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PHILIP J. KAIN

MARX, ENGELS, AND DIALECTICS

In his very influential book, History and Class Consciousness, Luk?cs argued

that Engels illegitimately extended Marx's dialectical method beyond the
social realm to the realm of nature and in doing so replaced Marx's dialectical

theory of knowledge (in which subject and object are reciprocally trans
formed) with a contemplative reflection theory (in which subject and object
"persist in their old, rigid opposition").1
Since then, and very much in the same spirit, many others have located
the difference between Marx and Engels not in their treatments of historical
materialism or method but in Engels' acceptance of a dialectic of nature and
a theory of reflection.2 I shall try to argue precisely the opposite, namely,
that their differences are to be located in the former, far more than in the
latter, areas.

I
In studying Engels' views concerning what in 1890 he labeled 'historical
materialism' and in comparing Engels to Marx we discover something of a
paradox. Engels' version of historical materialism seems to involve both a
much stronger yet at the same time a much weaker form of determinism
than does Marx's version of historical materialism. Engels, for example, is
willing to claim such strict necessity in history that "if a Napoleon had been

lacking, another would have filled the place" ? a position which is never
suggested by Marx.3 Indeed Marx generally holds that material conditions

only determine the circumstances which can either assist or hinder the
development of naturally given talents or capacities.4 Without individual
talent or capacity, material conditions alone would never produce or replace
a Napoleon. Thus Engels makes a much stronger claim than Marx ever did.

On the other hand, Engels wants to insist that the relationship between
ideas and material conditions is one of reciprocal interaction ? that ideas
frequently, at least in the short run, preponderate in determining material

conditions, and that economic conditions only 'finally', 'ultimately', or in
Studies in Soviet Thought 23 (1982) 271-283. 0039-3797/82/0234-0271 $01.30.
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the last instance' predominate. After 1845, Marx consistently denied this
sort of mutual determinism ? he denied that ideas ever determine material
conditions.5 Here Marx seems to make the stronger, and Engels the weaker,

claim.

How are we to explain this paradox? Is it possible to explain how Engels
can hold these two seemingly incompatible positions ? if determinism by
material conditions is so weak that it only occurs in the last instance, can
such determinism be sufficient to insure a Napoleon or his replacement?
In the first place we must notice that for Engels the very same laws govern

nature, history, and the human mind.6 Engels operates with a single monistic

model of matter and motion in order to explain all realms of reality. In
Anti-Diihring (1877-8), which Engels tells us he read to Marx in its entirety
before publication, there is no claim that thought is material, but simply that

consciousness is a product of nature. However, in the Dialectics of Nature

(1873?8), which Engels left unpublished, and in Ludwig Feuerbach (1886),
published after Marx's death, Engels does hold that the mind is a product
of matter and that someday thought will be explained as "molecular and
chemical motions in the brain".7 This is a position which Marx never ever
hinted at.8

Moreover, in Ludwig Feuerbach, in notes which were not included in
Anti-Diihring, and in letters written in the 1890s, Engels clearly holds that
material conditions determine not merely the content of thought but thought
processes themselves.9 Marx never suggests that the latter are determined but
simply that social reality conditions the content of our thought.10

For Engels, historical causes acting through the minds of individuals
determine their will, their passions, even their motives and intentions. These
intentions play an important role in history in one sense but in another sense

do not. Engels understands history on a model much like that of Adam
Smith's 'invisible hand', Kant's 'Idea for a Universal History', or Hegel's
'cunning of reason'. Historical events result from the actions of individuals
and their intentions, but individuals interact and clash such that the historical

result is not what any individual actually intended. A conflict between
innumerable individual wills produces a play of forces which is strictly
determined in a way entirely analogous to what prevails in nature. Intentions

enter into this strictly determined process as motive causes of individual
actions, but the historical outcome is not decided by nor identical with any

intention. It is the resultant of the total constellation of forces. There is
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absolute necessity here ? at one level our intentions are strictly determined
and at another level the historical event is the necessary outcome of a complex

parallelogram of forces. In this way the rise of a Napoleon like any other
event would be necessarily determined.11

Given the strict and thoroughgoing necessity claimed for this process,

Engels is free to accept the mutual determination of ideas and material
conditions.12 Earlier this appeared to be a much weaker form of determinism
and thus a paradox, but once we see that ideas (philosophic theories, religious

views, etc.) would be just as determined as any other natural phenomena,
then we see that they may well predominate in influencing material condi
tions without affecting the overall necessity of this process in the least.

Indeed, Engels argues that the only way to deny mutual determinism and
to arrive at the notion that material conditions simply determine conscious
ness is to hold a mistaken and undialectical view of causality ? a view which
takes cause and effect to be rigidly opposed poles and which rejects all inter

action. Reciprocal interaction, for Engels, is a characteristic of history as
well as of nature ? thus of all reality in general. To speak of isolated causes
and effects requires that we abstract them, tear them out of their general
interconnection. Reality is matter in motion with different motions passing

into one another and mutually determining each other; each in one place
cause and in another place effect. All of these interactions are bound into one
interconnected whole.13

To add that economic conditions will predominate in the last instance is
merely to indicate how society has come to figure in this natural process. In
early history, Engels holds, religious and philosophical ideas, conceptions of
nature, notions of magic, etc., had no economic cause. Even in later history,

existing bodies of thought material are simply handed down by tradition;
economic factors produce no new content in this realm but only "determine
the way in which the material is altered and further developed".14 Economic
conditions as they arise and develop come to play a role within a necessary

natural process which existed well before and which remains more funda
mental than these economic conditions.15

The German Ideology (1845?6), which Marx and Engels wrote together,
argued that material conditions determine consciousness, never the reverse. In
1890 Engels claimed that this had been an over-reaction to their opponents.16

Both Marx and Engels did back away from the position of the German
Ideology in later years, but in opposite ways. Marx came to deny a strict form
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of determinism and that anything but the content of our thought is condi

tioned by social reality, but he did not endorse a mutual determination
of consciousness and material conditions.17 Engels, on the other hand, if
anything, argues a more thoroughgoing determinism of ideas by material
conditions than in the German Ideology, but decides that economic conditions
and consciousness, at least in the short run, can be mutually determining.

II
For Engels, 'dialectical philosophy' involves three elements. First, it "reveals
the transitory character of everything and in everything; nothing can endure

before it except the uninterrupted process of becoming and of passing away,
of endless ascendancy from the lower to the higher". Second, it involves an
attempt to systematize or organize the totality of all knowledge. And third,

dialectical philosophy is "nothing more than the mere reflection of these
processes in the thinking brain".18
The first together with the third of these points is aimed against Hegel's
idealist method. Dialectical laws are not a priori laws of thought to be foisted
upon nature or history. Dialectical laws are empirically discovered in nature
itself and are reflected in our thought.19

The second point is aimed against Hegel's concept of a system. Engels
argues that Hegel's historical, developmental, and dialectical method (valuable
despite its idealist shortcomings) contradicts his system, i.e., his attempt to

bring together in a final systematic way the sum total of absolute truth ?
simply an impossible task if all is eternally process and development as the

method would have it. Nevertheless, even for Engels, if all phenomena in
nature are interconnected and interacting, science is driven (almost, it some

times seems, by a kind of Kantian regulative idea) to show this connection
throughout, to give a "general outlook on nature", and to connect the

different sciences. This has nothing to do with absolute final truth but
deals with "relative truth along the path of the positive sciences, and the
summation of their results by means of dialectical thinking".20

What can we say about this system? Is it necessary in the sense that
we must be in possession of a conceptual paradigm for a field before any
meaningful empirical study of it can be carried out, or is the system simply

a matter of completing and organizing existing knowledge gotten without

its aid?
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In the Grundrisse, Marx argued the first position for political economy.
He claimed that it was necessary to work up a concrete-for-thought (a theo

retical model which organizes and interconnects the relevant categories of
modern society) before we can make sense out of the otherwise chaotic
actual concrete, its historical development, or engage in the empirical study
of either.21
There are hints of this sort ofthing in Engels' writings. In the Dialectics of
Nature he speaks of the construction of an ideal theoretical model (of a steam
engine) which allowed the investigator to cut through a maze of irrelevant
detail and to reach significant results. Further, in his famous discussion of

Lavoisier's revolution in chemistry (in the Preface to Volume II of Capital)
Engels argues that Priestley was unable to recognize oxygen when he had

produced it because he remained a prisoner of the phlogistic categories as

they had come down to him and that Lavoisier's development of the new
chemistry required a revolution in the terms and categories of the science.22

But despite these approximations to Marx's position, Engels for the most
part holds that it is quite possible and indeed necessary for science to study
phenomena in isolation from their interconnections and that an understanding

of overall connection only comes later.23

Moreover, Engels misunderstands Marx's position on these matters. In
his Review of Marx's Critique of Political Economy, Engels begins by telling

us that for Hegel the evolution of ideas always paralleled the evolution of
history. Then in turning to a discussion of Marx's method he quite mistak
enly24 argues a similar position for Marx. Engels argues that the order in

which the categories would be taken up and organized by what Engels calls
the logical method would be the same order in which they appeared his
torically; in other words, that the logical method is nothing but the historical

method stripped of its historical form, i.e., its historical zigzags, leaps, and

chance occurrences.25 This is radically to mischaracterize Marx's method
which explicitly claims that the construction of the concrete-for-thought,

the logical method, which interconnects and organizes the categories, is
not only necessary before we can understand the actual concrete and its
historical development but that the order in which the logical method takes

up and connects the categories is not at all the order in which they arose
historically.26
Engels is still trapped within the methodological outlook of the German
Ideology, which did argue for a straightforward empirical study of phenomena
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and their historical development and where the logical method was the
historical method stripped of chance occurrences.27 While Engels does seem
to have a sense of scientific revolutions and a sense that categories and
conceptual models can hinder or assist discovery, he leaves these insights
undeveloped. He seems to have no real sense of the fundamental necessity
of a paradigm for all interpretation, investigation, and discovery. Or, is it the

case that Engels is quietly rejecting Marx's position?

If you hold, as Engels does, that the same laws govern nature and the
human mind, that ideas reflect reality, and that material conditions determine

the processes of our thought, and if you then try to hold that it is necessary
to have a conceptual paradigm, constructed by us, in order to reflect nature

or society, it follows that you will have to hold that this construction and
the process of constructing it were also determined by natural laws and

material conditions. You would thus be holding that material conditions do
not directly give rise to a reflection of themselves but first to a theoretical

construction which mediates and only then makes reflection possible. This

complicates an otherwise simple theory and Engels backs away from it. In
so far as Engels considers it at all, he insists that the conceptual structure, the

logical method, must parallel the historical method, the actual development

of material conditions. In this way there would be no special problems in
holding that material conditions determine the logical ordering of the cate

gories in the conceptual structure. In fact, for Engels, the logical method
merely pares away superfluous and obfuscating detail in order to get to a
clear simple model of the actual and historical.28

Were Engels to admit that the logical method, the logical ordering of
the categories, did not parallel historical reality and were he to admit that

the logical organization of categories was a necessary presupposition for
knowing the actual and historical, real troubles would arise. Could he, for
example, still hold that the same laws govern both processes, that the logical

construction of the categorial structure would be determined by the same
forces that determine the historical development of the actual concrete? He
would at least have to admit that the laws were operating in a different and

hidden way when determining the logical method. He would also be pushed
toward acceptance of an unknown thing-in-itself. In other words, we could

not know how material reality produced the logical structure of categories

since we only know material reality through this logical structure. If you
reject an unknown thing-in-itself as both Marx and Engels clearly do, then
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you either steer away from a methodological approach containing any con

ceptualist elements, which is what Engels did, or you deny that thought
processes are determined by material conditions, which is what Marx did.

Ill
It is quite clear that both Marx and Engels reject the notion of an unknown
thing-in-itself. How well Engels understands this concept and whether his

arguments against it are convincing is another question. Engels seems to
assume that the belief in an unknown thing-in-itself arises in the gap between

original hypothesis (or the first hesitant steps in the process of experiment

and discovery) and the final, clearly proven law. Delay in the process of
discovery, competing hypotheses, and conflicting theories lead some to think
that we can never get at the essence of things, the thing-in-itself. But when
science continually arrives at the law and especially when it is able to repro
duce the natural process, then, Engels thinks, the belief is an unknown thing

in-itself is 'disproven', shown to be mere illusion ? hardly a satisfactory
argument, for example, against a position like Kant's.29
The point, however, is that Engels simply refuses to countenance a differ

ence between appearance and essence. For Engels we simply know a thing
when we know its phenomenal qualities and can reproduce them. Reality is
matter in motion as a complex interacting and interconnected totality.
We cannot go back further than to knowledge of this reciprocal action, for the very
reason that there is nothing behind to know. If we know the forms of motion of matter
(for which it is true there is still very much lacking, in view of the short time that natu

ral science has existed), then we know matter itself, and therewith our knowledge is

complete.

If one tears phenomena out of this interconnection and considers them in
isolation, without realizing what one is doing, then, Engels thinks, there arises

a tendency to seek explanations beyond or behind this interconnection and
interaction.30
Engels does not operate with the categories of essence and appearance and
he avoids any suggestion that in either knowledge or praxis nature in-itself is
transformed into a for-us such that the in-itself remains unknown. Engels
certainly admits that praxis transforms the natural world, the effect of its

laws, and even man himself.31 But he never suggests that consciousness,
perception, or knowledge are to be understood as such a praxis; they do
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not transform an in-itself and constitute it as a mere for-us. The process of
experiment and discovery characteristic of natural science, Engels does call a
praxis, but far from transforming an in-itself into a for-us, it is the way we
overcome the illusion of the Kantian unknown thing-in-itself. Praxis in sci
ence is understood as experimentation, a testing and proving of hypotheses,32

such that our concepts end up reflecting real objects and processes in the

world.33

IV
There are places in which Marx tells us that he accepts the validity of dialec
tical laws for nature (at least the law of the transformation of quantity into

quality). In Capital Marx says, "Here, as in natural science, is shown the
correctness of the law discovered by Hegel (in his 'Logic'), that merely
quantitative differences beyond a certain point pass into qualitative changes".
It is also the case, we are told, that Engels read the entire text o? Anti-Diihring

to Marx before its publication and, it would seem, Marx approved it.34 Since
Marx had so little to say about a dialectic of nature, those scholars who locate
the difference between Marx and Engels here usually ignore what Marx did
say and try to prove that such a dialectic would be incompatible with Marx's
epistemology. They do this by arguing that for Marx it is not just praxis, the
praxis of labor or industry, which transforms its object, but that conscious
ness too is a form of praxis, i.e., that it too plays an active role in dialectically
transforming and constituting the object. If this were actually Marx's position,

then these scholars would be correct, the doctrine of a dialectic of nature
independent of our consciousness as well as the theory of reflection which
would accompany it would be quite incompatible with the notion that

consciousness plays a role in dialectically constituting the object.35 But as
I have shown elsewhere, after 1845 Marx ceases to hold that consciousness
transforms its object.36 If I am correct then there is no good reason to hold
that Marx rejects a dialectic of nature and thus no major difference between
Marx and Engels is to be found at this level.37
The difference instead is to be located in the area of historical materialism
and method.38 Put most simply Marx does not hold Engels' view that mental

processes are determined, and Engels cannot accept Marx's methodological
doctrine that it is only the construction of a structure of categories that
reflects reality.
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Thus, two of the main concerns of Marx scholars ? the relation of the
earlier to the later Marx and the relation of Marx to Engels ? are closely tied
together. The inability accurately to locate the difference between Marx and
Engels, a difficulty characteristic of many of those who hold to the essential
unity of Marx's thought, is due precisely to their inability to see or accept a
break in Marx's thought, namely, his abandonment after 1845 of the notion
that consciousness transforms its object.39

University of California, Santa Cruz
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social ones see his discussion of the death of our solar system;ZW, p. 20 andMEW, XX,
324. LF, p. 200 and MEW, XXI, 268.

16 GI, MECW, V, 36, 45, 78-9, 438 andMEW, III, 26, 31-2, 76, 424. 'Engels to Bloch
on 21-2 Sept. 1890', SC, p. 418 andMEW/, XXXVII, 465.
17 See Notes 5 and 10 above.

18 LF, pp. 199-202 andMEW, XXI, 267-70.
19 LF, pp. 225-6 and MEW, XXI, 292-3.4/), p. 17 andMEW, XX, 12. DN, pp. 26-7
andMEW, XX, 348-9.
20 LF, pp. 200-2, 228-9 and MEW, XXI, 268-70, 294-6. AD, pp. 26-7, 30-1, 43
4 and MEW, XX, 20, 23-4, 34-5. DN, pp. 178-9, 322 and MEW, XX, 514-5,518.
21 G, pp. lOOff and GKPO, pp. 21ff.

22 DN, pp. 213-4 and MEW, XX, 496-7. Capital, ed. by F. Engels, NY, International,
1967, II, 14-5 and MEW, XXIV, 22-3. Also Capital, I, 4 andMEW, XXIII, 37-8. Also
see the comments of L. Althusser, Reading Capital, trans, by B. Brewster, London, NLB,

1970, pp. 147-57.
23 AD, pp. 27-8, 98-9 and MEW, XX, 20-1, 82-3. ZW, pp. 158-9 and MEW, XX,
507. LF, pp. 227-8 andMEW, XXI, 294.
24 Marx's discussion of method in the Introduction to the Critique of Political Economy
(which is also the Introduction to the Grundrisse) was written in 1857-8 but was only

pubUshed in 1903. Judging from the content of Engels' Review (1859), however, it
certainly seems that he was familiar with this Introduction. In what foUows I assume

he was.
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25 F. Engels, 'Karl Marx: A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy', in CPE,

pp. 224-5 and MEW, XIH, 473-4. See also DN, pp. 237-9, 291 andMEW, XX, 492-3,

452.

26 G, pp. 100-8 and GKPO, pp. 21-8.
27 GI, MECW, V, 37, 53-4 and MEW, III, 27, 37-8. Moreover, in the Poverty of
Philosophy Marx in attacking Proudhon's historical method says, "How indeed could
the single logical formula of movement, of sequence, of time, explain the structure
of society, in which aU relations coexist simultaneously and support one another?"
(Poverty of Philosophy in MECW, VI, 167 and MEW, TV, 131). It is clear that the
historical method is not the logical method and it is just as clear that Engels' historical
method as described in Section I above would not be able to explain the structure, the
synchronicity, of social relations. On this issue see also L. Althusser, For Marx, trans, by

B. Brewster, NY, Pantheon, 1969, pp. 117-28.
28 LF, pp. 225-6 and MEW, XXI, 292-3. DN, p. 313 and MEW, XX, 529. Preface to
Capital, III, 13-4 andMEW, XXV, 20. 'Engels to Kautsky on 20 Sept. 1884', SC, p. 379
and MEW, XXXVI, 209. 'Engels to Schmidt on 12 Mar. 1895', SC, pp. 482-4 andMEW,

XXXIX, 431-3.

29 LF, pp. 208-9 andMEW, XXI, 276. DN, pp. 159-61 andMEW, XX, 507-8. 'Engels

to Marx on 6 Nov. 1868', SC, pp. 216-7 andMEW, XXXII, 195. 'Engels to Marx on 28
May 1876', SC, p. 307 and MEW, XXXIV, 19. Also, see Luk?cs' criticism of Engels'
argument; Luk?cs, pp. xix-xx, 131-3. For Marx's position see his answer to Engels'
letter of 6 Nov. 1868; 'Marx to Engels on 7 Nov. 1868', SC, p. 217 andMEW, XXXII,
197-8. Also GI, MECW, V, 264n, 273-4 andMEW, HI, 274n, 254-5.

30 DN, pp. 153, 173-4, 313 and MEW, XX, 472-3, 499, 529. See also the 1892

Introduction to Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, inMEPP, p. 52 andMEW, XXII, 297.
31 DN, pp. 172, 209, 279ff and MEW, XX, 498, 565, 444.

32 LF, p. 208 and MEW, XXI, 276. DN, pp. 171-2 andMEW, XX, 497-8. See also the
1892 Introduction to Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, p. 51 andMEW, XXII, 296.
33 LF, p. 200, 225-6 andMEW, XXI, 267-8 and 292-3. 'Engels to Schmidt on 1 Nov.
1891', SC, p. 439 and MEW, XXXVII, 204.
34 Capital, I, 309, also 18-20 andMEW, XXIH, 327, 26-8. 'Marx to Engels on 22 June
1867', SC, pp. 188-9 and MEW, XXXI, 306. AD, p. 13 andMEW, XX, 9. 'Engels to
Marx on 16 June 1867', SC, p. 187 andMEW, XXXI, 304. 'Engels to Marx on 14 July
1858', SC, pp. 108-9 andMEW, XXIX, 337-8.
35 See, for example, Luk?cs, pp. 38, 130, 234, but also xvi. Schmidt, pp. 15, 27-8,
30-2, 58, 200 (Note 30), but also 69-70, 96, 167, 179. Jordan, pp. 27-34, 93-4.
L. Kolakowski, 'Karl Marx and the Classical Definition of Truth', in Toward a Marxist
Humanism, trans, by J. L. Peel, NY, Grove, 1968,pp. 38-66.
At the other end of the spectrum orthodox Marxists correctly recognize that after
1845 Marx no longer held that consciousness plays a role in constituting the object and
thus that Marx could and did accept a dialectic in nature and a version of the reflection
theory. Thus both Marx and Engels accept that (1) there is a dialectic to nature itself,

(2) that nature itself and its laws influence man and society, and (3) that man and
society interact with and transform nature, its laws, and its dialectical processes. The
fact that society and nature interact is not at aU incompatible with a dialectic of either
society or nature. Incompatib?ity only arises if we assume that consciousness dialec
ticaUy constitutes the object. But from here the orthodox go on to extend to Marx
Engels' notion that consciousness is material and that its processes are determined. At
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the same time they simply ignore the Grundrisse's discussion of method, i.e., Marx's view
that it is only the construction of a structure of categories which reflects reaUty. For
these Marxists there are no differences at aU between Marx and Engels; see, for example,

J. Hoffmann, Marxism and the Theory of Praxis, NY, International, 1976, which also
contains an interesting critique of 'praxis theorists' (i.e., Luk?cs, Schmidt, and others).

36 In the GI, Marx makes it clear that ideas do not influence material conditions (see
Note 5 above). Furthermore, there is no suggestion in this text that consciousness
transforms or constitutes its object (in fact, see GI, MECW, V, 91 andMEW, III,62-3).
Marx suggests that ideas reflect, rather than constitute, reaUty (GI, MECW, V, 36-7 and
MEW, III, 26-7). Even very powerful ruling ideas do not transform their object, and,
in so far as they diverge from reaUty, are ?lusions (GI, MECW, V, 59-60 and MEW,
III, 46-7). Marx also denies in the GI (but not the Grundrisse) that abstractions or
categories play any significant role in the scientific study of society; rather one simply
reUes on empirical investigation of fact (GI, MECW, V, 37, 53-4 and MEW, III, 27,
37-8). In the Grundrisse, Marx is expUcit in holding that theoretical consciousness does
not transform its object. He says that theoretical consciousness reproduces a concrete
for-thought while "the real subject retains its autonomous existence outside the head
just as before" (G, pp. 101-2 and GKPO, p. 22. Also Capital, I, 75 and MEW, XXIII,
89). Nor does Marx seem to think that scientific praxis transforms its object; in Capital
he says that, "The circumstance, however, that retorts and other vessels, are necessary
to a chemical process, does not compel the chemist to notice them in the results of his
analysis" (Capital, I, 215 and MEW, XXIII, 229). Furthermore, Marx exp?citly claims
that we can discover abstract laws of nature as long as we have not interfered with
these laws (Capital, I, 632 and MEW, XXIII, 660). He makes it clear that we can know
untransformed nature both as it presently exists and as it existed before humans came

into being (Capital, I, 181, 372n and MEW, XXHI, 196, 392n). He also holds that

considerable amounts of untransformed nature continue to exist at present (G, pp. 91,

298-302, 472, 485, and GKPO, pp. 13, 206-9, 376, 384-5. Capital, I, 43, 71, 178
83, 204, 609 and MEW, XXVLl, 57-8,85,193-8,218,636. Capital, III, 623,643,645,

and MEW, XXV, 636, 665, 658). For further discussion of these matters see 'Marx's
Dialectic Method'.

37 On these issues I am in agreement with S. Moore, 'Marx and the Origin of Dialectical

MateriaUsm', Inquiry XVI (1971), 421-2, 427 (Note 3), 428-9 (Note 16),but I do not
agree with Moore in his claim that Marx's and Engels' methods "do not differ signifi

cantly" (p. 426).

38 Marx says so Uttle about natural science that it is difficult to be sure that he would

apply the same method to the study of nature. However, he does suggest that the same

method would be app?ed in anatomy and mathematics (G,pp. 105,460-1 and GKPO,
pp. 26, 364-5). For a good discussion of method in Marx's Mathematical Manuscripts,
see J. Witt-Hansen, 'Reflections on Marxian Dialects',Poznan Studies II [1976],81ff).
If the same method does apply to the study of nature, then this would constitute a
further difference between Marx and Engels.
39 For further discussion of shifts in Marx's thought see 'Marx's Dialectic Method' and

also my book, Schiller, Hegel, and Marx, Montreal, McGiU-Queen's University Press,
forthcoming in 1982.
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