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DANIEL MASON & JESSICA SMITH, eds., Lenin's Impuact on the United Stotes
(New York: NWR Publications, 1970), 234 pp. .

It is very hard to concieve that an histonca peried as world-shaking as the
November 1917 Revolution in Russia, a subject gs overpowering as Lenin, on
lopics us close to home and urgent as the impzet of Eenin's thought on today™s
black revolution, could possibly te reduced 10 utter boredom, Nevertheless, the
New Borld Review edilors have achieved the feat, By toling the current
Communist: propaganda fine of *peaceful co-usistenve™, and peppering the
hybrid assortuent of articles with statements-such as: “Cyrus 5, Eaton, Leading
American Industrialist and Public Figure” (p. 201), they have suceveded in
smothering, it not the revolutionary content of Lenin's thought, certainly its
dlant, “Thus, an excellent, serious Jand exciling in-person description of “Ten
Months with Lenin™, by Albert Rhys Williams very nearly gets lost in this
haphazard collection. Yet, bad thie sume article accampanied Lenin's own
“Letter 1o American Workers”, followed by Pytor Trvin's picce on how the
letter was dedivered, it would have imade a lively and valuable pamphlet.

Or, had the editors wished to present, nol “the line™, but Lenin's thought
in a comprehensive and . Wheoretical covetage, there certainly was o wealth of
material, There is no greater departure 1n theory and in its-application to today’s
prablems, both as it related to black Americans and the Third World, than
Lenin's flieses on the -National gl Colonial {htestions. Moreover, these Theses,
presented in F920, first singled out as integral to Lenin's position (and Tor which
he asked “suggestions for amendments or additions or very briel comments not
wore thun two pages™), “The Negroes in America”, and-*{he Experience of the
Polishi Jews and the Ukrainians®™, The Negro question was spain discussed in
1922 and had the biack poet, Claude MeRay, a8 4 reporter, 11 is very difficult 1o
get this report and it ywould have been very appropriate i the editors had
presented this historical document to the American public on the vecasion of
the 100th gnniversary of Lenin's birth, instead, although “Lenin and Black
Americans”, takes up a lairy substantial section, and blacks are represented
{Claude Mekay by o single’ paragraph), the only one who is ullowed to speak
theoretically on Lenin’s position on the Negro os 3 National Quustion is —
Herhert Aptheker! A single paragraph (rom Claude MeRay's report to the
Communist  Interaational  would  have shown why tnduy’s, selfstvied
“*Marxist-Leninists" like to forget the true story of the Communist Party in the
United States on this crucigl question: “The situation-in America today is
terrible and fraught with grave dangers, [0 moel wplier and more terrible than
wis Lhe condition of the peasants and Jews of Russia under the Crar It s so
ugly amt terrible that very few people in Ametics are willing to face it, ‘The
reformisl hourgeoisie ave been carrying on Ue batte against discrimination snd
rucial prejudive in America, The Socklists wnd Communists have fought very shy
of it beeause there Is a great element of prejudice among the Sociatists amd
Communists of Awmeriva, They are not willling to fuce the Negro Queslion. [n
associsting with the comeades of America, [ have fonnd demonstrations of
prejudice on Lhe various occasions when the while amd black comrnades hud to
pet togethers amd this is the greatest difficslty that tie Communists of America
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huve gol Lo overcome — the fact that they list have gol to cnrmcap:ilc
themselves (rom the ideas ey entettained 1owards Lhe Negroes hcfur::'lh%y can
be able to reach the Negroes with any kind of racial propagnda. (l—uur{h
Congress of the Communist International ). :\brldgcd Report uf‘Mcuung? |mild al
Petrograd & Moscow, Nov. 7 — Dec, 3,.1‘322, published by 1he Communist Party

ral Britain, pp. 200-201, ) ! )
o Grﬁot vnly di‘:I‘ the cditors of Lenin'’s fmpact on the United Stares m:sslll}u
opportunity to quote, this historicat report hg Y hl-.u:l'; rcvoluz;qn‘:{ry, but tu.y;
also skipped refereitce 1o the Theses  which ‘duﬁ!icd Lenin’s thcf:n:' o
self-determination as inseparable from his internationalism both as it reluted ,l.o
the relstionship  between  technologically  advanced  and und.en.icv?lopul“
countrivs, ond as demarding from even a successiul ruvuluhun_ lhu_l it uons'idcrcs‘
as primary “the suboridination of the interests of the prolcln{'lun slrfxgglc |’r! Dll‘}é
country to the interests of (e struggle on o world scale.” (Lenin, Selecre

s, Vol, X, p. 231 . ) -
Wurk{l._h\:: ra:ndt':)rs u[? Telos, no doubt, are wondering 'aslvou_t the stm‘:tly;_
philosophica! articles, There is one such - Iluwulrd Parsons” *The Inl‘h_ze:.lcu. ?l
Lenin's Thonght on U5, Philosophers™. Lest @ny one, however, llunL: ml::~
“Lenins Thought™ is a psendonym for Lenin as o plulus.uphcr. let Emn '-."
assured thut Professor Parsons goes Lo great lepgths wlcs!::hh.sln thal Lenin “was
not an academic philosspher™, (p, 197) Moru‘u\rvr_, l!m. is suu!. not so !nuchhm
disparagement of philosophy as an ucudgmw discipline, as u‘f“l.n':::m :v a,
although “a man of philosoplic wlents and intercests (p._ 181) was wn. Lo ..my
formal training”™. {p. 103) Natorally, the c‘undcsccnsmn towun.‘l L‘uun i:s a
phitesopher is not made ostentatiousty ;md_ is surrounded by,pr;gtse as tollw:.n.:
this mun of philosophical “interests” “'presided over the formation of a q.m,u
maodern state thul was to become one of the dominant powers of the _0!1}
century . .. Plilosophers fromm Confucius and Plate c:nwurds dru-:smcd.‘?,
presiding over. or advising 1 new state. But before 1917 they Ewd l:;;'“f
suceeeded.” (p. 181) Professor Parmsons we scc.l.uuvcs nu stune unlurm:d 10.“1}:\!\"
Lenin's uniqueness in being “'nol a dreaming .plulusuphur but o mlﬂt.m
revolutionary who knew hm:\: l(o u]s;_quutnsaphwnl dvas as o puide and weapon

achieving political power™, {p, 182),
for u(l)l:':“::uqxld ncvg, puess I{’hnl Lenin, as philosophcr. had acl_nit:vud :n'ny
philasophical breakthronghs, specilically by siding with 1leged ag mj} I\'Ilﬂ!!“
materialists as well as against his Bolshevik cu-lu:udcrs who failed *fully 1o
understand Lhe dialestic™, And even when he mur.cllussly nttuc}.:.ud Hegel for his
uhstruse idealism, Lenin also elatedly prulsug.l ]m_disuovcry: Mavemenl :.md.
sself-movement’ . .. ‘movement and life*, ‘the p.nuclple of cvcrer sulf-umv?m}u.nlr
and ‘*activity ... Who would believe that this is the core ‘?f llcg.:uliun‘lsm,: f:l
abstiael and  absteuse (diffienlt, sbsurd?) Hepeliunism?? (l‘.cnm.,. Lu:'lu.n
Works, Vul. 38, p, 141} Lt is hard, indeed, to find out from lrul‘c:.s.ur.l.urwllls
wiet Lenin’s Phifosoplic Notebooks are all about, although we are ussured llul‘
his “philosophic warld-outlook evalved in several stages !‘mn! ] uu:;g'
mechanistic position 1o a sophisticated {whatever that means, rd| and subtie

falectical one,” (p. 198

dm“:l\ilklduf“l‘l‘wsépuhsuu)cliuns. moreover, are sel in an historical context Hin
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bears no resemblance Lo reality. Thus, it would appear that it wasa't Trotsky
who stood for world revolution as against Stalin’s “sociulism in one. country™,
but American Sialinnis wit rejected “in 1925 .., e Trolskyites .., who
argued that American capitalism was not ready for revolution™, (p. 184) As il
Stalin hadn’t allied with U.S. imperialism and urged the dropping of the atomic
bumb, the cold war is redited to “the dropping of the atomic bomb on
Hirshima in 1945 .., " (p. 183) As proof of the McCarthyite 1950 which
produced “a number of works ., .. reflecling the political anti-communism of
the times™ (p, !88), we ure confronted with the cilation of Herberl Marcuse's
Sovict Marxisit, Although Professor Pusons goces oul of his way to cite all works
that mike ne more thun “passing reference to Lenin™ {p. 186}, we find not even
@ “passing reference™ to the very first English translation of the core af-Lenin's
Phitosophic Notehooks: Abstract of Hegels.Science of Logie, Indeed, how could
Professor Parsons have Tound any space for such a listing when his 20 page vssay
so- sludiously _avoids any mention of MHegel? As the latest Czechoslovak
‘underpround joke puts it: *Lenin would have been a hundred now. But he didn't
wint tv wait for this”, ' ‘

: ’ . ) Ruya Dunayevskayu

(GENIO DONATO and RICHARD MACKSEY, editors, The Languoge
Crifefyn and the Sciences of Man: The Structuralist Controversy
Hopkiits, 1970). '

in Qcolhgr 1966, the Ford Foundation fundid an internations symgposium
for over “one hyndred humanists and social sclemtists”. UndegAhe duspices of
the John Hoplimw Humanities Center, the leading propopénts of European
structuralism (whichNjs primarily French . structuralism)l/mel with nUMmerous
American academics, L

The program, yn ovewiew of structuralist th Eht as a.cross-disciplinary
phenomenon, included Ffifteefhpapers and eleven 1scussiens from the following
disciplines: anthropolopy, classhy jus mparitive literature, linguistics,
literary criticism, history, philosop 3 analysis, samiology, and saciology.
Lugenin Donato and Richard Macksdy Jrive edited some. thirty hours of tape
into this volume, .

The title is problematic: what4€ ; turalist controversy? Is it between
various tendencies within the sifucturalist schol? Is it hetween structuraists
and bourgeois ideologists? is it between sirbgluralist and Marxists? Since
there were no Marxists prpdent (except, perhaps, Luden Goldman) and since the
bourgeois ideologials, pifier than the structuralists th selves, were observers,
the controversy 5 primarily between various 1dhdencies within  the
structuraliat schoptl Richard Machsey makes il this very cedngs he skefches out )
the  lhistorical”“end  spacial dimensions of the comferents, After some
commendutafy remarks about Johns Hopkins long tradition us Svyni
methodyund o brief sketch of Chares Sanders Pelree’s role |
Hopkjrs, Macksey introduces a speelal perspective to complement the

dective. The metaphoric space of the symposium Is the gune boardsthe

wyers oceupy an arbitrary space, function in sn arhitrary ordering of time, a
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