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TliE FET]SH OF HIGH TECH - w R
Harx s ..'fczthemattcnl Manust‘npts vs. _-"Computer Consclousness" -

by Ron Brokmeyer L

Intrnduchon

lf we make r.l. that long W1thout going over the nuclear p. eclpu:e. even more .
‘massive unemployment is in store on the other side of this “recovery”-which has.
~fed anew high-tech illusions of the Reagan economists. ‘The smali gain in pro-*
ductivity growth from. computers which have greatly reduced the "legs betwezn
"innovation and commercializetion,”! has produced the earth. shaking. election
‘vear official’ unemployrnent rate of 7.5% which gets us back to where it was when,. ;
Reagan got elected suppesedly to put us back to work. But it is Reagan's mas-
. sive buildup in state 1nterventmn in the economy in the form of militarization ..
coupled with- talk of. winning a nuclear war which points tothe total deathly
form of U.5. stete-capitalism which has always tied téchnological innovation. to-

militarization. Indeed, the first computer was built during World War 1l to drast--
ically reduce the time it took to computie bailistics.. Even the first so-called. -
high-level language for busmess. COBOL. was & Depa.rtrnent of Defense pro;ect

Rcagan is carrying this processto the limit where “economics and mm.tary
policies constitute a single spirit."2 As’ opposed ‘o Japan with its 10 year pro-
gram which will ‘be eivilian, the focus of so-called “armﬁcml intelligence” in the'
- U.B. is military and i$ redirecting the computer science resources at universi-
ties throughout the country. The Department of Defense is struggling with t.he‘
Department of Cornmerce to put an iron curtain arcund Silicon Valley's export.s
because the givilian advances in high tech have outstripped the military.- There.. -
is dizlike for the military in the personal computer industry which has its roots .
in'an organization founded by anti-draft organizers.3 But when giant IBM, which™
- predominates in the computer capital goods market, decided to penetrate this -
last niche of entrepreneurship, the shakeout had already started and extended
..c cven threaten those original makers of the personal computer at Apple. 7"

“The fet:sh of high tech and the illusion that technological innovation can -
be neutral i in a capitalist socicty is unfortunately part of the thinking of many -
" of those opposed to this society. The Hay Area, where groups like DSA sponsor
"Computera and Censciousness” classes, is a special center of the fetish of high -
-'tech. Marx's 1880 Mathematical Manuscripts, as a critique of that independent
branch of science alongside a lifetime of revolutionary praxis which included a-
critique of science as the handmaiden of capital, developing technology against
. the human being In the factory, speaks sharpiy to today's reality. Part of that.
) reallty is that this is'the field ] was drawn intc as Lhcre was shli an opemng

1 Business Haak, Fe'brua.'y 13, 1084,
- ¥ aee ..mmn Rct.hschﬂd "The Cest of chgnnism." Nsw York Review of E"aks Hnrch )u.
1984,
_ 2 see Lenny Sxerm. “Bilicon Valley’s grewing disillusionment with “cnmgon." San’ Fhm—
cisceo C‘hrnmclc. Jnnunry &, 1084,
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; Computer programmmg demands grent mental energy. tortuously-tracked
~ into narrow channels. You become palnfully aware of your thought being tied
'to the capacities of the machine which is limited to those dimensions of thcught
that can be mechanized, i.e., reduced to a formal logic.  Formal logm is what
- can be parodied in the millions of on/off switches that make up the’ micro chips
Cof t.he compulter, R1ght now coraputers are limited toa highly restmc.twe smt.a.x]
which bridges the gap hetween It and everyday language._ Knovrledge of the syn-

tax is the expert’s basis. Each computer program, even if badly wrltten. creates .- .

its own specxahzed syntax. and hence thaL programmer beco:m—:s an mstant"-
expert.’ : - ERe :
: Progra.mrm_ng is the ulte'latton of tbe very actlvxty o[‘ thmkmg There is-a )
“new aspect to what Marx calied the fragmentatlon of human capacities us capi-'
talism has discovered new ways Lo use a certain dlmcnsmrx of thought as a tool.
But your thinking plays no role in d;rectmg the process where your thought is
: used-as a Lool. Reducing thought Lo a mere tool separate from reality is'also .
the method of formal logic, and: goes hand in hand, with: productmn relatlons .

-where the purpose for the use of the tool remains as separate as ever. Pro-

gramming perfects thought as mere means; it has no necessary relationship’to
-~ thinking- whlch determines the goal of an-activity. . The present reality lends’
~itseif .to confusing the activities of computers with -thought. since human:
" thought as that which gives direction to human activity and in o doing. mfnrms

human reality is nowhere Lhe basis of actluty orga.mzed around prndu mg com- "
moditiss. .

‘The program—ner stxll ccntrols the machine 1rnth1n thcse narrow lu‘mts as
o-:posed to those left in production where it is the goal of the program to’
replace people and to personify the machine to control as completely as possi-

- ble the petple-leit.. Who can forgel that during the national AT&T:strike last
year it was the operators who were the most militant and raised the most fun-
damental issues. which the settlement didn’t address: not only how their
numbers had been drashcnlly reduced, but workmg condlhons whera the’ vwrk
) ﬁow is controlled by computers. i

The p.—esent programmer is like the craft..men or the manufacturmg penod -
-who built’ the first large scale machines. ‘The overall tendency was their.comn- - -
plete demise as large scale’ machinery was built to recreate itself. But'in the
early period’ of a revelution in production-these craftsmen were seized upon
aggressively in a process which (as Marx described it) “converts the worker into
& crippled monstrosity by furthering his particular skill as'in a forcing house,
through the suppre=31cn ol’ a whole world ot prudu..tnre dnves and mclma—
-tions."4

‘The wny ‘in . which the tolauy dedmated da.ta processmg pm[esswnal

becomes: monstrously crippled is weil known as a personality distortion caused
by intense singling out of abstract formal logic as everyday human activity, As
the supposed truth of thought abstracted from life, Hegel called fcrmal logic.
the "height of self-estrangement” and, explained why it was forgou.en as "mers
pecdantry, of no further use either in practical life or in science,” scon after its .
“discovery because the “study of Logic is no more necessary to teach us to draw
‘:cdrrect. c’oncl'usions. than ‘& prt.\nuus st.udy of anatcmy cnd. ph}smloay 15

. % Karl Marz, Capital, Valume Une. truu:lat.ed by Ben Fowkex, Penguin Booku Middleser,
-England, 1976, p. 481,
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: '_requu'ed in crder to digest or breathe "3

. . But {nrmal logxc was resurrected in its most genpral form, abstracted from :
: 'all meaq-ng in" fusion with mathematics, by Russell and Whitehead in their Prin-
" eipin HMathematica, which set the ground for the materialization of logic in com-.
‘puters’ using. on/off states to parcdy a base two number system. Materialized .
_-formal logic is self-estrangeme:nt intensified because’it distorts, way out of pro-
. port.mn. that aspect of thought by tremendously amplifying its’ capaclty. A file
..-is accessed 10,000 times in a few minutes and 1006 diffierent actions are taken cn
" the m[ormatlon in there depending, on’ 100 different criteria. Once l’.hc program ;

becomes ‘runpable on the machine it becomes part of its capability.: “You are_ ) _‘ 3

respon51b1e for keepmg track of all its ramifications when set in motion.:

) Capital pays- for-itself by warkmg and a cnmputer whlch ‘is down due to.
_software ‘brings neat from.many. directions.” A common nightmare is having

. ‘many.unfamiliar processes turned over to you and being held responsible [or
getting. things going after a crash. Relying on computer processes whicli often
fail, . brought out the sharpest opposition from PATCO workers who .were.
"accountable for the lives.of thousands of people in the air. Many people may

: d.cpend on.software working and the only ones who can get it work.ng attes the
inevitable crash are programmers. -

Programmers in a data processing (DP) shop relate to each other by per-..- -
sonifying these blocks of malterialized formal logic. Systems have a name and a
"persondhty" that does things on Lthe basis on what it “encounters.” The inver-

“sion of making “thought" mechanical as something objective with external vali-
dity is the alienation of human beings from each other. . Intellect is directly™
linked to the capacthes of the machine and the machine is what links peaple to
each other, Marx's view cf how" contradiction totally infects the capitalist worid .
in ‘an address to British workers in 1856 is a more precise depiction of today's
. “reality: “All cur invention and progress seem to result in endowing material
. forces with intellectual life and in stultxfymg human life into a material force.“ =

2. The task of du'ect.ly "endowing material forces with intelicctual life” runs
"up against the limits of formal logic as a way of categorizing the world, ie.,
information about things keeps growmg and whatever the machine's capacities
it is exhausted. There are always new aspecls of things or people needed as -
"part of the complete picture. The real world is ever demanding even’ greater_
precision from tbe computer record of parhcular length and mede up of
. discrete units of information. Because it is an external -way of connecting"
something to a more general category through particular espects, Hegel said.
totality would always elude formal logic because a thing is infinite in quahttes

. Tt is not those infinite qualities, however, which drive capltahsm = obsession .
. with replacing people with machines rather, it is a completely phantom “qual- .
ity" of things issuing out-of commodity production, the amount of labor time
“in" them, which looms larger than life in today's reality and in the data DPig .
coneerned with., That includes computer programs themselves where the goal”
of "artificial intelligence,” aside from the military, is to accelerate software pro-
duetivity., -
.. Of course one of the most diverse aspects of t.hc Teal world is the mﬂnite_
svariety and nuances of meamng in everyday language. The incompleteness of
the present revelution is reflected in the constant proliferation of new com-
‘puter languages cach with its own arbitrary syntax to learn, spinning ofl new

. - % G W, F, Hepel, Thn....ﬁ:iuncn of lagic (Part enw of the Encyclopasdia of the Philosuphical
_ Sriences)also known as The Smatier Logic, para. 182,
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‘eadres of "experts,” and new jokes about the latest buzzwords. New languages .
" -arise with -big cleims to have bridged this gap.” Just to “translate" they usealot ' °
© of the machine's capacity, a capacily which changes constantly as new techno< '
logical innovation stores information even inore: microscopically. ‘But what thay. -
~.reveal is both’a‘language reduced to-the ‘machine’s capacity as'well as that
capacity itself siripped of the rmystifying syntax.” The autemating of program-:
“ming itself has gone far enough so that already it-is very difficult to.get 'an
"'entry level programming position. -~ - S o T LA A R
- i.Marx described this process where capitalism constantly ‘revolutionizes -
" production, creating new extremes to the fragmentation of the human-being
. while keeping in reserve great masses. of people in misery to be thrown from
one -industry to another, as an. "absolute contradiction.” Hecause these con-'
stant revolutions in production produce ever new forms of the old sssifted divi-""
sion ‘of labor, Marx added that the oply positive aspect to this “absoluts con-
_ tradiction” is the emergence of the “totally developed individual."® Before we
" peturn. to Marx's concept'of the totally developed individudl as the opposite to-
capitalism, we will gain an appreciation of that from Marx’s, own multidimen-
sionalilty, not separate from his focus on overcomming capitalist reality, &5 he -
returned -to criticize science in the particular form of mathematics in’ the
1380'5. .. : . . . . . v . '.= ) N [ .. PO g ° - .

IL Marx's Mathemoticel Manuscripts and the "Veil of Dbscu.ifil.s?" Over Todny“:-i_

Mathematics . ;

: In Marx's day the process he continuously demonstrated, the incorporation
of all science into the machine as a weapon against the laborer in preoduction,
hadn't differentiated to the poini where mathematics wns directly the form of
gseience’s role in production as it iz In the second industrial revolution of today.

- -Merx's.own digging into mathematics as a separate science in the 1880's, how-
ever, casts illumication on problems of today. What Marx was subjetting to erit- -

- jeal scrutiny was differential calculus, tracing the root of over 200 years'of con-
fusionin Newton’s and Leibniz's originol creation of calculus.” Newton was the’

_ supreme materielist proclaiming ! assume no hypotheses"” Lo demonstrate how

-completely he considered thought speculation to be separate from the external”
truths of -the physical world which he viewed as one big machine. ‘Indeed,

Newton's caleulus, as all his methematics of Principic Methematica, was alse

" called "natural-philesopbhy.” - -~ - ... E R
. " " He created ‘caleulus’to find the common ground for: the phenomena of
“gravity puiling things baclk to the earth and the motion of the planets. That
- ground was for Newton the rate of change of velocity. But whal Marx criticized
was-his mathematics. Marx had long before broken with science as."a priori &
lie” when having a basis separate from life, but what he felt compelled Lo return
to criticize near the end of his life was the development of a field most directly
‘based on the force of thought itsclf. MNewton's very eagerness tc get to the
‘resalt wes at the cost of rigor in mathematics from which that field hadn’t fully

recevered as Marx was investigating it in the 1880's. ' REE

-7 The use of a differential equation, a new way of viewing the original equa-
Lien from which it is derived, has never been gquestioned in its ability to reveal

something new. it is the process which has been mystified over the centuries.

Marx characterizes the process of its derivation as negation of the negation.
which was hidden in the mystifying methods of mathematicians because they
" could not conceive how something could tome cut of nothing. Marx shows how

8 Karl Marx, Cupilal, p. 618,
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‘there is nothmg maglcal about 1t how ‘the- derwatwe ::omes from 51rnple bmo- -
m:al nlgebra-—a fact. which .was:-later discovered but still only cons:der°d as'a
parallel proof of he valxdxty of calculu... 'I‘lus can be lllustrated 'nt.h a graphlc
exa'nple._,_ " . . .

- il Take the' equat:on Yy -za whlch Marx uses t.o cont.rast. hls mal.h

. Newton s and whu:h oha graph tooks like t.lns:!.-

PusibRereataasn Rt

2

-3 - -1

o

Th:s equatmn gl.res you ‘the value of y ror a gwen value of 2. The graph
reprasents each mdw;dual value as a- pmnt Takmg the derivative procccds by
‘Arst viewing a given ‘point’ dynanucally. ie. in terms of wkat it isn't,"or what it-
-eould become, within the whole of this sguation. That idea is symbolized by a
‘new. value, &. change' in z,'a ehange compietcly unspecified with, respect to its:
magmt.ude, we'll call 4z, so that's 4+ Aris o value of = in th;s equatlon gwmg a g
“new value of 7 to which we have tor add an unspecxﬁed 6y. ar. R : e
S e e y+A~-—{:+A.~)2‘

I: we aubstztute the value of ¥, which is =%, we get:

: d . __'_x2+Ay-(z+A::)"'..
By ordmary algebra we get B
-.::2+Ay -.z2+2:..-Az +Azz
i 14y =225z +-A=_|

Dwndmg bot.h sndes by Az we get o
Ay o
Ax 2:: + A-":

. Now it we- u':dergo a- second negatmn and view our orlnmal poml'. x by negatmg
its change. er referring it ba.ck to xtself and mot whnt xt isn't (mathemahcally
m.akmg b Equal to zcro) we get c

[
S F-.?: _
ﬂb\v -2-:-5—'.= = "-2: is Lhe mstanl.cnncus rate of change of y p..r umt z in the :

original cquatmn. tisa dynamje way to view any given pnint. in-the above
graph (For example, when z=1, Y.is mcrea.,mg twice as fasl as z; when =50, Y
is mcreasmg 100 times as fast as z.) 2xis the derived equatwn which has been
given thc symbohc namc —1 and nn]y cmcrgcs when Ax'is set exaetly to not.h-
cings o '

Mnfx strcsses that what is important is the process and —;— is mtrauuced

“to symbolxze that bccause -- by 1tsclf s mcamng!css or, as Marx put 1t "Flrst
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~ making the differentiat tion a.nd +ht:n removmg it therefore leads llt.eraliy to

“/mothing The'whole difficulty in ‘understanding the differential operation (as in
) 'nega.tmn of the negation generally) lies precisely in seeing how it differs from:
‘such’a simple procedure and therefore leads to real results."? Marx attacks as
M- "thmcra" "the closely-held belief. of some . rattonahsmg mathematicians that
,'::ll)y ‘and dr. are’ quantltatwely actuauy only mﬁmtcly sma.ll only appr‘cacbmg
A uB . i

. lt is es. lf a posxtwe somethmg out tnere" had to be mvented mstead nf ‘h 3

o sclf—development of the idea which dz and dy are introducad to repre.;ent nl
“method that is still- taught today9 Newton got to the equatson in'the box: but in

the fulluwmg form which myst.;ﬁed the proceSS by begmmng WI.th t.he. result: ?L..%

in th° form of* mﬁn1tely small quantxtles"“‘ ' T s
s o dy = 2(dz)z + (az.-.—.)z

Contrary to aill’ mnthematlca]. rigor, {d=x)? is Spu’lted away in a spurious prag- :
matic maneuver-—clatmmg that as dz becomes a very small but dlSCI‘e»E guan-:

. tity: (dz)? is even smaller and inconseguential. Tnen both sxs:ie'= d!‘E dwnded by
d::: as dx and dy approach. zero, resultmg in: . -

L TR . d_—; =Rz

I The pomt here i is not a les::un in mm.hematlcs but rather thL form of Marx 5
- c*lhque of this most zbstract of scienées which was to strip away.its "veil of
becunt.y“m by tracing the self—development of the iden of calculus over 200 |
. years. In particular, Marx was showing how sscond negatw1ty—-l.he dual rhytbm ‘
- of; srd-development through negative self-relation--is no’ abstraction but the
concrete zven in the idea of an algebraic. equatlon. Marx was adding that even
Tthough you mathematicians have simplified.things after 200 years ycu are not
home free because the foundation, the method, waswrong. C e :

- :Where Marx demonstraled concretely the solrce of movement in negatwe

: self relauon, after his death a new foundation for modern math was laid by the
Principiz Mothemnaetica of Russell and Whitehead introducing direct reigns on
the [ree develcpment of - thought--bamvhmg self—ret‘erence altogether as a-

? ha Halhlmn.ttcnl Haﬂ..:scﬂpts aoff ]G:r! I..'ur-. 'a'lslutcd ‘oy C. Aronson nnd H. Heo. New
. Park Publications, London. 1983. p. 3.
¢ pid,p. 5. : .
.. ¥ Teday's unthinking schoolroom ealcn.‘.us iz a‘well defined mechnn.ll:nl proccdur- based on
an ambiguous concept of “limit vaine” which Marx said hag its orig.ns in "the first mysticna] and
myat.ryma metheds of caleuiua.” (p. 126) The second derivative is talken from the equation
'.-Jf-ﬂ 2z +dz in the form of 2= -‘gﬂ- 2z whizh ix expiamed as "evaluate the limit of the right .

. ]mnd ‘side as dx upprouchcs zero. The prohlcm is that dz ia zero or it isn't which no symbol

" eaupled with linguistic obfuscation can sweep under the rug. In the reaulting equation there §3:°
nothing, not even an infinitely small ¢ on the right hand siés, g0 it must have either been spir-

- ‘jted awny or aciually reached zero. The cost of the concept ‘of limit is & falsification: the right”
hand side equals "limit” or tz = 0 and thi left hand side eq.wls "npproach" or d:: = samutmng_
very small and the two sides are not related by equality.

- Pul another way, Harx first showa that this peculiar ceacept of “limit value” ls ne !.autologicnl

. Uit (like .33333 etc. = 1/3) but rather springs from the generalization of & whole seriea of
equations symbelized by varying d= in —1’- = 2z + dz. He points to the "childishness” of the as-

.- wumptien that the right result ia at'e.med by hanging out in the right neighborhoed (d.t isvery - -
‘amell and getting smelley) without taking the plunge to zero, The whole series vanishes as soon
83 dz = 0. In other words, you can add to dz and take away from d= short of making it @ and -

" you stay in this little universe of equations, but as soon 8s dx = 0 you've reached the pointofno ..

T return.  The pol.nt of no return is no "Lmit value” but stands by itsell in a relation of
cquivalence. .1t iz not so much a *“limit" as & new beginning which can. 1tse1! undergo
difterentiation.

10 jbid., p. 100, .
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‘source of contradactmn. When self reference is separated from the live human
“subject as'a property of abstract thought, it creates the celebrated paradoxes

"of mathematics, .the simplest of which is: "This statement is. false.” Though :

- materialization - 'of  formal’ logic. required that information be encoded :in < -
discrete, 'Le., noncontradictory, nn/off states, it” was the mathematicians’

. method of viewing thought as perfectly separated from reahty which ereated:
.the illusion thet contradiction could be purged. A "little universe’ elementarv

. number t.heury—-was to be created which was totally consistent and about whmh,
“it'could deﬁmtely be said of any prupomhon, it is either true or false." Bacause
content is v:ewed as totally purged in t!:ns kmd of loglc. form, or pronf 15 every--
thing. -

In 1831 a mathematxman. Kurt. Gédel, proved wnt.hm the lumts of the rules

of number theory or any formal system that undecidable propositions exist
and, in general, that it could never be proved that a formal system is free ‘of"
internal contradictions. It was seen as a catastrophe by the leading scientists
like John von Neumnin who were pushing computers as the mechanization of.
thought. The real shocker is that this had no- effect on the.direction of their
work, l=ast of all & turn to reevaluate their method in order to work-out'a
~human logie, rather it generaied a new round of speculatwn and- debatp about
the capamhes of machines.

The Lizzy mathematics is in today is reﬁecged in the ludlerous extrema of -
this speculation in a popular 1980 work Gddel, Escher, Dach.!l For 742 pages,’
which, as the author himself describes them, "'wallow in” (p. 2€) the possibility of

“artificial inteiligence,” it is no further aleong at the end than- &t the beginning
whlch aceepts the self-lu'mtmg ‘limitations of formal legic system:. and Gddel's
proof that the naturc.of their totality could never be determined: f"cm '-ﬂl’.bm...
such systems, . A work which purports to be about meachines is an ongoing
speculation on form and content, the centrality of self reference and contradie- "
* tion in &rt, musu’:. and mathemaltics tied to iis central concept whese very name -~
is ‘'mystifying: "strange. loops.”12 As though totality - can somehow emerge
through discrete . blocks . of externally interralated formal -. logic, .. the
myst.xﬁcahon of "strange loops" is never any clearer or closer to’'its goal of mix-
ing up what can be materialized through formal logic and thought itsell.  Thus

““the end turns to "conscivusness” not, however, its own self-movement mcludmg

the bubble Gddel burst of -those who put forth such pretension for formal logic.
No! Hofstadter turns to "consciousness” which "has been proposed for eons, by
various holistically or 'soulistically’ inclined scientists and humamsts.;.[ns] a
-phenotnenon that escapes explanation in terms of brain-components,” as-a 7
“candidate” for something outside -of - definitely decidable propositions.
Definitely decidable propomtlons. in turn, are relegated to the "hardware” of
neural activity with which vonsciousness hns some. kmd of undec:phered coded

"strange loop" (p. 708).

¥We. could laugh heartily at this if we dldn t havo to return to face today's
reahty specifically contradiction not as abstract thought tied to Lhe capacities
of machines but. the live human being facing: unemployment ahﬂnﬂtmg worlk

7 -1t Douglas R Fof:tudter. Godel, ENcher, Bach: an E-mul bctdsn Draud, Vintage Books,

New York, 1980, -
+42 This mystitying form in which contradiction has been reintroduced imo mnthemnucs

has helped generate u new gulturc around computers. Sce Sherry Turkle, The Second Self,
Compulers and the fuman Spirit, Simon and Shuster, New York, 1984, a new study of this - .
‘culture, undertaken to reven] what "les behind” the computer ag an “evecative chjeer” (g,
i3), which challenges not Hofstadter's methoed, which views contradietion as an attribute of

- the machine about to "bridge the gop between ‘the mental and the muockanical” (p. 304), but
rather turns te “feelinga” and the "law of the heart” ay what is specifically human (p. 311).
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‘:relations and the nuclear precipice. Summerizing the development of post- .
. - Mewlonian mnathematics, Marx reminds us in the Mathemetice! Menuscripts of |
- Hegel's incomplete break with Kant--based on the development of post-Kantian -
phﬁosophy which never "investigaled the general foundation. of Kant, of ideal-

. ism in general."12 The development of mathematics from its foundation to today '™

 .impels a return to-the roots of this new industrial revclution in'the post World .
*War Il world with a view: toward Marx's own general foundation whlch centered
" negation of the negation on laboer, as human. activity which encompasses con- .
. ‘tradiction driving toward resolution, a resolution whxr:h could transt‘orm lubor
. mto self-a.r'tunty and unite the u:leal and the rcal. BN :

BI The Future in the Present: the Post World Wn.r II World and 'i‘oday L
“World War Il came out of the world capitalist collapsa of the 19305. hke g
today's economic "growih" - through militarization that slaughter. was the
impulse to reduce the lag between "innovation and.commercialization" of new
“technolcgies. It gave birth to not only the: bomb, but the first computer and,
"cybernehcs" in the form of self-aiming antl-eurcraft guns. i ‘_
. . Not all were uncritical-of this technologmal revolution which emerged out
of World War II. There were two fundamentally different ways of dealing with the
borrors of this new technological stage. One, which I'll return to, came from the

.workers actually facing this technology, another from the. scientist, Norbert

Wiener, who invented the term cybernetics and was one of the prime movers of
“this revelution. He projected in 1950 in The HFuman Use of Humoen Heings14 the
-most dire consequences, raising the question of whal is specifically human. Yet
:he had no vision of what is hyman development outside of his rmodel {or self-

development:in machmes. based on the furmal loglc of his former teacher, Ber-

trand Russell ", - . Sk
. The closest’ analogy he’ achleved in hns suggestmns fhat lea-mng rmght be'

Teduced to the ability to alter taping--i.e., the way a’person or. machine
_automnucally responds Lo a given stimulus from the outside--was Paviovian
‘psychclogy. - As wes mentioned above, from a critical perspective it was-Hegel’

who first pro;ecl.ed the kindred relahonsmp between formal logu: and auto-
i normr: body functwns like digestion. : .

= The shock ig that today Wiener is stili keld up as a mode-l fnr the tecl nolegi-" -
cal innovator’ takmg responsibility for the consequences of his actions. 15 A
"whole generation of intellectuals was drawn to Wiener's work as a vision of the |
positive possibilities ‘of the new technology. But it is the future horror it pro-
jected which became the realily of today--from the ' apocalyptlc aplral" {p. 179). -
.of the arms race to.'...an unemployment situation, in comparison with which the
present recession and even the depressxun of the’ thnrt:es will seem a pleasant
joke” {p.220) . - :

Warning and foreseeing does nol mean bang able’ to-in uence nvents.
Technology out of control is not an abstract question but the concrete experi-
encc of work relations under capitalism wher2 the machine dominates you. His-

Ctorically, the intrecduction of machines was no mere transition requiring a new
morzl imperative but was, as Marx shows again and again, Lthe very weapon used
against workers' revolt. it'is centuries of division between mental and manual
labor which makes even the most humane sclentxsts see the self-developmcnt of

¥ 0Op.eit, p. 113,

14 Norhert Wiener, The Fu.mun. Uac of Humon Bnngs, Avon Books, New York 1050,

1% geg Steve |, ileims, John von Neumean and Norbarl Wener; From Hn!hvmu.ws ] i’kch-
_notogies af Ltfe and Death, MIT Press, Cambridge. Ma. 1830, e
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-the machine as parallel to what is human, Facing the 1984 reality we tan no
- longer afford the luxury of Wiener's view of Cybernetics and Society (his subti-
_tle} us parallel entities with'its view of -history which views the future from the
. present as external reality with a life of its own: "...For the individual scientist, .
. -;even the partial appraisal of tnis liaiscn between the man and the [historicat]
" process requires an imaginative foerward. glance at history which is difflcnlt,
-exacting, and only limitedly achisvable..” We must always cxert the full strength -
of our-imagination."16: o R E R T
-7 ¢ In spite of this view that the scientist may intervenein the historic process- .
- by imagining. the imipact of his invention far into the future, by now weican sec
-how little*impact that imagining has had.. But more important is breaking with
" the mecthod that views development as process which is external. The fetish cf . )
-high tech refiects the fotishism of commodities where human thought united”
. with acticn doesn’t recreate social reality, but, rather, investigates social real-.
- ity as something external based on the laws of commodity production which are’
given the status of objective validity. That fetish was not only Karl Marx's own
specifie critique of the whole of bourgeois thought but also pointed to freely .

~ associated labor as the only way to transcend that barrier. - - ] E
_The future as self-development of the machine is the present for workers in
capitalist production. They project the need for a totally new direction-when
they speak for themselves in their own spontaneous actions. The U.S. coal
‘miners in 1949-50 staged a general strike . which included opposition ' to the
" introduction of a machine, the continucus miner, which was the first recorded
use of the new auvtomation. The miners carved out a completely independent
path departing {rom their own leader, John L. Lewis, and taking on the company
and the state with its new state-capitalist weapen. the Taft-Hartley injunction.
- By now wildcat strikes against automation have swept every industry,
_showing repeatedly the objectivity of this drive to unite mental ahd manual
" labor, as workers' opposition from the beginning was not only against the unem-
ployment caused by the new technology but the new conditions of labor. Yet
there has been no bridge from post-Marx Marxists or those who seem to be rais-
ing a kindred question'like the “human use of human beings" to 'this form of
self-development. In 1949 Wiener did reach out to labor by writing to Walter

.- Reuther, then the hoad of the UAW, but Reuther ag a labor bureauerak could

- only praise the new technology as "progress”" he would never oppose. A few

- short years later, when automation was introduced in auto, the wildeat striles
which swept. the industry marked the great divide bciween the rank-and-flle " -

end thelabor bureaucrats.1? .

" Look at the Bay Area today, where Freemont workers demonstrated ona .
baseball field just over a year ago_against their own International Union (UAW).
who locked them out of their own union hall to-clear the way for the new
extreme robolicized production in the new GM/Toyota plant. Every worker
there knew of working conditions in Japanese aute plants deseribed in Satoshi. . .
Kamata's book originally called Toyote: Factory of Despair which was quoted at
length in the local press.’ One of the workers I met at that demonstration has
been. permanently displaced .{the new roboticized plant will need only 3000
workers where 8000 worked before) and is now in a retraining program in elec-
‘Aronics which he says isn't {or any real job. He added that the worst part is' the.
“exlreme anli-unionism and claims that all the high- tech firms don't have

“1¢ Quoted in Iie-irl:;..{; Dp cit., p. 2I7. _ ' U
17.yee Charles Denby, Mdignent fikarl> A Black Horkers Journal especially Chapter 28,
*Worldwide Struggle for Freedom™, South End Press, Doston, 1978,




unions ber_auae they ‘take care of their workers, as-though a $6 an hour Job in
Silicon Valley is a rosy. future. Ii:gh tech has affected our way of thinking.”

s Apart from a’totally. new way of t.hmkmg there is no way to escape stlll
greater degensrations produced by & method which views thought ‘as mechani-
cal. Thus the latest idiocy, called "Human Sciences” at Westinghouse, is to use

‘electrodes Lo track the brain wave p'300 to make sure workers are paying atten--

‘-tion.” This is -being touted as an answer to the air traffic controllers" strike'and

- the continuing deterioration of work conditions i in that field after the destruc- -~ -
e tlon of PATCO as well as "a key, productwu'.y measure for the mformat.ion dge.'18,

o At'the end of his’ life, in his Mothematical Manuscnpfs. Marx not only anh-
c:pated today's. erisis in production: but also n new ditection to the fetish, with
his critique of sciznce’s attitude toward thought itself, showing bow. the science:
of mathematics was thwarted.: Nor did we have to wait for a challenge to the
metbodologlcal ‘foundation- of Newton's view of the universe  which relgned
supreme for over. two centuries. That view was finally overthrown by Albert Bin- -
stein whose breakt.hrough was also methodological when he eriticized Newton's -
"1 assume no hypotheses" and not only made the ohbserver but the thinker a
‘dimension of the truth of the physical world: “We now.know that science cannot -
grow out of empiricism alone; that in the constructicn of science we need to use
Iree invention... This fact could elude earlier generations, to whom theoretical-
ereation seemed to grow inductively cut of emp1nmsm w1thout. tbe crea.t.we
" infiuence of a free construction of concepts.!t? . .

However. it wasn't the new theu-ehc ucparture in 1tself that unleasbcd the-

flum.an energy to put £=mc® into practme. After several decades the first fornt .

if its.realizetion was the bomb. - It is time to unite thinking with dctivity, science
with life, in a new unity of theory and practice beginning with the objectivity of
the drive to become total individuals that emerges out of today's total erisis. As
far back as 1843, in his essay "On the Jewish Qqeslson.“, Marx had posed the
,mcompleteness of Upolitical emancipation” and saw-the need for "declaring the
- ‘revelution to be permanent”.to reach the “individual humnan being... in his

. everyday life, in his particular work, and his. particular situation” and thereby-
“aceomplish “human emancipation.” In the section on "Fetishism of the Commo-.
dity and Its Secret” in Capifal, Marx makes the particular barrier to emancipa- .
tion exphmt-—human activity which takes the form of commodity - production.

".People are relatéd to the social whole and to'each other through this particular’

" thing, reproducing a false attitude to objectivity in bourgems thought In seeing

. through the fetizh Marx 5 phdasophy cf revolution in permanence is concrete. )
 the seli-development of the idea and revolution are inextricably bound

together. The full development of science will come only with the full emanmpa—
I:xon of the human bemgv

--August, 1984

_I1B gee mchnel Sch.ruge "[s Evergouc Pnyi.mv Auenuon?". Srzn Fhmczs:o azmmc!e. June -
l?. 1984,

1% Quoted tn Abraham Pais, ‘Subdtie is the Lord...” The .S'cwm:w and ..zfc of Alber! Liﬂstnn. :
Oxford U*u\.crsity Presas, Oxford, 1682, p. 14.
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De r Lcllcngues-' . . i :
Hecause what | rece:v:_d in my . idca-.m} == "fhe Fc!. sh of lugh Tech: -
Marx 5 Mulhemutmnl Manus-'-ﬂph and Mdrxlst—Humamsm s Great Divide"! by Ron -
---marks a Yery high theorcticol breaklhrough in its reconnection with one of
those" magmﬁcent documentq fromi Marx's ‘final decade, the Mathemc.hcut
Ma.nuscnpts. and al the same time is most today-ish In recreatmg that. «':u'lax[y'u 5.
as il relates Lo this age’'s craze-for computers, I felt' I had to write to you ‘again.
The reason I'consider il so meortant iz that 1 fear that, precisely because we’
“have transcended narrow economism of all the post-Marx Marxists, we may not °.
study t.hts as seridusly as it deserves. Let me therefore begin at once with the -
fact that it brings a new element to the whole questmn of fetishism, showing .
thal it is not only fetishism of comrnodities that is involved in the senility of 7
state-capitalism, ‘but the whole ‘so-called second industrial, revolutmn ‘ang- its
robotics, rmcro-chlps and endless mystlﬁcatwna of what is vnally at stake.

From its: very ‘introduction. Ron_ reveals that by this time,’ "Reagan's
massive buildup in state intervention “in the economy -.in _the form. of .
militarization coupled with talk of - wmnmg a nuclear war pomLs to the tolal .
deathly form of U.S. state-capitalism which has always tied technological
innovation to militarization.” That the fetish of high tech has also overwhelmed
even groups lxkc the DSA who are sponsering classes. in, of all things, "computer
conscmusness‘ tdoes, indeed, demand a-Jook into Marx's conliribution, in his
' Mathematicol Manuscripts, to the whole yuestion of the ‘ideologues’ filse
consciousness, which tries to pass off the differential calculits as a neutral
phenomenon as it does with all of science, which had led Marx the minute he
broke from bourgems suctet} to declare tha‘ t.he separat!on of science t'rorn life
_is"a prioria lie," - :

" Ron has spelled thiz out tbeuret:cal]y and ccncretely at. the same time by
‘showing that- the machineés.are of necessity "limited to those dimensions-of -
.. thought that can be mechanized, i.e., reduced to 4 formal logic. Fermal loglc is

- what can be parodied in the rmlhons of on/oﬁ swltches that. maka up the micro
chips of the. computer." .

Let me warn you about one thmg i you're as opp’osed to ecohomics as ]
am and espemaﬁy when it's expressed in formulae, you will, I hope, not do what 1
. ~did ever since'] got through analyzing- ;Hcse three Five Year Plans and arguing
with Luxemburg on her attack on Marx's formulae on Accumulation of Capltal =
as if the formulae were the issue instead of the philosophy of “revelution in -
permanence.” So'if you feel the way I do and am telling you not to feel, you'll -
.take one look at pages B&9[5& 6] and run the other way. Please don't. First
uf all, it's very sitnple; secondly, if you remember it's a guestion of process, of
diflerentiation as a thing developes and leads to negation of the negation, you'll’
‘know that even if you skip those two pages you'll get. the correct du‘echon from
page 10 [last para. p. 8]. .

Here is how Ron sums up pp. B8 and 9: "The pomt here is not a lessun in -
mathematlcs but rather the form of Marx's critigue of this most abstract of ,
sciences which was to strip.away its 'veil of obscurity’ (p. 109} by tracing the ...

" seii-deveiopment of the idea of calculus over 200 years. In particular Marx was
‘'showing how second negatlv:t}’ -- the dual rhythm of self-development through
negative sell-relation -- is-no’ abstractmn but Lhe concrcte even.in the 1dea of
an algebraic eguation.” :

Anyone who is ol enough to have bpen a member of the Tendency in 1950
knows how Lhe guestion of cybernetics, which | dare say inspired this whole high

§317
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. t.ech mm'emerﬂ. aﬂ'ccted “one Tendcncy mombcr. as if. ll. really carrlcd an.
. answer,: rather’than our projection. of a philosophy of. revolution. The excuse.:
was how. humane ‘the inventor of cybcrnetu:a. Dr. Wiener, was and, as proof of it,
~they. -eited? his-. ‘work, “Human. Use aof Human Bemgs. 1 not unly Opposed
ey berneucs as any sort of solulion; but insisted on how sensitive to language we =2
‘musl_ be, so  thal:we- wuuld .be” able o, recogmze there. is. no - neutralily in
_language, the the word ‘use” lnvo[ves ‘the, ‘whole phtlosophtc questlon of utility,
“which Marx’ opposed as being no answer Lo human creativity. so. that® evur_; when .
_W:cner supposedly loves human. beings. ‘the: ract that he want to: Tuse” them.
“reveals his Ltechnological attxtude. In any: case, insofar as Ren's. the..ls goes one
“pf-the other features:] liked:was that he is most cancrel.e in- Lal-cmg up all-these .

’ mathematlcal minds from Russell to Wemer, from Kurl Goedel ‘to] Douglas

.‘ hofsl.adter +'In a word, not’ only is, he precise in his references to the ongomg :
‘debales on computers ‘and micro-chips ‘and all’ high' tech wotk, but he: never
- forgets the Marxist-Humanism ph:losophlcally as well as concretely About'the
‘only thing 1 would have added would be somel.hmg to his-last paragraph on the
questmn of complete individuals, in order to say that the-way to achieve; t.hxs is -
‘never: io: separate the individual from'the universai, and l.hat. this, -
cannot ba achieved by separating phllosophy of revolution from orgamzahcnal
‘problems.” Indeed, only by making phzloscphy of revolutlon the ground nf
urgamzatm will we really achuave growth.

Un the other hand; I'm’ suﬁmently :tnprcssed tn see whether we can get t.h :
m-t.lcle pubhsbed in some journal. and in that cese, .instead -of-adding. a:
paragraph I _}ﬁ'{:uld take out two or three paragraphs from his conclusxon where
he directly related it to.ourselves, and our own organization. Let's see at the:

. convention whether we can come up with scme suggcctmns as, to how we can pet

1.. pubhshed in an outside press. . :

Yours, -




- 13-

bome cnm.menta on Ron's art.;cle on "The Fct.ish of High-'l‘cch...
by Malcolm, Bey Area - © . R

: Thxs papcr strtkes a spec:al chord w:th me, and al«m 1 bel!eve. is a real step
forward’in our growth and practice.” - This was the Particulat gusstion which':
_radicalized me as‘a student years ago to the pmnt of. breaking with this somety
From my position Civil* Rights -and. Vletnam were ceértainly not; enough in:
- lhemselves, Ofie could be a radical in these areas and still end up a hberal
' i.,_re!‘orrmst a social democrat or worse. : .

R | started unwers:ty with a. certain amount ol‘ l'epldahon but a- lot of |
idealism. 1 wanted to be a scientist and felt io some degree that science could
solve most of the world's problems. In thfee short months 1 was to learn
othermse. The concept that everything could. and’ had to be reduced. to
discrete bits of mformatlon was drilled into us canstantly from the start;: we
vere .told Lhat Uscience" dealt oniy.with these things which could be’
quant\tatwely measured & that qualities or qualltatxve aspects” of things were
"unseientific” and therefore “unknowable.”  The classes were. rral horror
‘stones. espécially- a brutal course sn. expemmentai psychology and . a section ’
whick dealt with a sort of !'brain mechanies.”’ 1 was aghast to find that many
scientists regarded thought as a function of.the brain, which they held to be a
“highly complex machine, and they would equate .the synapse patterns of the
- brain to thought itself, that thought ur ideas and synaptical 1mpulses were oné*
and”the same thing! With.a real world ‘going on oulside, it was eerie. and’
grotesque to see this sort of thinking gomg on. 1 began to regard the successful’
‘science students as the real’'dumb ones, since they were the ones who were too!
_dumb to ask themselves any - questions: What do you do if a kid gives severa.i
answers to an LQ. question, while the "smart” one is only capable ‘of one answer, -
. the "right” one? ‘At one point a fellow student toid me that if we each looked at
an object, let's sav-a "chair,” that the chair did not relate to any idea.cof 2 chair,’
"bul .rather that nerve impulses "eaused” us to "parceive™ e "chair.” It was a:
very chilling experience, and for a'moment images of WW. Il holocaust and the .
death camps flashed through my mind. It was quite'a sudden shock to reah?e
that war-and racism were not just momentary aberrations in our scciety, but -
_were at its: very core in thought itself. At such-a point, there is no truly
" possible was of going back and reconciling with capitalism. ‘Nonetheless, when [ .-
tried to diccuss these questions with the people 1 knew on the Left, none of them
had the remotest idea of what I was talking about. Even those on the New Left
who seemed to be the best were deaf to’ this kind of guestion. Obviously, to -
. - eriticize the "scientific method" was mﬂntely more tabou than to talk about sex
- or other forbidden topics. In fact, that Chéteaubriand &lite found siher "tabou.
topics to be fashionable. Ibascame very quiet for many years. . : .

. This is the background agamst which it became clear to me that. this wasn't
just a band-aid Job, but that any significant change would mean digging to the
very foundations of this society and its alienated thinking. All this just to say-
why seeing this discussion opened up in this way, with the miner’s strike
: pamphlet and the new Airo-Asian pamphlet, is s0 especmlly 1mport.ant. to mel

Perhaps what ] like most of all about Pen's arhcle is'the e’ speaks alsoasa
programmer. This brings to terra firma the "pure” realm of math, and along
with Marx's mathematical manuscripts, divests it of its veil of mystical purity. It
reminds me of many of the stories told by Uniroyal workers and auto workers.
When I told Ron this he laughed and said "Yea, [ feel like I've ju<l. wrnLt.en a huge .
shop stor)"" And that is true,
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This, should: instruct us and-hint to us as Lo our on-going:attitude and sur
continuing activity with labor. In fact, 1 like this article so well that I would like’
eventually to translate’it,-buat T get back Lo that in a minute.. What we. have to
realize, continually,.is-this: the "common’ condition,” -the: voluntanstxc 'same
" struggle”- attitude which intellectuals are so quick to. pounce into-cannol be
..;,allowed | to reduce worker's st.ruggles to how workers "hate their- jObS {you-.
. know,’iL's noisy, the food is-bad, the foreman is & creep, there's toxic gas'in, the ..
T aldry etc) berause workers do not express their alienaticn just in those Ltertns,
but arrive with a notion of what their true relation to.labor could be, what life:
itself might or “should” be. As a shop story, this articlé on the ngh Tech Fetish |
-mddresses workers on the very hlghest level.. When we talk about the movement
~from practlce and the moverment from theory we  are remembermg that’
- werker's revolt, ‘and in this .case even a "high-tech worker” brings them'”
'together as a moment of cogmtlon. praxis, and the very fact of our bringing up
: these questmns theoretically m this way is an lmportant moment m our
'_pracuce. phllcsophy as action.

: 1 believe that it is lmportant in many other area.s.. Certamly it should
. contribute a - great deal to the Warnen's . Liberation ‘movement dlscusmon.

: ""e.,pecmlly as a response "to biological determinism, which is as much a form of |
* mystified formal logic.as Paviovian psychology. By the way, I.still do not see to
this day very much, differince between Simone.de Beauvoir and the Pavlowans.
And it also has a lot to do with the Youth. questlon znd the entire concept of
education in this sociely, as ] have already mentioned. ] also hope that. those
who consnder themse'ves to be. "artists" will examinethese questions very
'closely nnd fearles=sly, as 1 he.ve found them to be by far the most’ problematic '

_group; ‘of all lf ihere ever was a separate and parallel world to the actual world

~of expeTienc = of most and with never the twain meeting, it is in the sanctified

world of "Lhe Arts”, not so "opposite” from the sciences with their formal logic,
-as it might seem. .Aesthetics and. the crisis therﬂm is onne of the deepest signs of
t.he emptme:s of this eivilization, but that i is’ annther subject for another time.

.I' believe that with this new stage in our discussion of .a new stage in
i productlon. we can continue to approach the question of Iabor on the very
" highest level® {as in. Rorkesrs Eutlle Aufomation, the. first. News.é& Letters:
:'pubhcauon which ] ever read!); That:is why this carries with. it the highest
internationalism. While. workers' in' different  countries xmght. sSee common
! elements :in the. negative side of capitalist exploijtation in ‘each respective -
country, this is’ not "enough . in - itself to inspire.or - achieve international.-
. solidarity. 1t would really:be the uvltimate insult to workers’ intelligence: And -
“we can't just talk "worker stufl” with workers, "Youth stuff” with Youth, even if it
is that dimension which’ brought the individual'into the movement originally, ns
though each were Lo remain fragmented in the way that they are by this society
It is when we reach the highest level of the notion of freedom which workers, -
Women; Youth, and oppressed groups in every country arrive with in their
revolt, this active notion, whether it be the masses in motion in’ Solidarity. or
- the'labor. resistance. which is everywhere in the United States, or.ihe Third
“World masses, or this challenge to cdpttahst thought from within the high-tech -
menster itsetf, that we open up a new stage of internationalism. Now, back to .
the question of translation! -1 would like to eventually Lranslate this article into
French as part of an _opening "salvo” in the battle of ideas in Canada (when we
re-open that battle, and we ghalll). | believe that it be of particular importance,
together with Lhe new pamphlets, in linking the struggles of workers, Youth,
Women, and Native peoples in Québec, which has for so long been in the grip of
. “L'informatique” -- cybernetics(!} {see various past issues of N&L), and in that

form. even eariiar than most of the United States. ‘Because of thal reality, this




d15cu=asmn of hlgh-tech rmght be the lcey lo re-opemng the batt.lc of 1deas !.here.
‘bechuse it corresponds to'both the. need -and the thirst for ideas there. Alsol’
" believe that the most-likely (though certainly not the’ only} path to. Engltsh":'
L:mada will be, threagh Quéabec.” I'would like to see the. revolu..mnary movement
thﬂre be mere part of the. international’ movement. Today, we are lw:ng under
- the grip-of world: cap:tahsm in this‘age’” “of super-tech super-destitution; shd"”
,nuclear threat, snd we need this deﬂper mternstlonahsm whethér our, struggle'
“Abroad-at- home' At hoine:abroad’’is-here in_the’ Uruted States n Europe,or
~'South Afnca. the Thu-d.' World i East.ern Eurcpe ; and etcetera —-ail.‘ ather
eountrlesl B g

‘Enough,smd for nowl Thera 5 lots more dn.,c-ussmn to come. I‘m‘ a\ndly: e

‘reading all the imany ‘contributions to the bul!etms. dnd l'm lookmg forward to_
the Conventmn wn.h great excltement' L : :




Aﬁgus't 27, 1984-

. Dear Ron, . .- S R LT .
X - Here are some thoughts on. Marx's mathematical manuscripks and your - -
- “The ‘Fetish' of High: Tech, Marx's *MHathamatical - Manuscripts; and Marxist-

. Hemanism's Great Divide.": Let-me begin' with ‘some_numbers: Aecarding to

- Yanovskaya, the editor of the 1988 Russian ediiion of the Mecnuseripts, and to

.. KoI'man, whose review of the Russian book is translated in the English edition
(see p. 225), the Russians have ‘photocopies of 1,000 "closely written'” sheets of
Marx's manuscripts, annotated excerpts, outlines, stc. on math, written from =
about 1848 to about 1882 (the originals are’in-Amsterdam). It's difficult.to -
guess whether these sheets with mathematical formulas would work out to more
or less than the'usual ratio of 2.2 printed pages per sheet, but if it 'were the
same, they should amount te about 2,200 pages. Notwitbhstanding the Qeceptive
statement on the book's back cover (Marx’s "MHathematical Manuscripts atve

" published here in English for the first time, Reproduced from 1,00¢ handwritten:

. sheets, they are.."), this book contains énly 140.pages of translations from

“Marx's work, by this estimate only about 8% of those 1.000 sheets. (The Russian -

. edition included what might be about twice as much, but the transiators neglect’. .
-to explain why they chose to include only the criginal essays; not the annotated
excerpts, outlines, ete, Also not included in the translation is the catalog giving .

. @ "detailed description of these difficulties [in dating the manuscripts]....the

-archival number. of manuscript, its assigned iitle, and the characteristics of
either its sourges or its content.” See p. XXIX.) A task yct to be done is to track
down all Marx's related correspondence, RS S L

: Nearly hall Lhe book (114 pages) is flled with the pontifications of the
Russian academicians Yanovskaya and Kol'man. Kol'man explains the practical

' purpose to whose ends such state-capitalist. ideologists wish to pervert the
Manuseripts:- -+ .. SR L e T

_"Despite -the misconception, current for a long time among .the -

: majority of Marxists working in the field of economic statistics, that
Marx's statements on stochastic processes ‘apply only to capitalist

. oconornics, © a . misconception .. based ' on. the non-dialectical . .

' representationof the accidental and the necessary as two -mutuaily -
exclusive antitheses, these statements of Marx--to be sure, in a new .
interpretation--have enormous significance for a planned socialist .
(sic) economy, in which, since it is a commodity cconomy, the law of
large numbers never ceases to operate.” (Pp. 222-223) o .

{In this letter, all emphasis added in quotes from persons other than Karl:
‘Marx are added by me.) At the same Lime, he, as representative’ of a state- -
capitalist Tuling class that calls itself "Communist,” wishes to oppose revolution
by attacking the Hegelian dialectic: - _ - S . Sl

"Thus Marx, like a genuine dialectician, rejected. both the.purealy
analytic reduction of the new to the old characteristic of the
methodolegy of the mechanistic materialism of the 18th Century, and

. the purcly synthelic introduction of the new from oulside =so

- ‘charactoristic of Hegel” (P. 228} T ERE .

He claims that "In the Fhilosophic Naoteboeks V.1 Lenin criticized the statements
ol Heget on the'calc_ulus of infinitesimally small quantities” {p. 223), then.
adduces a quote that instead praises Hegel's "most detailed consideration of
the  differential and integral calculus, with quotations--Newton, Lagrange,
Carnot, Euler, Leibnitz, etc., ete.” An-independent axamination of what Lenin -
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) ,:actually wrote 61; that chapter of Heg"el"s Seience of Logic sbov}s the correctneés- :

_of what Raya said in. Dialectics of Liberation: "Lenin, who did know a great deal

_"on Hegel's Sciance nf Zomic™)-.
. = N - g '

- " about calewlus, makes very short shrift of this whole section precisely because
-~ he agrees with Hegel in his Analysis on Conclusions.” {F. 8 of the "Rough Notes -

_That Kol'man's attack is really on the method of Marx is seen on p. 23z:

- "Marxi.proceedsd along a path which we today call algorithmic, in
~the sense that it'consists of a senrch for an exact instruction for the -
‘solution, by maans ‘of a finite number. of steps, of a certain class of.

problems. -He was on a path which has been the fundamental -path of

‘the development, of mathematics. Thanks to the dialectical materialist -

~.method which in his hands was a powerful, eflective tool of rescerch...” -
: This soutids 'very much like structuralism,or, even more, the school of
formalism in the philosophy. of mathematics which you eriticize so ineisively
{ven Neumann's school). It is the opposite of what you show Marx's method to . -
be--the self-development of the Idea through negation of the negation. It is, in
- Tact, the methed by which machine capabilities are constantly extended without
altering their position of domination over the human being. T

- .- The fact that the attack on: Marx's method predominates. over “any-
ostensible. purpose..on the state-capitalists’ part is proved by the many
mathematical mistakes, misstatements, and questionable interpretations in
their notes, T . o o T ST St
’ Yonovskaya's preface says that "Differential calculus is characterized
.by...such notions as..*infinitely small” of difierent orders,” (p. XVII} which notion
-was discarded by calculus in the 19th Century, and which Marx's Methemnnotical
Manwuseripts show were already in the process of being discarded in the 18th’
Century:(cf. pp. 75-101). Pp. XX-XXI contain a most peculiar paragraph, nearly
_all of it wrong: . T S IS e
.. -+ The fact is, Marx strenuously objected to the representation of any
- change in the valueé of the variable as the increase {or decrease) of
previously prepared values of the increment (its absolute value). [She’
means to say,-the increment is not a known guantity.]- It seerns a
sufBcient idealization of the real change of the value of some guantity
- or other, to make the assertion that we can precisely ascertain all the
‘values which this 'quantity receives in the course of the change. [It is -
not a question of ’ascertaining’ the vahies the quantity . ‘receives.’]
Since In actuslity all such values can be found only approximately [the
only’ time. it- makes sense in:calculus to speak’ of ‘finding values"
approximately” is in computer programs estimating derivativés or
integrals], ‘those assumptions on which the differential caleulus is .

-, based must be such that one does not need information about the .
entirety of values of any such variable for the complete expression.of
the derivative furiction '(z) from the given f{z}, but that it is sufficient

to bave the expression f{z). [This is the opposite of the truth;

" Bverything In. calculus “depends on neighborhoods, not on isolated

- points.] For this it is only required Lo know that the value of the

. varieble z changes actually in sueh a way that in a selected (no matter
"how smiall) neighborhood of each value of the variable = (within the
given range of its value) there exists a value-z,;, different {rom =, but
-mo’ more then that. - [{Her emphasis.} Perhaps it is the translators’
fault, but this sentence makes no sense at all, The description has
nothing to do with continvity or differentiabiiity.] ‘z; therefore -
remains just exectly as indefinite as zis,’ {p, 88) . :
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-What Marx is ‘saying in the last quote ig'that =, is a variable, just as zis. z,is

“'not "a vahie” but "the increased =z itself; its growth is not separated from it; =,
iz the completely indeterminate form of its growth™ (p. B6). ‘Here it appears
that both’ Yanovskaya and the trapslators understood neitber Marx nor the
elementary concepts of calculus.. = 7 T e e e

.. ¥nere Marx speaks of the dilférent historicel import of the two ways of
" expressing differences (pp. 85-58), Yanovskaya turns it into-a denunciation of

~ what:Marx:shows to be the second historical formy; which developed:out of the.
L first (where ‘Marx speaks historically, she wishes, to.turn it into-a moral
_‘judgment and still gets it backwards): - - B P T
“ .+, " Marx emphasized...that to represent this =, as the fixed expression
z + Az carries with it a distorted assumption about the representation
:-'of movement (and of all sorts of change in general}. Distorted because
‘in_this case here, 'Altbough’ Az in z + Ax is just as indefinite, so far as
its magnitide goes, as the the indefinite variable = itsell, 4 is defined
s & distinet guantity, separate from z...' {p. 87) [1 bave used the:
-translation on p; 87 which is clearer than the inexplicably different
translation of the same quote on p. XXL] - 0 o0 Loon

- {Contrast what Yanovskaya says with the next paragraph after her quote from
Marx on p. 87: "z + Az not only expresses in an indefinite way the fact that z has
“increased as a variable; rather, it expresses by bow much it has grown, hamely,
by Ax.") Far from having anything to do with "distorted assumptions” {which he
doesn't mention), what Marx“is. interested 'in is that Min oy =reAo 1) The
-difference is expressed positively as an increment of z,”" end "The development
of the increase of & is therefore in fact a simple application of the binomial -

_theorem” (p. 86). ‘ : , :

_ -Yanovskaya was so far from seeihg ‘any relevance for today of Marx's
method " that. she convinced herseif that "the heart of the. matter .is.the .-
-operational .role’ of symbols in the calculus” {p. XVIi). The true heart of the -

© ... matter is articulated in your article in the paragraph on pp. 9-10.[p. & in this
Toc Cadifan) : SRR L - '

Mathematical knowledge must not have been the reason it was Yanovskaya

who edited this book: she acts as if all functions are one-to-one {"In general, if
_and -z may be considered to be interchangeable functions of one and the same
- independent variable,  then assigning -a value to either one of u and =z
determines tha x value of the independent variable..." p. 199 n. 21); she seems

-~ unaware of the distinction belween the limit of a serics and the limit of 2
function of real numbers (see pp. 147-48); on p. XIX she mentions a theorem
*which permits the derivative of a.product to be expressed as the sum of the

- derivatives of itz factors'--perhaps this inaccuracy is due to the translators,
but in any case it'is talse (Marx states the theorem correctly many times, e.g..
see p. 15); she refers to "the equality of 1:: and an_; as z goes to 0" {p. 148}

bul means that the limits of the two quantities are equal. Similar imprecise and

“incorrect statements are scattered throughout the editor’s preface, notes, and

appendices. ' S : : :

. Marx - makes some incorrcet assumplions. e.g.. that ell functions are
- diflerentiable {c.g.. pp.4-7). On p. 22 he treats dz as a denominator to from A}

to B}, where in faci E;..‘.;L is not'a ratio but a symbelic expression for a particular
{imit of ratios. On p. 31, to get from 3) and 4) to 5). he assumes that

_ —%ﬁ-?—‘:ﬁ——_ %there be claims to be proving it. And contrary to what Marx says

on p. 48, in the "usual aigebra %— can” not "appear as the form for expressions
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‘which have a real vaiue, " and can not "be a symbol for any quantxty._ In his
‘exampl¢, z-a can only be canceléd under the assumptmn that' z-a is not’ 0.
" Yanovsksya's explanation® that it ‘is. “continuity by predefinition” is- not
‘supported by anything Marx wrote, We must keep in mind, however, that all-
these mistakes were also made by great mathematicians: whose worlcs \[urx had
st.uuleu anu nave no bearmg on his critique of metnou.

And whue Marx at t:mes speaks ‘of --E- as _"a. ratm nf mﬁmtcly smdll

d1ﬂerences" (p 29) he has msxghts mto vrhat it realiy 15- % "appears only as the

expresszon of &’ process wlnch has esl.abhshed its real content on the nght-hand
: snde of the ‘equation (the derived functmn)" (p 8); and exprassmns like —&“ar

rn_w, sterious only 50 long as-one treats them as the startmg pcunt of the exercx ‘e,
m)stead of as merely ‘the expresston of successwely derwed functlons of .z’ (p.
8). : :
+His i::éight into the concept of limit‘is shown in his appéndix "On‘ the
Ambiguity of the Terms 'Limit’ and "Limit Value,"’ See p. 124: "the value as well -
of the entire right-hand side 3224+3xh'+R2 more and more closely approaches
the value 3z2, we must then set down, however, 'yet without being able to-
eoincide with it."’ Therefore, to be mathemahcally correct, it is not simply a’
" matter of setting h, or Az and Ay, to 0! It'is the well-defined concept of lLmit
which took ‘mathematicians . so long to dxscmrer ‘and  without . which their
‘explandtions of how the derivative is arrived et are mathemﬂtlcally mcorrect.
“That's why, though'dt one time they did go through the process you use at the
top of p.. 9 [p. 5] of your bulletin, in our day no ons does. By the way, as.you
. prepare your. piece for “outside” punhcat:on. there are some statements I would
" like to see ycu -make more precise: thiz one and your description of Gadel’s
Theorem on'p. 10 [p. #].  G3del proved that any formal logic system containing a
“mpdel -tbat satisfies the axioms of ‘elementary number theory either contains
“internal contradlctmns or_contains undecidable: propositions, and that it can't’
" be proven ‘to, be free of contradictions.’ The way you described’ the theorem on -
p.- 10 is,;-of course, correct, though I've never heard it 'described in this credtive
-way.". Alsg, are you sure that Newton's rnethod is still taught today (p. g)?" 1've
‘mever heard of this being done.

B Marx has penetratnd deeply into t.he SElf-d(.velopment of the Idea by
_showing the meanmg of the changing methods the mathematicians use:

“ "The sym‘bohc differential coefficient becomes the autonorious’
"starting  point whose' real . equivalent iz first: to be found.. The
- Differential calculus also appears as a specific type of caleulation
C“which ~already’ operates independently on its.own ground... The
- algebraic method therefore inverts itself into its exact opposite, the '
‘differential ~method... ' Originally: having arisen as 'the symbolic’
“expression of the 'derivative’ and thus already tinished, the symbolic
differential - coeffeient now plays - the role of the symbol of- the
- operation of difflerentiation which is yet to be completcd ' (pp. 20-22)
) “No ‘mathematician has taken account of this . inversion, this
reversal of roles... --The 'symbolic' differential -‘coefficients - thus
T themselves becorne already the. objecl or content of the differential
uperatxon. instead of as before featuring as its purely symbolic result
....they thus become operahonal symbols... The process of the original
- algebraic derivationis again turned into its.opposite.” (pp. 50. 55, 56)

" This is not only a logical development but a historical one: the point of
departurz Newton's method obtained "Lhrough covertly or avertly metaphysical
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. assumpt:ons. whlch themselves ' lead .once. more to metaphysical, .
unmathematical conseguences, .and so it -is at that point. that the viclent
: .-uppresslon is' made certain, the derivation is made to start its way. a.nd indeed-
:quantities made to proceed from themselves.” (p. 84) Then: - - _ . :

- "Yhy the mystﬂnous suppressmn of the terms standmg in the. way '
[m Newton's. method]" .. this is found purely by experiment...
" Therecfore: mar.namat;cmns really believed in the mysterious character
of the newly-dxscovered means of. calculation which led to the correct:
-‘({and, ‘particalarly in the geometric application, surprising) result by’
»means of a- posmvely false mathematical procedure.. In this manner
~.they became themselves: mjshﬁed rated .the new discovery all the-
mors highly, enraged all the more greatly the crowd of old orthodox
" mathematicians, and -el Yicited ‘the shrieks of hostility which echoed
even in the world of non-specialists and whmh were necessar_y for the
blazing of this new path.” {(pp. 92, 94)

‘Marx shows that the real methed of development of mathematmal 1deas 1s :
transl‘ormal‘.lon into opposite, nega.tmn of the negation, in a word, the dialecti
-- coutrast ‘these (like Koi'man, see above) who insist that their method. is
"algonthrmc." or is the method of formal logic, something Lhat can be copied by
& computer (some ‘computer scientists' pet project at one time was a program
‘that could prove new theorems --needies to say no such _program has ever'been
developed that can provide sxgmﬂcant results). This is the kind . of ilusion .
behind “artificial intelligence”; the truth is that, because formal logic is the.
science of mathematical triviality, computers can mimie only the trivial aspects

“'of human thought and creativity. ‘(You discuss this on pp. 2-3 [p. 2] and again
.on pp. 910 [p. 6~ 7]} The truth is that, as'much as some mathematicians and
phxlo.aupbers of mathematics. may pretend their method is that of formal logie,
- the only way. imathematicians can be more than an ant that carries one more
‘grain-down a well trodden path, the only way mathematicians can be part of
new historical development, is, like it or not, through the dialectic. How much
- deeper a creativity could they find, ‘then, if they should shed the pretension -
that math is an abstraction separate from real life and take to heart Marx's
analysis of science in "Private Property and Communism’ " (all mathematicians
" know that it's much casier to find teachers, students, positions, and funding in
fields that have the most dlrecf "apphcabxhty. i_e.. can be used for Automatlon'
or the military}. :

By the way.. when you mentmn the Russell-Whitehead "theory of types" (p )
10), your creative description of. it can-be e\:tended to the other systems of .
mathemalical foundations. - W.V. ' Quine's ~'system - allow "non-stratified”
expression, but only guarantees existence to sets which can be desecribed in a-

. "stratirled" way, i.e., without direct or indirect seif-reference.

The most common system. that of Zermelo and Frinkel, and the related

. onesg of von Neumann and Bernays, allow finite sets and {pessibly) infinite sets

‘that aren't “too big,"” ie.; it allows the finite and puts limits con the infinite --
anything lesser than something extant aiso exists, but some concepts are loo.
infinite to be allowed to exist in these systems. What all have in common is a
denial of existence tc an infinite number of infinite concepts.

As for prograrnmmg. your description is so profound and so carrect the

_ first thing 1 sald to myself was, "Yes! Yes!" For now I can only add, first, that the -

- company I used to work for was developing a system called SystemGen, wherein.
the user fAlls in blanks and checks boxes on some screens, and, voild, the
computer writes the. programs. Many other companies are working on similar
things, including one that bought the capital {i.e., the programs and
prcgrammers) of that now-defunct company. Clearly, the prospect is continued




redt‘sé'tir.oﬁ."' deskilﬁng..aﬁd_speédup of .p't‘og_rarr;r.n';ng_jobs'..- And, secondly, when .
on p. 5 [p. 9] you speak of the personification of programs, you might note the’
usting custom of referring to beth the CPl'and programs
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---‘_Dear Franklm' k
Yuur letter to Run of August d?* on Me.rxs Mathemuhcal Maﬂuscnpts

."].ntroduccs somethmg new ‘in the already nevw fleld of a Marxwt-Humamst i

~ analysis of “High-tech, which Ron' bad opened.” I consider’ it'a mdst-profound’ ~

cantrlbutlon. because in that newness -- taking lssue with the Stulinist editors :
~of the work, which had been disregarded by Ron ---you manifest yourselt as very... -
perceptive on our history from- state-capltall m. Lo Marxist-Humanism -as .

- directly related to and neaded for the battle agdinst:Stalinism, not just:“in
. general" nor the way we have correctly heretofore proveu our point by’ pomtmg
" to , the . labor/capital relationship, but - even  in 'such | rarified . flelds ‘as
mathematics. Thus, the second paragraph on. page oné. ot once declares:
:"KoI'man explains the practical purpose to whose ends such state- -capitalist
‘ideologists wish to pervert the Manuscnpts - whu:h pomt you prove by quotmg
directly from Kol'man's analysis:. - .

"Despite: the nusconcephon. current for 8. !nng ume among Lhe
- majority of Marxists working in the field of economic statistics, that
“Marx's statements on stochastic processes apply only to® capxtahst
economics, . & misconception.. based  on  the non-dmlect:cal
representation cf the accidental and the necessary as two muteally’
exclusive antitheses, these statcments of Marx -- to be sure, in a new -
interpretation -- have enormous significance for a planned socialist
(sic) economy, in which, since it iz a commodity economy. the law of
large numbers never ceases to operate.” (pp.222- 223)
© " Your "cornment” {with "sic’" when Kol'man says “socialist” and underlmmg
- of "it'is a commodity economy”} points exactly to where 1 want to begin, both as
" history and as philosophy related to the specific fleld of mathematies, though I

:.;know.nothing at all about caleulus. As history, of course, the study I'made of

the Russian economy as state-capitalist revolived around the capitalist attitude
to labor,; the retention without admission &t that time that the law of value

.- operated in whet claimed Lo be a socialist society. The proof was:that-they .’

-~ -didn's even change the capitalistic word "commodity"” as the product of labor. )
~ But that latter peint about the word “commedity” didn'lL become the key word"
directly from Capifel until suddenly out of the blue Russian study of political
cconomy demanded that the first chapter in ‘Capitol on Commodity should be

. alirninated:in 1943. Even then, it took the Russians a full further decade before, .~

instead of limiting it to.an article, they issued a whole book on political
econorny where, without explaining that it ever had been taugnt differently, it
_was stated as if that were Marx. It is that which Kel'man is now. repeating as
“the misconception,” that is to say, Marx's own way of articulating his dlscovcry
‘of the laws of capltahsm. Thai you, ag a ¥young Marxist-Hurnanist, could.so.
prec:sel}' emphasize the key word in an abstract -- or what they hoped would
remain abstract -- essay on differentizl caleulus, points to the perceptwenﬂss
you show now that we have a triology of revolutien.

Now then, | wish to roil the clock back further than. 1941 to 1931 to be
precise, whzn Bukharin attended the Second International Congress of the
Histery cf Scicnee and Technoicgy.in London. 1 have now learned, for the first

" time, that this Kei'man and Yanovskava {Lthc cditers of the Manuserints) who
evidently worked on them since 1933 were present at that Conl‘erence with

* butldidn't get a copy of it until e week ago.
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Bukharin.” In ‘a word, ‘as ‘early. as 1931 they began looking ~at- the Marx
manuseripts they had-had since the early 19203, two years after the five-year - :
Plan was first iniroduced, and’when the whole world was_ in throes of ‘the . .
Bepression;“and: Plaw. {willi ‘& capital’ F)-was ‘introduced as the answer to
-, capitalist ‘ehaos,” and’ philosophy was totally disregarded . though' Lenin's
- Philosophic: Notebooks were frat becoming available in Russian only.. By "totally
“disregarded” I'do not mean that they didn’t know what Lenin had to say:on the -
‘dialectie. ' 1'mean they totally disregarded what he had'te say; not  only that, . . .0~
. they “fought it as mechanical materialists, ‘as the real scholdrs (Bukharin, =
- Deborin). rather “than' that “great -revolutionary Lenin. they.had to obey. -

. “politically.” In a word, Lenia was not considered the theoretician of economics;
. Bukharin wes. Lenin was not considered a theoretician of philesophy; Deborin

- was.. No one dared oppose Lenin since all recognized him as the only une who'

" had.led a successiul proletarian revolution. But it was strictly as a political
theorist ‘and actual revolutionary ‘leader, In 'a certain sense; even Llenin
censidered Bukharin ag the greatest “theoretician” and it is for reason that he -

_#Was so very shocked that he had.to conclude in his will that Bukharin could not

"be considered a full Marxist because he never understood the dialectic.
It is so hard to. grasp that fact. and Lenin didn't make it easier by not
- having published his Fhilosophic Notabooks. Lel me point to something else: it's
very. very. impertant to grasp that single moment of what 1 have called.the
- "Great Divide.” Indeed, it is crucial. That "single moment” is the following:
- 1) A few months before Lenin grasped the full significance of the Hegelian
‘dialectic of Science of Logic, he had. appended his name to an Introduction
which was printed in Bukharin’s book, World Fionomy end fmpericlism, which .
callec_l it a great Marxist work on'Imperia_lism._:-"['bat. was 1914, g o
. "E) When the betrayal oceurred in Avgust and Bukharin -- who Was against
the betrayal and with Lenin -- wanted to blame the whole imperialist war on the .
stale-form =s piratical, Lenin called Bukharin's theory "imperialist cconomics,"
holding - that ‘the ‘imperialist war "suppressed ‘the reasoning" of .even-great
revolutionaries. e I Ce R R R
. .'3) He then decided to embark on his own study 'of economics (1915-186),
- This was after he trisd to recall his essay for the Granal Encyclopedia on Marx,-
in order. to add some other things on the _dialectic. - {Read the" section*in’
Marzism gnd Freedom on those six weeks.) But, again, it was that the public
debate was conducted on - politics and not.on dialectics. {Incidentally, “his
" Notebnoks an Fmperialism, which are 768 puges against'the small brochure we
‘know as Jmperialism, also list as among the books Lenin ' was reading Hegel's
- Phenomanology of Mind. But1 have never discovered his ecommentary cnit ) o
. '4) Then came the Revolution in 1217, and all revoluticnaries were in it. But
that hardly ended stiil newer disputes that followed the victary. The one that
‘showed dialectics never left Lenin's mind was the famous Trade-Union Debate of
©1920-21 against Trotsky and Bukharin. Lenin won. but again it was on the
-“palitical question ‘and nobody singled out what he had to say on dialectics:

_5) It was only with Bukharin's new baok, Economics of the Transition
.- Period, 1821, . that -Lonin: nol only wrotc- his very dialectical nuotes ‘right into
Bukharin's bock but evidently began rethinking the question of theory and
scholarship insofar as Bukharin was coneerned. And when they were published
after’ his death, they were used purcely [actionally by Stalin, only to have
Bukharin capitulate Lo him, In fact, he became Stalin’s theoretician; that is to
say, he, Bukharin, was really the one whao was Lhe theoretician of "Socialism in

- One Country,” ' By Lhat time Trotsky was against him, bul certainly not on
dialectics, Pcor Bukharin. o hated the very guts of Stalin, was the total
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opposite as personality and "softness”, and truly an abstract theoretician, but,
bub, buabes - =i ok
-+~ B) OK, it is 1831; - I'm very interested in that 1931 payer, but I cannot get it
anywhere. - Also, though I've been very dissatisfied with Bukharin's Historical
-Matariglism.  that ‘became . the principle. work ‘on ‘so-called’ dialectical
materialism, which came out in"the mid-i920s, 1 did not dare attack it openly, . :
- because I myself didn't know encugh about dialectics so that Icouldn’t back-up
& contrary .view.to the great theoretician, Bukharin, 1t'would be in the'1940s,
-whern'l had completei my “economic” study of the’ Russian economy and my -
‘'study of dialectics that I once again tried to get that 1931 lectire, The reason ]
was so interested in it was that it was on technology, and I'knew that I'could-
. 'then prove my point on dialectics as well.” Still, it was not available ‘anywhere in -
" the U.S. It would be the 1950s when Harry McShane joined the Tendency and his -
_ friend, ar: MP could get it xeroxed for me from the British Museum, before 1 had .
- .a’eopy i’ my hands. ‘Since then I have been carrying it arcund like a prized
possession; without however knowing either that all those mathematicians were .- T

_present with him or that there was any connection.
..*.. Now, dear Franklin, here is what is crucial and is a determinant between
.the practicality of philosophy and mathemnatics. First,’ there wag. the great
. Depression and all intellectuals were running around as-if their heads were cut
.ofl - end . the . bourgeois intellectuals began with Keynes' thecories on
- unemployment, eflective demand, and all that we now know as Welfare State,
teaching the bourgeolsie to accept certain responsibilities for the mess they
‘were In if ‘they they wished to save their skins: from a revolution. At
- approximately the same time, came "socialismn’s” answer -- the Plan. And that”
certainly inciuded the Trotskyists in the most intense "firstism" ever, wanting
- the :eredit for LT being the first one to’ propose planning the economy. To .
. cemplicate matters - further, fascism -emerpged to propose State Plan. and
"anything for the state being the authoritarian ‘decision.. Isn't it fantastic that in
- the next decade, when 1 was studying the Russian. economy, I rediscovered all
‘that dialectic.in Capital, which I had been teaching for years without stressing
" dialectics? And finding that it was Marx who first' underlined and capitalized
“that little word, Plan, only he used it to prove his'point about the fact ikat jn -
the factory, as against the chaotic market, what ruled was “the despotic Plan of
capital.” That is when I'discovered the French edition of Cepital and all those
- ‘additions ko the fetishism of commeodities and the fact that even if all capital
was in the hands of a single capitalist, etc.. ete. there would be no change in the .
actual capital/labor relations unless "freely associated” labor" planned the
" direection of the economy, controlled it, did not separate it from the whole of
_their self-development. = - . S U e

. The 1931 paper of Bukharin is so abstract, has so many correct” ways of -

* using "’ the “woras-"dialcctical materialism”, "historical materiaiism” thal it is
very nearly impossible to see what really dominates it, which is the quantitative,

- mechanical, vulgar materialism, which would seek to resolve crises, not by
uprooting capital/labor relations, but having the State, supposedly workers, do
the .determination. In between those sessions, the  Kol'mans and .the
‘Yanovskayas - must have been running arcund and finding out what the
capitalists were doing with their technology. The Mothematical Hanuscripls we
now have of-Marx are introduced by referring to the Russian mathematicians!
talks during the 1931 period, saying they were reproduced in 18971. I have
asked Kevin to find, when he is in N.Y., the following book: Science af. the
“Orossronds papers presented to the International Congress of the History of
Seience and Technology held in London from June 29 to July 3, 1931, by the
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;" Delegation of the USSR.: Bush House, Aldwych, Londsn WCZ2, 1831, Republished.

7in 1971, Will everyone. plesse hunt' for-whatever we can find out about this

. Congress. :Insofar &s'Bukhafin is concerned as an ald to you in mathesnatics, =
- here:are the errors he is making; which I'm absolutely sure was the philosophic
" ‘ground from which the mathematicians were'working: . .o ol

217 = 1) The redoction of the concept of hislory from what Marx concaives it to

" be-as history!made by men and women, -as history notl. only of past,-but the -

“ histoty of each day, to history as a bunch of dates. To be even more specific, as !

" bistery was suddenly used by Stalinin 1943 as "proving” that Chapter 1 of -

Copital needed to be thrown out in order to see that history today in'the USSR -

/shows  that . the law of value operates and “therefore" it is not' strictly . -

capitalistic, 7 ) _ PR B R S
.- -2)Econcmic laws operate irrespective of will, (supposedly their good willto
be for the workers), so that there is no way of éscaping crises altogether.” o
_ . 8)The point is that since they, as Communists, are "dynamic" and o not, as
" capitalists do, consider categories as immuobile, their plan will solve italh. .. .
4)Contradiction,  though mentioned, . is really reduced  to * Kantian
- antinomies; that is to say, there are a few antinomies and they can be specified
-- and Russia is not subjected to it, because, instead of formal logic, they use "a
higher forz of logie." Bukharin is constantly using expressions such as: "higher -

sty

form!; "more complex™; “scientific”; proving that there are no "supernatural,”

"miraculous,” “abstractions”, because science is “rational” "Theory" becomes a
- reflection of reality which at best “influences” practice, but it's clear that this
_practice they are talking about from which thecry comes  is because - the
" practice is of the thecry.the State has established, its "system of rules.” it is

funny, as technclogy becomes. so "rational”, the ;practice of ‘theory, the
-dominant which can teach them all so much -- and you, instead, keep thinking

of Marx's definition of technology, whose history, says Marx, will reveal thal it .
"took the resistance of:the workers, their constant opposition, which led the

_capitalist to always discover something new technologically with which to beat

down the workers' opposition by transforming every movement of the workers' .. - . o

"~ hands 'u:l_to a hew "tool.” . N

*.. I'm entlosing a copy of the 1931 paper by Bukharin. See whether you, who.
‘know the latest of computer science, can work out how to reject totally-
Bukbarin’s quantitative ground in & more concrele way. T
- In conclusion, 1 wish to call attention to your first paragraph which shows -
that, in fact, the .140 pages of Marx's Menuscripis we now  have are an :
_infinitesimal part of the 2000 pages he evidently left behind. Obviously. they *
- disregarded entirely any of hiz.summarics of cther poople’s WOk “="Supposediy
" on. the ‘ground that those mathematicians no longer count anyway. That is
exactly the idiotic methodology they have been using all the.time, whether it
was to reject so much of what Marx wrote in the last decade, as if it was the'hiew -
moments that predominated which they have yet to work out, but as if what
predominated was the illness they.called a "slow death.” And when it comes to
.. Lenin’s time, to this day, they are acting as if the 253 pages of his Philosophic
. Noteboaks werc. merely. scribbles and only: the four.and.half-poges:"Ontthar
"Question of Dialecties” could be stretched to be considered an essay. Had I not'
published those Notebooks in 1957 {and tried to. ever since 1947, have either -
the Trolskyists or the Columbia U, or any publisher) would we have them to this
day in English? :

C Yours,
Raya




PSDo a'l-s.:_c‘: please ;l.-e_ad”at‘r léas_t -Grﬁmsc;'s : Critibél,Noﬁés'crxf an '_Attémpt.’_ at:
..+ Fopular ‘Sociology", which iz Gramsei's critique of Bukharin, pp. 419 - 472 of his :
.. Prizon Naotabogks {1976 edition: by Ihternational Publishers). - Better yet, read: '

Ea
.

the whole part on:the "Study of Philosophy”, pp. 323 'to the end. : -
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-“Monday, Oct. 28/

Eaclosed ‘are some, matemals that 1 fcund in: the hbrary on t.he 1931
Congress. Most interesting 1 thinle will be Thomoas Greem.ood" report of July 11, -
1831on; the Congress from Natura, p..77. He gives a summary with some of the’

Q‘mhs of conflict between the delegates. . The Rustian delegation is discussed. m'
B paragraph on p. 78, (mnrkcd in red.).It's mterestmg haow much-the debate”
centerzad on ‘the’ relatxon of science to life in the'third section ‘of the Congress in-
“which A, Joﬁe from’ the Russian delegatmn took part \orgamcxst vs. menhamsts)

RS alsc included the text of the inaugural address referred to'in the Jondon.
Tines: “article ] sent.- I was especiplly struck by his. referring: to proce..s of
deévelopment and his definition: of the word scientific” ‘as knowledge making, -
".. and’ "no.body of doctrine which is not being. progressively made can for long
retam secientific’ atlributes.” His concept is svolutionary but it ‘rerminded me of
- our: view of "re-greation” ancw on the basis of new forces and: passions. Also
_1ntere.1tmg was his linking of science and lne in the wey he saw the ongm of sel-’
Cencein, mnl.hematlcs and medicine.

'I wonder. to re.turn to Greenwoods summary. about the relahmnstup oE :
"-,"masses to gemus This is one of our foci in the’ Marxist-Humanist Ppr.,pec-'
Eives. | For Zawadovsky the "process" of "development' is on the basis of "zcon-
- forroing to certam Ia.ws“ and the "Pconom.lc requu'ements of pruduchon" (labor
" discipline) - - -
- Prof, Colman, or Kol. man, demoustrates -nechamcal matenahsms reduc-‘ - :
-tion. of consciousness to the material base in.referring:to Darwin and Marx.. It . oo
stems the debate was mﬂwxdual scientists’ “genius” vs. material condttlons (und
there isa statement on "the mtegratwa work of the masses”} vt

- =1 will see- if I can- find anythmg ‘more. on the congress by . lookmg t‘m
_ A-r'*nemn in t.he library. The article by Bukbarin’ spends a lot ol’ tlme to say hhat
“prachce" is produc.tmn and method is techmque. E X s

Ll Needham' and Hogben, champmn physms and materlahsm and blame resis-
“tance to their view on religious culture and social unrest.: Anywa.y, 1 hopc thls is
'_useful scrap of mrormatmn in your current work.

"Yours,

Ted




