November 2, 1984

Dear Ted:

: Your last letter of Oct. 29 had great intercst for me
and I was especially impressed with how brillimantly you at

once put your finger on the Russian discussions from Kol'man
to Bukharin, who were reducing "process" and »development® to
the vulgar question of ‘these concepis *conforming to certaln
Jaws® and " economic requirements of production” (1abor'disciplbne).

I need hardly tell you that the same applies even more
to the way those Stalinlists speak of “nagses® , “practice,"
as if it were the qyuivalent of Marx’s praxis and gelf~activity
ag well as methodology, as if all Marx meant was techniques
and ordering the masses MMM to produce more and more and
more. As you know, I am proposing a special bulletin to be
igsued on Ron*s contribution to the conventlon and some of the
correspondence on it since then. I could twrn over your letter
of Oct. 29, deleting the last paragraph =« and, of course, if
the Mathematical Manuscripts excite you, you could develop your
fdeas further. Did you know that the Publishers' Guide is X
go stupid and money-wige that they don't have Marx's Mathematical
Menuseripts listed in "Books in Print*? In fact, I don't know
if thei even have it listing in Britain, where it was published,
gince it was & small publisher?
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