Proudhon and German philosophy

René Berthier

Introduction

This text is the translation of the first part obaok published
in French in 2009%tudes proudhoniennes, L’Economie politique
(Editions du Monde libertaire). This first part ééops a thesis
concerning Proudhon’s methodological approach ahemy |
had started to study in an article, “La Questiooné&mique”,
published in a French anarchist magazirzeRue, revue culturelle
et littéraire d’expression anarchista® 33, 2 term, 1983.

The reader will quickly realize 1 am not acquaintedth
philosophical vocabulary in English and that | ampaor
translator. This translation has been done, foctma reasons,
quite quickly and needs to be revised and improketl] do hope
the English reader will at least roughly understesiat it is about
in general terms.

The references which are mentioned are naturalgndkr
references. Many authors | quote are Marxist agttive English
speaking reader has certainly never heard aboutdidd’t bother
to find an English version for there certainly ame.

Concerning Marx and Engels, | tried as much asiples$o
find the English version of their writings, whichfdund on the
Internet. | simply mentioned the title of the book.

It seems the only book that has been translat&mghish is the
Systéme des contradictions économig&ystem of Economic
contradictions), available on the Internet. | memtithis book
either under the French or the English title.

! « Proudhon Studies, Political Economy ».



The motivation for this translation is that | reald that the
English speaking readers seem to have a very skaovdedge of
Proudhon, which is quite surprising for he laid tbendations of
the anarchist doctrine. Although he can be asstiatith no
anarchist organisation, he developed most of tmeams which
characterize the anarchist doctrine, as well ad ofabe concepts
Marx uses in economy.

There is another reason why | decided to tranglaite text.
Two years ago | readlack Flame: The Revolutionary Class
Politics of Anarchism and Syndicalismvritten by Lucien van der
Walt and Michael Schmidt (AK Press). | think thésgrobably one
of the most interesting books on anarchism wriitethe last 50
years'. But | realised that the bibliography concerning®lhon
refers to only one very small book (80 pages) emithbout him in
the 30°.0f course | can’t blame the authorsBdack Flamefor the
dramatic absence of information available in ErngliBhis is why
I thought necessary to translate this passage obwmybook on
Proudhon.

But why this particular passage? Because in my mind
Proudhon’sapproach tgolitical economyis probablywhat ismost
innovative.

Not being particularly a “Proudhonian” myself, mgention is
not to “rehabilitate” this author but to give credor his
contribution to the founding of anarchist doctriparticularly in a
field that is little known: methodology.

*kk kkk %

In order to understand what follows, it is necegtarhave a
certain number of definitions in mind, related toeddl's
philosophy. Hegel's approach consisted in posingcepts to
which he gave an absolute character and an indepeegistence.
So it seemed that he had wanted to create Realayn f

! Alongside with another one written in French bye@ao Manfredonia, an
Italian comradeAnarchisme et changement socidles éditions Atelier de
création libertaire).
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Abstraction, but there is a misunderstanding caringrHegel's
method, in my view. The German philosopher had made
distinction between:

» The “development according to Time” (or “accoglito
Nature”), such as it presents itself to the unadeding: Reality is
first, Thought is conditioned to it; and

» The “development according to the Concept”, sashit
appears to reason: empiric reality is the effeaeaton.

In the relationship existing between the two preess Hegel
choosedo give reality only to the second. idecideghat only the
development according to the Concept is valid, eding to which
the Real isleducedrom the Concept. The development according
to nature, for which the concept is second andtyefiist, would
then only be an apparent process. The fact thaphilesopher
adopts an approach consisting in posing first Cptsceand
deducing the Real from them does not mean thagdiby helieved
that the Concept, through a superior power suchGad, or
anything else, pre-exists the Real: it is onlyaking hypothesis
Hegel is only making a simulation — Proudhon widllicit a
“scaffolding”, whose elements (the concepts) allim to define
reality such as it is in its bareness, deprivedlbthe different
accidental parasites that do not actually partteipan its
definition.

Proudhon will do exactly the same thing in Egsteme des
contradictions économiquepublished in 1846, the same year as
Marx’s German ldeology He does not take into account the
historical process but the logical process. He dusswrite the
story of capitalism, he describes its mechanisramfa logical
point of view. This approach is absolutely not orad in
philosophy. You can find it in Plato’s philosophfjkmowledge, in
Aristotle. Closer to us, in Descartes or Roussé&ae. concept of
“social contract” in Rousseau does not result franhistorical
assessment: Rousseau never imagined that a groognofictually
sat around a table to negotiate a “contract”: dril/ a hypothesis.
Rousseau explains it very well: “One must not takehistorical
truth the researches which have been made congethiis
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subject, but only as hypothetical and conditioresisonings more
liable to enlighten the nature of things than tovwhheir real
origin” ((Euvres complétes, La Pléiade, I, p. 339.

Proudhon makes no real discovery; his genius cinsis
applying this method to political economy. He doehat
absolutely all thinkers did before him, confrontedhe necessity
to explain a complex phenomenon. All thinkers, gxddarx. For
in 1846 Marx had just developed Berman Ideologyhis own
method, a historical method. For fifteen years, wik try to
achieve the explanation of the mechanisms of tpéaiest system
with this method, unsuccessfully, before resolviog use the
commonplace method all thinkers had used before hihthat
only Proudhon had used in political economy: thedtlyetical-
deductive method. We can say that the so-calledtdhcal
materialism” had absolutely not been a progresdeims of
understanding social phenomena, but an obstacle.

R.B.



Proudhon and German philosophy

Proudhon had an early interest in German philospfarnyKant first.
In 1839 he read thédistory of German philosophyf Barchou de
Penhoén. He found in Fichte, Schelling and Hegeérsé things that
matched his views, but he was particularly atthdig Kant. At the end
of that year he read tl@ritigue of Pure Reasoand became interested in
Hegel. It has been said that the knowledge Proudiazhacquired of
German philosophers was superficial, that he matdg a superficial
review of these thinkers, seeking in their work ttmfirmation to his
own views. It is partly true, but in fact a closeture of the precursor of
anarchism shows that he was not as ignorant assibben said. Marx is
probably largely responsible for this picture givehProudhon, but his
own knowledge of Hegel deserves being serioushonsidered. If
Proudhon's knowledge of these thinkers was limiigdhe absence of
translations available in his time, the understagdie had remains quite
outstanding. Most of the critiques of Proudhon hageainly not read
Chapter XI of Volume Il of th&System of Economic contradictiorme
finds there a stunning synthesis of the thoughanit, Fichte, Schelling
and Hegel. At first, Proudhon was not attractedHegel. He criticized
him for wanting to “build the history of the ming lbeasoning, instead of
following the line of observation”. He also saidthif this method can
be good for teaching, for a science it is worthless

These two remarks are important for two reasons:

* At first, Proudhon agrees with Marx and formutatgainst Hegel
the same criticism. Both men, in their early irgetlal development,
therefore criticize the philosopher for wanting é&ftain knowledge
through the development according to the concept1840 Proudhon
opposed the Hegelian method for the same reasdviamxs

 Later, when writing theSystéme des contradictions économigues
Proudhon will realize that it is necessary to ditiish between the
process of investigation and the process of exjgoslinis distinction,
already clearly stated by Hegel in the Introductido the
Phenomenologyis ignored by Marx, who will not refer to it uhéiround
1865. This issue, which Proudhon addresses as a®di846, is many
years ahead of Marx: it is precisely on this pdivdt Marx will attack
Proudhon after th8ystem of Economical Contradictiosgublished.



In the early 1840's there was an almost amusingpetition between
two German emigrants — Karl Gréirand Karl Marx — who absolutely
wanted to teach Proudhon the basics of the Hegelédosophy. Marx
wrote about it, twenty years later: “During my stayParis in 1844, |
came into personal contact with Proudhon.” He adlisthe course of
lengthy debates often lasting all night, | infecta@ch very much to his
detriment with Hegelianism, which, owing to his Kaof German, he
could not study properly.”

Karl Griin on his side also boasted of having tmifeoudhon to
Hegelianism, which drove Marx furious. Marx, wishito warn his pupil
against Grun, wrote that he was a “literary charlat Everyone wanted
to convert Proudhon. Marx hated Grun, fearing tiftuénce he could
exert on the Frenchman. He said: “As a teacheresfr@an philosophy he
also had the advantage over me that he himselfrsto& nothing about
it.” Proudhon, on his side, perfidiously observldttamong the twenty
German doctors of philosophy he knew, there weretwo who got
along with each other.

Proudhon gave credit for some time that Hegel'migrfce had been
decisive in his evolution. He even suggested thatPhenomenology
potentially contained his economic deductions whi;has we shall see,
not as absurd as one might think. He repeated hisatlialectics was
“otherwise simple, clear, and fruitful” than thatf dhe German
philosopher. This belief was fuelled by the dediares of the Germans
themselves. Grin had awarded Proudhon the titierehch Feuerbach”,
which Proudhon was very proud of. Proudhon hadraksged, Grin said
again, the best of German philosophy. At the same,tMarx was full
of praise for the Frenchman, who was held up inNlkee Rheinische
Zeitungas “the most logical and most penetrating the $istiariter”.
(NRZJan 7, 1843.)

The Holy Family, dating from 1845, also contains a vibrant praise
Proudhon who is acknowledged as the master of tfatesocialism, the
father of the theories of labour value and surplakie. TheGerman
Ideology (1846) refers to the dialectics of Proudhon as atefnpt to
give a method by which independent thinking is aeptl by the
operation of thought”.

! Karl Griin (1817-1877), German journalist, authorlB45 of “The social
movement in France and in Belgium”. A member of gt in the Prussian
national assembly in 1848 and elected in 1849&Scond Prussian Chamber.
He was arrested of his “intellectual participatiadh& the Palatinate insurrection.
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When Proudhon lost his flattering status and becamépetty
bourgeois” author, Marx declared that he himsetl baen responsible
for the “sophistication” of Proudhon:

“To a certain extent | am also to blame for his

‘SOPHISTICATION’: as the English call the adultecst of

commercial goods”. (Letter to J. B. Schweizer, 2.1865.)

All these flattering and perhaps exaggerated applsaimade by Grin
and Marx in 1844-1845 had somehow destabilized dhon. So when
he declared he would work to popularise metaphyamd put it into
action, he claimed to use “the most profound diadsc Hegel's”, but
added he was using there a process that was ragugniaim! In a letter
to Bergman dated 19 January 1845, referring to 8ystem of
contradictions he was writing, Proudhon writes, satmat candidly:

“I cannot yet judge the relationship that existstwmen my
metaphysics and Hegel's logic, for example, sinbave never read
Hegel, but | am convinced that this is his logiatthuse in my next
book.”

Recognizing that he had never read Hegel, Proudisorhere
relatively reserved, but in 1848, he said that“tiige masters” had been
the Bible, Adam Smith and... Hegel. Marx respondedsdely to the
Systéme des contradictions économiquasiis Blanc then wrote that
Proudhon had become the laughing stock of the mestudents.
Proudhon ceased all references to Hegel. The Gephédmsopher was
not mentioned in the second edition of the bookt, Yespite his
superficial knowledge of Hegel, Proudhon had péiffeenderstood the
guestion posed in thehenomenologgoncerning the “intelligible form
of science”. The “science of observation” is centajust the opposite of
Hegel's approach, but the latter did not intendrtake a history book
describing Experience: he intended to analyse #tiermal movement,
revealing the logic of the evolution of consciousneAnd it is precisely
a similar path that Proudhon follows in tisystem of contradictions
which Marx fiercely criticized in 1846.

Bakunin participated in some way in the competittonintroduce
Proudhon to the philosophy of Hegel. In 1844, ha waParis: he met
Proudhon, saw Marx again. Mentioning this periocel asknowledged, in
1871, that Marx was far ahead of him: “I knew therthing of political
economy, | had not yet got rid of metaphysical @ustons, and my



socialism was only instinctivé.” Bakunin and Marx saw each other
often. Bakunin respected Marx for “his knowledgel éor his passionate
and serious dedication, although always mixed wihsonal vanity, to
the cause of the proletariat”. The Russian likedrn&4aconversation,
which was informative and witty, but unfortunatébo often inspired by
“petty hatred”. There never was a true friendshgiween them, their
temperaments were too different.

Bakunin and Marx must have realized the limitatioh$roudhon in
the understanding of German philosophy. Marx wristePoverty of
Philosophythat “M. Proudhon has nothing of Hegel's dialecticg the
language”. Bakunin on his side could hardly appteciProudhon’s
tendency to select in the writings of the auth@gsdad the passages that
were consistent with his own views. The Russiamlgionary will later
vigorously fight eclecticism in Mazzini and Vict@ousin. Of Mazzini,
he wrote: “He takes only fragments of thoughts phhses that suit him,
leaving aside those which are in conflict with himjthout even
wondering if, in the mind of the author, these apptly opposite
fragments do not form a single organic thought

There is no reason to believe that what he créitiin V. Cousin and
Mazzini, he accepted it in Proudhon. So if Bakuaiailed himself of
Proudhon, it is for other reasons, and with certastrictions. We can
also legitimately think he had Proudhon in mind wine regretted that
“Romand thinkers” — that is to say French speakindpad failed to
understand Hegel.

Fascinated by German philosophy, Proudhon intertdeteach the
French public what dialectics was”. In Germany, dag's, “writers all
submit themselves to a known methodical form”, whii France, “one
eternally quibbles indiscriminately without eveiifzgable to agree. It is
this need of discipline for reason that | thoughials the first inaugurated
under the name of serial dialectics, to which Hégal already given a
particular constitutior.” He says he is convinced that it is the Hegel's
Logic he will use in his next book?..

Showing that Proudhon does not understand Hegdiaactics does
not lead us very far. The question is not to knohetlwer Proudhon
understood and used Hegel's dialectics in3fistéme des contradictions
économiques That Proudhon had a glimpse of Hegel's methodickal
developments through the oral teaching of Grun,XVerd Bakunin is

! “Rapports personnels avec Marx”, décembre 1871.
2 BakounineEuvres Champ libre, I, 162.

3 Lettre & Bergmann, 19 janvier 1845.

4 Lettre & Bergmann, 19 janvier 1845.



possible but not determinant, for anyway Hegel dashing but propose
his own approach to methodological questions tlaat been discussed
for centuries by European philosophy. Our concesnthat Marx
obviously did not seem to know that.

Proudhon and Marx

1846 was a turning point in the “debate” opposimgudhon and
Marx. Until then, the latter was full of praise fihre former. Marx had
never ceased to praise the “so penetrating worRrofidhon” and had
described him as the “the most logical and mostefrating socialist
writer”. To Engels, Proudhon’s What Is Property%wvithe philosophical
work in French for the Communists”. In January 18dte Holy Family
is published, signed jointly by Marx and Engels.olgthon then
represents the proletariat who has reached sefetmusness:

“But Proudhon makes a critical investigation — finst resolute,
pitless, and at the same time scientific invesiiga — of the
foundation of political economy, private properfhis is the great
scientific progress he made, a progress which ueolizes political
economy and first makes a real science of poligcalnomy possible.
Proudhon's treatisu'est-ce que la propriétéid as important for
modern political economy as Sieyés' w@i'est-ce que le tiers état?
for modern politics.”

According to Georges Gurvitch, Marx attributes toolihon “a
similar role to that played by Sieyés in the pregian of the French
Revolution. According to him, what Sieyés said dhibie Third Estate,
Proudhon expressed it for the proletariat: ‘Whatthe proletariat?
Nothing. What does it want to become? Everythitg'Marx right? Let
us say it bluntly: yes, and more than he thodghtVe can not be clearer:
Proudhon establishes the scientific basis for dicati analysis of
capitalism. From Marx, the admission must be meabwat fair value.
Moreover, it is not Marx who invented the term &uific socialism” but
Proudhon in What is Property? . It was he who festablished the

! Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés (1748- 1836), churchman candtitutional
theorist whose concept of popular sovereignty glithe National Assembly in
its struggle against the monarchy and nobility migiihe opening months of the
French Revolution. He later played a major rolernganizing the coup d’état that
brought Napoleon Bonaparte to power (1799). InpaimphletwWhat Is the Third
Estate?he asserted that the Third Estate reatysthe French nation.

2 “proudhon et Marx”, in L’actualité de Proudhoncolloque de novembre
1965, éditions de I'Institut de sociologie, univa¥dibre de Bruxelles.



opposition between scientific socialism and utopswcialism. The
System of Economical Contradictionfying to separate precisely
knowledge of reality from yearning for a betterui, is full of violent
criticisms against utopian ideas on social matters.

Marx and Engels suddenly stopped praising ProudhdB846 after
the publication of thésystem of Economical Contradictiodready, in
the Holy Family, there had been a doubt concerRiraudhon: according
to Marx, he remained “from the standpoint of poti economy”, an
opinion that was not really a compliment: in thadaage of the time,
“political economy” was the economic theory of theurgeoisie. “The
first criticism of any science necessarily findself under the influence
of the premises of the science it is fighting agtlinsays Marx. It is in
this sense that the work of Proudh@hat is Propertypis the critique of
political economy “from the standpoint of politicatonomy” . This is
why the book is will be “outstripped by a criticismfi political economy,
including Proudhon's conception of political ecoydnt. Strangely,
Marx will never consider the possibility that hig/m conceptions might
be “outstripped”.

So now Proudhon is reduced to the level of a peszuone who laid
the groundwork for a criticism that has become 4ias only after
Proudhon's own work, just as Proudhon's criticisappssed the
physiocrats' criticism of the mercantile systemafdSmith's criticism
of the physiocrats, Ricardo's criticism of Adam 8mand the works of
Fourier and Saint Simorf. Proudhon is then the last link in a chain of
famous authors (Adam Smith, Ricardo, etc.); héésane who struck the
final blow to property; thanks to him, a real wark criticism will be
made on a solid foundation, going beyond the caneframework of
classical political economy; and obviously we caess that it was Marx
who was supposed to carry out this task. Precisésyx had announced
in 1846, concerning a project he had on econontitat “the first
volume, revised and proof-read, will be ready faingng in late
November”. The publication of theSystem of Economical
Contradictions in which Proudhon invented, we shall see, a
revolutionary approach to political economy, chahgerything. For
Proudhon had not confined himself to the role aécprsor in which
Marx had placed him after the publication of WhaProperty? ; he had
trampled on Marx’s garden.

Here is perhaps the explanation of Marx's fury aghithe
Frenchman.

! Holy Family.
2 Ibid.
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Proudhon, Hegel and Marx

Between Marx and Proudhon there is a curious mowerog the
guestion of method. Proudhon was self-educatedgrtazed the German
language and knew the work of Hegel by hearsayadud not compete
on that ground with leading academics such as Mgakunin, Griin and
others. According to Hegel, one could understamh@nomenon either
by approaching it from its historical origins oroffin its conceptual
genesis. But in fact, it is certainly not Proudilokhowledge of Hegel's
thought, however good it was, that led him to exanthe question of the
method of development and the method of exposuréheoproblem of
development according time and development accgrttirthe concept.
Actually, these questions are quite common, andaineady found in
Rousseau, Descartes, and even in Plato. A reseancitarally raises
these questions when he starts working his approach will appear —
later, around 1860 — new to Marx because of hiorgmce of the
methodological problems of science, ignorance wetwill specifically
highlight.

In 1846, Marx had developed in Terman Ideology “materialist
conception” of history. Let us note that at no tithe term “historical
materialism” appears in the text. This method, heir Hegel's
“development according to time”, was in Marx’s viemtithetical to the
“development according to the concept” that Proudhad followed the
System of contradictions. But when he began writmgCapital, Marx
explicitly acknowledged that the historical methwad initially led to a
dead end. So he had lost fifteen years before findi satisfactory
method, which 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 overestintae results of
this task or give it an exaggerated importancerou&hon’s theoretical
training. He referred to Hegel a while, then drappine German
philosopher. Marx identifies Hegel's approach te theation of abstract
concepts to which he had given an absolute charantkan independent
existence. Hegel would have wanted to build thel Reen the Abstract.
It is not that simple. According to Hegel, the @nitof philosophy is the
“idea in general”, it is “speculative knowledge'lirp thought that takes
itself as an object.

Hegel does not say that idea is reality, he sagfspthilosophy makes
it possible to apprehend reality, which is not g@me thing. In the

! Marx says in the preface @apital that in all sciences, “every beginning is
difficult”.
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Introduction to the “Small Logic”, Hegel says thahe content of
philosophy is nothing else than that which occarthe area of the living
spirit to form the world, the outer world and innevorld of
consciousness, in other words, (...) the very canté philosophy is
reality.” What philosophy deals with is reality. léso says in the Logic
that “philosophy is what is most hostile to thetedod, it brings back to
the concrete”. Philosophy is the reflexive prockegswhich the mind
grasps reality.

Unlike the “common consciousness”, philosophy aptsmio show
reality not through its transitional or transiemeets, but in its essentials.
Consequently it “necessarily owns its starting ptanexperience”. Marx
appears to have ignored all these reflections gieHeinlike Proudhon.

In Chapter Xl of the System of contradictions, Ritaon notes that
no-one before Hegel — whom he calls a “Titan oflgguphy” — had
“penetrated so deeply in the intimate laws of tleéng’; no one had
“thrown such a bright light on the mysteries ofsaa’; but, he adds, “we
soon perceived that the author could have buit saime logic only by
perpetually being in close contact with experientading from it its
materials; that all his formulas followed obsereatibut never preceding
it”. [Emphasis added.] This echoes — and it prop&bho coincidence —
Bakunin’s view about Hegel of whom the Russian hetionary had a
totally different reading than Marx. Bakunin integfs Hegel a) as a
thinker who has analysed the laws of human thowagid, b) as a thinker
who is located halfway between idealism and madtenia In any case,
what Proudhon says of Hegel shows a remarkablersiaaheling of the
German philosopher, in spite of Marx’s sneering Taet that Hegel
adopts an approach consisting in first posing ttecepts and second
inferring the real does not mean he really thirtik the concept, through
a higher power such as God, for example, pre-ettigtseal: it is only a
working hypothesis.

Hegel no more thinks that the concept is realigntRousseau really
believed that men had actually sat around a tablevrite a “social
contract”. It is a hypothesis, a simulation in whiconcepts are the
different elements that allow the author to defiaality in its bareness,
stripped of all accidental parasites that do notalty participate in its
definition. That was the approach followed Proudhmit one cannot be
certain he owes it to Hegel. Instead of attemptingexplanation of the
functioning of the capitalist system by its histali genesis (the
“development according to time” of Hegel), Proudhuti use a logical
approach (the “development according to the cofigepo he will start
from a “category” which he considers central to flystem — value —,
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from which he will “deduce” all the other categarithat constitute the
system'. Because he had adopted such an approach toahker, that
is to say, for having applied to political economymethod that Hegel
applied to philosophy, Proudhon was accused by M#nbeing an
idealist and a Hegelian. But then this is only ahod of exposition:
neither Hegel nor Proudhon think that reality isdeap of categories...

The Marxist vulgate imposed the idea of a utopiad &ealistic
Proudhon, the theorist of a kind of petty-bourgesmsialism. However,
throughout his work one finds a harsh criticisnthe utopian approach,
and a constant concern to identify the laws thaegosociety. Proudhon
intends to build a scientific corpus in order tovegian economic
explanation of social phenomena. “I affirm the tgabf economics”, he
says in theSystem of economic contradictioidut he adds: “I do not
regard as a science the incoherent ensemble ofigbetd which the
name political economy has been officially givem &most a hundred
years, and which, in spite of the etymology of timne, is after all but
the code, or immemorial routine, of property.”

“If then social economy is still today rather amisation towards
the future than a knowledge of reality, it mustoate admitted that
the elements of this study are all included in tamEl economy.”
(Systéme des contradictions économiques.

By these statements, Proudhon affirms the intéiliyy of the social
system, but he considers that the instruments #wable this
intelligibility are not yet finalized. His projectyhich is to clarify the
mechanisms of the “ownership system” is faced witbroblem: how to
proceed, what will be the mode of exposure of tleehlmanisms of this
system. Should we, as advocated by Marx in a léttéknnenkov dated
28 December 1846, “follow the real movement of dngt or find
something else?

The capitalist system is a whole whose elements rabpe
simultaneously, which prohibits the use of a chiogical description.
Proudhon's method will be to define a number ofmeatic categories:
value, the division of labour, machinery, competiti monopoly, etc.,
from which he will attempt to provide an image, @agshot of the
system. These categories, which develop in a lggid chronological
order, imply social relations driven by contradicts. The “ownership

1 Cf. Marx, preface t€apital: “...in bourgeois society, the commodity form
of the product of labour — or value-form of the coodity — is the economic
cell-form.”
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system”, opposing antagonist social classes, isthaga the exploitation
of man by man. Proudhon’s emphasis is not so maaiie a precise
account as to propose a logical exposition of éegyshat carries within
it the contradictions that no palliative can oveneo
The method he adopts in tl8ystem of Economical Contradictions

does not attempt to describe the historical transitions of capitalism,
from its beginnings to modern times (which as spokes a difficulty),
but to interpret it in order to reveal its interrlalgic. The different
categories of political economy are inter-relatachuttaneously, so
Proudhon deliberately chooses to dismiss, withowiueling it, their
historical dimension to retain only their simultdape The total
misunderstanding of Proudhon’s approach is cleatha letter Marx
wrote to Annenkov:

“Unable to follow the real course of history, Mr dRdhon
provides a phantasmagoria which he has the presamfat present
as a dialectical phantasmagoria. He no longer fagjsneed to speak
of the seventeenth, eighteenth or nineteenth destuior his history
takes place in the nebulous realm of the imaginaséind soars high
above time and place. In a word, it is HegeliasHrat is not history,
it is not profane history—history of mankind, butcsed history—
history of ideas.” (Letter to Annenkov, Dec 28, 634

Marx blames Proudhon for his “total incomprehensioh the
historical development of mankind”. Proudhon *“faite see that
economic categories are but abstractions of themkrelations, that they
are truths only in so far as those relations comtito exist. Thus he falls
into the error of bourgeois economists who regdrdsé economic
categories as eternal laws and not as historieal l@hich are laws only
for a given historical development, a specific depment of the
productive forces”.

These criticisms are not justified, because Pronhproject is not
to develop the history of the capitalist systemhkiclv does not prevent
him, when necessary to his demonstration, to enipdabe historic
character of the categories he analyses. Thesgotege are not frozen in
time since they are crossed with contradictiond thdl lead to the
collapse of the “ownership regime”. Th8ystem of Economical
Contradictionsaims at dealing with the problem of the organizatod
these economic categories, “the generation of quete

“...to organize within itself the production and disution of
wealth, -- society proceeds exactly as the mindsdo¢he generation
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of concepts. First it posits a primary fact, ac{gomu a primary
hypothesis, the division of labour, a veritable iy, the
antagonistic results of which are evolved in soei@nomy, just as
the consequences might have been deduced in thk sonthat the
industrial movement, following in all respects theduction of ideas,
is divided into a double current, one of usefukef§, the other of
subversive results, all equally necessary andimegiieé products of
the same law.”Systéme des contradictions économigues

The question is, adds Proudhon, to follow “in ouwpa@sition this
method of parallel development of the reality afidhe idea”. But the
method of Proudhon is not an analysis of the sexpiehcategories, it is
a mode of exposure of a system whose terms arepgarable and
simultaneous”, therefore in constant interactiomlyOa theory of the
system can identify these relationships.

Proudhon considers that there is a general law volugon of
knowledge leading to the constitution of the scénthat will explain the
social phenomena. It is therefore possible to éstaleconomics as a
science — which it wasn’t until now — and he dediits method. Science
will provide a reasoned explanation of the socialleo through a
progressive development, of which Proudhon defittes historical
stages:

* The human spirit rises to scientific knowledgarihg from the
research on the substance of things: this is thgesof religion, which
permits only an instinctive and symbolic expressimd which does not
enable to go beyond the ramblings of faith.

 Then comes the search for causes in an investigaffort that
follows intuitive spontaneity: it is the stage diilpsophy, which sinks
into sterile deductions and ontological generaitisvithout any
consistency.

» Then comes science, which alone provides a chear certain
explanation of the social order, and which esthblsa theory of
society’. The scientific method sticks to the relationshiwhich alone
are likely to be demonstrated.

In 1839 Proudhon had already asserted that existsdcial science
that could lead to evidence, therefore object ahalestration, not of art
or authority, that is to say arbitrary”. In 1848, the first chapter of the
System of Economical Contradictiorise reaffirms “the reality of an

1 Cf. La Création de I'ordrech. Il “La Métaphysique”.
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economic science”, “| affirm, on the other hand #bsolute certainty as
well as the progressive nature of economic scieoicall the sciences in
my opinion the most comprehensive, the purest,bést supported by
facts.” However, if the existence of economic lavwisthe idea of an
economical science are affirmed, that science tstyebe constituted.
One must in no way confuse this science with thistieg economic
doctrines. Political economy is for the while naothimore than the “code
of the immemorial routine of property” developed Bwith, Ricardo,
Malthus and J.B. Say.

For the purpose of his demonstration, Proudhon sgpqolitical
economy and socialism, which “are contending fer gbvernment of the
world”:

“Political economy is the collection of the obsmiwns thus far
made in regard to the phenomena of the productimhdistribution
of wealth; that is, in regard to the most commonsthspontaneous,
and therefore most genuine, forms of labour andhaxge. The
economists have classified these observations ragsfethey were
able; they have described the phenomena, and aiseett their
contingencies and relations; they have observethém, in many
cases, a quality of necessity which has given ttlemame of laws;
and this ensemble of information, gathered from #implest
manifestations of society, constitutes politicabmamy.” (Systéme
des contradictions économiqukes

This definition gives an idea of the as yet litlieveloped character of
economic science. It is a sum of observations afsfavhich economists
have classified. It is only a description of pheema One cannot limit
oneself to that to develop a theory of the systeuolitical economy is
“the natural history of the most apparent and nuostersally accredited
customs, traditions, practices, and methods of hitgnan all that
concerns the production and distribution of wealiftiis is nothing more
than empirical knowledge. Socialism, meanwhile ssinat the capitalist
system “engenders oppression, misery, and crimd”“pashes on with
all its might to a reformation of morals and ingiibns”. Proudhon said
that political economy is “a false and sophistiogpothesis, devised to
enable the few to exploit the many”. Political ecoy is “the
physiology of wealth”, it is “but the organizatiof robbery and poverty”
as case law is “a compilation of the rubrics ofaleg@nd official
spoliation, — in a word, of property”.
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“Considered in their relations, these two pretendetences,
political economy and law, form, in the opinion sécialism, the
complete theory of iniquity and discord Sy{stéme des contradictions

économique$

But socialism cannot be confused with science bsauis more
concerned to prescribe than to explain. Althougtrépresentatives refer
exclusively to science, “a certain religiosity, euty illiberal, and an
unscientific disdain for facts, are always the nastious characteristics
of their doctrines”.

“The socialists claim all of modern science, ond ardivisible,
but could not agree on either the content or orbthendaries, or the
method of this science.Systeme des contradictions économigues

The question is therefore to know what a scienceoafety can be.
Science, Proudhon said, ‘“is the logically arrangatd systematic
knowledge of that which is”. If we apply this natido society, we will
say: “Social science is the logically arranged apstematic knowledge,
not of that which society has been, nor of thatchtii will be, but of that
which it is in its whole life; that is, in the sutotal of its successive
manifestations”. $ystéeme des contradictions économijjues

“Social science must include human order, not alonsuch or
such a period of duration, nor in a few of its edats; but in all its
principles and in the totality of its existence: ihsocial evolution,
spread throughout time and space, should find fitseddenly
gathered and fixed in a picture which, exhibitihg series of the ages
and the sequence of phenomena, revealed their ciiomeand unity.
Such must be the science of every living and psxjve reality; such
social science indisputably is.”

There is a clear separation between political eecgnand socialism.
Political economy, “bourgeois” science, is based tba principle of
ownership. Socialism proposes an alternative laci association.
Socialism means to thoroughly recreate the so@ahemy and create
new laws, new politics, new institutions and mad@snetrically opposed
to the old forms. “Thus the line of demarcationwesn socialism and
political economy is fixed, and the hostility flagtt. Political economy
tends toward the glorification of selfishness; absm favours the
exaltation of communisnt= which, in Proudhon’s mind, is not better.

Y In the French text, Proudhon uses the word “conautét, community.
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Following a sociological determinism, men's acti@me not simply
the result of chance, but the product of their @loenvironment. Human
behaviour, individually and collectively, is “a pthge, real thing, not
fantasy, therefore, it is subject to laws and maysbbject to a sciencé”
As Marx did later, Proudhon thus affirms the existe of a social
determinism similar to that governing natural phaeaa: economy is
seen as an exact and positive science.

“Political economy is the science of production al&tribution of
wealth. Now once given the object of a science, fiedd of
observation, the method, and the constituency isf shience must
naturally be inferred.”

The source of all wealth is labour — in that Praudidoes not stray
from Adam Smith, but what interests him is labowngdered from a
general point of view, through the investigationtioé laws of production
and organization common to all activities. “All $uc¢hings as labour,
useful function, is political economy. Political @mmy embraces in its
sphere the Government as well as trade and inddstigconomics and
politics are therefore inseparable. This sciendek teis to be developed.
Social science must be based on observation, s lemust not be
invented but discovered. “Just as the physicalnsei® can not build a
theory on pure notions, but require the observatibfacts, so the science
of justice and morals can not get out of a diabattideduction of
concepts: it must be released from the phenomgndtiese notions
generate, as any physical law emerges from theessesf phenomena
which expresst.” Proudhon does not seek “the formulas of lawthe
fantastic surveys of a psychological illusion”, asks them “from the
positive manifestations of mankirftl. So it is by no means a utopian
approach.

Precisely, in theSystem of Economical ContradictipnBroudhon
continually fulminates against the utopians: “Stism, in deserting
criticism to devote itself to declamation and usopnd in mingling with
political and religious intrigues, has betrayed iteission and
misunderstood the character of the century.” Prondittacks the social
projects that are only intellectual constructiohs: UTOPIA, — that is,
no-place, a chimera...” “...socialism relapses fraiticism into utopia”.

'De la justice dans la révolution et dans I'Egligel. Riviére, Ire étude, T. I,
p. 296.
2 Dela Création de I'ordredans I'humanité, éd. Riviere, ch. IV, p. 292.
3 .
lbid.
4 De la justice dans la Révolution et dans I'Egli$d, p. 281.
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Proudhon criticized, we shall see, the economyféiling to emerge
from the mass of observed facts to bring out itgslaSimple observation
is not enough; the observed facts must be analyseditinized by
reason. This debate raises the question of Protglneferences to the
Hegelian method, then the rejection of this methddrx himself, who
had rejected Hegel for Feuerbach, came back to IHetias is at least
the explanation he gives of the method @dpital. In our opinion,
referring to Hegel was a real political issue foar¥ for he was anxious
to present his work as a production of German gbidny. The casual
reading of Hegel'd_ogic, which is supposed to have brought him the
revelation of the method iG@apital, is not convincing. In some way, the
fact that the copy of Hegel's book had formerlydogjed to Bakunin
shows that Marxism and anarchism are somewhagtklatif not in their
political conclusions, at least in the genesis hddirt theory and their
methodological approach.

The method in theSystem of Economic Contradictions
In 1846 is published Proudhon'sSystem of Economical
Contradictions better known by the subtitle, “Philosophy of

Poverty”. In this book are developed a number efglthat will make
their way:

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

 The relationship inherent to economic reality tanidentified with
a rational logic;

» The laws of economic phenomena are conform to ldwes of
thought;

» Therefore, capitalism is a set of intelligibléatéons whose internal
structure can be discovered in order to understaridue nature.

It is difficult today to understand the extent bése assumptions in
the days when they were expressed. They consttuéal revolution in
thought. Just as Hegel had said that there issoneia history, Proudhon
says now there is a reason in the economic systerapitalism and that
it is possible to analyse its mechanisms. But thuelys of the socio-
economic system imposes a hew method. Proudhondsit® study the
“economic society” — a term that does not refee¢onomic, but social
relationships. His aim is to analyse the systesoafal contradictions.

Today Proudhon's book is best known for what Maid sbout it in
the answer he wrot&he Poverty of Philosophin which he displays his
talent as a pamphleteer. Yet Proudhon raises in ek a
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methodological problem that will have a curiousefatle believes that
one can deal with the capitalist system as a stredtwhole, regardless
of its past and its history; therefore it is neeeggo study the sequence
of historical developments not according to theistdry, but as a

systematic totality.

Proudhon affirms that a scientific analysis of talm requires an
adequate method, which includes the movement otadtdradictions.
This is an important improvement over the empinti®f liberal
economists. Proudhon's originality lies in the féwtt he introduced the
hypothetic-deductive method in political economyar criticized the
System of Economic Contradictioafter it was published because it did
not refer to the only possible method: the studytlné historical
movement of the relationships of production. BubWRthon’s choice is
deliberate; he wants to show that the categorighe®conomic system
are linked by a permanent contradiction.

Proudhon puts temporarily aside their historicainetision, their
evolution, and only considers their relationship itheir
contemporaneousness Proudhon had already questibeedhethod of
political economy irLa Création de I'OrdrgCreation of order), in 1843.
This science, he says, has not yet been establishledge mass of facts
have been observed, analysed, but since no metithden established,
political economy lacked certainty. “It does notelao step out of the
description of the facts” : the mere descriptionagphenomenon is not
enough to reveal its internal movement. Three ykdes in theSystéme
des contradictions économiquese will raise the question again: the
“historical and descriptive method, successfullgdugs long as it dealt
only with operating as reconnaissance, is now asekdter thousands of
monographs and tables, we are not more advancedirihthe days of
Xenophon and Hesiod".

Proudhon therefore disputes the validity of thednisal method to
analyse social phenomena, while at the same timex Maote the
German Ideology a book in which are affirmed his materialistic
conception of history, a conception that is totadyptagonist with
Proudhon’s method i®ysteme des contradictions économigéegear
later, a chapter ofoverty of Philosophywill harshly criticize the
methodological point of view of Proudhon, and iteissentially on this
chapter we will focus.

According to Proudhon, capitalism is a complex eyst of
relationships driven by contradictions. Politicabeomy has so far been
unable to account for its overall operation, beeatifocused on a flawed
methodology, descriptive and historical. Howevehew considering
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society at a given moment, we see that all its meicms are
contemporary and work simultaneously. This raisgsablem of mode
of exposure: by which part of that whole will weg® How can we
highlight, successively, the mechanisms of thatle/tsystem that work
simultaneously? This problem is well posed — if rmmived — by
Proudhon:

“The phases or economic categories are in themifestations
sometimes contemporary, sometimes inverted: hehee ektreme
difficulty experienced by economists of all timesdystematize their
ideas.” Systéme des contradictions économigues

From here also comes the chaos of the works oft greanomists.
However, economic theories have their “logical ssge and series in
the understanding”. It is, says Proudhon, this ortleat he has
discovered. If we want to expose the mechanisntbeofystem, we must
first choose a moment, a “phase”; we must absthéetmoment from the
whole of which it is a part. But in doing so, westtey the delicate
network of relationships that binds this categarthe whole. If we are
not careful, we end up feeling that this categoryatue, division of
labour, machinery, competition, etc. — has a Iifdependent from the
whole mechanism. But the method of exposition mskbw the
coherence of the whole. To clarify the content apitalism, Proudhon
therefore does not advocate the historical methusl, proposes an
approach that proceeds by economic categories ajga@lin a logical
sequence, and that expresses the mode of organizatintent, or the
laws of the system.

The order of categories is not one in which theyeap historically, it
is one that makes a theoretical picture of the meisim analysed. The
way these categories are related with each othestitates the theory of
the system and, in this sense, this method allovexpose the “structure
of the whole” in it's “pure essentiality”, as Hegsdid. The structure of
the whole, because the system is represented abesent entity, as a
“scaffold” (Proudhon’s word) whose parts are lotlicheld together; in
its essentiality because what is constituted is aotlescriptive and
realistic model of reality but an ideal model (dredretical model)
produced by conscience. “Truth, Proudhon had ajresaid in La
Création de I'Ordre(Creation of Order), is not only reality, the n&taf
things falling under the knowledge of man, it isalin some cases, a
creation operated by the mind, at the image ofredtu

Proudhon says that his ambition is not to write hligtory of the
capitalist system but a theory of the system whichsuch, expresses its
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history. He intends to describe the system as ibday in its finished
form, to reveal the articulation of its economicustures. To do so, he
builds an abstract model:

“In absolute reason all these ideas (...) are &gusiinple and
general. In fact we reach science only thanks kind of scaffolding
of our ideas. But the truth in itself is independehthese dialectical
figures, and free of the combinations of our min{Systeme des
contradictions économiqués.

The truth is free of the combinations of our mitlds means that the
theory of reality is not reality itself. Proudhoneas not intend to develop
a logic of concept but a logic of reality, contraoywhat Marx suggested.
Marx indeed feigns to believe that Proudhon’s eatinocategories are
inherited from Hegel's categories, that they areepeoncepts of
understanding, subjective elements of consciousnkss empty of
content. But according to Proudhon they are in fanty phases,
moments of the process to be grasped at some tpaimke it accessible
to the understanding. They are no more independénthe “real
relationships” than the stroke of the brush is patelent of the painting.
The method of th&ystéme des contradictions économidqurganizes the
categories of political economy in an order thaiu@hon defines as that
of the succession of ideas, a logical-deductiveeordhe order of
exposition of the categories reflects the ordewhich thought accesses
to the content of the system.

The category of monopoly cannot be understood withfirst
analysing the category of competition, for examp®o it is no
coincidence that Proudhon's book (as well asQCheital, much later)
starts with the category of value, which is thed@amental category by
which the essential structure of capitalism will lveiled. It is, says
Proudhon, “the cornerstone of the economic strecturhe Systéeme des
contradictions économiqueshows that all the scaffolding lies on the
deduction of the economic categories from theahitategory of value
(and of surplus value). The theory develops thatimiship of these
categories from an initial category. “The ratioysdroudhon in 1858,
this is ultimately what sums up all phenomenalil,reality, all power,
all existence (...). So that wherever the mind ustdeds a ratio, should
experience discover nothing else, we must concfrma this ratio the
presence of a force and hence of a redlity

! De la Justicel'Etat.
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The genesis of capitalism is not explained accgrdinthe order of
time (historical method) but according to the ordéthe understanding
(logical method) ; it is an ideal genesis, highligh its internal
movement. We can say in summary that the methodxpbsition of
Proudhon:

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

2. — Builds from these derived categories a “sd¢dffan other words
a theoretical model of the system, a simulation;

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

This echoes the idea already developed.anCréation de I'Ordre
(Creation of Order) in 1843: diversity is in natusgnthesis is in the self.
“For the self to determine itself, for it to thintg know itself, it must
have sensations, intuitions, it needs a non-setisehmpressions meet
its own capacity. Thought is the synthesis of twiithetical forces,
subjective unity and objective multiplicity.”

From the diversity existing in society, the thoubhilds a subjective
unity which enables to define each economic catedora logical
relationship with the others but also in a necgssaalationship.
Proudhon proceeds from the simplest to achieverthke complex and,
on the way, reveals the internal contradictionthefsystem. The method
of System of Economic Contradictioifisllowing the logical sequence of
concepts, is necessitated by the very nature analfective content of
what is analysed. This is an approach that revdads relationship
between observed reality and the model that ig.btlie truth, the reality
of the system is unveiled only after a theoretijcalrney toward this
reality.

Proudhon seeks to establish the “constant confgrofiteconomic
phenomena with the pure law of thought, the eqaiva of the real and
of the ideal in human facts”. There is a circulasvement that actually
reflects the circularity of all rational thought.aXan only know through
a research that sheds light on the object. Butrésisarch is only possible
if it fits the content of the object:

“The definition of philosophy implies in these tesmil. Someone
who searches, observes, analyses, synthesizes, wiwmmame the
subject or the self; “2. Something that is obsenathlysed, whose goal
we search and called the object or the non’gelf

! De la Justice
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The subject is active, the object is passive: “Whizeans we are the
architect of the idea and that the latter provitkesnatter”. Starting from
the mode of exposure of knowledge, it was natucalcome to a
reflection on its nature. Concerning the theonkobwledge, Proudhon
says:

“We distinguish, willingly or unwillingly, in knowddge, two
modes: deduction and acquisition. With the firéle tmind seems
indeed to create everything it learns (...) “By thecond, on the
contrary, the mind, constantly checked in its difienprogress,
works only with a perpetual excitement, whose casismintentional
and out of the full sovereignty of the self."Systeme des
contradictions économiqugs

Summing up the debate between idealists and migdesivho sought
to “account for this phenomenon”, Proudhon askesdmowledge come
only from the self as say the followers of thetfigshool, or is it only a
modification of matter? Spiritualism, says Proudhdanying the facts,
succumbs to its own impotence, but facts crush maditen with their
testimony; the more these systems work to estalthisimselves, the
more they show their contradiction. Proudhon tt@svoid falling into
dogmatic materialism as well as in idealism; soskeks to explain the
method of “parallel development of reality and iethe constant
conformity of the economic phenomena with the plames of thought,
the equivalence of the real and the idegysteme des contradictions
économiques.

Materialism — as defined by Proudhon — and idealsve failed in
their one-sidedness, wanting to be a complete yhebknowledge from
their unique perspective. Proudhon tries to avdit timpasse by
showing the unity of these two contrary movememtBich has been
understood as a concession to idealism. This rbtuleads to the
problem of the nature of reality and truth. Thel igathe synthesis of
many determinations, it appears as the result @fight, but since all
ideas are “necessarily subsequent to the experigihttengs”?, the real
is the real starting point: its criterion is progi by the adequacy of
thought and purpose. Proudhon anticipates what Méhsay almost 30
years later in his 1873 Afterword @fapital: “The ideal is nothing else
than the material world reflected by the human mant translated into
forms of thought.”

! De la Justice
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Marx’s answer: Poverty of Philosophy

The perspective developed by Proudhon in 1846 wasediately
followed by an extremely violent criticism of Mair The Poverty of
Philosophy. The polemical character of this bookl dhe bad faith
expressed in many passages disqualifies it as h awealysis of
Proudhon’s thought. It is only indicative of whatamt thought of
Proudhon, without this opinion having any normatisearacter. One
thing is interesting about this book, but it haserebeen identified by
Marxist writers, if not, as we shall see, througimewhat embarrassed
allusions: in 1846 Marx hysterically criticizes Bdihon’s method, while
he eventually adheres to it fifteen years later.

Proudhon himself will always be convinced he usddedel's
dialectics” in theSystem of Economical Contradictioms one of his last
books, Theory of property he justifies a change in his approach to
political economy, saying: “... | realized that thélectics of Hegel,
which | had, so to speak, followed on trust in Bystem of Economic
Contradictions was wrong...”

Marx passionately tries to discredit the inductilestuctive method
used by Proudhon and accuses him of not followimg ‘thistorical
movement”:

“Economists explain how production takes place ine t
abovementioned relations, but what they do notampgbk how these
relations themselves are produced, that is, th®rigal movement
which gave them birth. M. Proudhon, taking theskatiens for
principles, categories, abstract thoughts, has lpn&eput into order
these thoughts, which are to be found alphabeficalianged at the
end of every treatise on political economy.” (MaRpverty 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 categories ané¢ the theoretical
expression, the moment we want to see in thesga@s no more
than ideas, spontaneous thoughts, independentabfrekations, we
are forced to attribute the origin of these thoaghtthe movement of
pure reason. How does pure, eternal, impersonabnegive rise to
these thoughts? How does it proceed in order talym® them?”
(Ibid.)
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In 1846-47, Marx is totally blind to any possibjlibf using the
inductive-deductive method to expose in their esslity the
mechanisms of the capitalist system. He had coexpletyear earlier The
German ldeologyvhich Proudhon could not have known since the book
was published only in 1928. More than half of tlw®kis dedicated to a
highly virulent criticism of Stirner, whose developnts on alienation
substantially undermined Marx's views on Feuerbaehd on
humanisnt.

The German Ideologyis seen as Marx’s first account of his (and
Engels’ who is the co-author) theses on “historicahterialism”
(although the expression is never to be found imxddawritings). It is
therefore a transitional book in which Marx and &lsgproceed to an
update regarding their positions concerning thestime of method. The
two men clearly intended to use this method to @rpthe mechanisms
of capitalism, and ProudhonSystéme des contradictions économiques
was using a totally different approach.

Quite understandably, when at that very moment dron's book is
published, in which a completely different methedused, Marx is not

1 Although | do not consider Stirner as an anarcliiss necessary to insist
on the decisive role he played in the constitubbMarxism. Which, of course,
Marxists won't admit. In 1844, Marx’s thought wastdlly influenced by
Feuerbach and his humanism; he enthusiastically tiomsd the “great
discoveries” of the philosopher who had “given algdophical foundation to
socialism”. At that time Marx totally adhered toueebach’s humanism. When
he writes in thel844 Manuscriptghat “communism is not as such the aim of
human development”, he means that the aim is Mah aicapital M, not the
proletariat. At that time he thought philosophy was truth of religion. Stirner
vigorously criticized Feuerbach for not having degtd the Sacred but only its
surface. Philosophy has only taken away the saemettlope of religion.
Feuerbach’s “generic man” was in Stirner’s vieweavrform of the Divine and
reproduced Christian morals. The very moment Maaxted to show that the
suppression of philosophy was the actualisatioplafosophy, Stirner showed
that philosophy could only accomplish itself asadlbgy. These ideas were
developed in a booK,he Unique and its propertpublished in 1845, and were a
shock to Marx. Stirner’s critique of Feuerbach wasiously an implicit critique
of Marx. All that, for Marx, was unbearable. Whiekplains why he wrot&he
German Ideologya book mostly known as the first (and very rudiraeyjt
exposition of Marx’s theory of history, but in whione can read (in the integral
version at least) 300 pages of hysterical attaglkénat Stirner. After that, Marx
gave up the idea of “generic man” and all thesednistic concepts, to becoume
the “real” Marx. Nowadays, when an author wantingist on the “humanistic”
aspect of Marxism, he must dig in the early writirgf Marx, before Stirner’s
cold shower.
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willing to bring into question his own approach. e contrary, he sees
an opportunity to square things up once and fowili Proudhon:

“But the moment we cease to pursue the historicalement of
production relations, of which the categories ané the theoretical
expression, the moment we want to see in thesgads no more
than ideas, spontaneous thoughts, independentabfrekations, we
are forced to attribute the origin of these thoadbtthe movement of
pure reason.”Roverty of philosophy

Proudhon had a copy of Marx's book and noted in nhergin
opposite this passage: “He is forced to, sinceoitiety everything is,
whatever you say, contemporary.” The meaning & ¢doimment is clear:
the capitalist system is a whole; all mechanismerate simultaneously.
To analyse it, one is forced to choose a poinhegrocess, a phase (or
category), and then to proceed logically from thedamental category,
the simplest category, to the most complex. Thélpro lies precisely in
the choice of the initial category from which theedretical model is
constructed. In a note of the Pléiade edition @& tworks of Marx,
Maximilien Rubel finds “very obscure” Proudhon'smark on the
simultaneous nature of the mechanisms of the syst@&ut when later
Marx radically changed his approach and made aplated/ identical
remark, years after Proudhon, the obscurity witl stake Mr. Rubel. So
we can measure the progress made by Marx betvitmrerty of
Philosophyand Capital when we compare his successive statements on
the issue of abstraction advocated by Proudhon.

In Marx 1847 wrote:

“If we abstract thus from every subject all theeg#td accidents,
animate or inanimate, men or things, we are riglgaying that in the
final abstraction, the only substance left is thgidal category.”

What Marx says is perfectly correct, but in 1847isia criticism,
although he will, fifteen years later, advocate #ane method which

! Edition La Pléiade, Economie |, p. 1554.

2 We can compare what Marx says in 1847 and whagfie in 1867twenty
years later “The physicist either observes physical phenomehere they occur
in their most typical form and most free from dibing influence, or, wherever
possible, he makes experiments under conditionsadsure the occurrence of
the phenomenon in its normality. In this work | Baw examine the capitalist
mode of production, and the conditions of productiand exchange
corresponding to that mode.” (PrefaceCapital.)
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consists in abstracting, in the analysis of phem@ané¢he “accidents”
which do not make the observation pertinent.

We have seen that Proudhon intended to build ardkieal model —
literally a simulation, expressed by the term “fwlding” — of the
capitalist economy, not to provide a history, alifjo historical events
might be reminded. This model must be relevant; ihdo say that it
must be seen in the essentiality of its mechanisstiipped of all
irrelevant factors that can disturb the operationnmke its reading
opaque. In itself, this method is perfectly comnianeg: it is at the basis
of all scientific research. Proudhon’s genius &t the tried to apply it to
political economy. Marx will adopt this method &&n years later, but in
1847, he is not in position to do it. Thus, whepWRihon starts with the
category of division of labour to explain exchangdue, Marx blames
him for not developing its historical genesis:

“M. Proudhon does not enter into these genealogletdils. He
merely places a sort of historical stamp upon #w 6f exchange, by
presenting it in the form of a motion, made by adttparty, that
exchange be establishedPdverty...)

Surprisingly, we read twenty years later in thefgre toCapital, that
abstraction is the only method that can serve amstrument for the
analysis of economic forms.

“In theory, however, we assume that the laws ofitabgt
development act in their purest form. In realityerth is only an
approximation, which becomes larger as the cagitaiiode of
production is more developed and less adulterate@duovivals of
former economic conditiorts”

Hegel had made the distinction between developraeobrding to
nature, as it appears to the understanding (readitfirst, thought is
conditioned to it) and development according to tlencept, as it
appears to reason (empirical reality is the efééceason). In the relation
between the two processes, Hegabosedo grant effectiveness only to
the second. Is real only the development accorttirte concept (reality
is deduced from and is a consequence of the condép development
according to nature, for which the concept is sdcand the reality is
first, is nothing but an apparent process.

Here we find the methodological debate opposing xMand
Proudhon in 1847. Marx seems to say that Proudlumpta Hegel's

! capital, 111, 2° section, Pléiade II, p. 968.
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idealist views. Proudhon, he says, “believes hebeald the world by the
movement of thought”. But Marx misinterprets Proodhwho does not
say that the world is produced by thought: he singalys that to make
the world — or political economy — intelligible, @must use a method of
exposition that does not follow the historical mmemt but that deduces
the Real from the Concept. This confusion betwesrtgss of thought
and reality will be found later in a caricaturedywia the writings of
those Marxists who constantly refer to “dialecticalaterialism”.
Forgetting, or ignoring that “dialectics” is a pess of thought, a way of
analysing reality, not reality itself, they are gomed it is a real process.
This will provide such assertions as: “The dialestof history wants...”
The “Dialectics of history”, whatever it means, do@ot “want”
anything, it is the person who is speaking of disds that wants
dialectics to “want” something.

Worse, we will have “explanations” such as: watethie thesis, heat
is the antithesis, steam is the synthesis. Theestadof elementary
courses on Marxism will therefore think that didies produce steam...
The fetishism of “dialectics” is absent in Marx. fact, when reduced to
the essentials, all the Marxist twaddle after Marxthe issue is simply
used to describe a process that evolves and chamgphenomena that
are interacting. They add “materialist” to makeéem more “scientific”.
The character of false knowledge of dialecticsastipularly striking in
the concept of “dialectics of nature” developedBngels. There is no
“dialectics” in nature, at most can there be digdscin the thought that
thinks about nature. Dialectics is a mode of reemgpnt is a way to
approach a problem, a mode of apprehension of agpfenon, it is not
the phenomenon itself.

Saying that the production of steam is the “diabatt synthesis of
heat and water does not explain anything aboutattteal, physical
process of production of steam, it only reveals tir@ of mind of the
person who sees things like that. The “dialectidaterpretation of a
phenomenon pertains to ideology, not science. ft@liPelletier wrote,
quite rightly, about dialectics: “If it is only aatter of ‘interaction’, well,
let's drop the pompous words and speak simplytefaation™.

Abstraction is, in Proudhon, only a means to apgmdhreality by the
logical-deductive process, it is not reality itsdli a long and tedious
passage oPoverty of PhilosophyMarx adorns his anti-Proudhon attack
with brilliant Hegelian formulations concerning metl. He quotes this

! “La pensée sociale d’Elisée Reclus, géographechise”, Le Monde
libertaire n° 1085 - du 22 au 28 mai 1997.
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famous passage of Hegel®gic about method, “the absolute, unique,
supreme, infinite force, which no object can résetd adds:

“So what is this absolute method? The abstractfom@m/ement.
What is the abstraction of movement? Movement irstrabt
condition. What is movement in abstract conditiohfe purely
logical formula of movement or the movement of pusason.
Wherein does the movement of pure reason consigidding itself,
opposing itself, composing itself; in formulatingself as thesis,
antithesis, synthesis; or, yet, in affirming itseiegating itself, and
negating its negation. How does reason managefitoatself, to
pose itself in a definite category? That is theiless of reason itself
and of its apologists”

This passage calls for several remarks:

* No thought, no theory can resist this questiot-answer machine-
gunning, as noted by Kostas Papaioafndihere 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 thaguBhon places
himself from the point of view of Hegel's methodvéa Marx he also
adds that he does it poorly). While he intendsefiote Proudhon, Marx
clearly takes his distances with Hegel.

Kostas Papaioannou expressed strong reservatioogt aidarx’s
actual knowledge of Hegel; he writes that his depelents on the
German philosopher were only comments of the pbgbyg of
Feuerbach. At the end of the logical-deductive esscdeveloped by
Proudhon — but also by Hegel — the object whichnalysed appears in
its totality, in its unity. The real can then seémnbe the product of
thought, it is only the product of thought thatntts the real. A thought
exists if there is something to think about, andl847 Marx does not
seem to see that if reality actually is the caasé, thought the effect, the
object is also subject to thought: the object sbahe idea of an object,
therefore in some way “produced” by thought. Wheihie Afterword of

1 K. Marx, The Poverty of PhilosophyChapter Two: The Metaphysics of
Political Economy.

http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1847/pay-
philosophy/ch02.htm

2 De Marx et du marxism&RF-Gallimard, p. 165.
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Capital (1873) Marx explains that the method of inquiry mus
“appropriate the material in detail’, “analyse ithfferent forms of
development”, “trace out their inner connectiomigdaadds that after this
work is done, ‘it may appear as if we had beforeaumere a priori
construction” he does nothing but assume a viewpgwnhad criticized
26 years earlier...

Thought and reality are in turn condition and ctinded. Proudhon’s
refusal to consider both idealism and materialisomfa unique point of
view is interpreted by Marx as an endorsement ¢alidm. However, to
distinguish the objective from the subjective, itgafrom illusion, we
ultimately have only one tool: thought, that is say something
eminently subjective. We know by induction that litgais prior to
thought, but we also know that it is by inferenicattwe know the reality,
after the thought has selected the elements thadtitate reality and
those who do not.

Stirner and Feuerbach

It seems however necessary to examine the critbpeStirner made
of Feuerbach. Indeed, it is Stirner, not Proudhwmo started —
unintentionally, of course — the hostilities agaihdarx. This detour
seems important because, in spite of what Emilaigdli says, we do
not think that Bruno Bauer and Max Stirner had gligile role in the
evolution of Marx’s thought, although “the thougbtt Bruno Bauer is
almost totally forgotten today and Max Stirner isauthor of whom one
occasionally talks about but that nobody readsTo speak with a
minimum of pertinence of an author to whom Marxateg 300 pages of
controversy, it seems it is better to have read.him

In 1844 Feuerbach was the master thinker of Mangels... and
Bakunin ... and also indirectly of Proudhon. Fashart time, Marx will
speak with great enthusiasm of the great deedheofliscoveries of the
one who gave a “philosophical basis for socialism”.

“The unity of man with man, which is based on thealr
differences between men, the concept of the hurpenies brought
down from the heaven of abstraction to the reaheavhat is this but
the concept o$ociety? ?

! Emile Bottigell, Genése du socialisme scientifiqueEditions

sociales,p. 171.
2 Marx, Lettre a Feuerbach, 11 ao(t 1844.
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It was humanism that prevailed then in Marx's thdugVe can read
in the 1844 Manuscripts that “communism is not ashsthe goal of
human development”, meaning that the goal is Maarxwith the post-
Hegelians, believed that philosophy was the truthredigion: it was
religion achieved into practice; in that he remdina follower of
Feuerbach. Didn’t Feuerbach say in particular thaidern philosophy
results from theology — it is in itself nothing btite resolution and
transformation of theology into philosophy*Phis enthusiasm, obvious
in the 1844 Manuscripts and in thly Family, will feed Stirner with a
substantive criticism against Feuerbach in a badkighed in 1845The
Ego and His Ownr- that is to say one year before Sstem of economic
contradictions So in a very short period, Marx will be seriously
guestioned twice.

Stirner blames Feuerbach for not having destroyedstacred, but
only its “heavenly dwelling” and having forced tb“move to us bag and
baggage”?. According to Stirner, philosophy has done nothimgt
remove the sacred envelope of religion; he thirke #at it can grow
and fulfil itself only as Theology. Feuerbach hasltbhis system on a
totally theological basis — “it also appears howrtiughly theological is
the liberation that Feuerbach is labouring to gisé— , says Stirner, who
adds that Feuerbach’s “generic man” is a new forth® divine and that
it reproduces Christian morality. This is a sevelaw to the positions
that Marx developed at the time.

Stirner comments:

“With the strength of despair Feuerbach clutcheshat total
substance of Christianity, not to throw it away, o drag it to
himself, to draw it, the long-yearned-for, evertaig, out of its
heaven with a last effort, and keep it by him ferus not that a
clutch of the uttermost despair, a clutch for bfedeath, and is it not
at the same time the Christian yearning and hungeiur the other
world 3?”

The very moment Marx tries to show that the almiitof philosophy
is the achievement of philosophy, Stirner showg tliais only as
theology that [philosophy] can really live itselfitp complete itself. The
field of its battle to the death is in theology.”

! L. Feuerbach\anifestes philosophiques. 155.

2 Max Stirner,The Ego and its Own

3 Max Stirner,The Ego and its Own.
http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/stirngdeand-its-own.htm
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“To God, who is spirit, Feuerbach gives the namar‘Gssence’.
Can we put up with this, that ‘Our Essence’ is Igiuinto opposition
to us — that we are split into an essential andrassential self? Do
we not therewith go back into the dreary miserys@éing ourselves
banished out of ourselves?”

However, Man’s generic being, the generic man beec from
Feuerbach gave communism a philosophical foundatlmught Marx.
This was a reality in becoming, the achieved essefdlan’s alienated
existence reconciled with the community. Stirneoveh that this man is
just another generic form of the divine, it onlypreduces Christian
morals; philosophy, he says again, is a lie: ite is socially religious.
The situation became upsetting to Marx. Indeedin&ti was getting
more and more popular in German intellectual cérclfter theUnique
he publishedThe Anticritique in which he ridiculed Feuerbach'’s
argumentation whom Marx still regarded as his spolan, but Stirner
“grew favourably out of a confrontation with threediocre polemicists
who represented the elite of the German left”, esriDaniel Joubeft

“The influence of Stirner never ceased to exparames Left
Hegelians rallied and were telling everybody in i@any and France
that communism was a religious illusion. From tohen

Marx dropped everything he was doing and endeaviour
exculpate himself by breaking up with Feuerbach anelsenting
Stirner as a puppe.

Stirner's criticism of Feuerbach will bear fruit. avk radically
changed his approach concerning communism, butwitbtout first
exorcising his demons by a long and thorough attagainst Stirner in
German Ideology

*k*

While Hegel's thought is a complex whole with fiternal coherence,
the successors of Hegel, wanting to stand out ffmmaster, each took
one aspect of his thought and developed it asahediation of a whole.
The reader may at first feel impressed by the eddémguage with which
is wrapped the partial development of the disciplat, finally realizes

. 1 “Karl Marx contre Max Stirner” irMax Stirner Cahiers de philosophie -
L’Age d’homme, p. 188.
2 |bid
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that the master had often said the same thing, bettér. Feuerbach
emphasizes the idea that religion is a human cmealiut Hegel had said
it before him. Individualist anarchists who refer $tirner might have
been chagrined to learn that “it is only in the i€fien principle that
essentially the personal individual spirit acquiaes infinite, absolute
value.”*

Stirner’s “individualism” is nothing but a developmt of Hegel's
self-consciousness. According to Hegel, self-canstiess now has
“grasped the concept of its self”, that is to dalgas “seized the concept
according to which it is reality in the certaintf/itself’. Self-awareness
is no longer one of these “chimeras” belonging te tfirst obsolete
figures of spiritual self consciousness and haweir thruth only in
presumption and speech”, it is now “certain inlfteed for itself of its
reality”. It no longer seeks to assert itself inpopition to the actual
reality, “it has as object of its conscience theegary as such”, that is,
says Hegel in a note, “the unity of self-consci@ssnand being”. “Self-
consciousness has for its own object the pure oatdatself, or it is the
category become conscious of itself.” In other vgotide object of self-
consciousness is itself. Which leads the philosopheay:

“Self-consciousness has thus stripped itself ofoplosition and
of all of the conditioning of its operation; itiis all its freshness that
it goes out of itself, not heading towards an Qtlhbert toward itself.
Since individuality is in itself the actual realitthe matter of action
and the purpose of the operation lie in the opanatitself.
Accordingly, the operation has the appearance efriotion of a
circle which freely in the void moves itself and itself, which,
unhindered, now expands and now restricts itsetfd avhich,
perfectly satisfied, plays only in itself and witkelf.”

Let us note that in this quotation, Hegel does nmntion the
individual, but theindividuality, which is precisely Stirner's approach.
The radical character of Stirner's discourse cah fide the simple
reproduction of Hegel's thought. Indeed, the basiStirner’'s thought is
the questioning of all that is holy, source of amsment; not only
religion but also all idealizations: Good, Freeddmye, etc. But in the
PhenomenologyHegel engages in a critique of sensitive cenyaiwhich
he opposes to rational knowledge. In his reasoriagypposes the rigor
of concept to romantic irrationalism. We find tlastonishing sentence:

) Hegel,Lecons sur I'histoire de la philosophi€ollection Idées |, 168,
note.
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“The beautiful, the sacred, the eternal, religidtoye, are the baits
required to awaken the desire to bite. Not the epfcbut ecstasy; not
the cold and progressive need for the thing, betigimited enthusiasm
must be the force that supports and spreads thdthwed the
substance.*

Back to German | deology

German ldeologyas completed at the end of 1846. Mixed opinions
concerning Proudhon can be found in the book, stawmeurable to
Proudhon dating from before the negative answerRtechman had
made to a proposal of collaboration with Marx, atigers, unfavourable,
dating from after, or even reworked passages.

So Proudhon is either the incarnation of communismsomeone
unable to get to the heart of a matterderman IdeologyProudhon is
called into action against Stirner because heg@rous, he bases himself
on historical facts and shows “absolutely no seatitality” (Saint Max,

Il ). But at the same time Marx explains that all dleenonstrations of
Proudhon are false. Abolte la Creation de I'ordre dans I'humanijté
book Proudhon wrote in 1843, Marx writesTihe German Ideologthat
his serial dialectics are “an attempt to give ahwodtto his thought”:
Proudhon tries to “find a dialectic such as Hegsllly gave it. So the
parenthood with Hegel does actually exist...” etada&gely, after the
Systéme des contradictions économiquas published, Marx will write
that Proudhon didn’t understand anything about Heghkalectics. The
chapter ofGerman Ideologwhere Marx asserts the dialectical proximity
between Hegel and Proudhon, aRdverty of Philosophywvhere he
explicitly says the contrary, were written in 184, a few weeks of
interval! Such an attitude disqualifies whatevein@m Marx might have
on any author.

However, Proudhon is far from being the main targeGerman
Ideology

Marx will react to Stirner’s criticism against hunism by a violent
attack against Stirner in a book that had not hmeblished at the time,
German IdeologyThis book is a milestone in the evolution of Mand
Engels. It is a rather thick book in which the anghdefine for the first
time the foundations of their materialist conceptiof history. Of this

! Phénoménologie de I'Esprifubier, p. 10

2 German Ideology “Saint Max”, Il. French version: Edition La Pléig,
CEuvres, Philosophie, p. 1260. But this opinion dint prevent Marx from
writing the same year to Annenkov about Proudhotpetty bourgeois
sentimentality”... (December 28, 1846.)
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book, Marx said that he and Engels had intendédettle accounts with
[their] former philosophical conscience”. Referrittgthis period, Engels
said in 1885 that Marx had already “drawn from ¢hbases a materialist
theory of historythat was completed in its outlines, and we resumad
duty to develop in detail and in the most differgitections our newly
acquired way of seeing”. (Engels, 1885 Prefacehwm re-edition of the
“Revelations on the trial of the Koln communists”.)

Indeed, the presentation of the new materialisbrthef history is
only a small part of the book, the rest is dedigatea violent polemic
against Bruno Bauer and especially against Maxn&tirProudhon is
mentioned only casually. This is an essentiallyeputal book, and if the
authors meant to settle scores with their philog@bltonscience, we can
say that Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer and especially Btaxer played a
determinant role in that philosophical consciousnes

The attacks against Stirner, called for the oceca$saint Max”, takes
the most part of the book. The refutation, longarethan the “Unique”,
kept Marx busy for nine months and after that Mamwbilized his
friends for one year to find a publisher. The stakeust have been
important because Marx left his economic studiésylich one would
think they were more urgent, to devote himselfh® tefutation of Bauer
and Stirner. In a letter to Leske, in August 18#wrote:

“I had momentarily interrupted my work on economicwleed, it
seemed to me very important to first publish a mide against
German philosophy and German socialism which fdlowefore
turning to positive developments.”

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

“Basically, we wanted to examine our philosophicahscience.
[...] We had achieved our main goal: a good undedihg of
ourselves. With good grace, we abandoned the mapugo the
gnawing criticism of mice"”

Marxist historians of Marxism, when referring toetlGerman
Ideology usually just mention the polemic against Stiraed Bruno
Bauer, without bothering to explain the contentshid controversy, nor
in what way it was a step in the formation of Mar#ought. Emile
Bottigelli writes, speaking of Stirner and Bauer:

! La Pléiade, I, 274.
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“These writers exerted some influence on the enwirent in
which Marx and Engels could make their voices hedtdwas
necessary that these intellectuals, whom the twaders of scientific
socialism meant to convince of the truth of commmmibe removed
from the influence of philosophical speculationwhich Bauer and
his friends were dragging theh

We will not know more about the issue, for it i®less to go into
detail, since the thought of the first is forgot@md that of the other is
“the object of conversations between people whordilread him” — a
most anti-scientific attitude... We will never knaviy Marx has worked
so hard on this controversy against Stirner whonbody reads.
However, Stirner’s criticism of humanism will befwit. Marx indeed
will reject such obviously idealistic concepts a®tdl man”, “real
humanism”, “generic being”. But he does not givethup essential part of
Feuerbach’s approach. He will only transfer fronilggophy to science
what Feuerbach had transferred from theology tdopbphy: on this
point we can say that Bakunin takes on Stirnerflectons, developing
his critique of science as the new theology oftthee. Yet it would be
simplistic to assume that this conflict is in angywthe expression of the
opposition between Marxism and anarchism. Anarchism nothing to
do with it.

The genesis of the dispute between Marx and Stisneteresting in
at least one respect: it reveals that at one pdentx shared humanist
views and that after Stirner’s critique he rejectadnanism. In other
words, “Marxism” actually results as the conseqeeraf Stirner's
criticism of Marx’s humanism.

Considering the fate the political regimes availitggmselves of
Marx have undergone, some Marxists today try t@béhate Marx by
referring to texts prior to 1845, that is to sajopto German ldeology
S0 as to present his thought as a humanism. Thisrnisinterpretation, in
any case a travesty of his thought. It is an atteémpeconstruct a proto-
Marxism, a primitive Marxism which bears no relatido the real
thought of the author aZapital.

Marx's explanation according to whi@erman Ideologyad been a
“settling of scores with his former philosophicanscience” was taken
without scrutiny by almost all Marxist authors whtso have generally
made no critical examination of Marx's argumentirgjeStirner. Curious
“settling of scores” with his philosophical consmie, in which the
lowest polemics, insincerity and meanness lookeralike an attempt to

! Emile Bottigelli, Genése du socialisme scientifigpe 169-170.
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exorcise his own previous positions. The “refutatidarx makes of

Stirner consists of many filthy, personal attacke was so intoxicated
at the time that he rolled under the table”; Stirngarried a “chaste
seamstress”; he failed in the creamery trade; hesedi his academic
career, etc. Marx even gives the address of Strifi@vourite café and
the name of the library he frequented: all thingsfextly useless in the
refutation of the ideas of a thinker.

But the future author a€apital forgets he was himself sentenced for
drunkenness at the age of 17 and failed in his agademic ambitions.
Franz Mehring, the Marxist historian, seems a ligguasted when he
speaks of Marx's book. It is, he says, an

“ultra-polemic, even more verbose than tHely Family in its
driest sections, and the oasis are much more sdartid@s desert,
even if they are not completely absent. When théhaws show a
dialectic penetration, it each time soon degeneriat® hair splitting
and quite petty quarrels about word's

To sum up, Mehring says in elegant terms tBatman Ideologys
even more boring than théoly Family.

Stirner was not a minor character in the Hegeliait,Land his
writings were not limited to théJnique The value of his work was
recognized by all, even his opponents, except Margpurse, who never
recognized the value of an opponent (and rarelggeized the value of
anyone for that matter).

Stirner had written a report of Bruno Bauer’s tatte Trumpet of the
Last Judgmentthat had not gone unnoticed; Stirner's articlesren
published in theRheinische Zeitunfdirected by Marx), they had been
appreciated by many of the intellectuals of theetitiThe False Principle
of our Education”, “Art and Religion”, “The Antidique”. He had also
published a study on “The Mysteries of Paris”, befthat of Marx
included in theHoly Family So it is not an anonymous writer who
developed a critique of the communist system asatar of religious
alienation, and who highlights the flaw of thisteys.

In July and August 1845, Marx spent a month analfih England.
He and Engels visited London and Manchester. Hel r@alot, on
economy: free trade, banking history, gold, pri¢he,law of population,
etc. Visiting slums, he discovered working clasalitg He did not yet

! Franz Mehring,Vie de Karl Marx— édition établie par Gérard Bloch,
éditions Pie, p. 401.
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guestion humanism as such; on the contrary hedetéto develop “real
humanism”.

Back in Brussels in early September, several morfter the
publication of thdJnique he is informed of the publication in Leipzig, in
the same book, of a text written by Bruno Bauerhdfcteristics of
Feuerbach”, which is a response to i@y family, and in which Marx is
called a dogmatic, and a text by Stirner, “The éuitique”, a response to
Moses Hess’s “The Last Philosophers”, but alsortinla by Szeliga. In
short, the elite of the Hegelian Left. Marx, whad diot want to be
characterized as a “philosopher”, is accused ohdedne. Stirner
achieved there a great success among the Germalfigantsia, and
some Left Hegelians gave their support to his viewscluding Engels.

Until then, Marx had not grasped the importancehefUnique and
had only vaguely intended to refute Stirner. He nowlerstands that he
cannot avoid settling accounts — with Stirner, higo with himself.
Especially as Engels himself had nearly been céedeto Stirner’s
viewpoint. Indeed, on November 19, 1844, Engelstevim his new
friend a letter in which he says that Stirner, tHermer comrade of the
Doktorkluh had just published a book that had caused quitengoil in
the circle of Young Hegelians. Stirner is defingdEngels as “the most
talented, independent and courageous member oFtee Men™. Die
Freien)

At that time, Marx had completed thély Family, a book in which
he wanted to be more Feuerbachian than Feuerbaalx &hd Engels
then still adheres to humanism, but a humanismrbdbnger refers to
Feuerbach’s abstract man but to the proletariatymtbrker. Engels then
aims at “reversing” théJnique much as they later “reversed” Hegel's
dialectics, questioning the ambiguous aspects akfBach's humanism
but keeping certain values and settling them oinngef basis, on reality.
Engels wants to “take the empirical man as fouodatif man”, he wants
to start “from the self, the empirical flesh anadd individual to raise
progressively towards man”. He wrote to Marx:

“It is selfishness, disregarding any possible maldropes, that
make us communists, and it is because of selfishtled we want to
be men and not mere individuals.

! Marx-Engels, Correspondance, T. |, Editions sesiapp. 340-348. Engels
— and maybe Stirner himself — were discovering &h approach. Bernard
Mandeville, author ofLa fable des abeille§1714) (The Fable of the begs)
considers that selfishness is the constitutive efgrof societies.
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Marx’s answer to these words has been lost, butareunderstand
from a letter Engels wrote to Marx on January 845, that le latter was
strongly opposed to this approach. Embarrassedel&ragimits he got
carried away: “I was still under the impressiontthad given me the
book, but now that | closed it and that | couldnkhiabout it more, |
reached the same conclusions as you”...

It has been said that Stirner was the man of o&,hehich is unfair.
He greatly contributed to the debates that anim#tedLeft Hegelian
milieu of his time. When th&niquewas published in 1845, it caused a
great impression — but it did not last. The bookneaat the worst
moment and was completely out of place with regaindsproblems of
the time: the young philosophers by that time hadegfar beyond the
interrogations of philosophy and were asking a tioesStirner totally
neglected: how to take action. The famous wordghef “Theses on
Feuerbach” (1845): “The philosophers have onlyrpreted the world in
different ways, we must now transform it”, is petfg commonplace for
the time and for the circle of the Left HegeliaBsmetimes attributed to
Marx, sometimes to Moses Hess, the philosophy tbmadad already
been formulated in 1838 by Cieszkowski, for whomtian and social
intervention will supplant true philosophy” It is this issue that is on the
agenda on the eve of the 1848 revolution in Europe.

For it was assumed that Hegel's philosophy hacheshthe last stage
of its evolution and that the problem now for thisciples of the
philosopher was rather to determine what form amétwontent they
were going to give to their action.

While young intellectuals were talking abquraxis, a term that was
later to become fashionable, Stirner was still gfsing on the “self”.
History will settle the debate: three years afte® publication of the
Unique a revolution broke out that engulfed all of Europed from
which Stirner kept completely aside. As for Marg, will dedicate all his
energy to promote among the German bourgeoisie argbois
democratic revolution; he will endeavour to temgher enthusiasm of the
proletariat of which he will dissolve the partyhetCommunist League —
and try to awaken the class consciousness of theurgeoisie. Marx’s
positions during the 1848 revolution in Germany | wiind their
retribution in his exclusion from the first commsiparty in the history
of the working class — a fact that is rarely memid in his official
biographies.

! Prolégomeénes a I'historiosophi€hamp libre.
2 See: Fernando ClaudiMarx et la Révolution de 184&ditions Maspéro,
1980.
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Marx and the reference to Hegel

It is usually considered that Hegel played a pramirpart in shaping
the structure and basic concepts of Marxism. Kndgdeof Hegel, it is
said, is essential to understand the Marxist theafryhistory. After
Engels, it is customary to consider today that Maa® rejected Hegel's
systerrbut that he retained hisethodafter he had “reversed” it. Nobody
(except Bakunin, perhaps) seems to wonder whetle¢ghad and system
in that case are too interlinked to be separated.if@ention is obviously
not to deny Hegel’s influence but to try and lookt @ its perspective.

On examination, we see that:

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

2. — Only later, in 1858, did Marx seem to “redised Hegel when
he writes to Engels that he has “accidentally” éeathrough Hegel's
Logic, of which he said that it had greatly helped hintd discover the
method of elaboration of the theory of profit, e does not explicitly
adhere to Hegel's philosophy.

3. — In 1865, Marx makes another allusion to Hebjéd. enthusiasm
for Feuerbach has cooled down. He no longer prathes “sober
philosophy of Feuerbach”, as opposed to “Hegel'scslative
inebriation”: he now says that, “compared to Hed®uerbach is very
poor”. In a letter to Engels (April 24, 1867), haéndts that the “cult of
Feuerbach” he used to show in the past was adiiufous. He seems to
take Hegel's side negatively, only because he zeslhe is better that
Feuerbach.

4. — In 1873, Marx mentions Hegel's philosophy adait only to
defend it against those who accuse Hegel of beifidead dog”. He
writes in the Afterword ofCapital “I therefore openly avowed myself
the pupil of that mighty thinker, and even here émefe, in the chapter
on the theory of value, coquetted with the modesxpfression peculiar
to him.” Marx declared himself a disciple of Hegmily to dissociate
himself from those who attacked the philosopher.

The “coquetting” with Hegel's particular style rathreveals that the
reference to the philosopher remained quite supatkfi

The real question seems to be that the referenddetrel was an
ideological stake aimed at linking Marxism to Genmghilosophy, and
justified the claims, which are commonly found e twritings of the
founders of “scientific socialism”, concerning ttsiperiority of the
German proletariat, a direct heir of German phitgo In his early
texts, Marx considers Hegelkogic, to which he only makes a few
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allusions throughout his work, with disdain: it ashoax. In the 40’s,
when he writes his only philosophical texts, Maadhold his intention
to engage in a “confrontation with Hegel's dialestand philosophy in
general”, but in 1844 he is most of all busy prasihe virtues of
Feuerbach, of his discoveries and of his “real gtian in theory”.
Kostas Papaioannou's thesis sheds an original bghthe actual
weight of Hegel's influence on Marx. Here is a suanyof his views:

» Marx's thought is irrelevant to the problems adfgdlian ontology.
In Marx there is no real criticism of the speculatphilosophy of Hegel.

» The few brief references to Hegel'sgic disseminated throughout
Marx’s work “can in no way be regarded as a profesof faith”.
According to Kostas Papaioannou, Marx's philosagihieflection in the
40’s was not about Hegellogic but about hi?henomenologsnd “was
intended to exalt the ‘discoveries’ of Feuerbach”.

In 1844, Feuerbach is the hero of Marx and Engete two men
highly praise his merits for he has “demolished didlectics and old
philosophy”. It is to highlight the “great achievenis” of Feuerbach that
Marx criticizes Hegel's speculative philosophy: tfieev pages he has
written about it, says K. Papaioannou, were “muarercommentaries
of Feuerbach's anti-Hegelianism than a directoisith of the ontological
doctrine of Hegel himself’. Papaioannou adds thate is a “wall of
incomprehension and denial” between Marx and tlblpms that Hegel
had wanted to meet in his speculative philosophgarMonly had a
superficial, second hand knowledge of 8mence of LogicPointing out
a particularly obscurecommentary of Hegel made by Marx in his 1844
manuscripts, Papaioannou wrote:

! Here is the passage: “The man estranged from Hingsalso the thinker
estranged from higssence- that is, from the natural and human essence. His
thoughts are therefore fixed mental forms dwellmgtside nature and man.
Hegel has locked up all these fixed mental formgetioer in his logic,
interpreting each of them first as negation — fkatas aralienation of human
thought — and then as negation of the negatiorat-ish as a superseding of this
alienation, as aeal expression of human thought. But as this still sagkace
within the confines of the estrangement, this riegadf the negation is in part
the restoring of these fixed forms in their estemgnt; in part a stopping at the
last act — the act of self-reference in alienatioas the true mode of being of
these fixed mental forms; * —

“[*(This means that what Hegel does is to put iagel of these fixed
abstractions the act of abstraction which revoladgss own circle. We must
therefore give him the credit for having indicatéd source of all these
inappropriate concepts which originally appertaingd particular
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“Who would recognize thd.ogic in this confused and almost
illegible draft?”... “Should we add that these smoes (Feuerbachian
if there ever was) which are quoted with a mosgials fervour, do
not deserve to be taken seriously?”... “Generadlyerything the
young Marx said of Hegel'kogic bears too roughly the mark of
Schelling for us to focus on it.”

In conclusion, the author finally states that itmgossible to rely on
texts such as the “1844 manuscripts” to make dquost of Marx's
Hegelian philosophy, and that Marx had merely madéspiritual
parody” and a “questionable caricature” of the Hiegemethod. We see
that the question of the Hegelian sources of Mattxught is worth
asking, and that it can by no means be reducedhé¢o simplistic
assertions Engels proposes much later, in 1888sinudwig Feuerbach
and the End of Classical German Philosoptyet us add that the
Hegelian gibberish Marx wrote in his 1844 manugsrigould in no way
stand a comparison with the articles Bakunin phblisin the late 30’s in
Russian philosophical revues suchvisskovskij Nabljudatel.

* % k% % %

Marx declared that while he was working on @ritique of Political
Economy which was published in 1859, he hadidentallyfound — “by
mere accident”, so he says — Hegdlsgic. He wrote to Engels on
January 16, 1858 that he leafed through the bobichagreatly helped
him find the method of exposition of his theorypobfit:

philosophers; for having brought them together; forchaving created the

entire compass of abstraction as the object ofcistit, instead of some

specific abstraction.) (Why Hegel separates thodghm the subjectwe
shall see later; at this stage it is already cleawever, that when man is not,
his characteristic expression cannot be humanreitimel so neither could
thought be grasped as an expression of man as anhand natural subject
endowed with eyes, ears, etc., and living in sgciit the world, and in
nature.) — Note by Marx]

“— and in part, to the extent that this abstractapprehends itself and
experiences an infinite weariness with itself, ¢herakes its appearance in Hegel,
in the form of the resolution to recognisatureas the essential being and to go
over to intuition, the abandonment of abstract giu- the abandonment of
thought revolving solely within the orbit of thouglf thoughtsanseyes,sans
teeth,sansears sanseverything.”

(http://mww.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844fmacripts/hegel.htm)
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“What was of great use to me as regards methockatrhent was
Hegel'sLogic at which | had taken another look by mere accitlent.

And he adds:

“If ever the time comes when such work is againspss, |
should very much like to write 2 or 3 sheets makangessible to the
common reader the rational aspect of the methoahwhiegel not
only discovered but also mystified.”

It was a strange “coincidence” that put Marx in @iresence of the
Logic: Freiligrath, had “found and made me a preseisewéral volumes
of Hegel, originally the property of Bakunin”. Stgely, the man Marx
later accused of being a “theoretical zero” had haitbne but “several
volumes of Hegel”...

Marxist authors mention the brilliant intuition arntie so-called
coincidence which miraculously places the methoagosition of the
theory of profit as a consequence of Hegebglic, and links it directly
to German philosophy, but they usually forget tontitm where the
books came from, for it would contradict the usMarxist assertions
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 1B88e
had taken with him many books, including eleverunms of the works
of Hegel. These are probably the books he had htowih him to
Berlin, which fell to Marx. Off course, Marx did téollow his plan to
make available, in “2 or 3 sheets” (I!!) the thoudgages of theogic...

The fortuitous character of the leafing through él&egLogic is not
really credible and it is unlikely that it had ryakerved to find the
method of exposition of the theory of profit. Mamad already been
working on this for a long time and there is no loiothat even without
this “coincidence” he would have found it anywayamds statement to
Engels makes sense however if we consider his wistassert an
affiliation with German philosophy, and looks venuch like anex post
explanation.

Besides, if Marx found in thé&ogic the inspiration for the logical-
deductive method he developedGapital, he might as well have found

it in the Phenomenologyand one can wonder, since he was supposed to

be a connoisseur of Hegel, why he needed a coimcéddor the
inspiration to come to him. The fact is that Maever passed a PhD in
philosophy but in law. His knowledge about philosppand Hegel
particularly, was that of any Berliner intellectuafl the time, but in no
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way academic. His doctoral thesis was about philbgobut that was not
uncommon at that time.

* % * %

Hegel’ Phenomenologintends to be a description of experience and
to give this experience a systematic intelligendeere is a relationship
between the descriptive and the intelligible eletnéime chronological
and the logical element. This idea runs throughltbek and we have
here very precisely the problem as it arises taéfton in 1847. Finally,
one wonders if the desire felt by Marx to asserfarence to Hegel does
not reflect the willingness to conceal the posgibibf an identity of
views with Proudhon, to which he had painstakingdgched. In other
words, thanks to the so called “coincidence” tleat him to leaf through
Hegel's book, Marx realized that he could resortldgical-deductive
method without having to refer to Proudhon.

The other hypothesis is that Marx refused to admit other method
than the historical method until he realized held¢aw longer avoid
referring to the “categories” he had criticizedPiroudhon.

Hegel who had been previously criticized for histeyn, becomes
now a reference for his method. This assumption,amy case, is
consistent with the evolution of Marx's attituderelation to Hegel and
explains his discerning “method” and “system”.

One can wonder, finally, about Marx's attitude withe French
edition of Capital. He took care, says Maximilien Rubel, to withdrallv
Hegelianisms in this edition, a decision whichtated Engels. One
passage is particularly concerned in the 1873 Wited of the French
edition, precisely the one where Marx mentions ‘thnere accident”.
Obviously, if he tries to convince the German readdéhat he was
inspired by the Hegelian method, he does not wanftrench readers to
know it, probably because he had realized thatetlnd®o had previously
read theSystem of Economic Contradiction®uld have perceived the
similarities between the two books and would notehawallowed the
argument. The deleted passage is precisely thevbree Marx openly
declared himself a disciple of Hegel and where dimawledges having
“coquetted” here and there with his particularestyl

We must understand the importance of methodologjoaktions for
Marx. That was what was supposed to give the consnhdoctrine its
scientific character. It is essential this methedabGerman contribution
because it helps to justify that “the German peoieat is the theoretician
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of the European proletariat’ This kind of statement is frequently found
in the writings of Marx and Engels. Engels repeaitedl874 in the
preface torhe Peasant War in Germaittyat “if there had not previously
been German philosophy, particularly that of He@&krman scientific
socialism — the only scientific socialism that re®r existed — would
never have been founded”. It is this kind of staemthat prompted
Marx to rejoice that the French defeat in 1870 daduhnsfer the centre
of gravity of the European labour movement fromrgeto Germany,
for the benefit of the German proletariat

Marx’'s viewpoint in 1858 and 1865

Ten years after his critique of Proudhon, Marx centeack to
methodological issues but in radically differente from those that he
had developed iMThe Poverty of Philosophyrhe change in focus is
total. TheCritique of Political Economypublished in 1859, prefigures
the Capital which Marx will start writing a year later. This &l was to
give a halt to Proudhonian socialism. But curiousBroudhon is
mentioned only four times in the text, and onlydsvin reference to the
reply Marx had made to th8ystéme des Contradictions Economiques
The French author is only mildly attacked. In fadarx is concerned
about a much bigger problem than Proudhonism: heinisa
methodological stalemate. IRoverty ... (1847) he had stigmatised in
scathing terms Proudhon’s refusal to resort tohiktoric movement. In
the Introduction to theCritique of Political Economy1857), he re-
examines the “method of political economy” (titleé ©hapter III). For
ten years, except an uninteresting 20-page wridimfree trade, Marx did
not publish any economic work. Until 1852, he stalji gathered
materials to start writing his Economics, and tepped working at all.

It is usually considered that material distressthe cause of the
standstill in Marx’s work. Without underestimatitiys factor — in other
circumstances, material distress did not prevertxM@m working — it
is more likely that he was blocked for lack of gisfactory method, and
he was unable to continue. The disillusioned reméikk sends to Engels
about political economy, in a letter dated Apritl852, gives evidence of
his dismay: “All this is beginning to annoy me. Radly, this science,
from A. Smith and D. Ricardo, no longer made amygpess, despite all
particular and often highly sensitive researchesvitich one has been
engaged.”®

L “Gloses critiques”, 1844.
2 See: Letter, Marx to Engels, July 20, 1870
3 Marx Engels, Lettres sle Capital Editions sociales, p. 51.
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This comment is practically a word to word echoRmudhon’s
remarks concerning the innumerable monographs finally don't
explain anything : “Oh, monographs, histories! —lveee been saturated
with them since the days of Adam Smith and J. By, &ad they are
scarcely more than variations of these authorsis/ot

On December 18, 1857, Marx writes to Engels sathag he is doing
a gigantic task and that he is eager to “get rithisf nightmare”. Marx is
faced with the problem of the process of investigabn the one hand,
the method of exposure of the other. How can ipbssible to account
for the mechanisms of capitalist political econosty as make them
intelligible to the mind as a whole? Marx’s trigdad errors reflect his
guestioning. In the preface to teitique, he says that he had deleted the
Introduction because it “anticipated results not gstablished”. He
therefore recognizes that his method of exposittomot satisfactory.
Proudhon, who had stressed that all categorielitfigal economy are
in action simultaneously, had correctly raised gestion: by isolating
one of these categories for analysis, do we natkbtlee coherence of the
system?

Moreover, the existence of this category presupptse existence of
one or more others to which it is linked. In then&el Introduction to
the Critique of Political Economy(1857), Marx has not yet been
successful in discovering a method of expositioth lsatisfactory to the
series in the understanding, and consistent wighstiiccession in time.
The copious literature on the subject of succesaimendments to the
Plan ofCapital shows that he was engaged in intense reflectiorthisn
subject. It is at this period that “by mere chanbe”found the copy of
Hegel'sLogicthat had belonged to Bakunin.

On February 22, 1858, Marx wrote to Lassalle ateit which he
reveals that the situation is no longer blockechéwork to which | am
referring isCritique of Political Economyor, if you like, the system of
bourgeois economy critically presented. It is ateoa presentation and,
thereby, a critique of that system.” After fiftegears of study, he says:
“l feel now that (...) | have come to be able ta gework.” The book
will almost be finished at the end of the year, Marote to Lassalle
again, saying: “It is the result of fifteen yeafg@search, thus the fruit of
the best period of my life.” Marx also says tha Hook “presents for the
first time, scientifically, an important point ofew of social relations”.
The Critique of Political Economyvas published in early 1859. A letter
from Marx to Weydemeyer reveals the political chafle posed by the

! ProudhonSystéme des Contradictions Economiques
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book's publication: “I hope to obtain for our party victory in the
scientific field.”

In the Introduction, Marx asks: where should wertsta “It is
fashionable to preface economic works with a génma — and it is just
this which appears under the heading ‘Production’*Furthermore,
“when examining a given country from the standpodait political
economy, we begin with its population, the divisiohthe population
into classes, town and country, the sea, the difteroranches of
production, export and import, annual productiord azonsumption,
prices, etc.” This is not the good approach, sayarxM “Closer
consideration shows, however, that this is wrong”.

But the population is an abstraction if we leavil@she classes that
compose it. Classes are a meaningless word if weotl@onsider wage
labour and capital. These are nothing without emgba division of
labour, etc. We start from the concrete, the pdmrathen by process of
analysis we arrive at more and more simple andatistoncepts. This
method, says Marx, is wrong: it is “the historicale taken by political
economy at its inception”.

The scientifically correct method is the one thamnsiders the
concrete as the “synthesis of many definitions,sthepresenting the
unity of diverse aspects. It appears thereforee@soning as a summing-
up, a result, and not as the starting point, alghoiti is the real point of
origin, and thus also the point of origin of perep and imagination.
(...) the method of advancing from the abstract ®odbncrete is simply
the way in which thinking assimilates the concrate reproduces it as a
concrete mental category...”

“...to consciousness, therefore, the evolution ofegaties
appears as the actual process of production — wimfbrtunately is
given an impulse from outside — whose result iswoeld; and this
(which is however again a tautological expressierijue in so far as
the concrete totality regarded as a conceptualitigtas a mental
fact, is indeed a product of thinking, of compretien<.”

Should we add that the issue Marx addresses herathing new in
European philosophy. Marx now discovers the netessicall upon the
use of categories such as exchange-value, etc., to explain the
mechanisms of capitalism, and this discovery seenexcite him to the
point of using the word 32 times in a relativelyoghtext. These

L “Introduction to the Contribution to the Critiqoé Political Economy”.
2 “Introduction to a Contribution to the Critique Bblitical Economy”.
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categories can only exist as “an abstract, unahtelation of an already
existing concrete organic whole”. Although exchangalue “as a
category leads an antediluvian existence” — thaititas ahistorical
existence — it is only though consciousness thataih be really
understood, because this way “the evolution ofgiaies appears as the
actual process of production”:

“...This (...) is true in so far as the concrete tdyategarded as a
conceptual totality, as a mental fact, is indegutaduct of thinking,
of comprehension; but it is by no means a prodfith® idea which
evolves spontaneously and whose thinking proceadside and
above perception and imagination, but is the resfulhe assimilation
and transformation of perceptions and images imdocepts. The
totality as a conceptual entity seen by the intélie a product of the
thilnking intellect which assimilates the world letonly way open to
it =..."

Is it necessary to emphasize the spectacular @Evefs Marx’s
standpoint? Ten years after tBgstéme des contradictions économigues
where Marx very precisely attacked Proudhonusing categoriesfor
considering theoncrete totalityas aconceptual totalityfor considering
that the concrete wasproduct of the idea which evolves spontanegusly
etc., he now surprisingly advocates exactly what hael criticized
Proudhon to do in 1847. It will have taken him otem years to admit
that to render intelligible a complex phenomend®, best method was
not necessarily to analyse the genesis of this gghenon. Marx
discovers that every economic category, such asaexge value, “cannot
exist except as an abstract, unilateral relationaofalready existing
concrete organic whole”, what Proudhon had alreadpressed by
saying that all categories werentemporary

When Marx mocked Proudhon iRoverty of Philosophybecause
although he had understood “that men make claibnlior silk materials
in definite relations of production”, he had supgdly not understood
that “these definite social relations are just astimproduced by men as
linen, flax, etc.” and that “social relations arlwsely bound up with
productive forces”, Proudhon had protested, notinghe margin of the
book: “Lie: it is precisely what | say. Society giees the law and the
matter of its experience.” In other words, soceetists through its matter
as concrete reality and through its laws as igfiblé process. What does
Marx say ten years after Proudhon, in the Introdaadf 18577

L “Introduction to a Contribution to the Critique Bblitical Economy”.
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“When examining any historical or social scienag,asso in the
case of the development of econongeategories is it always
necessary to remember that the subject, in thisegbeontemporary
bourgeois society, is presupposed both in reafityia the mind-...”

Once more, it is necessary to note that this isuestipn that has
interested philosophy since the beginning, sineoPivho says that we
can know Reality only through the filter of our minin Timaeushe
deals with the relation between the Ideas and therldV This
interrogation has never left Occidental philosopdtythere is absolutely
nothing original in Marx’s approach — no more thanProudhon’s, by
the way.

In 1847, Marx blamed the economic categories ohdpéns little
eternal as the relations they express. They ateriuial and transitory
processes”. What is his viewpoint ten years lakég?announces that the
first point of the plan of his study will includbe determinations “which
therefore appertain in some measure to all soc@madtions”
(“Introduction”.) And just before, after a long amgent justifying his
choice, he explains that...

“...It would be inexpedient and wrong therefore teegent the
economic categories successively in the order irctwithey have
played the dominant role in history. On the contrdheir order of
succession is determined by their mutual relation nhodern
bourgeois society and this is quite the reverse/twdt appears to be
natural to them or in accordance with the sequesfcdistorical
development.”lpid.)

This is very precisely the idea that Marx had &talcin 1847 when
Proudhon argued that “economic categories or phasesin their
manifestation sometimes contemporary, sometimesried, and hence
the extreme difficulty experienced by economists alf time to
systematize their idead” Marx had said in 1847 that in examining only
one of these phases, Proudhon could not explaiithbut resorting to
all the other relationships of society: it was paissible therefore to
isolate one of these categories or phases and uidy sts logical
connection with others. When Proudhon goes from oategory to
another — from value to division of labour, andntite mechanization,
competition, etc., “he treats them as if they weesv-born babes. He

1 .
Ibid.
2 ProudhonSystéme des contradictions économiques
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forgets that they are of the same age as the fir&ut Proudhon did not
forget it at all, since he had specifically pointedut in chapter IV of his
book. He still denies this assertion of Marx in arginal note: “l say
precisely all that. Tell me how you would speakum of the objects of
political economy ?”

*xk kkk k%

Clearly, in 1847, Marx perfectly understands thehpem such as
Proudhon outlines it, but he does not accept iergtore he is unable to
solve this problem: all the mechanisms of politieglonomy operate
simultaneously, all the categories are contempawasie but it is
impossible to expose them all simultaneously. Wedhliged to display
them in time: the pages of the book in which thiegaries are described
cannot all be apprehended at the same time. Osaga®f Proudhon’s
line of argument that arouses the strongest a@itiadf Marx is the one in
which is developed the idea that “we reach sciemuy by a sort of
scaffolding of our ideas”. The term may not be iperit but it expresses
very well Proudhon’s idea: he wants to build a tieéoal model of the
system, we would call it today simulation he deliberately refuses to
study the movement of history.

Proudhon adjourns the historical dimension of theonemic
categories he analyses. However, this does notyjmplhis mind, that
these economic categories are seen as immutablmatiohless; on the
contrary he occasionally recalls the past evolutbnhe categories, he
considers the trends of its future evolution; biiese historical
considerations are just an illustration that fittoithe analysis without
affecting the order of the categories.

In 1847 Marx was unable to admit the Proudhon’seggh :

“When M. Proudhon spoke of theserial relation in
understanding of the logical sequence of categoriebe declared
positively that he did not want to givestory according to the order
in time that is, in M. Proudhon’s view, the historicalggence in
which the categories have manifested themsélves

And Marx adds: “Thus for him everything happenedhia pure ether
of reason”; “now we have M. Proudhon reduced targpthat the order
in which he gives the economic categories is ngéorthe order in which

! Marx, Poverty of Philosophy
2 Marx, Poverty of Philosophy

51



they engender one another.” There is a sentencangié the English
version®: “In other words, it was the principle that made tois/, not
history that made the principle. This last statement is clearly too
controversial and contrary to the views of Proudhoo clearly driven
by bad faith to make it worthwhile refuting it. Rithon notes on the
margin of Marx’'s book: “Have | ever claimed thaktlprinciples are
anything else than the intellectual representatimt, the cause at the
facts?” He could not be clearer: the order of expaf the economic
categories that Proudhon analyses is logicals, ihé order of succession
of ideas.

Proudhon had therefore reached the idea thathéosdke of clarity, it
was necessary to create a concept of “pure cagpitgli whose
characteristics altogether constitute an ideal mattequate and clear —
which is never found in reality — so as to hightighe mechanisms of its
functioning. He then analyses the system not frobengoint of view of
the historic succession, but from that of the seqeeof logical
categories that constitute it, because “in practale these things are
inseparable and simultaneous”. However, the prageatentify the logic
of political economy does not lead to substitutstigrt verbosity to
reality. It is true that Proudhon’s discourse imetimes obscure, that he
makes long digressions, that many proposals arevamkand, isolated
from their context (an exercise in which Marx wasmaster), they
suggest an idealistic approach of social realityt Bhat Proudhon does
deal with is the real contradictions of capitalism.

While in 1847 Marx criticizes theSysteme des contradictions
économiquedor giving ideal representations of the economicicitire,
for making abstract constructions, we see thatplae of Book | of
Capital has some surprising similarities with the book Rmn had
published twenty years earlier. If Proudhon dedisdhe “first period” of
the constitution of the capitalist system to theigibn of labour, the
hundred preceding pages introduce the problem hyreading the
guestion of value, which Marx will also do twentgays later irCapital.
Marx starts (First Section) by commodity, exchamgkie, use-value, the
form of value. Exchange value, said Marx in @eneral introductionas
a category, has an “antediluvian existence”. Yetlbes not develop its
historical genesis i€apital. He takes it as a constituted category.

The second section @fapital deals with the transformation of money
into capital, After the chapter on value, Proudhshpws that the
division of labour is the source of capitalist ammiation in particular

! Poverty of Philosophwas originally written in French.

52



through increasing exploitation, which is dealthnlity Marx in the third
and fourth section, on the production of surplusea

The sixth section o€apital on wages has its equivalent in Proudhon
in Chapter IV on machinery, in which he shows thla¢ wage system is
the direct consequence of the use of machinery”.

The process of accumulation of capital describedMayx in the
seventh section, with its two important chapterdhentransformation of
surplus-value in capital and the general law ofuamdation of capital,
finds its equivalent in Chapters V and VI of Proadhon competition
and monopoly, which are precisely the mechanismsvigh capital is
concentrated on a large scale.

Of course, it is not possible to put an equal sigtween the YBstem
of economic contradictionand theCapital. However, the movement of
both books is the same: Proudhon in this area woustedly the
precursor of Marx. Few authors had noted the siitida between the
two men regarding theontentof their work, but the similarities in their
method of exposuyét seems, escaped most. As soon as 1846 Marx had
yet fully understood what Proudhon wanted to dmcesihe clearly
summarizes — without adhering — the perspectivtsaival in his reply:

“In constructing the edifice of an ideological st by means of
the categories of political economy, the limbstaf social system are
dislocated. The different limbs of society are cented into so many
separate societies, following one upon the othem,Hndeed, could
the single logical formula of movement, of sequemddime, explain
the structure of society, in which all relationsekst simultaneously
and support one anoth&”

Marx accurately describes Proudhon’s hypothetiacidéde method,
which he will use twenty years later @apital. This method, should we
recall, is absolutely not a novelty, leads to aotkdcal model of
economic society rebuilt by categories after it Hemsen somewhat
disrupted by analysis. These economic categoriesised in the process
of exposure of economic theory. They have no lifetleeir own.
Proudhon (and Marx i€apital) develops a logic of reality, not a theory
of concepts. Concepts, or categories, are onlyesgmtations of reality.

Concerning Marx’s reaction, Proudhon thought hetwerthe heart
of the matter when he noted on the margin of hisycof Poverty of
philosophy “The true meaning of the work of Marx is thatrdegrets that
on every point | thought like him, and that | haagd it before him. It is

Y Poverty..
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up to the reader to believe that it was Marx whtgranhaving read me, is
sorry he thinks like mel...” There might be a grdatl of truth in this
statement, but there is another explanation. §titingly influenced by
Feuerbach and left Hegelianism, Marx, we must rebegmhad written
The German ldeologywne year earlier, in which he developed his
conception of history. The hypothetic-deductive metis then much too
foreign to this German intellectual who had regendismissed
Hegelianism; he then could not give it any cretiarx certainly had
wanted to write a book corresponding to the projeobudhon had
achieved, but certainly not with the methodologytloé Systeme des
contradictions économiques

But, contrary to what Marx might have said lateggdl did not
provide the key to the method &fapital; on the contrary it is his
opposition to Hegel and the lack of knowledge ofjéls developments
on methodology that made him lose fifteen yearsisItrue that the
Phenomenologgand thelLogic develop the question of the chronological
and logical sequence, but one should bear in ntiatl in 1847 Marx
opposed Hegelian idealism and his method, and hkaintended to
establish the materialist method, which could dygyhistorical.

It is against Hegel that Marx develops his thesis on *“historical
materialism” — an expression never to be found er¥4 writings — at
the same time Proudhon developed a method thatides with the
approach of the introduction to tfRhenomenolog In other words, in
1846, Marx's anti-Hegelianism prevented him fronsiadlating the
problems exposed in HegePhenomenologyust when Proudhon, who
has not read th®henomenologyassimilates this problem, but through
other channels...

Twenty years aftePoverty of PhilosophyMarx completely sweeps
away in Capital the criticisms he had made against Proudhon. He
develops a mode of exposure in total oppositiorth® one he had
advocated irPoverty of Philosophywithout ever, in fact, giving much
precision. He has now found a mode of expositi@t ¢fives his book its
unity, which ensures the understanding of the veort which constitutes
it as a theory.

“Of course the method of presentation must diffefarm from
that of inquiry. The latter has to appropriate th&terial in detail, to
analyse its different forms of development, to éramt their inner
connection. Only after this work is done, can tbeial movement be
adequately described. If this is done successfifllihe life of the

54



subject-matter is ideally reflected as in a mirthgn it may appear as
if we had before us a mere a priori constructién

This passage, one of the few in which Marx giveesgplanation on
methodological issues, is presented by Marxistsaasevolutionary
innovation. One could easily use Marx’s critiqueRsbudhon irPoverty
of Philosophyto criticize the Afterword ofCapital: it would be quite a
sterile game. While throughouPoverty.. Marx criticizes Proudhon
because of his use of hypotheses to built a mobiyx now
systematically uses this very approachCapital, consisting in making
assumptions which voluntarily limit the field of apsis so as to
highlight the theoretical structure of the system.

From the basic hypothesis following which there amaly two
opposing social classes, for instance, Marx dewslop series of
deductions that will be used to expose the moddle Teductive
assumption of two antagonistic classes — and awty-t is only used for
demonstration purposes. Marx only builds a modelstaffolding” as
Proudhon says), in which the relations betweenctgtalist class and
the working class are reduced to the essentials.qliestion here is only
to present the system as the “most typical form emabt free from
disturbing influence” (preface tGapital), which could disturb the clarity
of exposition, to study capitalism in its pure ahst structure. It is no
longer question of the “movement of history” Manasvmentioning in
1847, but of the essence of capitalism, it's pptei In his other works
society is of course not reduced to two classegxMal not, of course,
think there were only two classes. Strangely, teductive hypothesis
has later founded the political action of some eaddiMarxist groups,
which showed that they had not underst@agpital at all...

The Proudhonian approach of capitalist society ischm less
economic than sociological. Beyond economy, Proandaxamines the
reality of social relationship. The simplifying andntroversial formula:
“Property is theft” of course does not reflect tbemplexity of the
genesis of capitalism, but it is used to point the reality of the
relationship between two antagonist classes. Panidkirst Memoir on
Property (“What is Property?”) had appeared as a revolutipna
manifesto of the proletariat but also as an “alisoland altogether
scientific” review of political economy:

! Capital, 1873 Afterword.
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“Proudhon puts an end to this unconsciousness andefor all.
He takes the human semblance of the economic aetaseriously
and sharply opposes it to their inhuman reality

Proudhon had shown the conflicting and contradjctdraracter of
social relations within capitalism. His work progil a concrete critique
of speculative dialectics, for the contradictioresamalyses are part of the
social practice and reality of the bourgeois sgciebwever, differences
existed between the two men, that Proudhon had lsgteof which Marx
seemed unaware. Marx does not seem to have seéfPrahahon writes
on anarchy. A common criticism of “vulgar communigpnevents Marx
from seeing the passages in which Proudhon presestsritique of
“community™” and announces his theory of “econonassociation”,
notions which, by successive developments, evdptealded up under
the form of the debate between political or ecomoassociation, Party
or Union.

As Marx had initially overlooked the differencesathad separated
him from Proudhon, he now will neglect the poines Has in common.
“These extreme contradictions, says Pierre Ansart Marx et
I'anarchisme? are intelligible only if one shows, beyond thenfialas of
the controversy, a common set of theories in wilieh differences are
particularly acute.”

To understand that Proudhon and Marx are in theespetspective,
the confrontation of th&ystem of Economical Contradictioasd Poverty
of Philosophy who is the response, has absolutely no intekd/st.must
confront Proudhon’s work witiCapital. Then Proudhon's book appears as
an important moment in the evolution of Marx's thboy as the
opportunity of amethodological formulation, the discovery of areatpt
which will provide a model for the draft @@apital. Proudhon opens a
path, that of the structural analysis of the cadittions seen in their
actual operation, the inductive-deductive methodiictv Kropotkin
called, in Modern science and anarcHyhe only scientific method”:
“None of the discoveries of the nineteenth centuryn mechanics,
astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, psycholagythropology — was
made by the dialectical method. All were made keyitfductive method,
the only scientific method.”

If it is not in the detail of the mutual analystsat both authors are
fundamentally opposed, one cannot deny @apital, excluding moral

! Holy Family; ch. IV.
2 Marx et I'anarchisme, essai sur les sociologiesS@ént-Simon, Proudhon
et Marx PUF 1969.
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indignations and philosophical digressions spetdi®roudhon, shows a
greater rigor of exposure. However, the main cotecegxposed by
Proudhon in the&system of contradictionsill be adopted by Marx, but
they will be subject to critical reflection thatliviead to new analyses
that Proudhon had not envisaged twenty years earlie

Proudhon and Marx do not give the same importandbd conflicts
inherent to capitalism. Much has been said foramst about Proudhon’s
“opposition” to strikes and, as is often the cassjch has been
misunderstood. This interpretation of his thoughtlargely due to the
comments Marx made of a text Proudhon wrote aetttbof his lifeLa
Capacité politique des classes ouvrier@Rolitical capacity of the
working classes). Marx had reported that Proudraxhtieen delighted at
the repression of the miners of Rives-de-Gier wad heen on strike. It
is an outrageous lie. Proudhon simply wrote ff@an the point of view of
the legislation of the timethe strike had been illegal and that the
employers had been legally justified to repres®ibudhon underlines,
much to his regret, that “these coalition strugdlesween workers and
masters (...) almost always end up favourably toldltter” and he does
not deny that the workers were animated by a “sentt or justice” and
that they were right to complain. One must rememtiext under
Napoleon III the repression of strikes consistethansoldiers shooting at
the workers and that Proudhon had been the witnese massacre of
workers during the revolution of June 1848, whiel traumatized him.
Marx never witnessed such scenes.

La Capacité politique des classes ouvriéi®®n answer to another
text, “Le Manifeste des Soixante”, a manifest siytey 60 French
workers demanding political reforms, legalizatidrstrikes, the creation
of trade unions, and workers candidacies for malitelections. In his
answer Proudhon shows his opposition to electadids and expressed
reservations concerning strikes. According to Phoud strikes, known
as the “only way” for workers to defend themseharg rather desperate
actions than effective struggles adapted to nekdy. rises occur in a
system whose inherent laws cancel the effects. @&uoanstruggles do
not participate in the dynamics of the system.k8giwill not lead to a
transformation of the conditions of living of theofking class.
Fundamentally, what Proudhon said was right, efehei missed an
important point. But in no way is Proudhopposedo strikes.

Proudhon, who has no experience of the proletariganized as a
class — any more than Marx, at the same period ssasian issue of
which Bakunin will later be highly aware: if strikedo not affect
fundamentally the working class condition, they argpowerful factor in
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revolutionary education. Marx doesn’t believe eitlthat economic
struggles might significantly alter the system, thegy operate on two
important points that Proudhon neglected: fixing ttvorkday and
maintaining wages at their natural price. Signifitg the French
revolutionary syndicalists recognized in Proudhome oof their
precursors. We can assume that they were smarigknmoudecide on
whose side Proudhon was.

On Hegel and method

Method, says Hegel in hi®henomenologyis nothing but the
structure of the whole exposed in its pure esdégtilegel's intention,
explained in the preface of the book, is to show lphilosophy should
be accomplished as a science. Our time is a timgestation and
transition to a new period, a new world is emergithg Spirit is in the
work of its own transformation. For the while, “thsystem of
representations relating to the philosophical mgthelongs to a culture
now gone” [ogic). Later, in 1827, in the preface to thacyclopediahe
recalls his goal: to achieve “scientific knowledgethe truth”, and he
says that only method can lead to knowledge ang Kee mind on the
path leading to it. The question of method apptasefore as extremely
important to the philosopher. The problem at stekéow to acquire
knowledge, and how to expose it? This question w&lBo appear
fundamental to Proudhon and Marx when they will toyexplain the
mechanisms of political economy. We also know thpdrtance that the
“Marxist method” has taken to the communist moventerwhich it has
become an article of faith.

The elements of the debate on method between Poaualhd Marx
are therefore already embedded in Hegel's work:onbt in hisLogic
but also in theehenomenologyhen in 1847 Marx attacked Proudhon’s
method, he seems to ignore totally the problem egeHhad exposed it.
It is surprising that this German intellectual hzat taken advantage of
Hegel's methodological reflections. Indeed, fleenomenologyeveals
the author's questionings as to how to give adliitde form to science:

* First we find Hegel's intention to describe theperience of
consciousness, which leads to develop a philosopiystory following
the order of chronological succession. But Hegelsdoot seek to make
sense of events in the order of their historicalccegsion.
Phenomenologig not a philosophy of history.

» Secondly there is the attempt to show the ewmiutiof
consciousness by analysing the movement of reasatoigical order.
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Hegel wants to reject none of these processes:

1. The development according to nature shows thecemi as
something mediated, as a result by which we go famma reality to
another by movement, by an action. Here the matlia@ncept is
opposed to immediate knowledge, which is subjedtita.

2. But to affirm the principle of idealism — andsths precisely the
viewpoint from which Hegel places himself — it iscessary to get rid of
the development according to nature (or time). Thacept has no
condition nor assumption outside of it, it is thaconditioned, the
absolute. We are thus faced with two conflictinguieements: the choice
of Hegel is to reduce the development accordingreab the level of an
apparent process and to promote the developmerdrdieg to the
concept to that of a real process. However, Hegelschot reject the
process according to naturehenomenologwsserts on the contrary a
connection between the descriptive and the intblégaspect, between
historical necessity and logical necessity. Théohisal understanding of
the concept and the conceptual understanding odrtual reality are
inseparable.

Strangely, none of the commentators of Marx wondlevhy, for ten
years, fromPoverty of Philosophyo the Introduction to th€ritique of
Political EconomyMarx was literally stopped in his work. No onéher
has questioned the blatant contradiction betweeat Marx says in 1847
in Poverty of Philosophgnd the indications he gives on method in the
1857 Introduction, in the preface @apital and in the 1873 Afterword.
Above all, nobody sees a relationship between Mabtank period of
over ten years and his deliberate refusal to useirttiuctive-deductive
method Proudhon had used.

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

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

— Reality actually is the cause, and thought tHecef but what is
thought is also a product of thought. What iniialvas the cause
becomes effect and vice versa. Thought and realiy alternately
condition and conditioned.

Reality is prior to thought and independent obiit we can recognize
reality only through a process from which it emerge the result of a
selection made by thought. Reality and Idea, sagsidhon, follow a
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“parallel development?, they determine each other. Of course, the Real
is first, but it must be acknowledged as such loygjit.

“The most eminent philosophers began to search witedible
ardour the compatibility between perception and litiga the
subjective and the objective, the noumenon angli@momenon, the
ones absorbing the object in the subject and izieglithe world,
which, this way, was the dream of the mind; theeothexternalising,
materializing, pantheising the Self, or rather tifgimg the Self and
the non-Self, the subjective and the objectiveaihigher unity ...
transforming the world, Man, thought, into a sdrewolution of this
absoluté’.”

When he asserts that spiritualism, by denying #logsf succumbed to
its own impotence, while materialism is crushed thg testimony of
facts, Proudhon wants to show that the Real cape@pprehended by a
unilateral process. Marx did not say anything elsethe General
Introduction to the Critique of Political Econonmip 1857: we also
remember that Proudhon had argued that the mintheskdo create
everything he apprehended by the deductive metiibé. passage in
which Marx defines the nature of the concretetisaséd after an analysis
of the two methods of political economy, accordiegthe historical
process and through the logical process.

Proudhon had observed that an immense quantitpat$ fhad been
observed, that everything had been analysed bttptilaical economy
was deprived of certainty because it had not rehéh@roper method.
Proudhon adds:

“The historical and descriptive method, succesgfeihployed so
long as the work was one of examination only, iscedorth useless:
after thousands of monographs and tables, we aferth@r advanced
than in the age of Xenophon and Hesiod. The Phizewsc the
Greeks, the ltalians, laboured in their day as weird ours: they
invested their money, paid their labourers, extdntteir domains,
made their expeditions and recoveries, kept theakb, speculated,
dabbled in stocks, and ruined themselves accotdirai the rules of
economic art; knowing as well as ourselves howaim gnonopolies
and fleece the consumer and labodrer

! systéme des contradictions économiques
2 proudhonLa Création de I'ordre
3 Systéme des contradictions économiques.
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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 absoluigiyexclude
history in itself from his reflections.

This “first course”, which Marx rejects, “attenuastemeaningful
images to abstract definitions”; the second “leafiem abstract
definitions by way of reasoning to the reproductiohthe concrete
situation”®.

“The second method shows that ‘economic systeme weolved
which from simple concepts, such as labour, divisa@f labour,
demand, exchange-value, advanced to categories $Skate,
international exchange and world market. The lagasbviously the
correct scientific method.” (Introduction.)

Fetishism of method

The reversal of perspective, it is needless to sagomplete. It is
simply a return to the method which Marx had prasly criticized. This
page of théeneral Introductions a landmark in the evolution of Marx's
positions on method:

“For example, the simplest economic category, eegchange-
value, presupposes population, a population moreowich
produces under definite conditions, as well as stirdit kind of
family, or community, or State, etc. Exchange-vatanot exist
except as an abstract, unilateral relation of amaaly existing
concrete organic whole. But exchange-value as @goaf leads an
antediluvian existence. Thus to consciousness —tlisdcomprises
philosophical consciousness — which regards the poeinending
mind as the real man, and hence the comprehenddd amsuch as
the only real world; to consciousness, therefohe, évolution of
categories appears as the actual process of produet which
unfortunately is given an impulse from outside -osd result is the
world; and this (which is however again a tautatagjiexpression) is
true in so far as the concrete totality regarded asnceptual totality,
as a mental fact, is indeed a product of thinkisfgcomprehension;
but it is by no means a product of the idea whiclohes
spontaneously and whose thinking proceeds outsitd a@bove
perception and imagination, but is the result @& #ssimilation and

L “Introduction to a Contribution to the Critique Bblitical Economy”.
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transformation of perceptions and images into cptselhe totality
as a conceptual entity seen by the intellect isodyrct of the thinking
intellect which assimilates the world in the onlgyopen to it, a way
which differs from the artistic, religious and ptiaally intelligent
assimilation of this world. The concrete subjeschais outside the
intellect and independent of it — that is so losgtee intellect adopts
a purely speculative, purely theoretical attituiee subject, society,
must always be envisaged therefore as the pret@mdiof
comprehension even when the theoretical methochjdayed.”

We will see that the “epistemological swing” opexhtby Marx has
not been unnoticed by Marxist authors and thatg treated a sort of
uneasiness which led them most of the time to sdraevevasive
arguments: they all tried to show that Marx neverggup the “dialectical
method”. Lucio Colletti for instance said of thiagsage: “The essential
data which interest us are all contained in thigepalike any true
thinker, Marx recognizes the irreplaceable role logical-deductive
process”'. Should the reader implicithunderstand that before this
acknowledgement Marx was not a “true thinker"? €tilldoes not ask
the question: why did it take Marx so long to rewiag the logical-
deductive process? any authors take note of tlisgrétion. Some, like
Preobrazhensky, will really seem embarrassed, oné mwill note that this
is a radical change of course following more than years of silence
during which nothing was produced in the economidf Colletti
considers this as a natural evolution of Marx'sugifd — which is indeed
the case — but does not indicate that this evalutiontradicts his earlier
positions. Of course Proudhon is never mentioneis ¢ienerally accepted
that the use of the logical-deductive process igliacovery” made by
Marx, but everybody seems to ignore that this psecés perfectly
common in sciences. Proudhon’s genius was simphptay it to political
economy.

When, after 1857, Marx modifies his methodologiapproach and
converts to the inductive-deductive method, itmgpaossible to believe
that he did not have in memory his polemic withueiwon. It is difficult
to give an explanation to a ten-year paralysis smiyibut it is probably
fair to say that his visceral anti-Proudhonismoisfomething. This is not
an epistemological break but an epistemologicalamtbes.

The fact is that method is an important issue beedtuis what gives
Marxism its “scientific” character. Althusser fonstance, explains in
Pour Marxthat the practice of Marxist leaders “is not spaetaus but

! Lucio Colletti,Le Marxisme et HegeChamp libre, p. 123.
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organized on the basis of the scientific theorhisforical materialism”.
A Marxist leader is a sort of concentrate of higt@ar materialism.
Unfortunately, the term “historical materialism” it used by Marx to
describe his method. A systematic review of a ficamit sample of his
works shows that this term never appears. Howetés, found in the
writings of authors who wrote introductions or mmetations of Marx’s
works. Strangely the expression is not found in eoaf Engels’
significant works such a#énti-Diihring It nevertheless appears in the
preface to the 1892 English edition of the text.tidt time, Marx was
dead.

The terms “dialectical materialism” and “materitiialectics” never
appear in Marx. “Dialectical materialism” is a tgplly Stalinist term. It
is not our object to propose a genesis of the uséhistorical
materialism”, “dialectical materialism” and “matalistic dialectics” but
it is evident that they are apocryphal creatiomsbatted to Marx without
examination. Marx would in any case probably bepposed to the use
of the term “dialectical materialism”, which is antradiction in terms
and has no more sense than the expression “sfigitumaterialism”.
Marx had stressed that the Real is only the prodiitiought that thinks
the real — a quite commonplace finding at the timé&th “dialectical
materialism”, Thought thinks the real and creates i

Although Marx's texts on issues of method are féag, fetishism of
method is one of the characteristics of the moventeat claims to
follow him. This fetishism reaches its peak in Lk&a assertion
according to whom historical materialism is the ‘$hoimportant
weapon” of the proletariat who “receives its shatpseapon from the
hands of true scienceig, precisely, historical materialism

Generations of activists have accepted without tipreshis mode of
reasoning inherited from the scientific optimism tfe nineteenth
century. It was thought that science was openingetan of indefinite
progress, which would inevitably lead to the empation of Mankind.
In asserting the primacy of science over philosopgirxism was only
expressing the historical trend of bourgeois sgcadt his time. In his
course on history of philosophy, Hegel said thaetg philosophy is the
philosophy of its time”, that it is “a link in thehain of spiritual
developments, and can therefore satisfy only tterasts of its time”. To
Marx and Engels, science takes over philosophy.

This idea also falls to the point; it marks a hilarx could not ignore
this passage from Hegel on the temporary naturphdbsophy as an
expression of general trends of a period. Thisathedso weighed on

! Georg LukacsHistoire et conscience de classe
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Marxism. By decreeing the end of philosophy andjivyng Marxism the
value of a science, Marx thought he responded iwarak to this
objection. Escaping the status of philosophy, Matttbught also avoids
that awful determinism according to which a philolsp can only satisfy
the interests of its time. One could certainly ar¢hat scientific theories
themselves are transient, that they are doomee supplanted by other
theories based on different assumptions, but Manigsnot intended to
be a scientific theory, it is a science, the sugracience, one might say.
To many Marxists, it is the philosopher’s stone.

But one could also argue that if Marxism is a soégrits assumptions
should be universally accepted, at least by tholse accept its basic
presuppositions, which is obviously far from theseaSince science
takes over philosophy, then, in the words of Engilss no longer
guestion to “imagine sequences in one’s mind, butiscover the facts”.
The new science does not lose time on speculatibmeyeals the real
movement of society. It achieves universality. 8ifiicis the science of
reality, it does not have to be exceeded for ifigll time. It explains
society in the past, present and future. This lg¢adsenin’s surprising
assertions:

“From this Marxist philosophy, which is cast fronsigle piece
of steel, you cannot eliminate one basic premise, @ssential part,
without departing from objective truth, without Ifaj a prey to a
bourgeois-reactionary falsehoat

Engels believed that the dialectical method dewafopy Marx and
the method used in the natural sciences was the.gdencould rely on
some of Marx’s reflections, particularly in the faee toCapital, where
he says: “My standpoint, from which the evolutioh the economic
formation of society is viewed as a process of natiistory...” etc. It is
doubtful, however, that the historian or the samjidt work the same
way as the biologist or the physicist. Bakunin widény it categorically,
objecting on the one hand that in the sciences@ét/ one cannot make
experiments, and secondly that we can never caplutbe parameters
that determine an event or a social fact. One oangive general trends.

The scientist and dogmatic rigidity of some Marxiatithors
concerning the scientific nature of the method iiited from the master
shrugs off the fact that an investigative method gave very different

! Lenin, Materialism and empiriocriticism(How Bogdanov Corrects and
“Develops” Marx).
http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1908kf&x2.htm
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results when the parameters are many and commdakisaprecisely the
case when analysing social phenomena that canaad¥jarx says, use
“neither microscopes nor chemical reagents” (peefcCapital 1867).
A scientific method of analysis or investigationagpected to lead to
consistent, and obvious results. To consider théipticity of Marxist
chapels this is obviously not the case.

Many authors have noted that the path Marx hadvi@t to achieve
the method of exposition ofapital has bee difficult. Many of them
address the issue with some uneasiness. Preobsaghtar example,
strongly reaffirms in the first chapter @he New Economics it not
obvious that we must study our economy by lettingselves be guided
by the Marxist method?” But he seems confused by‘differences of
application of the method of dialectical materiaisiue to the concrete
matter of the study.”

“In order to grasp the fundamental dialectical lafndevelopment
of capitalist economy and its overall balancesifiist necessary to
rise above all the phenomena of concrete capitaiish prevent us
from understanding this form and this movement heirt purest
aspect.”

The Bolshevik leader poses the problem as Marx had. need to
“construct a concept of pure capitalism”, in otheords, the use of
abstraction, of “simulation” — precisely what Prbod had done — is not
“the most characteristic difference” between whiaoBrazhensky called
the “universal sociological method” of Marx and theethod of his
political economy. So there would be a method Far $tudy of society
and another for the study of economics: Where therhistorical
materialism?

The difference appears when Marx analyses thise‘mapitalism”,
using an “analytical- abstract method adapted eécstiecific matter of the
study”. After a somewhat confusing attempt to explthis method,
which he sees that this is not the “usual matstialidialectics” $ic),
Preobrazhensky circumvents the difficulty by calint “abstract
analytical dialectical method”sic)! Dialectics has been saved! At no
time, of course, is highlighted the contradictioatieen building a
concept of “pure” capitalism, that is to say, aotfeical model, and
Marx's critique of that same method The Poverty of philosophyne
can point out the contradiction in Preobrazhenskythe method is

! Preobrajenski,.a Nouvelle économique. 87, EDI.
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adapted to the particularities of the matter talgtd which is a perfectly
conceivable point of view — you must not speakuwfiversal method”.

Maurice Godelier is one of the authors who deadstiost thoroughly
and clearly about the problem of methodQapital. Marx, he says in
Rationalité et irrationalité en économ{®ationality and Irrationality in
Economics), implements the categories of the clgiitaconomy and
develops them in a certain order, which expreseés the content of the
system and its organizatiom, its laws. The chapter on the structures of
the method ofCapital repeats and explains the passages ofeeral
Introduction of 1857, of theCritique of Political Economyf 1859, of
the 1867 preface taCapital and the Afterword of 1873. Godelier
endeavours in particular to explain the use madébyx of economic
categories that are the foundation of the hypathddiductive method by
which the latter will be able to explain the lawdlte system. At no time
however Godelier reported a possible contradidtietweenCapital and
Poverty of Philosophgn the question of the method of exposure. This
book is in fact not even mentioned in the chaptewhich this issue is
addressed.

Maximilien Rubel also addresses the metho€apital, and stresses
that Marx “remains strangely quiet about his methodical choices”.
Lassalle, he said, was the only one to get clatifims, “limited it is
true”, about the “methodological principles thad Iarx to establish the
series of six sections in an order of historicali¢al and dialectical
succession™. Marx follows a precise methodological rule “tHaads
him to proceed from a given order of concepts”. &walds that the plan
of the Economy can not be separated from the medismivered fifteen
years earlier (referring to th@erman Ideology nor from Marx’s recent
researches.

Let us note however that it is paradoxical to coesian “order of
historical, logical and dialectical sequence”. $t ane, or the other.
Capital — and theSystem of Economical Contradictiofiteen years
earlier — show that the order of logical successias nothing to do with
the order of historical sequence, and that dialeatioes not have much
to do with the work that Marx published in 1867. eTHmethod
discovered fifteen years ago” in Rubel’'s wordsnaghing but the never
named ‘“historical materialism”. Rubel seems to irealthere is a
difference of approach betwe@&woverty of Philosophgnd Capital but,
instead of developing the matter, he merely asstds the recent
discovery of Marx cannot be separated from hiserarsearches.

! Maximilien Rubel Marx critique du marxismePayot, p. 371.
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Something bothers Rubel: he indeed attempts to ghatvMarx, in
his evolution, had developed a plan in six parfsylaich only one has
been written, and which included a book on Statee Hook that Marx
has not written was to establish its author aseartkt of anarchisns{c).
This plan was based on specific methodological tipps which Marx
could not have questioned, says Rubel, withoutteprésg his projected
book on the State. How indeed could Marx have “maddange in his
plan without informing his readers of this decisiand of the
methodological reasons that made it necessary?pldre and method
having been selected and released at the same tiraepotential
discovery of a new method of exposure would haveefd him to
abandon the scheme in two triads. Can anyone s&yiamagine Marx
operating such a disruption without explaining digthe reasons?”

It might be objected at first to Maximilien Rubdiat there is a
contradiction in his own reasoning: first he sdyattMarx is secretive
about his methodological choices, and then he eslalmt Marx never
would have changed the plan without informing leiaders. In fact there
is a heated debate between several schools, o abserts that Marx
would have, at some point, changed his plan, wétfesal sub-schools
differing on when this change occurred, and a schioat claims the
unity in time of the plan of the Economics.

As for the reasons that might have led Marx natteeal any change
in his plan, we can imagine at least one: becaeséds changed his
method, and he did not want to insist too much lois tssue. The
substance of the debate is, indeed, that the chafnglain is linked to a
change in method: what Preobrazhensky had vageelsesl, Rubel did
not even see. Marx himself is also extremely lac@bout his method,
since he does not even name it. At no time he speé&Kdialectical
materialism” — a term coined by Engels — or everistthical
materialism”. He simply mentions “the materialigtuhdation” of his
method, which is a commonplace, or even his “dtadet method” as
opposed to that of Hegel. To describe this methHebobrazhensky
speaks of “abstract analytical dialectical methodhich doesn't mean
anything, no more than Rubel's order of “historicdbgical and
dialectical” succession.

Those who refuse the idea of change of plan thedhia continuity of
method. Those who speak of modification of plansider the possibility
of an evolution in his method, without much insigti and try to “save
the essentials”.

Henryk Grossmann is the main supporter of the “ghnof plan”
school. He says that Marx, in 1863, rejected théhatkaccording to the
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principle of “matter” and adopted the method acoaydo the principle
of “knowledge”, which is a way of saying, with aguely Hegelian
terminology, that Marx does not apply the “histatienaterialism” but
the inductive-deductive methdd

Roman Rosdolsky, a Ukrainian Marxist activist, a&grewith
Grossmann'’s thesis on the modification of plan, dngs not accept the
reasons given by him. Closely analysing the draf€apital, he focuses
on the reasons which have led Marx to change mamstthe plan and
method of elaboration of his work. He writes intfadar:

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

That is to say that, from the draft @apital, two different methods
are used, although Rosdolsky remains very secrabeet the scope that
this modification may have.

Pierre Naville is one of the few authors who memfyoudhon in this
debate on method. As a good Marxist he naturafiyneg Proudhon’s
incompetence in terms of Hegelian philosophy. Igii, this means
that Hegel's philosophy was a necessary step tdewacha clear
understanding of socialism, but Naville remarks th& introduction of
dialectics, of the movement of contradictions magieProudhon was a
“very new phenomenon in political economy”. In atheords Proudhon
was right, but he was wrong to be right.

It should however be noted that if Proudhon wasafevhile fond of
Hegel, it only lasted a short time. The innovathature of Proudhon’s
contribution did not consist in introducing dialest in political
economy, but the inductive-deductive method. Unifoately, Naville
only slightly touches upon this important questafnmethod, and then
endeavours to show Proudhon’s formal mistakes. Wewde says:

“Labour, property, profit etc., therefore appearcastradictory
concepts, that is to say relations, which couldyvamly under the

1 Cf. Le changement du plan structurel du Capital et cmsses 1929, in
German ; andMarx, I'économie politique classique et le problerde la
dynamique Champ libre, where some allusions are made comapthis topic.

2 RosdolskyGenése d€Capitalchez Karl Marxpréface de 1867, p. 20.
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effects of a movement of practical, concrete resmiy of an
operation absorbing previous oppositidris

The rest of Naville’s text consists in a comparedhment of Marx’s
critics of Proudhon’s method and of Proudhon’s &atons in the
margins of Marx’'s book. The formal remarks Navilleakes are
sometimes justified; however we might regret thathis chapter on
“Dialectical method and economic categories”, Navilpeaks neither of
method nor of economic categories, and that he doesleal with the
element which is the real innovation of Proudhdmi®k, the use of the
hypothetic-deductive method to the study of paitieconomy.

Naville has obviously no difficulty in challengirthe “dialectics” of
Proudhon — although he does not always do it camgty. He is
certainly right to criticize Proudhon for not magirthe distinction
between division of labour in the workshop and abdivision of labour,
but at the same time, Marx did not make that dittim either.
Moreover, if he is also right to note that Proudhad hitherto never
read Marx, we must also remember that the finamfaf Marx's
economic theory of capitalism had not yet been ldpesl at the time
when Marx read th&ystem of economic contradictionsis therefore
wholly inadequate to oppose Proudhon’s argumentsd846 to the
developments in Marx’s theory twenty years later.

Indeed, it is only ten years afteoverty of Philosophthat Marx uses
such basic concepts as the distinction betweenaharicapital and
constant capital; the representation of the valua oommodity as the
sum of constant capital, of variable capital andpleis value; the
distinction between absolute surplus value andtivelasurplus value;
and, most importantly, the essential distinctiortween labour and
labour work force. This distinction, in fact — whidarx did not make in
1846 — is truly the definitive break between bowigetheory and
socialist theory, and it is precisely absent frontegt in which Marx
attacked Proudhon as a “petty bourgeois theoratitia

We can also mention a book written by Henri Denisgique
hégélienne et systéemes économiq(igegelian Logic and economic
systems)?, in which the author analyses the methodologicalations
and trials and errors of Marx’s economic thoughte Tmain stages he
isolates are roughly the same as those given snsthidy, particularly the
1857-1858 stage: Hegel's inspiration; admittanceeihg in an impasse.
H. Denis wonders if Marx is “conscious of havingey up being guided

! Pierre NavilleLe Nouveau Léviathan. I, p. 311, Editions Anthropos.
2PUF, 1984.
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in his analysis by Hegelian dialectics or, if yoillvthat he decided with
a perfect view of the consequences that resultabémdon the Hegelian
developments contained in tBeundiss@ This seems unlikely” A little
further on, he writes:

“If in fact Marx gave up at the end of 1858 theeswiting attempt
he made in th&rundisseto deal in Hegelian terms of the nature of
value and capital, it is almost certainly becawsnflicted (without
his perfectly realizing it) with historical mateligm ...%"

1878: new reference to Hegel, dialectics is agdiandoned. “But
then again, the attempt that Marx led to presediikectical analysis of
the life of capital is doomed to failure. And itefonot seem excessive to
say that he will now explicitly recognize its fai.r’.”

We shall end by mentioning an interesting debatergrexperts on
the influence of Hegelian dialectics in Marx. e Matérialisme
dialectique (Dialectical Materialism), Henri Lefebvre arguesatthwe
must wait until 1858 to discover the first non-pafive mention of
Hegelian dialecticé. Merleau-Ponty instead states that “Marx starts wi
dialectical thinking: it is entirely within the preiple according to which
one can not destroy philosophy without achievitigPit

So we can record the extreme confusion existinghenquestion of
Marx's method, largely due to the fact that Marms$glf never clearly
explained it. Authors who have studied this isseens unable to agree,
which, for a supposedly “scientific” doctrine, issarious handicap in
terms of credibility. This leads naturally to thenclusion that the only
way to resolve this contradiction is to consideatthhe solutions
provided by the various authors who have studiél globlem are only
the reflection of the political stake posed to thdiyp their own
interpretation of the Marxist method.

Marxism and Science

One must keep in mind that the Marx who, in 1848ponds to the
System of Economical Contradiction$ Proudhon is not the mature
Marx. He is someone who is trying to apply a “stfei method to the
study of society and especially to its economiccfioming. But Marx

L Op. cit,p. 91.

20p. cit, p. 93.

3 0p. cit., 124.

4 Op. cit. 63-64.

5 Maurice Merleau-Pontles aventures de la dialectigu®@allimard, p. 84.
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believed he had found this method, and he just®eghdt inThe German
Ideology It will take him years to realize the inadequaéythis method
to the object of the work he undertakes. One cdp gpeculate on the
reasons for the delay: the awareness of this inauggis probably the
reason why the manuscript dhe German Ideologwas left to the
“gnawing criticism of mice”, according to the exps@on of Engels, and
has not been published.

According to Georges Sorel, “the term of scientiiocialism,
commonly adopted in Germany for the doctrines afiadodemocracy,
has greatly contributed to confusion in the studiese on the work of
Marx” . But it wasn't Marx who coined the term: it wasealdy used by
Proudhon in 1840 in his First memoir on propeWhat is Property?

Georges Sorel wrote in 1910 in his introductiorAtturo Labriola’s
Karl Marx:

“We must add that in socialist literature thereaisecurring idea
according to which Marxism is a materialism, that o say
knowledge organized in a manner similar to thahatural science.
We have therefore been led to believe that Marxthald his theories
with concerns similar to those encountered by tbatemporary
scientist. It is a fundamental error that will no¢ allowed to be
committed after the criticism Labriola presents us.

“When | tried in 1898 to find out the sources thatre used by
Marx, | was struck to see that the references efGhpital show
surprising gaps in the knowledge of the author.hdé read leading
economists with minute attention, many English ksoalevoted to
English history, but on France, on the Antiquitglahe Middle Ages,
he really knew but little.

“Although he has repeatedly argued that to undedsthe social
relations of an era, one must refer to processes insproduction, his
technological studies had remained singularly reditary. (..

“When we start from the fact that Marx was not geated with
the scientific spirit of the nineteenth century,biécomes easy to

! pPréface to the French translation, by EdouardnBétturo Labriola’sKarl
Marx, éd. Riviere, 1910.

2 Marx seems to confirm Sorel's opinion in a letter wrote to Engels
(October 13, 1851) : “Incidentally, during my ret®isits to the library, which |
continue to frequent, | have been delving mainit itechnology, the history
thereof, and agronomy, so that | can form at Isaste sort of an opinion of the
stuff.” But the letter also shows that Marx was king hard to fill the gaps...
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understand why his work has given rise to such radidtory
judgments.”

One can indeed wonder about the actual level ehsific knowledge
that Marx had in relation to his time. @apital, for example, he explains
that the social relations of a period reflect theocpsses used in
production, the relationships of production. Ona o@ad in the writings
of Marx that “the hand-mill gives you society withe feudal lord, the
steam mill, society with the industrial capitalist” Unfortunately, the
hand-mill does not date from the Middle Ages botrthe Antiquity: it
does not characterize a society with the feudal, ltwut that with the
slave owner. The disappearance of slavery andrémsition to feudal
society is linked to the appearance of the watdirimi

Let us consider another example. When describiegethls caused
by overwork, Marx explains irCapital (in 1867) that a uniform and
continuous work weakens the “tension and the degal force of the
spirits” (die Spann und der Schwungkraft Lebensggist&uch a
vocabulary, in 1867, shows that Marx is far behimel knowledge of his
time, and shocks in a work that intends to be sifienThe French
scientist Claude Bernard had published two yeaigeedis Introduction
to the study of the experimental methadd fourteen years before his
Recherchesand it is assumed that the energy of the boghpigered by
the combustion of sugar, the same way the steamesngns on coal. No
doubt, if Marx had known this he would not havelddito note the
analogy.

Contrary to popular belief, Marx did not pass a tdomte in
philosophy: he had been enrolled in a law schodBenlin since 1836,
but the subject of his doctoral thesis was philbscad. He presented his
thesis at Jena in 1841, on the “Difference of th#égogophy of nature in
Democritus and Epicurus”, and his degree was coedén absentia that
is to say in his absence.

It is symptomatic that the sympathies of Marx iis tthesis are to
Epicurus, while it is Democritus who undeniablythe scientific mind:
the former is surprised at nothing, does not seekMedge by science
but by theataraxia, by philosophy; he does not question the testimafny
the senses. The Greek woathraxia is, for the Epicureans, just what
nirvana is for Buddhists, an absolute tranquiltifythe soul.

! La Pléiade, vol. I, p. 79

21n 1888, Engels read again tBerman Ideologynd realized to what point
their “knowledge in history and in economic histamas still deficient” (Karl
Marx, Friedrich Engelstudes philosophiquepréface, Editions sociales, p. 14).

72



The sun, according to Epicurus, is about two feaetiameter because
it is as great as it seems, while Democritus, welised in geometry,
knows it is great because it is far. Democritusveliad the world
collecting experiences, knowledge, observations,|dagned from the
Persians, Chaldeans, Egyptians, Indians, while UEpsc leaves his
garden at Athens only to go two or three timesoinid to visit friends.
Democritus seeks the reality behind the appearatiteis only in
opinion, he says, that hot and cold exist; foréhare only atoms and the
void”. Although the subject of the thesis dealshwiite philosophers of
ancient Greece, it concerns the philosophy of eattimat is to say,
physics. But when one reads this thesis, one filndsvidence it has been
written in the nineteenth century. The way Marxcdisses the atomic
system of the ancient Greeks brings his work muoksec to the old
medieval scholasticism than to contemporary disdese at a period
when scientists are making enormous steps. Atamidtiad been in
ancient Greece only a conjecture, but in the decdldat preceded the
writing of Marx’s thesis, it had become a genuioesce.

Dulong and Petit could now weigh atoms, if theyldouot see them.
Avogadro is able to determine the relative amouft mmlecules
contained in a bottle of gas relatively to another.

Knowledge of the outside of the atom has made derable progress
between 1800 and 1840, and Prout, an Englishmade nma 1815 an
incursion into the interior of the atom, since haten that the atomic
weights of various bodies are multiples of thoséwydrogen, which led
him to conceive the principle of thanity of matter again, there iso
doubtthat if Marx had been aware of this theory, he dduve referred
to it. Let us suppose that a century after Mafx&sis a student wrote a
PhD a thesis on the ancient atomists: is it corad®é/that he should not
at least saysomethingabout contemporary research and make some
remarks on the relationship between matter andggfiefust to show he
knows? 'Apparently, the echo of contemporary research hiedf to
reach the law school in Berlin. Marx spent his fative years in an
environment that had not been touched by the sfiteispirit of the
nineteenth century.

Yet the word “science” is constantly referred to (Berman
universities. The philosopher Hegel had writfEme Science of Logic

1 Among the scientists that have marked the "Béntury, let us mention
Dalton, Prout, Dulong, Petit, Avogadro, Ampeére, delry, Berthollet, Gay-
Lussac, Bladgen, J-B. Dumas, Prout, Berzélius. dhly German we could
mention is Humboldt (for whom Bakunin had a gresstpect) but who is not of
German training since he had worked five years Bidly-Lussac.
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But the word “science” did not have the same maaitifthas today. At
the end of his first year of law, Marx wrote to fasher about philosophy
of law : “...I realized, once again, that | couldtrmmake it without
philosophy. So | threw myself into the arms of thisence in peace, and
| wrote a new fundamental metaphysical systémt is not a misuse of
the word. In another passage of the same lettesakis: “What drives
Democritus off is on the one hand the desire tonleahich leaves him
neither cease nor rest, and on the other hand dHeref to find
satisfaction in real science, that is to say, @uifhy.”

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

Conversely, when young Marx refers to science i@ sense we
understand it today, he uses another expressionleam that since
philosophy had not satisfied Demaocritus, he “thrémself into the arms
of positive knowledge”... In the Middle Ages scieris the knowledge of
the scriptures. In the eighteenth century in Franeee called
“philosophical” the researches in astronomy, plgisietc. which are,
today, “scientific”’ matters. Conversely, in the lgadecades of the
nineteenth century in Germany, was called “sciertbe” knowledge of
philosophical systems: is qualified as “scientifitie application of one
of these systems to observed facts or to the csiocis that has been
drawn from positive investigation. And we imagitatt facts had better
not contradict philosophical systems.

These details explain the notion of “scientific istism” used by
Marx and Engels. Actually, the term was “inventeay Proudhon in
1840, but in another context. The expression ugeddrx and Engels is
not linked with French socialism: it is a notiorreditly inherited from
German philosophy. Marx and Engel's “scientific istism” is the
application of philosophical methods to the studlysacial phenomena,
much more than a scientific approach in the semeitthas today. Thus,
when Marx and Engels criticize a work of economitey attribute to
the critique of the philosophy of the author (Prooid or Diuhring) a
disproportionate place. Because if there is a fiavthe philosophical
system (and there is always one, if you look clyséhe work is no
longer “scientific”.

The debate about Marx's method doesn't turn arcimedempirical
perception of our senses and | don't think the etanof the empty
space between the atoms that constitute the wothdwtiich the table is
made is really relevant to explain how Marx caméh method he uses

! Lettre du 10 novembre 1837.
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in Capital That there is in society a “surface” and “dept#néath the
surface” is unquestionable, but for our purposg ithinot the question.

There is in French a very abundant literature altloeitgenesis of the
method inCapital. Most of these books are written by Marxists amei/t
are of great interest, but unsatisfactory becaheg &ll show a certain
uneasiness. Most of these authors seem consciatthére is something
wrong, and they don’t know what, and they make wgrefforts to
rehabilitate dialectics against all odds, becaunsfadét the method Marx
uses inCapital is the inductive-deductive method, the only scfenti
method — whichpreciselydefines the book as a scientific approach to
political economy. A fact that Bakunin had perfgethderstood.

Conclusion

Proudhon is quite difficult to read even to a Freneader. His style
appears today old-fashioned, very “19th centuryijolv is not the case
with Marx, at least in the French translations. Uéitmn is often taken
away by his argumentative eloquence, he makes amnstnd long
digressions and forgets to stick to facts. He dumtstake into account
that the reader does not need to krawthe chain of ideas that led him
to a conclusion. In the middle of a demonstratims thinks it necessary
to come back to a point he had developed in anditbek several years
earlier and asks his reader to be patient enoudblliw him: “I warn
them that they only owe me at least five minutesattention...”
(Capacité politiqug

The reader often has the impression Proudhon feaa-5$plitter” and
he isn't wrong. Besides, when Proudhon wants t@uiés someone’s
viewpoint, he dedicates long pages to develop fh&on’s ideas,
placing himself from the point of view of this pers An inattentive
reader can easily come to think that the opinioouBhon develops is
his. He often uses what we call in French the tnairement par
'absurde”, the reasoning by the absured(ictio ad absurdurim Latin),
an argumentative technique in which he is a mastirthis does not
contribute to clarify the exposition of his docgin

It is absolutely wrong to say that Proudhon did moderstand large-
scale industry. He could not have written Bisteme des contradictions
économiqueff he hadn’t had in mind large scale industry. Hoemr this
book is largely a premonition, because limited canigs, which created
the legal structure that enabled the developmentlanfie scale
companies, were to be created in France in the '486Gder
Napoleon Il
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Besides, he wrote a booRkflanuel du spéculateur a la bourse
(“Manual of the Speculator at the Stock Exchange”)fantastic
description of financial speculation which is stipical today. In this
book he invented the expression “industrial fewstali (féodalité
industrielle) to refer to the big industrial mondipe™.

The question of property in Proudhon is extremeisnplex, because
at that time it was excessively difficult to devela socialist program
concerning land property in a society in which 86 99% of the
population were rural. His opinion has been misustded because he
was motivated by tactical considerations. You coiilfhce millions of
small land-owners and tell them: you must collésévyour land. He
tried to explain small land owners that capitaligself was depriving
them of the land, but in no case he advocated statership of the land:
he advocated municipal ownership.

On many questions, Proudhon’s opinion has been lifiep
caricatured to the point it was no longer recognizaBut one thing
should be recalled:

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

» The appropriation of the means of production bg tapitalists
condemns the workers to the wage system;  Suk@ue defines what
can be considered as capitalist theft;

» Work is the only creator of value; * Profit ipartion of work that
has been appropriated by the capitalist;

e The end of exploitation can only be achieved ey destruction of
capitalism;

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

L Cf. http://monde-nouveau.net/ecrire/?exec=artélié_article=227
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