoretical model of the system, a simutati

3. — Highlights the overall coherence of the suetof the
system.

This echoes the idea already developedLa Création de
I'Ordre (Creation of Order) in 1843: diversity is in nausynthesis
is in the self. “For the self to determine itsétf; it to think, to know
itself, it must have sensations, intuitions, it de@ non-self whose
impressions meet its own capacity. Thought is grehesis of two
antithetical forces, subjective unity and objectiveltiplicity.”

From the diversity existing in society, the thoudhiilds a
subjective unity which enables to define each envo@ategory in
a logical relationship with the others but also dnnecessary
relationship. Proudhon proceeds from the simplesadhieve the
more complex and, on the way, reveals the intezoatradictions of
the system. The method &ystem of Economic Contradictions
following the logical sequence of concepts, is ssitated by the
very nature and the objective content of what mlymed. This is an
approach that reveals the relationship betweenrebdeeality and

! De la Justice'Etat.



Proudhon and German philosophy 29

the model that is built. The truth, the reality thife system is
unveiled only after a theoretical journey towaris tleality.

Proudhon seeks to establish the *“constant contprnoif
economic phenomena with the pure law of thougle,ethuivalence
of the real and of the ideal in human facts”. Thayea circular
movement that actually reflects the circularity afl rational
thought. We can only know through a research thats light on
the object. But this research is only possiblé fits the content of
the object:

“The definition of philosophy implies in these tesm

“l. Someone who searches, observes, analyzes, esyzdh,
whom we name the subject or the self;

“2. Something that is observed, analyzed, whosé \geasearch
and called the object or the non-self

The subject is active, the object is passive: “Whiteans we are
the architect of the idea and that the latter mtesiits matter”.
Starting from the mode of exposure of knowledgeyads natural to
come to a reflection on its nature. Concerning theory of
knowledge, Proudhon says:

“We distinguish, willingly or unwillingly, in knowédge, two
modes: deduction and acquisition. With the firsg mind seems
indeed to create everything it learns (...)

“By the second, on the contrary, the mind, con$tasttecked
in its scientific progress, works only with a peipd excitement,
whose cause is unintentional and out of the fulleseignty of
the self.” Systeme des contradictions économiques

Summing up the debate between idealists and middesiavho
sought to “account for this phenomenon”, Proudhsksa does
knowledge come only from the self as say the fodlmnof the first
school, or is it only a modification of matter? pialism, says
Proudhon, denying the facts, succumbs to its owpotence, but

! De la Justice.
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facts crush materialism with their testimony; therenthese systems
work to establish themselves, the more they showirth
contradiction. Proudhon tries to avoid falling intdogmatic
materialism as well as in idealism; so he seelexpdain the method
of “parallel development of reality and idea”, theonstant
conformity of the economic phenomena with the plaws of
thought, the equivalence of the real and the id&gistéeme des
contradictions économiqugs

Materialism — as defined by Proudhon — and ideahsne failed
in their one-sidedness, wanting to be a completeorth of
knowledge from their unique perspective. Proudhiestto avoid
this impasse by showing the unity of these two @gtmovements,
which has been understood as a concession to sdeallhis
naturally leads to the problem of the nature ofitygand truth. The
real is the synthesis of many determinations, |teaps as the result
of thought, but since all ideas are “necessarilgsequent to the
experience of things”, the real is the real starting point: its criterio
is provided by the adequacy of thought and purpé&seudhon
anticipates what Marx will say almost 30 years rldte his 1873
Afterword of Capital: “The ideal is nothing else than the material
world reflected by the human mind, and translatet forms of
thought.”

Marx’s answer: Poverty of Philosophy

The perspective developed by Proudhon in 1846 was
immediately followed by an extremely violent criim of Marx in
The Poverty of Philosophy. The polemical charactethis book
and the bad faith expressed in many passages tifsxgid as a real
analysis of Proudhon’s thought. It is only indigatiof what Marx
thought of Proudhon, without this opinion havingy amrmative
character. One thing is interesting about this bduit it has never
been identified by Marxist writers, if not, as weal see, through
somewhat embarrassed allusions: in 1846 Marx hygatsr

! De la Justice.
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criticizes Proudhon’s method, while he eventualtheres to it
fifteen years later.

Proudhon himself will always be convinced he uSddgel’s
dialectics” in theSystem of Economical Contradictioria one of
his last books,Theory of property he justifies a change in his
approach to political economy, saying: “.. | read that the
dialectics of Hegel, which | had, so to speak,datd on trust in my
System of Economic Contradictiomgs wrong...”

Marx passionately tries to discredit the inductiesluctive
method used by Proudhon and accuses him of naiwimlfy the
“historical movement”:

“Economists explain how production takes placenmdbove-
mentioned relations, but what they do not explaitmow these
relations themselves are produced, that is, theorigal
movement which gave them birth. M. Proudhon, takihgse
relations for principles, categories, abstract gis, has merely
to put into order these thoughts, which are to bend
alphabetically arranged at the end of every treabis political
economy.” (MarxPoverty of Philosophy

He accuses Proudhon of seeing only abstract cagsgor
“spontaneous thoughts, independent of real relsition

“But the moment we cease to pursue the historicalement
of production relations, of which the categorie® dout the
theoretical expression, the moment we want to se¢hése
categories no more than ideas, spontaneous thoughts
independent of real relations, we are forced tabaite the origin
of these thoughts to the movement of pure reasaw Hoes
pure, eternal, impersonal reason give rise to tteseghts? How
does it proceed in order to produce thentBitl()

In 1846-47, Marx is totally blind to any possilyliof using the
inductive-deductive method to expose in their esaldy the
mechanisms of the capitalist system. He had coexlet year
earlier The German Ideologywhich Proudhon could not have
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known since the book was published only in 1928rdvtban half of
the book is dedicated to a highly virulent critinigf Stirner, whose
developments on alienation substantially undermiMiedx’s views
on Feuerbach and on humanism

The German Ideologys seen as Marx’s first account of his (and
Engels’ who is the co-author) theses on “historicalterialism”
(although the expression is never to be found imd\danritings). It
is therefore a transitional book in which Marx dfels proceed to
an update regarding their positions concerning doestion of
method. The two men clearly intended to use thithoteto explain
the mechanisms of capitalism, and ProudhoiSgstéme des
contradictions économiquasas using a totally different approach.

! Although | do not consider Stirner as an anarliiss necessary to
insist on the determinant role he played in thestitution of marxism.
Which, of course, marxists won't admit. In 1844, ida thought was
totally influenced by Feuerbach and his humanishe; enthusiastically
mentioned the “great discoveries” of the philosapio had “given a
philosophical foundation to socialism”. At that 8nMarx totally adhered
to Feuerbach’'s humanism. When he says in 1844 Manuscriptsthat
“communism is not as such the aim of human devetopinhe means that
the aim is Man with a capital M, not the proletariat that time he thought
philosophy was the truth of religion. Stirner vigosly criticized
Feuerbach for not having destroyed the Sacred iy ds surface.
Philosophy has only taken away the sacred envelopereligion.
Feuerbach’s “generic man” is a new form of the Béviand reproduces
Christian morals. The very moment Marx wanted tmvshthat the
suppression of philosophy is the actualization dfilgsophy, Stirner
showed that it can only accomplish itself as thgploThese ideas were
developped in a booKhe Unique and its propertpublished in 1845, and
were a shock to Marx. Stirner’'s critique of Feuetbavas obviously an
implicit critique of Marx. All that, for Marx, wasunbearable. Which
explains why he wrot&@he German ldeologg book mostly known as the
first (and very concize and rudimentary) expositminMarx’s theory of
history, but in which one can read (in the integraftsion at least) 300
pages of hysterical attacks against Stirner. Aftext, Marx gives up the
idea of “generic man” and all these humanistic epts. Nowadays, when
an author wants to insist on the “humanistic” asp#cMaxism, he must
dig in the early writings of Marx, before Stirnecsld shower.
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Quite understandably, when at that very momentdtron's book is
published, in which a completely different methedused, Marx is
not willing to bring into question his own approa€mn the contrary,
he sees an opportunity to square things up oncefandll with
Proudhon:

“But the moment we cease to pursue the historicalement
of production relations, of which the categorieg dout the
theoretical expression, the moment we want to se¢hése
categories no more than ideas, spontaneous thoughts
independent of real relations, we are forced tabaite the origin
of these thoughts to the movement of pure reag@uoverty of
philosophy)

Proudhon had a copy of Marx’s book and noted inrttaggin
opposite this passage: “He is forced to, sinceoriesy everything
is, whatever you say, contemporary.” The meaninthisf comment
is clear: the capitalist system is a whole; all haaisms operate
simultaneously. To analyze it, one is forced toas®a point in the
process, a phase (or category), and then to prdogezhlly from
the fundamental category, the simplest category,th® most
complex. The problem lies precisely in the choidethe initial
category from which the theoretical model is cangid. In a note
of the Pléiade edition of the works of Marx, Maxiem Rubel finds
“very obscure” Proudhon's remark on the simultasamature of the
mechanisms of the systénBut when later Marx radically changed
his approach and made an absolutely identical tenyaars after
Proudhon, the obscurity will not strike Mr. Rub&o we can
measure the progress made by Marx betwmrerty of Philosophy
andCapital when we compare his successive statements osghe i
of abstraction advocated by Proudhon.

In Marx 1847 said:

! La Pléiade, Economie I, p. 1554.
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“If we abstract thus from every subject all theegéd
accidents, animate or inanimate, men or thingsaveeright in
saying that in the final abstraction, the only dabse left is the
logical category:”

What Marx says is perfectly correct, but in 1847s ia criticism,
although he will, fifteen years later, advocate tlsame
method which consists in abstracting, in the anslgsphenomena,
the “accidents” which do not make the observatiertipent.

We have seen that Proudhon intended to build ardkieal
model — literally a simulation, expressed by threntéscaffolding” —
of the capitalist economy, not to provide a histoalthough
historical events might be reminded. This model inhes relevant,
that is to say that it must be seen in the esdéwtiaf its
mechanisms, stripped of all irrelevant factors tbam disturb the
operation or make its reading opaque. In itselfs timethod is
perfectly commonplace: it is at the basis of alestfic research.
Proudhon’s genius is that he tried to apply it tditigal economy.
Marx will adopt this method fifteen years latert lim 1847, he is
not in position to do it. Thus, when Proudhon stanith the
category of division of labor to explain exchangalue, Marx
blames him for not developing its historical gesesi

“M. Proudhon does not enter into these genealogletils.
He merely places a sort of historical stamp upaom féct of
exchange, by presenting it in the form of a motioade by a
third party, that exchange be establisheBdverty..)

! We can compare what Marx says in 1847 and whatalye in 1867,

twenty years later “The physicist either observes physical phenomena

where they occur in their most typical form and triose from disturbing
influence, or, wherever possible, he makes experisnender conditions
that assure the occurrence of the phenomenon moitsality. In this work

| have to examine the capitalist mode of produgtenmd the conditions of
production and exchange corresponding to that rod@reface to

Capital.)



Proudhon and German philosophy 35

Surprisingly, we read twenty years later in thefgre toCapital,
that abstraction is the only method that can ses/@n instrument
for the analysis of economic forms.

“In theory, however, we assume that the laws ofitahgt
development act in their purest form. In realiterén is only an
approximation, which becomes larger as the cagpitatiode of
production is more developed and less adulterageslitvivals of
former economic condition's”

Hegel had made the distinction between developraetbrding
to nature, as it appears to the understandingitgreéalfirst, thought
is conditioned to it) and development accordinghi concept, as it
appears to reason (empirical reality is the eftdcteason). In the
relation between the two processes, Hegel choosegrant
effectiveness only to the second. Is real only tlevelopment
according to the concept (reality is deduced fromd ds a
consequence of the concept). The development dngotal nature,
for which the concept is second and the realifirgs, is nothing but
an apparent process.

Here we find the methodological debate opposing xMand
Proudhon in 1847. Marx seems to say that Prouddopta Hegel's
idealist views. Proudhon, he says, “believes helrahl the world
by the movement of thought”. But Marx misinterprésoudhon,
who does not say that the world is produced bydhtuhe simply
says that to make the world — or political econemstelligible, one
must use a method of exposition that does notvotlee historical
movement but that deduces the real from the concé&pis
confusion between process of thought and realitlybei found later
in a caricatured way in the writings of those Matsi who
constantly refer to “dialectical materialism”. Fetting, or ignoring
that “dialectics” is a process of thought, a wayaoflyzing reality,
not reality itself, they are convinced it is a r@abcess. This will
provide such assertions as: “The dialectics ofonystvants...” The
“Dialectics of history”, whatever it means, doest ntwant”

! Capital, 111, 2° section, Pléiade II, p. 968,
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anything, it is the person who is speaking of ditds that wants
dialectics to “want” something.

Worse, we will have “explanations” such as: watethie thesis,
heat is the antithesis, steam is synthesis. Ttaesta of elementary
courses on Marxism will therefore think that didies produce
steam... The fetishism of “dialectics” is absentMarx. In fact,
when reduced to the essentials, all the Marxisttle after Marx
on the issue is simply used to describe a prodessevolves and
changes, or phenomena that are interacting. They‘rdterialist”
to make it seem more “scientific”. The charactefald$ée knowledge
of dialectics is particularly striking in the comteof “dialectics of
nature” developed by Engels. There is no “dialattia nature, at
most can there be dialectics in the thought thiakthabout nature.
Dialectics is a mode of reasoning, it is a waygpraach a problem,
a mode of apprehension of a phenomenon, it isheophenomenon
itself.

Saying that the production of steam is the “diatett synthesis
of heat and water does not explain anything abbet dctual,
physical process of production of steam, it onlesds the turn of
mind of the person who sees things like that. THaléctical”
interpretation of a phenomenon pertains to ideglagt science.
Philippe Pelletier wrote, quite rightly, about diefics: “If it is only
a matter of ‘interaction’, well, let's drop the ppous words and
speak simply of interactiort:

Abstraction is, in Proudhon, only a means to apgmdireality by
the logical-deductive process, it is not realityelf. In a long and
tedious passage d?overty of PhilosophyMarx adorns his anti-
Proudhon attack with brilliant Hegelian formulatiorconcerning
method. He quotes this famous passage of Hedelfc about
method, “the absolute, unique, supreme, infinitecdo which no
object can resist”, and adds:

“So what is this absolute method? The abstractidn o
movement. What is the abstraction of movement? kharg in

! “La pensée sociale d’Elisée Reclus, géographechisae”, Le Monde
libertaire n® 1085 - du 22 au 28 mai 1997.
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abstract condition. What is movement in abstracdidmn? The

purely logical formula of movement or the movemefitpure

reason. Wherein does the movement of pure reasasist® In

posing itself, opposing itself, composing itselfi formulating

itself as thesis, antithesis, synthesis; or, yetaffirming itself,

negating itself, and negating its negation. How sdoeason
manage to affirm itself, to pose itself in a dakncategory? That
is the business of reason itself and of its apetsdi

This passage calls for several remarks:

* No thought, no theory can resist this gquestiod-amswer
machine-gunning, as noted by Kostas Papaiodnrthere is no
well-argued refutation, only vituperations;

» While he tries to make a show of philosophy, Manty gives
us a hollow exercise in style;

* Above all, Marx gives credence to the idea thabuBhon
places himself from the point of view of Hegel's thed (even
Marx he also adds that he does it poorly). Whiléntends to refute
Proudhon, Marx clearly takes his distances withdileg

Kostas Papaioannou, expressed strong reservationg Blarx’s
actual knowledge of Hegel; he writes that his depelents on the
German philosopher were only comments of the pbpbyg of
Feuerbach. At the end of the logical-deductive pssadeveloped by
Proudhon — but also by Hegel — the object whidmalyzed appears
in its totality, in its unity. The real can theregse to be the product
of thought, it is only the product of thought tiiainks the real.

A thought exists if there is something to think ah@nd in 1847
Marx does not seem to see that if reality actuallthe cause, and
thought the effect, the object is also subjechtmught: the object is
also the idea of an object, therefore in some wapduced” by
thought. When in the Afterword dfapital (1873) Marx explains
that the method of inquiry must “appropriate thetenal in detail”,

“analyze its different forms of development”, “teaout their inner

! De Marx et du marxismé&RF-Gallimard, p. 165.
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connection”, and adds that after this work is dditenay appear as
if we had before us a mere a priori constructioadloes nothing but
assume a viewpoint he had criticized 26 yearsezarli

Thought and reality are in turn condition and ctiodied.
Proudhon’s refusal to consider both idealism antenaism from a
unique point of view is interpreted by Marx as amd@&sement to
idealism. However, to distinguish the objectiveniréhe subjective,
reality from illusion, we ultimately have only oteol: thought, that
is to say something eminently subjective. We knowirduction
that reality is prior to thought, but we also kndhat it is by
inference that we know the reality, after the tHuugas selected the
elements that constitute reality and those whoato n

Stirner and Feuerbach

It seems however necessary to examine the crifid@e Stirner
made of Feuerbach. Indeed, it is Stirner, not Frondwho started
— unintentionally, of course — the hostilities ahi Marx. This
detour seems important because, in spite of whateEHBwottigelli
says, we do not think that Bruno Bauer and Maxn8tirhad a
negligible role in the evolution of Marx’s thougtdlthough “the
thought of Bruno Bauer is almost totally forgottexay and Max
Stirner is an author of whom one occasionally talksut but that
nobody reads.™ To speak with a minimum of pertinence of an
author to whom Marx devotes 300 pages of contrgyérseems it
is better to have read him...

In 1844 Feuerbach was the master thinker of Mangets... and
Bakunin ... and also indirectly of Proudhon. Fashart time, Marx
will speak with great enthusiasm of the great deeafs the
discoveries of the one who gave a “philosophicakidafor
socialism”.

“The unity of man with man, which is based on tlealr
differences between men, the concept of the hunmatTies

! Emile Bottigelli, Genése du socialisme scientifiqiditions sociales,
p. 171.
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brought down from the heaven of abstraction torded earth,
what is this but the concept sdciety? *

It was humanism that prevailed then in Marx's thdugVe can
read in the 1844 Manuscripts that “communism is a®tsuch the
goal of human development”, meaning that the gedallan. Marx,
with the post-Hegelians, believed that philosoptgswhe truth of
religion: it was religion achieved into practica;that he remained a
follower of Feuerbach. Didn't Feuerbach say in igatar that
“modern philosophy results from theology — it isiiself nothing
but the resolution and transformation of theologytoi
philosophy”?* This enthusiasm, obvious in the 1844 Manuscripts
and in theHoly Family, will feed Stirner with a substantive criticism
against Feuerbach in a book published in 184t Ego and His
Own — that is to say one year before tBgstem of economic
contradictions So in a very short period, Marx will be seriously
guestioned twice.

Stirner blames Feuerbach for not having destrojedstcred,
but only its “heavenly dwelling” and having forcédto move to us
bag and baggagé’ According to Stirner, philosophy has done
nothing but remove the sacred envelope of religfathinks also
that it can grow and fulfill itself only as TheokgFeuerbach has
built his system on a totally theological basisitatso appears how
thoroughly theological is the liberation that Féhaah is laboring to
give us” — , says Stirner, who adds that Feuerlsatdeneric man”
is a new form of the divine and that it reproduCésistian morality.
This is a severe blow to the positions that Marxeflgped at the
time.

Stirner comments:

“With the strength of despair Feuerbach clutchethattotal
substance of Christianity, not to throw it away, tmdrag it to

! Marx, Lettre & Feuerbach, 11 aoiit 1844.
2 Manifestes philosophiqugep. 155.
% L’Unique et sa propriété Euvres, Stock, p. 106



40 Proudhon and German philosophy

himself, to draw it, the long-yearned-for, evertdig, out of its
heaven with a last effort, and keep it by him famre\s not that a
clutch of the uttermost despair, a clutch for bfedeath, and is it
not at the same time the Christian yearning andjéring for the
other world?”

At the very moment when Marx tries to show that atwelition
of philosophy is the achievement of philosophyrrigti shows that
“it is only as theology that [philosophy] can rgalive itself out,
complete itself. The field of its battle to the ttess in theology.”

“To God, who is spirit, Feuerbach gives the nameir‘O
Essence’. Can we put up with this, that ‘Our Esseerscbrought
into opposition to us — that we are split into asemntial and an
unessential self? Do we not therewith go back thi® dreary
misery of seeing ourselves banished out of oursélve

However, Man’s generic being, the generic man heecb from
Feuerbach gave communism a philosophical foundatioought
Marx. This was a reality in becoming, the achiewestence of
Man’s alienated existence reconciled with the comitgu Stirner
shows that this man is just another generic foritnefdivine, it only
reproduces Christian morals; philosophy, he sagénags a lie: its
role is socially religious. The situation becameseifing to Marx.
Indeed, Stirner was getting more and more populaiGerman
intellectual circles. After th&nique he published’he Anticritique
in which he ridiculed Feuerbach’s argumentation mvhidarx still
regarded as his spokesman, but Stirner “grew félpraut of a
confrontation with three mediocre polemicists wiepresented the
elite of the German left”, writes Daniel Joubert

“The influence of Stirner never ceased to expandes Left
Hegelians rallied and were telling everybody in iGany and
France that communism was a religious illusion.nfrtben on,

1 «Karl Marx contre Max Stirner” inMax Stirner Cahiers de

philosophie - L’Age d’homme, p. 188.



Proudhon and German philosophy 41

Marx will drop everything he was doing and endeavém
exculpate himself by breaking up with Feuerbach mma$enting
Stirner as a puppet.

Stirner’'s criticism of Feuerbach will bear fruit. dvk radically
changed his approach concerning communism, butvitbout first
exorcising his demons by a long and thorough atéaeknst Stirner
in German ldeology

*k%k

While Hegel's thought is a complex whole with itgternal
coherence, the successors of Hegel, wanting tal stah from the
master, each took one aspect of his thought andlaged it as the
foundation of a whole. The reader may at first fegressed by the
radical language with which is wrapped the padievelopment of
the disciple, but finally realizes that the madtad often said the
same thing, and better. Feuerbach emphasizes ¢hethidt religion
is a human creation, but Hegel had said it beféme hdividualist
anarchists who refer to Stirner might have beergiched to learn
that “it is only in the Christian principle thatsestially the personal
individual spirit acquires an infinite, absolutdue” 2

Stirner's “individualism” is nothing but a developmt of
Hegel’s self-consciousness. According to Hegel-smisciousness
now has “grasped the concept of its self’, thabisay it has “seized
the concept according to which it is reality in thegtainty of itself”.
Self-awareness is no longer one of these “chimeb&édnging to
the “first obsolete figures of spiritual self coimtsness and have
their truth only in presumption and speech”, itnisw “certain in
itself and for itself of its reality”. It no longexeeks to assert itself in
opposition to the actual reality, “it has as objefcits conscience the
category as such”, that is, says Hegel in a ndtes Unity of self-
consciousness and being”. “Self-consciousness basits own
object the pure category itself, or it is the catggbecome

! bid.
2 Hegel,Lecons sur I'histoire de la philosophilées I, 168, note.
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conscious of itself.” In other words the objectself-consciousness
is itself. Which leads the philosopher to say:

“Self-consciousness has thus stripped itself ofopjposition
and of all of the conditioning of its operation;i& in all its
freshness that it goes out of itself, not headowgards an Other,
but toward itself. Since individuality is in itselie actual reality,
the matter of action and the purpose of the opmrdie in the
operation itself. Accordingly, the operation has #ppearance of
the motion of a circle which freely in the void nasvitself and in
itself, which, unhindered, now expands and nowriastitself,
and which, perfectly satisfied, plays only in ifse@ind with
itself.”

Let us note that in this quotation, Hegel does mention the
individual, but the individuality, which is precisely Stirner's
approach. The radical character of Stirner's diss®ican not hide
the simple reproduction of Hegel's thought. Indettt basis of
Stirner's thought is the questioning of all thathsly, source of
enslavement; not only religion but also all ideatians: Good,
Freedom, Love, etc. But in tHithenomenologyHegel engages in a
critique of sensitive certainty, which he opposes rational
knowledge. In his reasoning, he opposes the rigoconcept to
romantic irrationalism. We find this astonishingntnce: “The
beautiful, the sacred, the eternal, religion, lare, the baits required
to awaken the desire to bite. Not the concept,dmstasy; not the
cold and progressive need for the thing, but tmited enthusiasm
must be the force that supports and spreads thdthwef the
substance?

Back to German Ideology

German ldeologywas completed at the end of 1846. Mixed
opinions concerning Proudhon can be found in thekbsome
favorable to Proudhon dating from before the negatinswer the

! Phénoménologie de I'Espriubier, p. 10.
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Frenchman had made to a proposal of collaboratitim Marx, and
others, unfavorable, dating from after, or evenawd passages.

So Proudhon is either the incarnation of commun@nsomeone
unable to get to the heart of a matterGerman IdeologyProudhon
is called into action against Stirner because h&@@ous, he bases
himself on historical facts and shows “absolutatysentimentality”
(Saint Max, II'). But at the same time Marx explains that all the
demonstrations of Proudhon are false. AbDat la Creation de
I'ordre dans I'humanité a book Proudhon wrote in 1843, Marx
writes in The German Ideologyhat his serial dialectics are “an
attempt to give a method to his thought”: Proudhiies to “find a
dialectic such as Hegel really gave it. So the pitn@od with Hegel
does actually exist...” etc. Strangely, after ti8ystéme des
contradictions économiquewas published, Marx will write that
Proudhon didn’t understand anything about Hegeldedtics. The
chapter of German Ideologywhere Marx asserts the dialectical
proximity between Hegel and Proudhon, d&walerty of Philosophy
where he explicitly says the contrary, were writteri847, at a few
weeks of interval! Such an attitude disqualifiesatéver opinion
Marx might have on any author.

However, Proudhon is far from being the main taafgberman
Ideology

Marx will react to Stirner's criticism against humsm by a
violent attack against Stirner in a book that hatl been published
at the time,German ldeology This book is a milestone in the
evolution of Marx and Engels. It is a rather thimdok in which the
authors define for the first time the foundatiorigheir materialist
conception of history. Of this book, Marx said tlegt and Engels
had intended to “settle accounts with [their] fornpdilosophical
conscience”. Referring to this period, Engels $ai@i885 that Marx
had already “drawn from these bases a materidleiry of history

! German Ideology “Saint Max”, Il. French version: Edition La
Pleiade, Oeuvres, Philosophie, p. 1260. But thimiop did not prevent
Marx from writing the same year to Annenkov aboubuelhon’s “petty-
bourgeois sentimentality”... (December 28, 1846.)
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that was completed in its outlines, and we resumed duty to

develop in detail and in the most different diread our newly

acquired way of seeing”. (Engels, 188feface to the re-edition of
the “Revelations on the trial of the Koln commusiist

Indeed, the presentation of the new materialisbrthef history
is only a small part of the book, the rest is dat#id to a violent
polemic against Bruno Bauer and especially agdifest Stirner.
Proudhon is mentioned only casually. This is anemrtslly
polemical book, and if the authors meant to seiftieres with their
philosophical conscience, we can say that Feuert®mino Bauer
and especially Max Stirner played a determinanke roi that
philosophical consciousness.

The attacks against Stirner, called for the ocea$8aint Max”,
takes the most part of the book. The refutationgéw even than the
“Unique”, kept Marx busy for nine months and aftkat Marx
mobilized his friends for one year to find a pubéis. The stakes
must have been important because Marx left his @oanstudies,
of which one would think they were more urgentdavote himself
to the refutation of Bauer and Stirner. In a lettet.eske, in August
1846, he wrote:

“I had momentarily interrupted my work on economics
Indeed, it seemed to me very important to firstlighba polemic
against German philosophy and German socialism hwhic
follows, before turning to positive developments.”

Later he pretended not to worry about the publicatof the
book. In 1859 he wrote:

“Basically, we wanted to examine our philosophical
conscience. [...] We had achieved our main goalgoad
understanding of ourselves. With good grace, wenédnaed the
manuscript to the gnawing criticism of mice.

! La Pléiade, I, 274.
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Marxist historians of Marxism, when referring toetBerman
Ideology usually just mention the polemic against Stiraed Bruno
Bauer, without bothering to explain the contentshad controversy,
nor in what way it was a step in the formation o&rs thought.
Emile Bottigelli writes, speaking of Stirner anduga:

“These writers exerted some influence on the enwrent in
which Marx and Engels could make their voices he#irdvas
necessary that these intellectuals, whom the twomders of
scientific socialism meant to convince of the truthf
communism, be removed from the influence of phitdscal
speleIation in which Bauer and his friends wereggdirg
them-.”

We will not know more about the issue, for it i®l&ss to go into
detail, since the thought of the first is forgottamd that of the other
is “the object of conversations between people wftb not read
him” — a most anti-scientific attitude... We wilever know why
Marx has worked so hard on this controversy agadtisher whom
nobody reads. However, Stirner’s criticism of hummemwill bear
fruit. Marx indeed will reject such concepts — totaan, real
humanism, generic being — whose idealism is todonisv But he
does not give up the essential part of Feuerbagtpsoach. He will
only transfer from philosophy to science what Fbaeh had
transferred from theology to philosophy: on thisnpave can say
that Bakunin takes on Stirner’s reflections, depelg his critique
of science as the new theology of the time. Yetwduld be
simplistic to assume that this conflict is in angywhe expression of
the opposition between Marxism and anarchism. Amnanc has
nothing to do with it.

The genesis of the dispute between Marx and Stiiser
interesting in at least one respect: it reveal$ dhane point Marx
shared humanist views and that after Stirner'sqeré he rejected
humanism. In other words, “Marxism” actually resulas the
consequence of Stirner's criticism of Marx's hunsami

! Genése du socialisme scientifiqpe 169-170.
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Considering the fate the political regimes availithgmselves of
Marx have undergone, some Marxists today try t@abéditate Marx
by referring to texts prior to 1845, that is to gayor to German
Ideology so as to present his thought as a humanism. iShis
misinterpretation, in any case a travesty of higught. It is an
attempt to reconstruct a proto-Marxism, a primitiarxism which
bears no relation to the real thought of the autfi@apital.

Marx's explanation according to whidBerman Ideologyhad
been a “settling of scores with his former phildsiepl conscience”
was taken without scrutiny by almost all Marxistrears who also
have generally made no critical examination of Mamrgument
against Stirner. Curious “settling of scores” witts philosophical
conscience, in which the lowest polemics, insingeand meanness
look rather like an attempt to exorcise his ownvmes positions.
The “refutation” Marx makes of Stirner consists mofny filthy,
personal attacks: “he was so intoxicated at the tihat he rolled
under the table”; Stirner married a “chaste searsstr he failed in
the creamery trade; he missed his academic caterMarx even
gives the address of Stirner's favorite café are rtame of the
library he frequented: all things perfectly uselgsthe refutation of
the ideas of a thinker.

But the future author aCapital forgets he was himself sentenced
for drunkenness at the age of 17 and failed inows academic
ambitions. Franz Mehring, the Marxist historian.ems a bit
disgusted when he speaks of Marx's book. It isdys, an

“ultra-polemic, even more verbose than Hay Familyin its
driest sections, and the oasis are much more scathes desert,
even if they are not completely absent. When thbaxs show a
dialectic penetration, it each time soon degensratéo hair
splitting and quite petty quarrels about wotds

To sum up, Mehring says in elegant terms hatman Ideology
is even more boring than tioly Family.

! Franz MehringVie de Karl Marx— édition établie par Gérard Bloch,
éditions Pie, p. 401.
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Stirner was not a minor character in the Hegeliaft,Land his
writings were not limited to th&lnique The value of his work was
recognized by all, even his opponents, except Mafreourse, who
never recognized the value of an opponent (andyraeeognized
the value of anyone for that matter).

Stirner had written a report of Bruno Bauer’s téltte Trumpet
of the Last Judgmenthat had not gone unnoticed; Stirner’'s articles
were published in th&heinische Zeitunddirected by Marx), they
had been appreciated by many of the intellectuateentime: “The
False Principle of our Education”, “Art and Religip “The
Anticritique”. He had also published a study on &TKlysteries of
Paris”, before that of Marx included in thioly Family. So it is not
an anonymous writer who developed a critique of cbenmunist
system as an avatar of religious alienation, and wighlights the
flaw of this system.

&&&Reprise

In July and August 1845, Marx spent a month andak im
England. He and Engels visited London and Manchekie read a
lot, on economy: free trade, banking history, ggldces, the law of
population, etc. Visiting slums, he discovered viagkclass reality.
He did not yet question humanism as such; on theraxy he
intended to develop “real humanism”.

Back in Brussels in early September, several moafter the
publication of theUnique he is informed of the publication in
Leipzig, in the same book, of a text written by BouBauer,
“Characteristics of Feuerbach”, which is a respotsdhe Holy
family, and in which Marx is called a dogmatic, and at tey
Stirner, “The Anticritique”, a response to Mosesskle “The Last
Philosophers”, but also an article by Szeliga.Harg the elite of the
Hegelian Left. Marx, who did not want to be chaeazed as a
“philosopher”, is accused of being one. Stirneriebd there a
great success among the German intelligentsia, ssomde Left
Hegelians gave their support to his views — incigdingels.

Until then, Marx had not grasped the importancehefUnique
and had only vaguely intended to refute Stirnernble understands
that he cannot avoid settling accounts — with $tirfout also with
himself. Especially as Engels himself had nearlgrbeonverted to



48 Proudhon and German philosophy

Stirner. Indeed, on November 19, 1844, Engels wtothis new
friend a letter in which he says that Stirner, thieimer comrade of
the Doktorklub, had just published a book that badsed quite a
turmoil in the circle of Young Hegelians. Stirnes defined by
Engels as “the most talented, independent and geates member
of the ‘Free Men’. (Die Freien.)

At that time, Marx had completed théoly Family, a book in
which he wanted to be more Feuerbachian than FacierdMarx
and Engels then still adheres to humanism, butraahism that no
longer refers to Feuerbach’s abstract man butdgtbletariat, the
worker. Engels then aims at “reversing” tdaique much as they
later “reversed” Hegel's dialectics, questioninge tlambiguous
aspects of Feuerbach's humanism but keeping certdires and
settling them on a firmer basis, on reality. Engedsits to “take the
empirical man as foundation of man”, he wants #rtstfrom the
self, the empirical flesh and blood individual #ise progressively
towards man”. He wrote to Marx:

“It is selfishness, disregarding any possible niakdropes,
that make us communists, and it is because ohealiss that we
want to be men and not mere individudls.

Marx’'s answer to these words has been lost, but cae
understand from a letter Engels wrote to Marx amuday 20, 1845,
that le latter was strongly opposed to this apgro&anbarrassed,
Engels admits he got carried away: “I was still @nthe impression
that had given me the book, but now that I closeohd that | could
think about it more, | reached the same conclusiangou”...

It has been said that Stirner was the man of o, behich is
unfair. He greatly contributed to the debates #ramated the Left
Hegelian milieu of his time. When thdnique was published in

! Marx-Engels, Correspondance, T. |, Editions sesiapp. 340-348.

Engels — and maybe Stirner himself — were discageran old
approach. Bernard Mandeville, authorlaf fable des abeille§l714) (The
Fable of the beeskonsiders that selfishness is the constitutivenelrg of
societies.
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1845, it caused a great impression — but it didlast. The book
came at the worst moment and was completely ouilade with

regards the problems of the time: the young phpbsos by that
time had gone far beyond the interrogations ofgsuiphy and were
asking a question Stirner totally neglected: hovtalee action. The
famous words of the “Theses on Feuerbach” (1845)he*”
philosophers have only interpreted the world irfedént ways, we
must now transform it", is perfectly commonplace fioe time and
for the circle of the Left Hegelians. Sometimesilatited to Marx,

sometimes to Moses Hess, the philosophy of actiat &lready
been formulated in 1838 by Cieszkowski, for whonetian and

social intervention will supplant true philosophy”lt is this issue
that is on the agenda on the eve of the 1848 rawaolin Europe.

For it was assumed that Hegel's philosophy hadchezhthe last
stage of its evolution and that the problem nowthar disciples of
the philosopher was rather to determine what fonchwhat content
they were going to give to their action. While yguimtellectuals
were talking aboutpraxis a term that was later to become
fashionable, Stirner was still speculating on tkelf’. History will
settle the debate: three years after the publicatiothe Unique a
revolution broke out that engulfed all of Europadarom which
Stirner kept completely aside. As for Marx, he wi#dicate all his
energy to promote among the German bourgeoisie wagbois
democratic revolution; he will endeavor to temges enthusiasm of
the proletariat of which he will dissolve the partthe Communist
League — and try to awaken the class consciousoéshe...
bourgeoisie. Marx’s positions during the 1848 retioh in
Germany will find their retribution in his exclusidrom the first
communist party in the history of the working classa fact that is
rarely mentioned in his official biographiés

! Prolégomeénes a I'historiosophi€hamp libre.
2 See: Fernando ClaudiMarx et la Révolution de 1848ditions
Maspéro, 1980.
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Marx and the reference to Hegel

It is usually considered that Hegel played a pr@minpart in
shaping the structure and basic concepts of Mansmwledge of
Hegel, it is said, is essential to understand tharxidt theory of
history. After Engels, it is customary to consideday that Marx
had rejected Hegel'systembut that he retained himethodafter he
had “reversed” it. Nobody (except Bakunin, perhapsgms to
wonder whether method and system in that caseoarinterlinked
to be separated. Our intention is obviously notdemy Hegel's
influence but to try and look at it in its perspeet

On examination, we see that:

1. — In his early writings, Marx rejects Hegel, hed and system
together.

2. — Only later, in 1858, did Marx seem to “redise Hegel
when he writes to Engels that he has “accidentbdfdd through
Hegel'sLogic, of which he said that it had greatly helped himtad
discover the method of elaboration of the theorypudfit, but he
does not explicitly adhere to Hegel’s philosophy.

3. — In 1865, Marx makes another allusion to Heddis
enthusiasm for Feuerbach has cooled down. He mgefquraises the
“sober philosophy of Feuerbach”, as opposed to #dleg
speculative inebriation”: he now says that, “coneglato Hegel,
Feuerbach is very poor”. In a letter to Engels {Ap4, 1867), he
admits that the “cult of Feuerbach” he used to shothe past was a
bit ridiculous. He seems to take Hegel's side rieght only
because he realizes he is better that Feuerbach.

4. — In 1873, Marx mentions Hegel's philosophy adait only
to defend it against those who accuse Hegel ofgbaeifdead dog”.
He writes in the Afterword o€apital: “I therefore openly avowed
myself the pupil of that mighty thinker, and evesrdnand there, in
the chapter on the theory of value, coquetted whi modes of
expression peculiar to him.” Marx declared himselfisciple of
Hegel only to dissociate himself from those whoaeked the
philosopher. The “coquetting” with Hegel’'s partiaulstyle rather
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reveals that the reference to the philosopher medaiquite
superficial.

The real question seems to be that the referentlegel was an
ideological stake aimed at linking Marxism to Gemghilosophy,
and justified the claims, which are commonly foundhe writings
of the founders of “scientific socialism”, concergithe superiority
of the German proletariat, a direct heir of Germhitosophy. In his
early texts, Marx considers Hegel'sgic, to which he only makes a
few allusions throughout his work, with disdainigta hoax. In the
40’s, when he writes his only philosophical texarx had told his
intention to engage in a “confrontation with Hegalialectics and
philosophy in general”, but in 1844 he is most bfbaisy praising
the virtues of Feuerbach, of his discoveries andhf “real
revolution in theory”.

Kostas Papaioannou's thesis sheds an original digtithe actual
weight of Hegel's influence on Marx. Here is a suanof his
views:

» Marx's thought is irrelevant to the problems oégdlian
ontology. In Marx there is no real criticism of tlspeculative
philosophy of Hegel.

*The few brief references to Hegellsogic disseminated
throughout Marx’s work “can in no way be regardedagorofession
of faith”. Marx's philosophical reflection in theéd’4 was not about
Hegel’s Logic but about hisPhenomenologyand “was intended to
exalt the ‘discoveries’ of Feuerbach”.

In 1844, Feuerbach is the hero of Marx and Engéis.two men
highly praise his merits for he has “demolished didlectics and
old philosophy”. It is to highlight the “great aelWements” of
Feuerbach that Marx criticizes Hegel's speculagiidosophy: the
few pages he has written about it, says K. Papamanwvere “much
more commentaries of Feuerbach's anti-Hegelianisan & direct
criticism of the ontological doctrine of Hegel hiat. Papaioannou
adds that there is a “wall of incomprehension aedial” between
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Marx and the problems that Hegel had wanted to nieehis
speculative philosophy. Marx only had a superficecond hand
knowledge of theScience of LogicPointing out a particularly
obscure commentary of Hegel made by Marx in his 4184
manuscripts, Papaioannou wrote:

“Who would recognize théogic in this confused and almost
illegible draft?”... “Should we add that these s@Ees

! “The man estranged from himself is also the thinkstranged from
his essence- that is, from the natural and human essencethgisghts are
therefore fixed mental forms dwelling outside natand man. Hegel has
locked up all these fixed mental forms togethethis logic, interpreting
each of them first as negation — that is, asl@nation of humanthought —
and then as negation of the negation — that isa asiperseding of this
alienation, as aeal expression of human thought. But as this stilletak
place within the confines of the estrangement, tieigation of the negation
is in part the restoring of these fixed forms ieithestrangement; in part a
stopping at the last act — the act of self-refegeincalienation — as the true
mode of being of these fixed mental forms; * —

“[* (This means that what Hegel does is to put lace of these fixed
abstractions the act of abstraction which revolirests own circle. We
must therefore give him the credit for having iradéd the source of all
these inappropriate concepts which originally atgieed to particular
philosophers; for having brought them together; foxchaving created the
entire compass of abstraction as the object ofcistin, instead of some
specific abstraction.) (Why Hegel separates thodgim the subjectwe
shall see later; at this stage it is already clbawyever, that when man is
not, his characteristic expression cannot be hugither, and so neither
could thought be grasped as an expression of manhasnan and natural
subject endowed with eyes, ears, etc., and livingdciety, in the world,
and in nature.) — Note by Marx]

“— and in part, to the extent that this abstractigprehends itself and
experiences an infinite weariness with itself, ¢harakes its appearance in
Hegel, in the form of the resolution to recognis®ure as the essential
being and to go over to intuition, the abandonnudretbstract thought — the
abandonment of thought revolving solely within thibit of thought, of
thought sans eyes, sans teeth, sans ears, sans everything.”
(http://lwww.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844mmacripts/hegel.htm

)
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(Feuerbachian if there ever was) which are quotild a most
religious fervor, do not deserve to be taken sehdl...
“Generally, everything the young Marx said of Hegdlogic
bears too roughly the mark of Schelling for usaous on it.”

In conclusion, the author finally states that iingpossible to rely
on texts such as the “1844 manuscripts” to maketiguwe of Marx's
Hegelian philosophy, and that Marx had merely madespiritual
parody” and a “gquestionable caricature” of the Hiegemethod. We
see that the question of the Hegelian sources ak'M#hought is
worth asking, and that it can by no means be ratlucethe
simplistic assertions Engels proposes much laterl888, in his
Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical GermailoBbphy
Let us add that the Hegelian gibberish Marx wrotehis 1844
manuscripts could in no way stand a comparison titharticles
Bakunin published in the late 30’s in Russian uolshical revues
such asvioskovskij Nabljudatel.

* k k % %

Marx declared that while he was working on tBdtique of
Political Economy which was published in 1859, he hadidently
found — “by mere accident”, so he says — Hedadigic. He wrote to
Engels on January 16, 1858 that he leafed throliglbook, which
greatly helped him find the method of expositionhig theory of
profit:

“What was of great use to me as regards methorkafrhent
was Hegel'sLogic at which | had taken another look by mere
accident.”

And he adds:

“If ever the time comes when such work is againspus, |
should very much like to write 2 or 3 sheets makiogessible to
the common reader the rational aspect of the methbith
Hegel not only discovered but also mystified.”
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It was a strange “coincidence” that put Marx in giresence of
theLogic: Freiligrath, had “found and made me a presersieoktral
volumes of Hegel, originally the property of Bakuoihi Strangely,
the man Marx later accused of being a “theoretiead” had had not
one but “severalvolumes of Hegel”... Marxist authors mention the
brilliant intuition and the so-called coincidencéieh miraculously
places the method of exposition of the theory obfipras a
consequence of Hegel'sogic, and links it directly to German
philosophy, but they usually forget to mention whehe books
came from, for it would contradict the usual Matx&ssertions
concerning Bakunin’s theoretical worthlessness.

We know that Bakunin thought very much of thegic and of
the PhenomenologyWe know that, during a visit to his family in
1839 he had taken with him many books, includireyeh volumes
of the works of Hegel. These are probably the bdwkbad brought
with him to Berlin, which fell to Marx. Off courseéylarx did not
follow his plan to make available, in “2 or 3 stee(!!l) the
thousand pages of thegic...

The fortuitous character of the leafing through éleglogic is
not really credible and it is unlikely that it haehlly served to find
the method of exposition of the theory of profitaiM had already
been working on this for a long time and theredsdoubt that even
without this “coincidence” he would have found nyavay. Marx’s
statement to Engels makes sense however if wedsmisis wish to
assert an affiliation with German philosophy, aodkls very much
like anex postexplanation.

Besides, if Marx found in thd.ogic the inspiration for the
logical-deductive method he developeddapital, he might as well
have found it in th&®henomenologyand one can wonder, since he
was supposed to be a connoisseur of Hegel, why degled a
coincidence for the inspiration to come to him. Taet is that Marx
never passed a PhD in philosophy but in law. Hiewkedge about
philosophy, and Hegel particularly, was that of aBgrliner
intellectual of the time, but in no way academiés Hoctoral thesis
was about philosophy, but that was not uncommadhadttime.
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* k k%

Phenomenologyntends to be a description of experience and to
give this experience a systematic intelligence.rélie a relationship
between the descriptive and the intelligible eletnethe
chronological and the logical element. This ideasrghrough the
book and we have here very precisely the problent asses to
Proudhon in 1847. Finally, one wonders if the defitt by Marx to
assert a reference to Hegel does not reflect tHengviess to
conceal the possibility of an identity of views lwiProudhon, to
which he had painstakingly reached. In other wattiknks to the so
called “coincidence” that led him to leaf througted¢l's book,
Marx realized that he could resort to logical-deadiéc method
without having to refer to Proudhon.

The other hypothesis is that Marx refused to adani other
method than the historical method until he realited could no
longer avoid referring to the “categories” he hadtiaized in
Proudhon. Hegel, previously criticized for his gyst becomes now
a reference for his method. This assumption, in aage, is
consistent with the evolution of Marx's attituderéfation to Hegel
and explains his discerning “method” and “system”.

One can wonder, finally, about Marx's attitude witie French
edition of Capital. He took care, says Maximilien Rubel, to
withdraw all Hegelianisms in this edition, a deorsiwhich irritated
Engels. One passage is particularly concernedeirl®73 Afterword
of the French edition, precisely the one where Maentions the
“mere accident”. Obviously, if he tries to convintdee German
readers that he was inspired by the Hegelian methedloes not
want the French readers to know it, probably bexals had
realized that those who had previously read3istem of Economic
Contradictionswould have perceived the similarities between the
two books and would not have swallowed the argumém deleted
passage is precisely the one where Marx openlyadstihimself a
disciple of Hegel and where he acknowledges hattogjuetted”
here and there with his particular style.

We must understand the importance of methodologjaaktions
for Marx. That was what was supposed to give themonist
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doctrine its scientific character. It is essentials method be a
German contribution because it helps to justifyt thhe German
proletariat is the theoretician of the Europeanlgiesiat’®. This
kind of statement is frequently found in the wrgnof Marx and
Engels. Engels repeated in 1874 in the prefacEhtoPeasant War
in Germany that “if there had not previously been German
philosophy, particularly that of Hegel, German stifec socialism —
the only scientific socialism that has ever existedvould never
have been founded”. It is this kind of statemeat fhrompted Marx
to rejoice that the French defeat in 1870 woulddgfer the center of
gravity of the European labor movement from Fratc&ermany,
for the benefit of the German proletariat

Marx’s viewpoint in 1858 and 1865

Ten years after his critique of Proudhon, Marx cerback to
methodological issues but in radically differentnte from those
that he had developed irhe Poverty of Philosophyrhe change in
focus is total. The&ritique of Political Economypublished in 1859,
prefigures theCapital which Marx will start writing a year later.
This book was to give a halt to Proudhonian sacsmiali But
curiously, Proudhon is mentioned only four timesthie text, and
only twice in reference to the reply Marx had maoléhe Systéeme
des Contradictions EconomiqueBhe French author is only mildly
attacked. In fact, Marx is concerned about a muggds problem
than Proudhonism: he is in a methodological stalema Poverty
... (1847) he had stigmatized in scathing termsi@on’s refusal to
resort to the historic movement. In the Introductto theCritique
of Political Economy (1857), he re-examines the “method of
political economy” (title of Chapter Ill). For teyears, except an
uninteresting 20-page writing on free trade, Maid dot publish
any economic work. Until 1852, he studied, gathemeterials to
begin writing his Economics, then stopped workihgla

1 “Gloses critiques”, 1844.
2 See: Letter, Marx to Engels, July 20, 1870.
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It is usually considered that material distresthiss cause of the
standstill in Marx’s work. Without underestimatitigis factor — in
other circumstances, material distress did not gaewWarx from
working — it is more likely that he was blocked ftack of a
satisfactory method, and he was unable to continlibe
disillusioned remarks he sends to Engels aboutigallieconomy, in
a letter dated April 2, 1852, gives evidence ofdignay: “All this
is beginning to annoy me. Basically, this scieffican A. Smith and
D. Ricardo, no longer made any progress, desgiteaalicular and
often highly sensitive researches to which onebleas engaged?”’

This comment is practically a word to word echdProudhon’s
remarks concerning the innumerable monographsfitaty don’t
explain anything : “Oh, monographs, histories! € tvave been
saturated with them since the days of Adam Smitth &nB. Say,
and they are scarcely more than variations of thasthors'
words?.”

On December 18, 1857, Marx writes to Engels satfirag he is
doing a gigantic task and that he is eager to ‘figtof this
nightmare”. Marx is faced with the problem of theogess of
investigation on the one hand, the method of exgostithe other.
How can it be possible to account for the mechasisfcapitalist
political economy so as make them intelligible ke tmind as a
whole? Marx’s trials and errors reflect his questig. In the
preface to theCritique, he says that he had deleted the Introduction
because it “anticipated results not yet establishei® therefore
recognizes that his method of exposition is notistadtory.
Proudhon, who had stressed that all categorie®ldfgal economy
are in action simultaneously, had correctly raitiegl question: by
isolating one of these categories for analysisydonot break the
coherence of the system? Moreover, the existendhi®fcategory
presupposes the existence of one or more othemghich it is
linked. In the General Introduction to theritique of Political
Economy(1857), Marx has not yet been successful in discog a
method of exposition both satisfactory to the <eri@ the

! Marx Engels, Lettres sle Capital Editions sociales, p. 51.
2 Systéme des Contradictions Economiques
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understanding, and consistent with the successiotinie. The
copious literature on the subject of successivendments to the
Plan ofCapital shows that he was engaged in intense reflections o
this subject. It is at this period that “by mereasbe” he found the
copy of Hegel'd.ogic that had belonged to Bakunin.

On February 22, 1858, Marx wrote to Lassalle ateitt which
he reveals that the situation is no longer block@die work to
which | am referring isCritique of Political Economyor, if you
like, the system of bourgeois economy criticallggented. It is at
once a presentation and, thereby, a critique df siistem.” After
fifteen years of study, he says: “I feel now tha)) ( have come to
be able to get to work.” The book will almost beished at the end
of the year, Marx wrote to Lassalle again, sayfitgs the result of
fifteen years of research, thus the fruit of thetlperiod of my life.”
Marx also says that the book “presents for thet fitisne,
scientifically, an important point of view of sotigelations”. The
Critique of Political Economyvas published in early 1859. A letter
from Marx to Weydemeyer reveals the political chafle posed by
the book's publication: “I hope to obtain for owarfy, a victory in
the scientific field.”

In the Introduction, Marx asks: where should wertsa‘lt is
fashionable to preface economic works with a gdrpad — and it is
just this which appears under the heading ‘Prodotti.” !
Furthermore, “when examining a given country frdra standpoint
of political economy, we begin with its populatidhge division of
the population into classes, town and country,sise the different
branches of production, export and import, annuwabpction and
consumption, prices, etc.” This is not the goodrapph, says Marx:
“Closer consideration shows, however, that thisrisng”.

But the population is an abstraction if we leaviel@she classes
that compose it. Classes are a meaningless wordeifdo not
consider wage labor and capital. These are nothinidpout
exchange, division of labor, etc. We start from twncrete, the
population, then by process of analysis we arrivenare and more

! Introduction to theContribution to the Critique of Political Economy
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simple and abstract concepts. This method, says,N&mrong: it
is “the historical one taken by political econontyts inception”.

The scientifically correct method is the one thahsiders the
concrete as the “synthesis of many definitionss ttepresenting the
unity of diverse aspects. It appears therefore eéasoning as a
summing-up, a result, and not as the starting pelttiough it is the
real point of origin, and thus also the point oifgor of perception
and imagination. (...) the method of advancing frdma &abstract to
the concrete is simply the way in which thinkingsiaslates the
concrete and reproduces it as a concrete mentsjast ..”

“...to consciousness, therefore, the evolution ofegaties
appears as the actual process of production — wintdrtunately
is given an impulse from outside — whose resufhéworld; and
this (which is however again a tautological exp@gsis true in
so far as the concrete totality regarded as a pbnaktotality, as
a mental fact, is indeed a product of thinking, of
comprehension”

Should we add that the issue Marx addresses haahsg new
in European philosophy. Marx now discovers the asitg to call
upon the use ofategoriessuch as exchange-value, etc., to explain
the mechanisms of capitalism, and this discoveeynseto excite him
to the point of using the word 32 times in a refelly short text.
These categories can only exist as “an abstraitgteral relation of
an already existing concrete organic whole”. Althlouexchange-
value “as a category leads an antediluvian existendhat is, it has
a historical existence — it is only though consciousness thedritbe
really understood, because this way “the evolutidncategories
appears as the actual process of production”:

“...This (...) is true in so far as the concrete tayategarded
as a conceptual totality, as a mental fact, isedda product of
thinking, of comprehension; but it is by no meangraduct of

Y Introduction to a Contribution to the Critique obltical Economy.
2 In a relatively short text, the word is used 38ds.
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the idea which evolves spontaneously and whosekitign
proceeds outside and above perception and imaginabiut is
the result of the assimilation and transformatiérperceptions
and images into concepts. The totality as a cona¢pntity seen
by the intellect is a product of the thinking iméet which
assimilates the world in the only way open th.it’

Is it necessary to emphasize the spectacular @vefdMarx’s
standpoint? @n years after theSysteme des contradictions
économiqueswhere Marx very precisely attacked Proudhon for
using categoriedfor considering theoncrete totalityas aconceptual
totality, for considering that the concrete waproduct of the idea
which evolves spontaneouslgtc., he now surprisingly advocates
exactly what he had criticized Proudhon to do id7.8t will have
taken him over ten years to admit that to rendeelligible a
complex phenomenon, the best method was not netessa
analyze the genesis of this phenomenon. Marx dessothat every
economic category, such as exchange value, “caxist except as
an abstract, unilateral relation of an already téxgs concrete
organic whole”, what Proudhon had already expredsedaying
that all categories wentemporary

When Marx mocked Proudhon Roverty of Philosophpecause
although he had understood “that men make clottenli or silk
materials in definite relations of production”, had supposedly not
understood that “these definite social relations prst as much
produced by men as linen, flax, etc.” and that igloelations are
closely bound up with productive forces”, Proudhwad protested,
noting on the margin of the book: “Lie: it is preely what | say.
Society produces the law and the matter of its e&pee.” In other
words, society exists through its matter as coecmreiality and
through its laws as intelligible process. What dd&grx say ten
years after Proudhon, in the Introduction of 18577

“When examining any historical or social science,aso in
the case of the development of econorategoriesis it always

Y Introduction to a Contribution to the Critique obRtical Economy.
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necessary to remember that the subject, in thistegbn
contemporary bourgeois society, is presupposed imotieality
and in the mind...”

Once more, it is necessary to note that this igestipn that has
interested philosophy since the beginning, sinegoRivho says that
we can know Reality only through the filter of ouind. InTimaeus
he deals with the relation between the Ideas asdWorld. This
interrogation has never left Occidental philosoplsy, there is
absolutely nothing original in Marx’s approach e more than in
Proudhon’s, by the way.

In 1847, Marx blamed the economic categories afidpéas little
eternal as the relations they express. They areoriual and
transitory processes”. What is his viewpoint terargelater? He
announces that the first point of the plan of higlg will include the
determinations “which therefore appertain in someasure to all
social formations” (“Introduction™.) And just befer after a long
argument justifying his choice, he explains that...

“...It would be inexpedient and wrong therefore tegent the
economic categories successively in the order iiclwtihey have
played the dominant role in history. On the cormtraineir order
of succession is determined by their mutual retairo modern
bourgeois society and this is quite the reverselddt appears to
be natural to them or in accordance with the secpieof
historical development.’iid.)

This is very precisely the idea that Marx had &italcin 1847
when Proudhon argued that “economic categorieshasgs are in
their manifestation sometimes contemporary, soneginmverted,
and hence the extreme difficulty experienced bynentsts of all
time to systematize their ideas”Marx had said in 1847 that in
examining only one of these phases, Proudhon aoaddxplain it
without resorting to all the other relationshipssotiety: it was not

1 .
Ibid.
2 proudhorSystéme des contradictions économiques
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possible therefore to isolate one of these categan phases and to
study its logical connection with others. When Ritman goes from
one category to another — from value to divisionator, and then
to mechanization, competition, etc., “he treatsrttees if they were
new-born babes. He forgets that they are of theesage as the
first” 1. But Proudhon did not forget it at all, since hadh
specifically pointed it out in chapter IV of hisddo He still denies
this assertion of Marx in a marginal note: “I sagqsely all that.
Tell me how you would speak in turn of the objeotspolitical
economy ?”

* k k k k k%

Clearly, in 1847, Marx perfectly understands thelym such as
Proudhon outlines it, but he does not accept iterétore he is
unable to solve this problem: all the mechanismspofitical
economy operate simultaneously, all the categoriase
contemporaneous, but it is impossible to exposemthall
simultaneously. We are obliged to display themirret the pages of
the book in which the categories are described aamti be
apprehended at the same time. One passage of PBroésidme of
argument that arouses the strongest criticism ofxNkathe one in
which is developed the idea that “we reach sciemtg by a sort of
scaffolding of our ideas”. The term may not be iperit but it
expresses very well Proudhon’s idea: he wants iid lautheoretical
model of the system, we would call it todaysanulation he
deliberately refuses to study the movement of hysto

Proudhon adjourns the historical dimension of tlwenemic
categories he analyzes. However, this does notyjniplhis mind,
that these economic categories are seen as immutabd
motionless; on the contrary he occasionally recdls past
evolution of the categories, he considers the weofdits future
evolution; but these historical considerations jagt an illustration
that fits into the analysis without affecting theder of the
categories.

! Marx, Poverty of Philosophy
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In 1847 Marx was unable to admit the Proudhon’saggh :

“When M. Proudhon spoke of theerial relation in
understandingof thelogical sequence of categoridse declared
positively that he did not want to givestory according to the
order in time that is, in M. Proudhon’s view, the historical
sequence in which the categories have manifestedslves.”

And Marx adds: “Thus for him everything happenedha pure
ether of reason”; “now we have M. Proudhon reduceshying that
the order in which he gives the economic categasie® longer the
order in which they engender one another.” Thera isentence
missing in the English versidn “In other words, it was the
principle that made history, not history that maite principle.”
This last statement is clearly too controversial aontrary to the
views of Proudhon, too clearly driven by bad fatth make it
worthwhile refuting it. Proudhon notes on the margf Marx’s
book: “Have | ever claimed that the principles angthing else than
the intellectual representation, not the causéeafacts?” He could
not be clearer: the order of exposure of the ecanoategories that
Proudhon analyses is logical ; it is the orderuafcession of ideas.

Proudhon had therefore reached the idea that,h®rsbake of
clarity, it was necessary to create a concept ofé'pcapitalism”,
whose characteristics altogether constitute anl icheael, adequate
and clear — which is never found in reality — sa@sighlight the
mechanisms of its functioning. He then analyzes dhgtem not
from the point of view of the historic successitwit from that of
the sequence of logical categories that constiiitbecause “in
practice, all these things are inseparable and I&Enepus”.
However, the project to identify the logic of paldl economy does
not lead to substitute abstract verbosity to ngalit is true that
Proudhon’s discourse is sometimes obscure, thaimakes long
digressions, that many proposals are awkward audated from

! Marx, Poverty of Philosophy.
2 poverty of Philosophwas originally written in French.
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their context (an exercise in which Marx was a ersthey suggest
an idealistic approach of social reality. But wRabudhon does deal
with is the real contradictions of capitalism.

While in 1847 Marx criticizes th&ystéme des contradictions
économiquesfor giving ideal representations of the economic
structure, for making abstract constructions, we that the plan of
Book | of Capital has some surprising similarities with the book
Proudhon had published twenty years earlier. luBhon dedicates
the “first period” of the constitution of the cagist system to the
division of labor, the hundred preceding pagesothice the
problem by addressing the question of value, wihilgttx will also
do twenty years later ifCapital. Marx starts (First Section) by
commodity, exchange-value, use-value, the formaddiie. Exchange
value, said Marx in th&eneral introductionas a category, has an
“antediluvian existence”. Yet he does not develte historical
genesis irCapital. He takes it as a constituted category.

The second section @apital deals with the transformation of
money into capital, After the chapter on value,uelfeon, shows that
the division of labor is the source of capitaligtpeopriation in
particular through increasing exploitation, whigh dealt with by
Marx in the third and fourth section, on the praitut of surplus
value.

The sixth section ofCapital on wages has its equivalent in
Proudhon in Chapter IV on machinery, in which heve# that “the
wage system is the direct consequence of the usactiinery”.

The process of accumulation of capital describedlbyx in the
seventh section, with its two important chapters ¢me
transformation of surplus-value in capital and teneral law of
accumulation of capital, finds its equivalent inapters V and VI of
Proudhon on competition and monopoly, which arecipaety the
mechanisms by which capital is concentrated omge lacale.

Of course, it is not possible to put an equal digtween the
System of economic contradictiomsd theCapital. However, the
movement of both books is the same: Proudhon is #nea is
undoubtedly the precursor of Marx. Few authors hated the
similarities between the two men regarding tentent of their
work, but the similarities in theimethod of exposurdat seems,
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escaped most. As soon as 1846 Marx had yet fullierstood what
Proudhon wanted to do, since he clearly summarizesithout
adhering — the perspective of its rival in his yepl

“In constructing the edifice of an ideological ®stby means
of the categories of political economy, the limdstize social
system are dislocated. The different limbs of dgciare
converted into so many separate societies, follgwine upon
the other. How, indeed, could the single logicatnfola of
movement, of sequence, of time, explain the strectd society,
in which all relations coexist simultaneously angmort one
another'?”

Marx accurately describes Proudhon’s hypothetictudgve
method, which he will use twenty years later @Qapital. This
method, should we recall, is absolutely not a ngydeads to a
theoretical model of economic society rebuilt byegaries after it
has been somewhat disrupted by analysis. These omion
categories are used in the process of exposureanfoenic theory.
They have no life of their own. Proudhon (and MarxCapital)
develops a logic of reality, not a theory of cortsefConcepts, or
categories, are only representations of reality.

Concerning Marx’s reaction, Proudhon thought he twenthe
heart of the matter when he noted on the margimigfcopy of
Poverty of philosophy‘The true meaning of the work of Marx is
that he regrets that on every point | thought hika, and that | have
said it before him. It is up to the reader to badi¢hat it was Marx
who, after having read me, is sorry he thinks like!...” There
might be a great deal of truth in this statement,there is another
explanation. Still strongly influenced by Feuerbaeimd left
Hegelianism, Marx, we must remember, had writldre German
Ideologyone year earlier, in which he developed his coticepf
history. The hypothetico-deductive method is thercimtoo foreign
to this German intellectual who had recently disatsHegelianism;
he then could not give it any credit. Marx certaihbd wanted to

Y poverty..
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write a book corresponding to the project Proudhad achieved,
but certainly not with the methodology of th8ysteme des
contradictions économiques

But, contrary to what Marx might have said lateegil did not
provide the key to the method Gfapital; on the contrary it is his
opposition to Hegel and the lack of knowledge ofgélss
developments on methodology that made him losesfiftyears. It is
true that thePhenomenologgnd thelLogic develop the question of
the chronological and logical sequence, but onelghioear in mind
that in 1847 Marx opposed Hegelian idealism andnieshod, and
that he intended to establish the materialist negthvehich could
only be historical.

It is againstHegel that Marx develops his thesis on “historical
materialism” — an expression never to be found ar writings —
at the same time Proudhon developed a method diradides with
the approach of the introduction to tRlenomenolog In other
words, in 1846, Marx’s anti-Hegelianism preventeoin hfrom
assimilating the problems exposed in HegePgenomenologyjust
when Proudhon, who has not read Bfeenomenologyassimilates
this problem, but through other channels...

Twenty years aftePoverty of PhilosophyMarx completely
sweeps away inCapital the criticisms he had made against
Proudhon. He develops a mode of exposure in tpfabsition to the
one he had advocated Poverty of Philosophywithout ever, in
fact, giving much precision. He has now found a enotlexposition
that gives his book its unity, which ensures thdanstanding of the
work and which constitutes it as a theory.

“Of course the method of presentation must differform
from that of inquiry. The latter has to appropritiie material in
detail, to analyze its different forms of developméo trace out
their inner connection. Only after this work is dorcan the
actual movement be adequately described. If thisdame
successfully, if the life of the subject-matterideally reflected
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as in a mirror, then it may appear as if we hadteefis a mere a
priori constructiort.”

This passage, one of the few in which Marx giveggplanation
on methodological issues, is presented by Marxias a
revolutionary innovation. One could easily use Margritique of
Proudhon inPoverty of Philosophyo criticize the Afterword of
Capital: it would be quite a sterile game. While throughou
Poverty.. Marx criticizes Proudhon because of his uskypbtheses
to built a model, Marx now systematically uses thasy approach in
Capital, consisting in making assumptions which volunyalimit
the field of analysis so as to highlight the théioeg structure of the
system.

From the basic hypothesis following which there andy two
opposing social classes, for instance, Marx dewslop series of
deductions that will be used to expose the modbE Teductive
assumption of two antagonistic classes — and oviby-tis only used
for demonstration purposes. Marx only builds a nhoda
“scaffolding” as Proudhon says), in which the rielas between the
capitalist class and the working class are reduceitie essentials.
The question here is only to present the systetheatmost typical
form and most free from disturbing influence” (f@e¢ toCapital),
which could disturb the clarity of exposition, twdy capitalism in
its pure abstract structure. Il is no longer questf the “movement
of history” Marx was mentioning in 1847, but of tlessence of
capitalism, its principle. In his other works sdgiés of course not
reduced to two classes: Marx did not, of coursektithere were
only two classes. Strangely, this reductive hypsithéhas later
founded the political action of some radical Margsoups, which
showed that they had not underst@apital at all...

The Proudhonian approach of capitalist society ischmless
economic than sociological. Beyond economy, Prondéxamines
the reality of social relationship. The simplifyirgnd controversial
formula: “Property is theft” of course does not leef the
complexity of the genesis of capitalism, but itused to point out

! Capital, 1873 Afterword.
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the reality of the relationship between two antagfortlasses.
Proudhon’sFirst Memoir on Property(“What is Property?”) had
appeared as a revolutionary manifesto of the @oégtbut also as
an “absolute and altogether scientific” review ofifical economy:

“Proudhon puts an end to this unconsciousness andefor
all. He takes the human semblance of the economic optati
seriously and sharply opposes it to their inhunsatity -.”

Proudhon had shown the conflicting and contradyctdraracter
of social relations within capitalism. His work pided a concrete
critique of speculative dialectics, for the contctions he analyzes
are part of the social practice and reality of bioeirgeois society.
However, differences existed between the two miesit Proudhon
had seen but of which Marx seemed unaware. Mars doé seem
to have seen what Proudhon writes on anarchy. Aveamcriticism
of “vulgar communism” prevents Marx from seeing ffessages in
which Proudhon presents his critique of “communitygnd
announces his theory of “economic association”jomat which, by
successive developments, eventually ended up uhddorm of the
debate between political or economic associatiantyRr Union.

As Marx had initially overlooked the differencesathhad
separated him from Proudhon, he now will negleetghints he has
in common. “These extreme contradictions, saysr®i@nsart in
Marx et I'anarchismé, are intelligible only if one shows, beyond
the formulas of the controversy, a common set ebties in which
the differences are particularly acute.”

To understand that Proudhon and Marx are in theesam
perspective, the confrontation of th8ystem of Economical
ContradictionsandPoverty of Philosophywho is the response, has
absolutely no interest. We must confront Proudhomtgk with
Capital. Then Proudhon's book appears as an important ntoime
the evolution of Marx's thought, as the opportunity a

Y Holy Family, ch. IV.
2 Marx et l'anarchisme, essai sur les sociologies S&int-Simon,
Proudhon et MarxPUF 1969.
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methodological formulation, the discovery of areatpt which will
provide a model for the draft @fapital. Proudhon opens a path, that
of the structural analysis of the contradictionsrsén their actual
operation, the inductive-deductive method, whiclogatkin called,

in Modern science and anarchthe only scientific method”: “None
of the discoveries of the nineteenth century — iechanics,
astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, psycholagythropology —
was made by the dialectical method. All were magléhk inductive
method, the only scientific method.”

If it is not in the detail of the mutual analyskegat both authors
are fundamentally opposed, one cannot denyGhaital, excluding
moral indignations and philosophical digressionsecffit to
Proudhon, shows a greater rigor of exposure. Howdhe main
concepts exposed by Proudhon in 8ystem of contradictionsill
be adopted by Marx, but they will be subject tdical reflection
that will lead to new analyzes that Proudhon hatl envisaged
twenty years earlier.

Proudhon and Marx do not give the same importaocehe
conflicts inherent to capitalism. Much has beerd dar instance
about Proudhon’s “opposition” to strikes and, a®fiten the case,
much has been misunderstood. This interpretatiohisothought is
largely due to the comments Marx made of a texuémon wrote at
the end of his life,La Capacité politique des classes ouvrieres
(Political capacity of the working classes). Mamxdhreported that
Proudhon had been delighted at the repression efntmers of
Rives-de-Gier who had been on strike. It is an agéous lie.
Proudhon simply wrote thétom the point of view of the legislation
of the timethe strike had been illegal and that the employais
been legally justified to repress it. Proudhon ulides, much to his
regret, that “these coalition struggles betweenkexs and masters
(...) almost always end up favorably to the lattenidhe does not
deny that the workers were animated by a “sentiroefistice” and
that they were right to complain. One must rementhat under
Napoleon Ill the repression of strikes consistedthe soldiers
shooting at the workers and that Proudhon had beemvitness of
the massacre of workers during the revolution afeJi848, which
had traumatized him. Marx never witnessed suchescen
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La Capacité politique des classes ouvrieigsan answer to
another text, “Le Manifeste des Soixante”, a manifdgned by 60
French workers demanding political reforms, legdlan of strikes,
the creation of trade unions, and workers candedair political
elections. In his answer Proudhon shows his oppasib electoral
tactics and expressed reservations concerningestrikccording to
Proudhon, strikes, known as the “only way” for wenk to defend
themselves, are rather desperate actions thantie&festruggles
adapted to needs. Pay rises occur in a system whbseent laws
cancel the effects. Economic struggles do not @pdie in the
dynamics of the system. Strikes will not lead twaasformation of
the conditions of living of the working class. Famnaentally, what
Proudhon said was right, even if he missed an itapoipoint. But
in no way is Proudhoapposedo strikes.

Proudhon, who has no experience of the proletarigdnized as
a class — any more than Marx, at the same perimikses an issue
of which Bakunin will later be highly aware: if #tes do not affect
fundamentally the working class condition, they arepowerful
factor in revolutionary education. Marx doesn'tibet either that
economic struggles might significantly alter thestsyn, but they
operate on two important points that Proudhon reete fixing the
workday and maintaining wages at their naturalerigignificantly,
the French revolutionary syndicalists recognize@roudhon one of
their precursors. We can assume that they weretsenaugh to
decide on whose side Proudhon was.

On Hegel and method

Method, says Hegel in hiehenomenologyis nothing but the
structure of the whole exposed in its pure ességtisHegel's
intention, explained in the preface of the booktdasshow how
philosophy should be accomplished as a scienceti@aris a time
of gestation and transition to a new period, a m@nld is emerging,
the Spirit is in the work of its own transformatidfor the while,
“the system of representations relating to theqgsoiphical method
belongs to a culture now goneldgic). Later, in 1827, in the
preface to theEncyclopedia he recalls his goal: to achieve
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“scientific knowledge of the truth”, and he saysttlonly method
can lead to knowledge and keep the mind on the leatting to it.

The question of method appears therefore as extyamportant to

the philosopher. The problem at stake is how taimedknowledge,
and how to expose it? This question will also apfeadamental to
Proudhon and Marx when they will try to explain thechanisms of
political economy. We also know the importance it “Marxist

method” has taken to the communist movement to hwhichas

become an article of faith.

The elements of the debate on method between Fooudhd
Marx are therefore already embedded in Hegel's waok only in
his Logic but also in thePhenomenologyWhen in 1847 Marx
attacked Proudhon’s method, he seems to ignorliyttite problem
as Hegel had exposed it. It is surprising that @esman intellectual
had not taken advantage of Hegel's methodologieflegtions.
Indeed, thePhenomenologyeveals the author's questionings as to
how to give an intelligible form to science:

* First we find Hegel's intention to describe theperience of
consciousness, which leads to develop a philosophyistory
following the order of chronological successiont Biegel does not
seek to make sense of events in the order of thisiorical
successiorPhenomenologis not a philosophy of history.

* Secondly there is the attempt to show the ewahutof
consciousness by analyzing the movement of reasam liogical
order.

Hegel wants to reject none of these processes:

1. The development according to nature shows tmeem as
something mediated, as a result by which we go foomn reality to
another by movement, by an action. Here the meatliabmcept is
opposed to immediate knowledge, which is subjedtité.

2. But to affirm the principle of idealism — andstlis precisely
the viewpoint from which Hegel places himself -sithnecessary to
get rid of the development according to nature tjore). The
concept has no condition nor assumption outsidét,of is the
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unconditioned, the absolute. We are thus faced withconflicting
requirements: the choice of Hegel is to reduce dheelopment
according nature to the level of an apparent peasl to promote
the development according to the concept to that ofal process.
However, Hegel does not reject the process acaprtinnature.
Phenomenologysserts on the contrary a connection between the
descriptive and the intelligible aspect, betweestdnical necessity
and logical necessity. The historical understandihghe concept
and the conceptual understanding of historical ityealre
inseparable.

Strangely, none of the commentators of Marx wordievky, for
ten years, fromPoverty of Philosophyo the Introduction to the
Critique of Political EconomyMarx was literally stopped in his
work. No one either has questioned the blatant radition
between what Marx says in 1847 Roverty of Philosophand the
indications he gives on method in the 1857 Intréidng in the
preface toCapital and in the 1873 Afterword. Above all, nobody
sees a relationship between Marx’s blank periodwar ten years
and his deliberate refusal to use the inductivaidede method
Proudhon had used.

In 1847, Marx tries to discredit his opponent, hgvpreviously
highly praised him. He wants to demonstrate thauénon is an
idealist:

— Objectivity is a condition for knowledge to hasecontent;
since there is no thought if there isn't first anjext to think about,
the object is also the condition of thought;

— Reality actually is the cause, and thought fifiece but what
is thought is also a product of thought. What adliyi was the cause
becomes effect and vice versa. Thought and realityalternately
condition and conditioned.

Reality is prior to thought and independent ofhitit we can
recognize reality only through a process from whickmerges as
the result of a selection made by thought. Reditg Idea, says
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Proudhon, follow a “parallel developmenf’they determine each
other. Of course, the Real is first, but it mustds&knowledged as
such by thought.

“The most eminent philosophers began to search with

incredible ardor the compatibility between peroapiand reality,
the subjective and the objective, the noumenon &mel
phenomenon, the ones absorbing the object in tbgecuand
idealizing the world, which, this way, was the dreaf the mind;
the others, externalizing, materializing, panthegzthe Self, or
rather identifying the Self and the non-Self, thibjective and
the objective, in a higher unity ... transformiru tworld, Man,
thought, into a sort of evolution of this absoltite

When he asserts that spiritualism, by denying tlaetsf
succumbed to its own impotence, while materialisncrushed by
the testimony of facts, Proudhon wants to show ttkatReal cannot
be apprehended by a unilateral process. Marx dicsap anything
else in the Generdhtroduction to theCritique of Political Economy
in 1857: we also remember that Proudhon had arthedhe mind
seemed to create everything he apprehended by elective
method. The passage in which Marx defines the eatfr the
concrete is situated after an analysis of the twethods of political
economy, according to the historical process amltih the logical
process.

Proudhon had observed that an immense quantityaas fhad
been oberved, that everything had been analysedhbtitpolitical
economy was deprived of certainty because it hadreached a
proper method. Proudhon adds:

“The historical and descriptive method, succesgfull
employed so long as the work was one of examinatidy, is
henceforth useless: after thousands of monogramphsables, we

! Systéme des contradictions économiques
2 Proudhon).a Création de l'ordrep. 261.
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are no further advanced than in the age of XenopimohHesiod.
The Phenicians, the Greeks, the ltalians, labametthéir day as
we do in ours: they invested their money, paidrti@&borers,
extended their domains, made their expeditions racdveries,
kept their books, speculated, dabbled in stocks] erned
themselves according to all the rules of economtickaowing as
well as ourselves how to gain monopolies and fledoe
consumer and laborér

The first remark we can make is that this is theesdiscourse as
that of Marx, but it is made 10 years earlier.

The second remark is that Proudhon does absolntélgxclude
history in itself from his reflections.

This “first course”, which Marx rejects, “attenusteneaningful
images to abstract definitions”; the second “lefidsn abstract
definitions by way of reasoning to the reproductairthe concrete

situation”?.

“The second method shows that ‘economic systemse wer
evolved which from simple concepts, such as labdwision of
labour, demand, exchange-value, advanced to c#tegtike
State, international exchange and world market. Tteer is
obviously the correct scientific method.” (Introdioa.)

Fetishism of method

The reversal of perspective, it is needless toisagomplete. It is
simply a return to the method which Marx had presly criticized.
This page of th&eneral Introductioris a landmark in the evolution
of Marx's positions on method:

“For example, the simplest economic category, e.g.,
exchange-value, presupposes population, a populatimreover
which produces under definite conditions, as wsllaadistinct

! Systéme des contradictions économiques
2 Introduction to a Contribution to the CritiqueRdblitical Economy.
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kind of family, or community, or State, etc. Excharvalue
cannot exist except as an abstract, unilateraltioelaof an
already existing concrete organic whole. But exgeavalue as a
category leads an antediluvian existence. Thutsaousness-
and this comprises philosophical consciousness iehategards
the comprehending mind as the real man, and hehee t
comprehended world as such as the only real wortd,;
consciousness, therefore, the evolution of categasippears as
the actual process of production — which unfortelyais given
an impulse from outside — whose result is the woalod this
(which is however again a tautological expressisnrue in so
far as the concrete totality regarded as a conakpitality, as a
mental fact, is indeed a product of thinking, ofnpwehension;
but it is by no means a product of the idea whislohes
spontaneously and whose thinking proceeds outsideabove
perception and imagination, but is the result & #ssimilation
and transformation of perceptions and images int@wepts. The
totality as a conceptual entity seen by the inttlie a product of
the thinking intellect which assimilates the wairidthe only way
open to it, a way which differs from the artistreligious and
practically intelligent assimilation of this world’he concrete
subject remains outside the intellect and indepeindeit — that
is so long as the intellect adopts a purely spéieelapurely
theoretical attitude. The subject, society, musivags be
envisaged therefore as the pre-condition of congsion even
when the theoretical method is employed.”

We will see that the “epistemological swing” opedatoy Marx
has not been unnoticed by Marxist authors andithas created a
sort of uneasiness which led them most of the timsomewhat
evasive arguments: they all tried to show that Magxer gave up
the “dialectical method”. Lucio Colletti for inste@ said of this
passage: “The essential data which interest uslaeontained in
this page. Like any true thinker, Marx recognizes irreplaceable
role of logical-deductive process” Should the reader implicitely

! Le Marxisme et HegeChamp libre, p. 123.
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understand that before this acknoledgement Marx neasan “true
thinker"? Colletti does not ask the question: winy ititake Marx so
long to recognize the logical-deductive process?

Many authors take note of this recognition. Somike |
Preobrazhensky, will really seem embarrassed, buoe will note
that this is a radical change of course followingrenthan ten years
of silence during which nothing was produced in #wnomioc
field. Colletti considers this as a natural evaotof Marx's thought
— which is indeed the case — but does not inditetethis evolution
contradicts his earlier positions. Of course Prawmdhs never
mentioned. It is generally accepted that the usehef logical-
deductive process is a “discovery” made by Marx, éverybody
seems to ignore that this process is perfectly comm sciences.
Proudhon’s genius was simply to apply it to podtieconomy.

When, after 1857, Marx modifies his methodologiapproach
and converts to the inductive-deductive methods itmpossible to
believe that he did not have in memory his polewiith Proudhon.
It is difficult to give an explanation to a ten-ygaaralysis in Marx,
but it is probably fair to say that his visceratidfroudhonism is for
something. This is not an epistemological break |laut
epistemological obstacle.

The fact is that method is an important issue beeauis what
gives Marxism its “scientific’ character. Althusséor instance,
explains inPour Marxthat the practice of Marxist leaders “is not
spontaneous but organized on the basis of the tdietmeory of
historical materialism”. A Marxist leader is a softconcentrate of
historical materialism. Unfortunately, the term Starical
materialism” is not used by Marx to describe histhod. A
systematic review of a significant sample of hisrkgoshows that
this term never appears. However, it is found ia Writings of
authors who wrote introductions or presentationdafx’s works.
Strangely the expression is not found in some a@felis) significant
works such a#nti-Duhring It nevertheless appears in the preface
to the 1892 English edition of the text. At thandi, Marx was dead.

The terms “dialectical materialism” and “materialéialectics”
never appear in Marx. “Dialectical materialism” & typically
Stalinist term. It is not our object to proposeemggis of the use of
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“historical materialism”, “dialectical materialisn&nd “materialistic
dialectics” but it is evident that they are apodtrgb creations
attributed to Marx without examination. Marx would any case
probably been opposed to the use of the term ‘cliakd

materialism”, which is a contradiction in terms anhds no more
sense than the expression “spiritualist materidlisMarx had

stressed that the Real is only the product of thotigat thinks the
real — a quite commonplace finding at the time.HWWidialectical

materialism”, Thought thinks the real and creates i

Although Marx's texts on issues of method are fibw,fetishism
of method is one of the characteristics of the muat that claims
to follow him. This fetishism reaches its peak inchks’ assertion
according to whom historical materialism is the Shamportant
weapon” of the proletariat who “receives its shatpgeapon from
the hands of true sciencég, precisely, historical materialism

Generations of activists have accepted without tipresthis
mode of reasoning inherited from the scientificimgm of the
nineteenth century. It was thought that science eygning an era
of indefinite progress, which would inevitably leath the
emancipation of Mankind. In asserting the prima€yaence over
philosophy, Marxism was only expressing the his@ritrend of
bourgeois society of his time. In his course ondnjsof philosophy,
Hegel said that “every philosophy is the philosophyts time”, that
it is “a link in the chain of spiritual developmsntind can therefore
satisfy only the interests of its time”. To Marxdakngels, science
takes over philosophy.

This idea also falls to the point; it marks a hsarx could not
ignore this passage from Hegel on the temporaryreatof
philosophy as an expression of general trends pkréod. This
threat also weighed on Marxism. By decreeing thel ef
philosophy and by giving Marxism the value of aescie, Marx
thought he responded in advance to this objectitstaping the
status of philosophy, Marx's thought also avoidst tlawful
determinism according to which a philosophy cany adtisfy the
interests of its time. One could certainly arguet tiscientific

! Histoire et conscience de classe
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theories themselves are transient, that they ammdd to be
supplanted by other theories based on differentinaggons, but
Marxism is not intended to be a scientific theotys a science, the
supreme science, one might say. To many marxistss ithe
philosopher’s stone.

But one could also argue that if Marxism is a so&nits
assumptions should be universally accepted, at Bashose who
accept its basic presuppositions, which is obvipdal from the
case. Since science takes over philosophy, themhdnwords of
Engels, it is no longer question to “imagine se@asnin one’s
mind, but to discover the facts”. The new sciencesdnot lose time
on speculations, it reveals the real movement oifetyp It achieves
universality. Since it is the science of realitydoes not have to be
exceeded for it is of all time. It explains socigtythe past, present
and future. This leads to Lenin’s surprising assast

“From this Marxist philosophy, which is cast fromsagle
piece of steel, you cannot eliminate one basic [@®mone
essential part, without departing from objectivathr without
falling a prey to a bourgeois-reactionary falsehbbd

Engels believed that the dialectical method dewedlopy Marx
and the method used in the natural sciences wasathe. He could
rely on some of Marx’s reflections, particularly the preface to
Capital, where he says: “My standpoint, from which theletion
of the economic formation of society is viewed agpracess of
natural history...” etc. It is doubtful, however, thtae historian or
the sociologist work the same way as the biologiisthe physicist.
Bakunin will deny it categorically, objecting oretlone hand that in
the sciences of society one cannot make experimantssecondly
that we can never capture all the parameters titatmdine an event
or a social fact. One can only give general trends.

1 Lénine, Matérialisme et empiriocriticisme éditions du Progrés,
p. 461. (How Bogdanov Corrects and “Develops” Marx)
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The scientistic and dogmatic rigidity of some Matxauthors
concerning the scientific nature of the method iitkd from the
master shrugs off the fact that an investigativéhoe can give very
different results when the parameters are manycanplex, as it is
precisely the case when analyzing social phenortietacan not, as
Marx says, use “neither microscopes nor chemicagents”
(preface toCapital 1867). A scientific method of analysis or
investigation is expected to lead to consistend, alovious results.
To consider the multiplicity of Marxist chapelsghs obviously not
the case.

Many authors have noted that the path Marx hadvied to
achieve the method of exposition ©@épital has bee difficult. Many
of them address the issue with some uneasinesshriaehensky for
example, strongly reaffirms in the first chapter ®he New
Economic “Is it not obvious that we must study our econohyy
letting ourselves be guided by the Marxist methoB@t he seems
confused by the “differences of application of theethod of
dialectical materialism due to the concrete mattehe study.”

“In order to grasp the fundamental dialectical lavf
development of capitalist economy and its overalahce, it is
first necessary to rise above all the phenomenaaufcrete
capitalism that prevent us from understanding thisn and this
movement in their purest aspéct

The Bolshevik leader poses the problem as Marx Thd.need
to “onstruct a concept of pure capitalism”, in athwrds, the use of
abstraction, of “simulation” — precisely what Prbod had done —
is not “the most characteristic difference” betweanhat
Preobrazhensky called the “universal sociologicathnd” of Marx
and the method of his political economy. So themuld be a
method for the study of society and another for thedy of
economics: Where then is historical materialism?

The difference appears when Marx analyzes this €&pur
capitalism”, using an “analytical- abstract methadlpted to the

! Preobrajenski,.a Nouvelle économique. 87, EDI.
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specific matter of the study”. After a somewhatfoging attempt to
explain this method, which he sees that this is thet “usual
materialistic dialectics” qic), Preobrazhensky circumvents the
difficulty by calling it “abstract analytical diattical method” §ic)!
Dialectics has been saved! At no time, of coursdighlighted the
contradiction between building a concept of “pucapitalism, that
is to say, a theoretical model, and Marx's critiqpfethat same
method in The Poverty of philosophyOne can point out the
contradiction in Preobrazhensky: if the method deed to the
particularities of the matter to study — which is perfectly
conceivable point of view — you must not speak ahitersal
method”.

Maurice Godelier is one of the authors who deaks mhmost
thoroughly and clearly about the problem of methdCapital
Marx, he says inRationalité et irrationalit¢ en économie
(Rationality and Irrationality in Economics), imptents the
categories of the capitalist economy and develbpmtin a certain
order, which expresses both the content of theesysand its
organizationje its laws. The chapter on the structures of the atkth
of Capital repeats and explains the passages of Gameral
Introductionof 1857, of theCritique of Political Economyf 1859,
of the 1867 preface tGapital and the Afterword of 1873. Godelier
endeavours in particular to explain the use madeMarx of
economic categories that are the foundation of hiapothetico-
deductive method by which the latter will be aldekplain the laws
of the system. At no time however Godelier reporéegossible
contradiction betweerCapital and Poverty of Philosophyn the
guestion of the method of exposure. This book igaiit not even
mentioned in the chapter in which this issue israssked.

Maximilien Rubel also addresses the methodCaipital, and
stresses that Marx “remains strangely quiet abouts h
methodological choices”. Lassalle, he said, wasotflg one to get
clarifications, “limited it is true”, about the “rieodological
principles that led Marx to establish the seriesigfsections in an
order of historical, logical and dialectical sucsies”'. Marx

! Marx critique du marxismePayot, p. 371.
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follows a precise methodological rule “that leadsh o proceed
from a given order of concepts”. Rubel adds that pan of the
Economy can not be separated from the method dised\iifteen
years earlier (refering to to ti@erman ldeology nor from Marx’s
recent researches.

Let us note however that it is paradoxical to coasan “order of
historical, logical and dialectical sequence”.dtane, or the other.
Capital —and theSystem of Economical Contradictidiifseen years
earlier — show that the order of logical successias nothing to do
with the order of historical sequence, and thatedis&cs does not
have much to do with the work that Marx publishedlB67. The
“method discovered fifteen years ago” in Rubel'srd® is nothing
but the never named “historical materialism”. Rusetms to realize
there is a difference of approach betw@ewerty of Philosophgnd
Capital but, instead of developing the matter, he merebeis that
the recent discovery of Marx cannot be separatech fnis earlier
researches.

Something bothers Rubel: he indeed attempts to shatwarx,
in his evolution, had developed a plan in six paofswhich only
one has been written, and which included a boo8tate. The book
that Marx has not written was to establish its autis a theorist of
anarchism gic). This plan was based on specific methodological
positions which Marx could not have questioned, ss®ubel,
without questioning his projected book on the Statew indeed
could Marx have “made a change in his plan withintdrming his
readers of this decision and of the methodologeasons that made
it necessary? The plan and method having been tedleand
released at the same time, the potential discoseey new method
of exposure would have forced him to abandon tiherse in two
triads. Can anyone seriously imagine Marx operatsugh a
disruption without explaining clearly the reasons?”

It might be objected at first to Maximilien Rubélat there is a
contradiction in his own reasoning: first he sapsttMarx is
secretive about his methodological choices, and tteeclaims that
Marx never would have changed the plan without rimfog his
readers. In fact there is a heated debate betvezenad schools, one
which asserts that Marx would have, at some pahgnged his
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plan, with several sub-schools differing on whers tithange
occurred, and a school that claims the unity iretohthe plan of the
Economics.

As for the reasons that might have led Marx noteweal any
change in his plan, we can imagine at least oneaus he has
changed his method, and he did not want to insstntuch on this
issue. The substance of the debate is, indeedththahange of plan
is linked to a change in method: what Preobrazhehskl vaguely
sensed, Rubel did not even see. Marx himself is aldremely
laconic about his method, since he does not everita At no time
he speaks of “dialectical materialism” — a termneai by Engels —
or even ‘“historical materialism”. He simply mention“the
materialist foundation” of his method, which is @mxanonplace, or
even his “dialectical method” as opposed to thatHsfgel. To
describe this method, Preobrazhensky speaks ofréabsanalytical
dialectical method”, which doesn’'t mean anything, more than
Rubel’'s order of “historical, logical and dialetit succession.

Those who refuse the idea of change of plan theotie
continuity of method. Those who speak of modificatiof plan
consider the possibility of an evolution in his hmd, without much
insisting, and try to “save the essentials”.

Henryk Grossmann is the main supporter of the “ghran of
plan” school. He says that Marx, in 1863, rejected method
according to the principle of “matter” and adoptdw method
according to the principle of “knowledge”, whichdasvay of saying,
with a vaguely Hegelian terminology, that Marx doed apply the
“historical materialism” but the inductive-deducimethod.

Roman Rosdolsky, a Ukrainian Marxist activist, agrewith
Grossmann’s thesis on the modification of plan, dngs not accept
the reasons given by him. Closely analyzing thét drfiaCapital, he
focuses on the reasons which have led Marx to ehamany times

! Cf. Le changement du plan structurel du Capital etcmsses 1929,
in German ; andvlarx, I'économie politique classique et le probledela
dynamique,Champ libre, where some allusions are made comggthis
topic.
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the plan and method of elaboration of his work. Wetes in
particular:

“... if, in Capital, the influence of Hegel seems at first sight to
appear only in some notes, the Draft must be cleniaed in its
entirety as a reference to Hegel and his Logic rad&al as the
‘materialistic overthrow’ of Hegel might be’

That is to say that, from the draft t©apital, two different
methods are used, although Rosdolsky remains eamgtsve about
the scope that this modification may have.

Pierre Naville is one of the few authors who meamtikroudhon
in this debate on method. As a good Marxist he rafiyuaffirms
Proudhon’s incompetence in terms of Hegelian pbjby.
Implicitly, this means that Hegel's philosophy veasecessary step
to achieve a clear understanding of socialism, Nwawille remarks
that the introduction of dialectics, of the movemneicontradictions
made by Proudhon was a “very new phenomenon intigadli
economy”. In other words Proudhon was right, butvas wrong to
be right.

It should however be noted that if Proudhon wasafarhile fond
of Hegel, it only lasted a short time. The innowvatinature of
Proudhon’s contribution did not consist in introthgc dialectics in
political economy, but the inductive-deductive nogth
Unfortunately, Naville only slightly touches upohig important
guestion of method, and then endeavors to showdRomis formal
mistakes. However, he says:

“Labor, property, profit etc., therefore appearcaatradictory
concepts, that is to say relations, which could vary under the
effects of a movement of practical, concrete regwmiy of an
operation absorbing previous oppositidris

! RosdolskyGenése du Capitathez Karl Marx préface de 1867, p. 20.
2 pierre NavilleLe Nouveau Léviathan. I, p. 311, Anthropos.
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The rest of Naville’s text consists in a comparednment of
Marx’s critics of Proudhon’s method and of Proudsamnotations
in the margins of Marx’s book. The formal remarkaville makes
are sometimes justified; however we might regrat th his chapter
on “Dialectical method and economic categories”vila speaks
neither of method nor of economic categories, &ad he does not
deal with the element which is the real innovatainProudhon’s
book, the use of the hypothetico-deductive mettwthe study of
political economy.

Naville has obviously no difficulty in challengirige “dialectics”
of Proudhon — although he does not always do ivioeimgly. He is
certainly right to criticize Proudhon for not magfithe distinction
between division of labor in the workshop and dodiaision of
labor, but at the same time, Marx did not make ttiatinction
either. Moreover, if he is also right to note thHatoudhon had
hitherto never read Marx, we must also remembérttwafinal form
of Marx’s economic theory of capitalism had not lpeen developed
at the time when Marx read ti8ystem of economic contradictions
It is therefore wholly inadequate to oppose Promdharguments in
1846 to the developments in Marx’s theory twentgrgdater.

Indeed, it is only ten years aftBoverty of Philosophthat Marx
uses such basic concepts as the distinction betwaréable capital
and constant capital; the representation of theevaf a commodity
as the sum of constant capital, of variable capital surplus value;
the distinction between absolute surplus value rahative surplus
value; and, most importantly, the essential disimcbetween labor
and labor work force. This distinction, in fact hieh Marx did not
make in 1846 — is truly the definitive break betwdsourgeois
theory and socialist theory, and it is preciselgeaatt from a text in
which Marx attacked Proudhon as a “petty bourgdwsretician” !

We can also mention a book written by Henri Dehisgique
hégélienne et systéemes économidiiegelian Logic and economic
systems), in which the author analyzes the methodological
variations and trials and errors of Marx’s econorfiought. The
main stages he isolates are roughly the same ae tiven in this

L PUF, 1984.
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study, particularly the 1857-1858 stage: Hegel'spiration;
admittance of being in an impasse. H. Denis wondeMarx is
“conscious of having given up being guided in hisalgsis by
Hegelian dialectics or, if you will, that he dedidaith a perfect
view of the consequences that results, to abandenHegelian
developments contained in tBeundriss@ This seems unlikely”

A little further, he writes:

“If in fact Marx gave up at the end of 1858 the esaiting
attempt he made in th8rundrisseto deal in Hegelian terms of
the nature of value and capital, it is almost delyabecause it
conflicted (without his perfectly realizing it) Wit historical
materialism ..

1878: new reference to Hegel, dialectics is agdoandoned.
“But then again, the attempt that Marx led to pnese dialectical
analysis of the life of capital is doomed to fadurnd it does not
seem excessive to say that he will nhow explicitcagnize its
failure*.”

We shall end by mentioning an interesting debateranexperts
on the influence of Hegelian dialectics in Marx.Le Matérialisme
dialectique(Dialectical Materialism), Henri Lefebvre arguést we
must wait until 1858 to discover the first non-pative mention of
Hegelian dialecticd Merleau-Ponty instead states that “Marx starts
with dialectical thinking: it is entirely within thprinciple according
to which one can not destroy philosophy withoutieding it.” ®

So we can record the extreme confusion existintherguestion
of Marx's method, largely due to the fact that Marimself never
clearly explained it. Authors who have studied tiisue seem

1 Op. cit,p. 91.

2 Op. cit, p. 93.

3 Op. cit.,124.

* Pp. 63-64.

® Les aventures de la dialectiqu®allimard, p. 84.
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unable to agree, which, for a supposedly “sciatitifioctrine, is a
serious handicap in terms of credibility. This leatdhturally to the
conclusion that the only way to resolve this cadition is to

consider that the solutions provided by the variauihors who have
studied this problem are only the reflection of taitical stake

posed to them by their own interpretation of therh# method.

Marxism and Science

One must keep in mind that the Marx who, in 1848ponds to
the System of Economical Contradictioné Proudhon is not the
mature Marx. He is someone who is trying to appRsaentific”
method to the study of society and especially t dtonomic
functioning. But Marx believed he had found thistinegl, and he
just exposed it inThe German Ideologyit will take him years to
realize the inadequacy of this method to the objédhe work he
undertakes. One can only speculate on the reasotisef delay: the
awareness of this inadequacy is probably the reagsby the
manuscript of The German ldeologyvas left to the “gnawing
criticism of mice”, according to the expressionkrigels, and has
not been published.

According to Georges Sorel, “the term of scientiiacialism,
commonly adopted in Germany for the doctrines otiao
democracy, has greatly contributed to confusiothenstudies done
on the work of Marx®. But it wasn’t Marx who coined the term: it
was already used by Proudhon in 1840 in his Firetnoir on
property,What is Property?

Georges Sorel wrote in 1910 in his introduction Aduro
Labriola’sKarl Marx:

“We must add that in socialist literature thereaisecurring
idea according to which Marxism is a materialishattis to say
knowledge organized in a manner similar to thatnatural

! préface a la traduction francaise, par EdouardhBetu Karl Marx
d’Arturo Labriola, éd. Riviére, 1910.
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science. We have therefore been led to believe Meak had
built his theories with concerns similar to thoseauntered by
the contemporary scientist. It is a fundamentabretinat will not
be allowed to be committed after the criticism Lialar presents
us.

“When | tried in 1898 to find out the sources thadre used
by Marx, | was struck to see that the referencethefCapital
show surprising gaps in the knowledge of the autHerhad read
leading economists with minute attention, many Bhgbooks
devoted to English history, but on France, on tmicAity and
the Middle Ages, he really knew but little.

“Although he has repeatedly argued that to undedsthe
social relations of an era, one must refer to @Bees used in
production, his technological studies had remaisedularly
rudimentary. (..}

“When we start from the fact that Marx was not pgeated
with the scientific spirit of the nineteenth cemntuit becomes
easy to understand why his work has given rise uohs
contradictory judgments.”

One can indeed wonder about the actual level oénsiic
knowledge that Marx had in relation to his time. Qapital, for
example, he explains that the social relations pémod reflect the
processes used in production, the relationshipgreduction. One
can read in the writings of Marx that “the handinglves you
society with the feudal lord, the steam mill, sogievith the
industrial capitalist’®>. Unfortunately, the hand-mill does not date
from the Middle Ages but from the Antiquity: it d®enot
characterize a society with the feudal lord, but tith the slave

! Marx seems to confirm Sorel’s opinion in a leter wrote to Engels
(October 13, 1851) : “Incidentally, during my retesisits to the library,
which | continue to frequent, | have been delvinginty into technology,
the history thereof, and agronomy, so that | camfat least some sort of
an opinion of the stuff.” But the letter also shothat Marx was working
hard to fill the gaps...

2 La Pléiade, vol. I, p. 79.
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owner. The disappearance of slavery and the transib feudal
society is linked to the appearance of the watér'mi

Let us consider another example. When describirgy etils
caused by overwork, Marx explains ®apital (in 1867) that a
uniform and continuous work weakens the *“tensiord ahe
centrifugal force of the spirits’die Spann und der Schwungkraft
Lebensgeistgr Such a vocabulary, in 1867, shows that Marais f
behind the knowledge of his time, and shocks ingkwthat intends
to be scientific. The French scientist Claude Betrtead published
two years earlier higntroduction to the study of the experimental
method and fourteen years before itecherchesand it is assumed
that the energy of the body is powered by the catitwu of sugar,
the same way the steam engine runs on coal. NotdidMarx had
known this he would not have failed to note thel@ga

Contrary to popular belief, Marx did not pass atdmate in
philosophy: he had been enrolled in a law schooBamlin since
1836, but the subject of his doctoral thesis wasogbphical. He
presented his thesis at Jena in 1841, on the ‘feiffee of the
philosophy of nature in Democritus and Epicurusid dis degree
was conferredh absentiathat is to say in his absence.

It is symptomatic that the sympathies of Marx iis tihesis are to
Epicurus, while it is Democritus who undeniablytie scientific
mind: the former is surprised at nothing, does sexk knowledge
by science but by thataraxia by philosophy; he does not question
the testimony of the senses. The Greek watataxia is, for the
Epicureans, just what nirvana is for Buddhists, absolute
tranquility of the soul.

The sun, according to Epicurus, is about two feetiameter
because it is as great as it seems, while Demecritall versed in
geometry, knows it is great because it is far. Daitas traveled the
world collecting experiences, knowledge, observegjche learned
from the Persians, Chaldeans, Egyptians, IndiarlevEpicurus

11n 1888, Engels read again tBerman Ideology and realized to what
point their “knowledge in history and in economic histowas still
deficient” (Karl Marx, Friedrich Engelsttudes philosophiquegréface,
Editions sociales, p. 14).
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leaves only his garden at Athens to get two orethirees in lonia to
visit friends. Democritus seeks the reality behimel appearance: “It
is only in opinion, he says, that hot and cold exXw there are only
atoms and the void”. Although the subject of thesth deals with
the philosophers of ancient Greece, it concernsptiitbsophy of
nature, that is to say, physics. But when one relaidsthesis, one
finds no evidence it has been written in the nieetie century. The
way Marx discusses the atomic system of the an€&eeeks brings
his work much closer to the old medieval scholasticthan to
contemporary discoveries, at a period when scisnase making
enormous steps. Atomistics had been in ancient dremly a
conjecture, but in the decades that preceded titeagviof Marx’s
thesis, it had become a genuine science.

Dulong and Petit could now weigh atoms, if theyldooot see
them. Avogadro is able to determine the relativeoamh of
molecules contained in a bottle of gas relativelgnother.

Knowledge of the outside of the atom has made densble
progress between 1800 and 1840, and Prout, ansBngin, made
in 1815 an incursion into the interior of the ataimce he noted that
the atomic weights of various bodies are multiptdsthose of
hydrogen, which led him to conceive the principfetite unity of
matter again, there i®io doubtthat if Marx had been aware of this
theory, he would have referred to it. Let us supptb&t a century
after Marx's thesis a student wrote a PhD a thesishe ancient
atomists: is it conceivable that he should noteast saysomething
about contemporary research and make some remarkshe
relationship between matter and energy? Just tw $teoknows?
Apparently, the echo of contemporary research hidsdfto reach
the law school in Berlin. Marx spent his formatiyears in an

! Among the scientists that have marked the XIXtmteey, let us
mention Dalton, Proust, Dulong, Petit, Avogadro, gare, Faraday,
Berthollet, Gay-Lussac, Bladgen, J-B. Dumas, Pr8atrzélius. The only
German we could mention is Humboldt (for whom Bahkuhad a great
respect) but who is not of German training sincehhd worked five years
with Gay-Lussac.
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environment that had not been touched by the sfieeapirit of the
nineteenth century.

Yet the word “science” is constantly referred to German
universities. The philosopher Hegel had writt€he Science of
Logic. But the word “science” did not have the same rimgait has
today. At the end of his first year of law, Marxote to his father
about philosophy of law : “...I realized, once agdhat | could not
make it without philosophy. So | threw myself intee arms of this
science in peace, and | wrote a new fundamentabphgsical
system™. It is not a misuse of the word. In another passafgthe
same letter, he says: “What drives Democritusoffn the one hand
the desire to learn, which leaves him neither cemseest, and on
the other hand the failure to find satisfactiorreéal science, that is
to say, philosophy

So true science ighilosophy What about “scientific socialism”,
then?

Conversely, when young Marx refers to science angbnse we
understand it today, he uses another expressiomeave that since
philosophy had not satisfied Democritus, he “thfémself into the
arms of positive knowledge”... In the Middle Agesesice is the
knowledge of the scriptures. In the eighteenthugnin France, are
called “philosophical” the researches in astronomlysics, etc.
which are, today, “scientific’ matters. Conversely, the early
decades of the nineteenth century in Germany, abedc*science”
the knowledge of philosophical systems: is qualiféess “scientific”
the application of one of these systems to obsefaet$ or to the
conclusions that has been drawn from positive ingason. And
we imagine that facts had better not contradictliogbphical
systems.

These details explain the notion of “scientific istism” used by
Marx and Engels. Actually, the term was “inventég”’Proudhon in
1840, but in another context. The expression usedbrx and
Engels is not linked with French socialism: it ination directly
inherited from German philosophy. Marx and EngéBsientific
socialism” is the application of philosophical madls to the study

! Lettre du 10 novembre 1837.
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of social phenomena, much more than a scientifiragch in the
sense that it has today. Thus, when Marx and Engeisize a work
of economics, they attribute to the critique of gtelosophy of the
author (Proudhon or Duhring) a disproportionatec@leBecause if
there is a flaw in the philosophical system (aretd¢his always one,
if you look closely) the work is no longer “scididf.

The debate about Marx’s method doesn’'t turn arotine
empirical perception of our senses and | don'tkhiitre example of
the empty space between the atoms that constitetevbod with
which the table is made is really relevant to eixpleow Marx came
to the method he uses @apital. That there is in society a “surface”
and “depth beneath the surface” is unquestionaltil, for our
purpose this is not the question.

There is in French a very abundant literature abimigenesis of
the method irCapital. Most of these books are written by Marxists
and they are of great interest, but unsatisfachmgause they all
show a certain uneasiness. Most of these authers senscious
that there is something wrong, and they don’t knavat, and they
make great efforts to rehabilitate dialectics agiaall odds, because
in fact the method Marx uses @apital is the inductive-deductive
method, the only scientific method — whigphecisely defines the
book as a scientific approach to political economyfact that
Bakunin had perfectly understood.

Conclusion

Proudhon is quite difficult to read even to a Ffemeader. His
style appears today old-fashioned, very™t@ntury”, which is not
the case with Marx, at least in the French traiwsiat Proudhon is
often taken away by his argumentative eloquence, nfekes
constant and long digressions and forgets to stidiacts. He does
not take into account that the reader does not e&dowall the
chain of ideas that led him to a conclusion. In theldle of a
demonstration, he thinks it necessary to come tmekpoint he had
developed in another book several years earlierasid his reader
to be patient enough to follow him: “I warn thenatlthey only owe
me at least five minutes of attention..Cdpacité politiqug
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The reader often has the impression Proudhon &a@-5plitter”
and he isn't wrong. Besides, when Proudhon wantdispute
someone’s viewpoint, he dedicates long pages tceldpvthat
person’s ideas, placing himself from the point aéw of this
person. An inattentive reader can easily come tokthhat the
opinion Proudhon develops is his. He often usestwie call in
French the “raisonnement par I'absurde”, the reagprby the
absurd feductio ad absurdurin latin), an argumentative technique
in which he is a master. All this does not contiéto clarify the
exposition of his doctrine...

It is absolutely wrong to say that Proudhon did anoterstand
large-scale industry.

He could not have written hiSystéme des contradictions
économiques he hadn’t had in mind large scale industry. Hoer,
this book is largely a premonition, because limiteadmpanies,
which created the legal structure that enableddineelopment of
large scale companies, were to be created in Framtee 1860's
under Napoleon lIl.

Besides, he wrote a bookanuel du spéculateur a la bourse
(Manual of the Speculator at the Stock Exchangejfantastic
description of financial speculation which is stittual today. In
this book he invented the expression ‘“industriabdigdism”
(féodalité industrielle) to refer to the big indi@t monopolies.

The question of property in Proudhon is extremedynplex,
because at that time it was excessively diffioultieévelop a socialist
program concerning land property in a society inchwt85 or 90%
of the population were rural. His opinion has bessunderstood
because he was motivated by tactical consideratiéos couldn’t
face millions of small land-owners and tell themouy must
collectivize your land. He tried to explain smantl owners that
capitalism itself was depriving them of the landf in no case he
advocated state ownership of the land: he advocatedicipal
ownership.

On many questions, Proudhon’s opinion has been lifiaal)
caricatured to the point it was no longer recognliza

! Cf. http://monde-nouveau.net/ecrire/?exec=artiidsarticle=227
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But one thing should be recalled:

* He is the first author who affirmed that sociahtradictions are
the consequence of the private property of the sieaproduction;

» The appropriation of the means of production iy ¢apitalists
condemns the workers to the wage system;

* Surplus value defines what can be considereajpisatist theft;

» Work is the only creator af value;

 Profit is a portion of work that has been appiated by the
capitalist;

» The end of exploitation can only be achievedh® destruction
of capitalism;

» The State is the organization of the defensenhefinterests of
the capitalists.



