A Reply to Wolte’s Uncritical “Critique” s werset cone

CCORDING to Comrade Wolfe, my
article on Labor and Empire in
the July number of the Workers'
Monthly is replete with errors, Inas-
much as there was no polemical dis-
cussion under way at the time he
might, of course, have come upstairs
and talked to me about it, and tried to
convince me to correct my point of
view in detail in the succeeding num-
ber of the magazine; but in that case
he might have had no article to write
—and besides, he would perhaps say,
“This is not the way that a Com-
munist organ (even a would-be Marx-
ist-Leninist one) corrects the ‘errors
committed in one of its articles.”
Comrade Wolfe rushes to the at-
tack. To those who have not read
my article, he seeks to glve the im.
pression that I am not only an ignor-
amus and an eclectic, but also a so-
clal-democratic apologist for imperial-
fsm, with secret leanings toward
ue conference pacifism. He does
not scruple to make use of insinua-
tion, deliberate misquotation, and fal-
sification of facts. For these reckless
opithets, my article itself is sufficient
refutation, representing as it does an
attempt to arouse American workers
to the necessity of active alliance
with the exploited peoples of the col-
onles and semi-colonies for the over-
throw of American imperialism.

I'l' is with the doctrinal inadequacies
of Comrade Wolfe's criticism that
1 shall deal here.

At the outset I want to say Lhnt 1
should have been sincerely glad of
a better if less pompous and pretenti-
ous criticism of my article. The ar-
ticle was, in a sense, pioneer work in
a new fleld; it was, so far as I know,
the first attempt to give the Lenin-
ist conception of imperialism a wider
practical application in the American
class struggle by showing the effects
of imperialism upon the American
working class as well as on the sub-
ject peoples. For the first time a
detailed explanation of the mechanics
of super-profit in the American em-
pire was essayed, together with the
mechanics of the relationship between
the super-profit reaped by the capi-
talists and the poisonous “class col-
laboration” policy in American trade
unions. I also pointed out the sinis-
ter connection between super-profit
and the role of the American socialist
party. Many of these things had been
dealt with before, some of them in
much greater detail, but nowhere had
they been brot into direct juxtaposi-
tion in an article on imperialism. This
[ conceive to be one of the most im-
portant tasks of our party in the
struggle against imperialism. We do
not direct our articles on imperial-
ism written in English to the colonial
and semi-colonial peoples, but to the
American working class. And it is
essential not only to make the Ameri-
can workers realize that American im-
perialism exists, by printing long
lists of statistics (altho this also is
of vital importance), but to make
them realize how imperfalism bears
they must fight it. I do not claim any
basic originality for my article, It
is simply an adaption of the theses on
national and colonial questions adopt-
ed at the second congress of the Com-
munist International, I have drawn
freely for material upon widely-

known writings of Lenin, Bukharin,"

Zinoviev, Stalin, and Pavlovitch, Prac-
tically all of the information on “class
collaboration” is taken from the lit-
tle pamphlet by Comrade Browder,
which s undoubtedly the meat aun-
thoritative work in its special fleld.
Yet the article was in many respects
ploneering, Better articles on the
same subject will certainly be writ-
ten, but in its fundamental proposi-
tions the article is correct as it
stands,

ND here I encounter Comrade
Wolfe, who declares that all of
my basic propositions are incorrect.
What are these propositions? 1
have set them down plainly in my
article, the first six of them tabulated,
with numerals precisely as all of
-them are tabulated here:
(1) That by intense exploitation
of subjeot peoples under the condi-
tions of imperialism, the capitalist

derive a super-profit which becomes
the mainspring of imperialist re-
lationships.

(2.) That as a result of this the
capitalists are able to continue the
system of wage slavery in the home
countries of imperialism.

(3.) That imperiallsm thus be-
comes a burden not only upon the
colonial and semi-colonial peoples,
but upon the workers in the devel-
oped countries as well, whose con-
ditions moreover becomes worse and
worse as the race for super-profit
becomes hotter.

(4.) That the American workers
are therefore obliged to struggle
energetically to retain even their
hard-won gains of the past.

(5.) That a section of the work-
ing class, including the trade union
bureaucracy and the privileged
workers, refuses to take part in the
struggle and actually betrays it,
having been won over to the bour-
geoisie thru a share in the super-
profits,

(6.) That, sharing directly in the
spoils of empire, these corrupted
labor elements have a vested inter-
est in imperialist expansion and be-
come conscious or unconscious ac-
complices in the enslavement of
subject peoples.

(7.) That super-profits are also
the basis for social-democratic pa-
cifism, whose appeal is made to the
aristocracy of labor.

(8.) That, unlike the socialists,
the Communists do not base their
policies on a privileged group but
on the needs of the broad masses,
which require unceasing struggle
against capitalist exploitation and
imperialism.

(9.) That, while the reactionary
officialdom of the trade unions (the
bureaucracy) are cynical traitors
to the working class and must be
gotten rid of, some sections of the
labor aristocracy as such (the bet-
‘ter-paid, highly skilled workers)
can and must be won away from
collaboration with the bosses to
fight for their own ultimate class
interests side by side with the rest
of the workers.

(10.) That the theory of super-
profits is thus a strong weapon in
our hands against the labor bureau-
cracy and the socialists, and against
the imperialist policy of the bour-
geoisie, an instrument which en-
ables us to establish a connection
between the industrial proletariat in
this country and the national liber-
ation movements in the countries
under the heel of American impe-
rialism.

(11.) That the American work-
ers must take the lead in establish-
ing a fighting alliance with the
peoples of America’s colonies and
semi-colonies.

HESE are the propositions that

Comrade Wolfe says are incorrect.
He does not prove they are incor-
rect, He scarcely deals with them
at all. Instead, he restates them to
sult himself, and then proceeds to
glve me an elementary school lecture
on the A, B, O, of imperialism, the
development of monopoly, the transi-
tion from the era of the hegemony of
the textile Industry to the era of
the iron and steel industry, the differ-
ence between selling railroads and
flannel underwear, ete, If my critic
did any research work to get this ma-
terial he might have saved himself
the trouble by consulting one of my
own articles, entitled, “Lenin and the
New Wave of Marxism,” which ap-
peared in the March number of the
Workers' Monthly, this year, Com-
rade Wolfe's criticism shows that he
does not even perceiye what the basic
propositions of my article on Labor
and Empire are, notwithstanding the
fact that they are clearly stated and
enumerated, One might read his ar-
ticle thrn without having the slight-
est conception of what I had been
writing about, The truth is that he,
and the group in our party which he
represents, are not deeply interested
in the problem of getting the Ameri-
:an masses into motion against impe-
rialism but rather in academic gener-
alizations separating theory from ac-

tion,

HE foregoing paragraphs sum up

my article on Labor and Empire
and give an idea of the persistent
wrong-headedness of Wolfe's attitude
toward it, They do not touch upon
the specific points that he tries to
make. I shall now take these up one
by one, answering them not only in
my own words, but by quotations from
official documents and recognized
leaders -of the Comintern.

The analysis begins by ridiculing
my statement that the American
workers might have already thrown
off the whole system of wage-slavery
if it were not for the appearance of
imperialism,

“Such speculations,” says Wolfe,
“are un-Marxist and futile, Marx
showed that capitalism leads thru ac-
cumulation to concentration and cen-
tralization of capital. This leads in-
evitably to monopoly capitalism which
is the primary economic basis of im-
perialism. Thus Comrade Gomez's
“if” partakes of scholastic med:ieval
speculation and not of Marxism. On
what ground does Comrade Gomez as-
sume that non-imperialist background
countries imply a victory of the pro-
letariat?”

-

AOLFE ought to know that I do
not assume non-imperialist back-
ward countries imply a victory of the
proletariat—altho in the present, im-
perialist epoch, the overthrow of capi-
talism in even a “backward” country
would be such a victory, and if
Wolfe does not understand this his
conception has nothing in common
with Leninist theory. What 1 was
concerned with was to show how capi-
talist rule was prolonged thru im-
perialism, this historical example
serving as an introduction to the pro-
position that imperialism is the back-
bone of wage slavery today. Whether
or not my use of hypothesis was un-
Marxian and un-Leninist, I leave for
the reader to judge after comparing
it with the following sentence from
the theses on the national and colo-
nial quesfions at the second congress
of the Comintern, presented by Com-
rade Lenin himself:

“But for the extensive colonial
possessions acquired for the sale of
her surplus products and as a
source of raw materials for her
ever-growing industries, the capital-
istic structure of England would
have been crushed under its own
weight long ago.”

Will Comrade Wolfe have the
temerity to say that the “but” in this
sentence “partakes of scholastic me-
dieval speculation and not of Marx-
ism?”

MY critic will no doubt reply that
the conditions in England were
quite different from those in the Unit-
ed States, but that does not alter the
question of the allowability of hypo-
thesis. Moreover, Comrade Wolfe
does not give my original statement
intact. In my article I did not speak
of the United States alone, but of
England, France and the other capl-
talistic countries of Europe (in much
the same form as the above quotation
from Lenin's theses), at the same
time drawing in America which as
part of a world system could not help
but be profoundly influenced by the
general development,

Now as to the “peaceful period of
capitalism,” about which Comrade
Wolfe gets very much excited—so
much so that he repeatedly misquotes
me,

This 1s the main section of Wolfe's
“analysis” and it shows him at his
worst, There i{s in it not a trace of
understanding of the development of
imperfalism in its relation to class
war, nor any more than the most su-
perficial conception of Lenin’s method
of considering it,

BIIORI touching npon my critic's

misconceptions, o I
obliged to clear away some false im-
pressions that he endeavors to create
about my article, In the first place,
ltbutnothnlllﬂum

an intimation would be ridiculous, and
hmmmu )dltz
ﬂevwslw

quotes me As ﬁah

he places an exclamation point after
the misquotation. No such phrase ap-
pears anywhere in my article, What
I did say was: “The climax of the
struggle to obtan super-profits is thus
far different from the period of
‘peaceful development’ which char-
acterized its earlier stages.” A peace-
ful period in the struggle to obtain
super-profits is something quite differ-
ent from a “peaceful period of impe-
rialism,” as the reader will see fur-
ther on. But where Wolfe has played
me most foul is in the important mat-
ter of dates; by taking two state-
ments of mine out of their context
and placing them in unnatural asso-
ciation, he arrives at the following
monstrous distortion:

“The ‘peaceful period of capital-
ism' in the United States, Gomez
dates from 1894 to the world war.
This, he adds, is an international
phenomenon.”

AND this, when I expressly stated
that early period of storm and
stress of European capitalism culmin-
ated around 1871, adding that this de-
velopment in the United States came
“later and in a necessarily modified
form.” Farther along in the same
paragraph I remarked that “the so-
called peaceful period of capitalism”,
(which everywhere followed the per-
iod of storm and stress) “was an in-
ternational phenomenon.”

To anyone reading the paragraph
without deliberate perverseness of in-
tent, the meaning is quite clear. No

one who has seen any of my articles
on imperialism—Wolfe least of all—
could honestly believe that I date the
so-called “peaceful period” of world

capitalism from 1894 to the world
war.
But I must admit that I cannot

agree with Comrade Wolfe's dates.
“By the ‘peaceful period,’” he says,
“is meant that period roughly includ-
ed in the second and third quarters
of the 19th century when the first
wars for capitalist national unity were
generally - at. an m (—the  So:called |
national wars)

In the second and thnrd quarters of
the 19th century occurred the revolu-
tionary uprisings of 1830-31, 1848-50,
1863 and 1871, and that wars of 1854-
55, 1859, 1864, 1866 and 1870. The
period between 1848 and 1871 brot in-
to being modern Italy, Hungary, and
Germany. Incidentally, the years
1868-71 marked the peak of the activ-
ity of the International Workingmen's
Association (the First International),
which could hardly be said to reflect
a peaceful epoch of capitalism.

THE second and third guarters of .

the 19th century—the middle; years
of the century, that is—are revolu-
tionary and not “peaceful.” They are
80 characterized by Comrade Buk-
harin, who points out that a new per-
iod did not set in until later. In his
report on the Question for a Pro-
gram for the Communist Internation-
al, delivered at the fourth congress
of the C. I. (November 18, 1922), he
says:

“Following t h e revolutionary
epoch of the middle of last century,
an entirely different historic epoch
in the development of the capitalist
system set in, It was the epoch
of the gigantic growth of capitalism.
This growth was chiefly based upon
the colonial policy of the bour
geoisie and the stupendous develop-
ment of continental industry which
was chiefly stimulated by the ex-
ploitation of the colonial peoples.
This created a certain community of
interests between the continental
bourgeoisie and the continental pro-
letariat which was the basis for a
great psychological and ideological
tendency manifesting itself within
the working class and, ergo, within
the socialist parties.”

Comrade Zinoviey, in his great work
on "The War and the Criais of So-
elalism,” declares that “the year 1871
marks tho close of the national wars
for western and central Europe”
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sion as to dates is due to his pedantry
in simply affirming to himself that
any peaceful period of capitalism
would have to fit neatly within the
confines of the period of the hege-
mony of the textile industry. It is
true that the rapid growth and domi-
nant position of the textile industry
furnished the basis for what Lenin
has termed the ‘“so-called ‘peaceful
development’ of capitalism.” But how?
Not simply, as Wolfe tells us, “be-
cause the ‘struggle for markets’ with
textile products as the typical ex-
port does not require spheres of in-
fluence, colonies, the intervention of
states and armies, etc.”, but also by
the very fact of the expansion of the
market itself. Capitalism” was “boil-
ing over” within its narrow state
confines and the expansion of the
market provided an escape valve. It
was this that made posible compara-
tive “class peace” in the home coun-
tries of capitalism. To conceive of
the “peaceful” phase of capitalist his-
tory apart from the development of
the class struggle, as Wolfe appar-
ently does, is undialectical and un-
Leninist. That the leaders of the
Communist International do not have
any such conception, is shown by the
quotation from Bukharin’'s speech at
the fourth congress, given above.

“How are we to combat socialist-
Jingoism?” asks Lenin in his pam-
phlet on “The Collapse of the Second
International.”” “The latter is oppor-
tunism which has become ripe, strong,
and impudent, during the long, com-
paratively ‘peaceful’ era of capital-
ism.” (page 53.)

Was this the second and third quar-
ters of the 19th century? Was it in
the revolutionary upheavals of 1830,
1848 and 1871 ‘that opportunism be-
came ripe, strong and impudent? Or
was it in the parliamentary epoch
which followed?

UPER-PROFITS played their role

in the development of the so-called
! poacetul-period - It-is very import-
ant to bring this out here, becaunse
Comrade Wolfe's main trouble comes
from the fact that he eannot think
of super-profits except as an attribute
of the later period of world imperial-
ism. To him they belong only to the
warlike era of capitalism whereas
actually they were one of the bases
for the establishment of the ‘‘peace-
ful period.”

Bukharin, in his answer to Boris at
the fifth congress of the Comintern,
quotes Marx as follows:

“J. B. Say, in his cammments on
Constanzie’s translation of Ricardo,
made just one correct observation
on foreign trade. Profits can also
be made by cheating.” One wins
what the other loses. Gains and
losses within a country cancel each
other. But this is not the case be-
iween various countries. And even
according to Ricardo's own theory
—which Say does not notice—three
working days of one country can be
exchanged for one working day of
another. Here the law of values
must be essentially modified. Or,
as highly skilled, complex labor
within a country contains a certain
proportion of unskilled simple labor,
s0 the working days of one country
can bear a certaln proportion to
the working days of another coun-
try. In such a case the richer coun-
try exploits the poorer. . .

And Bukharin adds: “The declsive
factor Is that we clearly see that this
doctrine of super-profits of richer
countrles Is an entirely Marxian doc-
trine,”

In the paragraph quoted Marx s
dealing with super-profits realized In
trade, quite before the epoch of world
imperialism—super-profits which can

{sm. But how was capitalism able to
grant reforms and amelioration of
the conditions of the workers? 'Thru
the super-profits, which were partly
shared with the upper strata of la-
bor.

I was also Interested to show that
this did not put an end to the class
struggle, but that it merely offered
the chance to the opportunists to be-
tray the class struggle and sell out
to the capitalists, No article such as
mine on La®or and Empire would be
complete without a suggestion of how
the opportunists and reformists be-
trayed the working class during the
period of the so-cglled “peaceful” de-
velopment of capitalism,

When textiles gave way to iron and
steel as the dominant industry the
problem of capitalism had become not
simply one of extension of the mar-
ket but also bf export of eapital, aec-
quisition of raw materials, etc. More-
over, monopoly was displacing “free
competition” in the home countries of
capitalism. The race for colonial pos-
sessions was om, full blast. For these
reasons, and because of the special at-
tributes of the iron and steel industry
which differentiate it from the peace-
fully expanding textile industry, this
later period is characterized by in-
creasingly war-like developments be-
twene nations and an intensification
of the class struggle at home.

UT it must not be supposed that

this change came about all at
once, or that it can be explained by
the mere fact of export of irom and
steel produets instead of textiles. It
is true that Wolfe mentions also the
other factors (such as export of capi-
tal, colonies, spheres of influence, etc.
—in short, imperialism) which must
be considered in connection with the
iron and steel industry. But can he
maintain that imperialism was full-
blown in 18717 " Or that, as he says in
his criticism, “the warlike period of
capitalism in the Leninist sense, be-
gins when Gomez says the peaceful
period of capitalism begins?’ (Em-
phasis his.) As a matter of fact, the
so-called “peaceful” or “stabilization”
period of capitalism continued and
was actually further developed by
some of the very factors which later
became integrated into the system of
imperialism (i. e. super-profits from
the colonies.) The period lasted prac-
tically wuntil the last decade of the
19th ecentury and the beginning of
the 20th century.

“Let us recall what induced a sub-
stitution of the present-day impe-
rialist era for the former ‘peaceful’
era of capitalism,” says Lenin in
his *“Collapse of the Second Inter-
national.” “The facts are that free
competition has given way to capi-
talist monopolies, and that the
whole globe has been divided up.
It is clear that both these facts and
factors have a real world signifi-
cance. Free trade and peaceful
competition were possible and nec-
essary as long as there was nothing
to hinder capital from increasing
the number of its colonies and from
seizing unoccupied lands in Africa
and elsewhere. . the division of
the globe compels the rivals to pass
from peaceful expansion to an arm-
ed struggle for a re-division of col-
onies and of spheres of influence.”
(page 29.)

And in his book on “Imperialism,
the Final Stage of Capitalism,” he
says:

“When the colonles of the Europ-
ean powers comprised one-tenth of
the territory of Africa, as wae still
the case In 1876, then the colonial
-policy could yet develop non-mone-
polistically, that s, the development
of the colonial policy could, so to
speak, proceed along the lines of
‘Yree seizure’ of territory. But when

of markets (In primitive

eto,) but also to explain how it damp-
mmmum&nm—
not automatioally, “caplitalist
stabilizsation,” but thru the

of class peage, The of
working within the

upon he declares {nnocently that “the
strike epidemic In question was due
to the world commerclal orisls of the
perlod.” What is there in thid to con-
tradlet my statement? Nothing, On
the contrary, it merely serves to bear
out my contention that the same gen-
eral factors which had caused Europ-
ean capitalism to “boil over” took
effect in the United States, “later and
In a necessarily modified form.”

My critioc goes on to say that the

“class peace” that followed 1894 was
only relative, which of course, it was
—altho it was marked enough for
every outstanding writer on American
labor history to take note of it. His
comment on this {s that the relative
“class peace” “was caused by the ex-
pansion due fo monopoly growth and
other factors. . . My only answer
is that this is exactly what I have
been maintaining.
But, says Wolfe, this “class peace”
“is not the kind of ‘peace’ to which
Lenin’s quotation on ‘peaceful period’
refers.” Here I must begin to differ
with my critic again. Relative “class
peace” within a country fs naturally
not all that is- meant by the term,
“so-called ‘peaceful period’ of capital-
ism”"—indeed it may continue to pre-
vail long after the nation in question
is embarked on imperialist wars, as I
think I have already shown. Never-
theless, the relationship between
“class peace” and the so-called “peace-
ful period” as a whole is of funda-
mental importance. I refer my critic
to the various quotations from Lenin
which I have given above.

LFE blithely misrepresents me

as having said in my article that
the “peaceful” period in the United
States, when strikes lessened in
scope, number and intensity, “was
purchased at the expense of the back-
ward and undeveloped countries of
Asia, Africa and Latin America, thru
the policy of imperialism.”

What 1 did say was:

“In Europe, the social-democratic
parties built themselves into mass or-
ganizations. The “peaceful period of
capitalism” was an international phe-
nomenon, as Lenin has shown us. It
was purchased at the expense of the
backward and undeveloped countries
of Asia, Africa and Latin America,
thru the policy of imperialism.”

It might be reasonably objected that
the word “imperialism” is used some-
what loosely here, but the import of
the above sentences is clearly quite
different from what Wolfe's misquot-
ation implies. If my critic questions
that the so-called “peaceful period”
was purchased at the expense of the
backward .countries, it would be well
for him to reread the following al-
:euly quoted passage from Bukhar-
n;

“Following t h e revolutionary
epoch of the middle of last century,
an entirely different historic epoch
in the development of the capital-
ist system set in. It was the epoch
of the gigantic growth of capital-
ism. This growth was chiefly based
upon the colonial policy of the bour-
geoisie, and the stupendous develop-
ment of continental industry which
was chiefly stimulated by the ex-
sploitation of the colonial peoples.”

state, (4) robbery of yirgin
These four points include
all the {tems cited by Wolfe—the low
tandard, the inhumanly long
inhumanly low wages, dispos-
sessing backward peoples from the
land, and forced labor, Moreover, I went
Into of these factors in detail
1 that I ought not to have

 gaid the rate of expioifation is reflect-
. "

“, e,

ed in the compesition of capital em-
ployed. This is incorrect. The con
fusion {s due to the fact that in one
paragraph I speak of the rate of éx-
ploitation and in the following para
graph of the rate of profit.

OW aa to the section of my article

dexling with the corruption of the
bureaucratie trade union offtclaldom
as well as a whole sectlon of the
upper strata of skilled workers (the
labor aristocracy), thru their ghare in
the super-profits, Wolfe speaks of
many “mistakes” in this connection
but he does not show a single one. It
is untrue that the passage ls vague
or that I fail to draw a distinction
between the umifon officlaldom and
the privileged workers making up the
labor aristocracy. R

I say in my article (page 422
the Workers’ Monthly) :

“It is not only fakers that are
corrupted in this way (thru a share
in the super-profits), but the entire
crust of the trade union movement,-
the so-called ‘labor aristocracy’ con-
sisting princlpally of the most high-
ly skilled workers and workers en-
gaged in privileged trades.”

On page 423 | go on to say: ‘“The
whole matter is not as simple as
the payment of a bribe—altho in
the case of reactionary trade union
officlals, bribery, “rake-offs” and the
awarding of all sorts of contracts
are no inconsiderable item. . . .

“Ag for the labor aristocracy,” |
continue, “its share of the super-
profits comes primarily in the form
of increased wages—and indeed all
other sources of its income (insur-
ance schemes, etc.) really constitute
an addition to wages.”

I explain that “the selling out of the
reactionary officials is in this sense
a special problem which the workers
will one day deal with as it deserves.”

the passage quoted by Wolfe—
quite out of its context—I am re-
ferring to the labor aristocracy and
not to the bureaucrats. Anyone who
takes the trouble to read the entire
paragraph from which this guotation
is abstracted will convince himself of
this at once.

I stand by the paragraph exactly as
it is, and Wolfe's suggestion that I
might have meant to say “former”
where I said “latter” is sheer non-
sense,

Comrade Wolfe's “critigue” closes
with a final misconception. He sets
forth the novel idea that the export
of capital does not help to build up
a native capitalist class in the back-
ward countries. According to him, it
is not the export of capital that cre-
ates the native bourgeocisie, but the
simple export of commodities. Does
not Comrade Woile know that the
existence of a powerful bourgeois
class in the.colonial and semi-colonial
countries is comparatively recent?
This class sprang into prominence
with the general industrial develop-
ment of the colonies and semi-colo-

{nies, a development which had been

systematically retarded in the period

when export was primarily of com-

modities, but which became an in-

evitable concomitant of the export

of capital.

THB theses of the second congress
of the Comintern declare:

“Owing to the Imperialist policy
of preventing Industrial develop-
ment in the colonles, a proletarian
class, in the strict sense of the word
could not come Into existence unti!
recently. The Ingenlous craft In-
dustries were destroyed to make
room for the products of the cen-
tralized Industries In the Imperial-
istie countries, consequently a ma-
Jority of the population was driven
to the land to produce food, grains,
and raw materials for export to for
elgn lands,"”

Obviously there could be no bour

geolslg without a proletariat. The en-
tire system of capitalism In the back-

great- ward countries was advanced by the

export of capital from the imperialiat
nations, The monopolistic holdings of
foreign finance capital could not stand
alone, without a host of smaller native
industrial and commercial enterprises
growing up in their very shadow,
“The pxport of capital,” says Len-
in in hie book on ‘Imperialism,
‘“tends to hasten greatly the devel-
opment of capitalism in the country
to which it is exported.” (page 686.)
T cannot be demied that export of
capital carries with it the temnd-

(Continued on page 7).,
D
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ency to monopolize everything and
thus to destroy the native bourgeoisie.
The revolt against this is, as Wolfe
says, a basis for the national libera-
tion movements in the colonial coun-
tries. But side by side with this tend-
ency is the conflicting tendency to
build up capitalism in the exploited
countries, which has the result that
the native bourgeoisie grows with ex-
traordinary rapidjty instead of be-
ing destroyed. Here we have one of
the fundamental contradictions of im-
perialist capitalism. Wolfe's failure
to comprehend it leads him into the
absurdly extravagant statements of
his paragraph on the export of capi-
talism.

Al in all, my critic's article shows
the work of self-censcious student de-
tached from reality, without an ap-
preciation of the dialectic movement
of things. For him the problem of
imperialism is a matter of half a doz-
en simpgle formulas. I did not mark
and ticket my article on Labor and
Empire with the exact familiar phras-
es of these formulas, so Comrade
Wolte was inspired to dispiay his
knowledge of them. Unfortunately,
his knowledge of them i@ rather un-
certain, and appears to have been
gleaned by more assiduous readiag of
Louis Boudin than of Lenin
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