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THE INTERNATIONALE
by Eugene Pottier

Arise, ye prisoners of starvation!

Arise, ye wretched of the earth, For
justice thunders condemnation,

A better world's in birth. No more
tradition's chains shall bind us,

Arise, ye slaves, no more in thrall!
The earth shall rise on new foundations,

We have been naught, we shall be all.

Chorus:

‘Tis the final conflict,
Let each stand in his place,
The international working class
Shall be the human race.

We want no condescending saviors,
To rule us from a judgement hall; We
workers ask not for their favors;
Let us consult for all. To make the
thief disgorge his booty,
To free the spirit from its cell,
We must ourselves decide our duty,
We must decide and do it well.
— Translated by Charles H. Kerr

INTRODUCTION

Only a few years ago, the People's Republic of China enjoyed over-
whelming prestige among U.S. leftists. China's proximity to Vietnam, both in
geography and experience, its exclusion from the United Nations and
isolation from the cynical farce of big-power politics, the resounding calls of its
leaders for world revolution and their insistence on armed struggle as the
principle means of achieving it, the bold and inspiring Cultural Revolution —
all of these combined to give China and its Communist Party the image of
militant champion of the oppressed and dedicated enemy of imperialism.

In contrast, the persistent stressing by the Soviet leaders of the need for
"peaceful coexistence," even to the point of attempting to restrain wars of
national liberation which they saw as threats to the fragile relations they had
worked out with the U.S. (this was expressed most clearly in the ignominious
pressure to negotiate which they directed at the Vietnamese) gave the Soviet
Union an image of conservatism. Its leaders seemed far more concerned with
preserving their country's status as a major world power than with advancing
the cause of the two thirds of the earth's population still under the heel of
capitalist domination.

All of the above has changed. China's venture into diplomatic exchanges



with the U.S., initiated while bombs were raining on Vietnam, followed by
the unseemly haste with which it recognized the military junta in Chile while
denying recognition to the revolutionary regime in Portugal, its abstaining at
the U.N. when the question of Puerto Rican independence was brought to a
vote — all these, and other similar gestures which were appreciatively noted in
Washington, have gravely tarnished China's revolutionary image and
diminished its influence among U.S. leftists.

At the same time, the Soviet Union and its allies began to take stands in
world affairs which were generally welcomed by leftists. More than any
other single event, the action of Cuba — a Soviet ally — in Angola produced a
change in attitudes toward the Soviet Union among U.S. leftists. Many people
who had once dismissed the Soviet Union as hopelessly conservative swung
over to viewing it positively as a supporter of revolutionary movements.

This paper is an attempt to explain the bewildering turns in policy on the
part of the Soviet Union and China. It is also an attempt to uncover the
internal causes behind such turns, since as is well known, a country's foreign
policy is an extension of its domestic one. Briefly stated, the writer's thesis is
that, owing to a combination of objective difficulties and mistaken policy
decisions, the Soviet Union never attained socialism, and that subsequently its
course not merely slowed down but reversed direction; that instead of
socialism there developed a kind of state capitalism in which a class of
bureaucrats, in control of the state apparatus and the nationalized wealth of
the country, lives by exploiting the labor of the mass of propertyless
proletarians; that China and the other newly liberated countries, notwith-
standing great successes, have not yet overcome the conditions that were
crucial in halting the advance of the Soviet Union in its early days; and that
the proletariat of east and west shares a common goal — to free itself from
the domination of hostile class forces which are stifling its initiative,
autonomy and self-development.

The point must be emphasized that, for the Sojourner Truth Organiza-
tion, the examination of developments in the Soviet Union, China and
elsewhere is not intended to call into question the conception that our main
task is the destruction of U.S. imperialism. Unlike some others, in particular
the October League, whose discovery of the reactionary character of the
Soviet state has led them to oppose it even where that opposition coincides
with U.S. government policy, we remain firmly committed to the traditional
stance of communists in an imperialist country — for American workers, the
enemy is at home!

The purpose of this examination is the lessons it can teach us about the
making of revolution in this country, lessons concerning the relations
between the vanguard party and the class whose interests it proposes to
represent, relations between the proletariat and the state which is supposed to
embody its dictatorship, and relations between the working class and other
strata of the population with which it may find itself aligned.

For the overall conception and many of the specific interpretations
advanced in this paper, the writer has drawn heavily on the theory of state
capitalism, first put forward by a group within the now-defunct Workers
Party and most clearly and fully expressed in the pamphlet, "State Capital-



ism and World Revolution," by C. L. R. James, originally published in 1950.
What is written in this paper, however, is solely the responsibility of this
writer, and should not be laid at the door of James or any of the other early
proponents of the theory of state capitalism. Nor should it be taken to be an
official statement by the Sojourner Truth Organization, which has undertaken
to publish it without necessarily subscribing to everything stated within,
because it believes the paper raises important questions which are, or ought
to be, of major concern to the U.S. left.

[. CAPITALISM AND SOCIALISM

The most dramatic accomplishment of the Bolshevik Revolution was the
violent expropriation of the exploiters and the establishment of a state based on
nationalized property. Because of this it came to be generally accepted that
capitalism depended on private ownership of the means of production, and
that wherever such ownership was abolished, socialism prevailed.

This is the view held by nearly all sections of the left; even most Trotsky-
ists*, bitter critics of the Soviet regime, agree that property relations there are
socialist.

This was not how Marx, Engels, or Lenin understood the nature of
capitalism and socialism.

In his chapter entitled "The General Law of Capitalist Accumulation" in
Volume I of CAPITAL, Marx, in discussing the tendency toward cen-
tralization of capital, wrote:

This limit would not be reached in any particular society until the
entire social capital would be united, either in hands of one single
capitalist, or in those of one single corporation.

In SOCIALISM, UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC Engels vividly described the
course of capitalist development:

The fact that the socialized organization of production within the
factory has developed so far that it has become incompatible with the
anarchy of production in society, which exists side by side with it and
dominates it, is brought home to the capitalists themselves ..."

Engels speaks of the periodic crises of overproduction, in which the
capitalists are unable to set in motion the existing means of production, and
goes on to say:

On the one hand, therefore, the capitalistic mode of production stands
convicted of its own incapacity to further direct these productive forces.
On the other, these productive forces themselves, with increasing energy,
press forward to the removal of the existing contradiction, to the abolition
of their quality as capital, to the practical recognition of their character
as social productive forces. (Emphasis original)

*The International Socialists, with their theory of "bureaucratic collec-
tivism," are the outstanding exception.



This rebellion of the productive forces, as they grow more and more
powerful, against their quality as capital, this stronger and stronger com-
mand that their social character shall be recognized, forces the capitalist
class to treat them more and more as social productive forces, so far as
this is possible under capitalist conditions.

He speaks of the tendency to form joint-stock companies and, later,
trusts, and how this introduces "production upon a definite plan." But
even trusts are inadequate. He continues:

In any case, with trusts or without, the official representative of capi-
talist society — the state — will ultimately have to undertake the direction
of production. This necessity of conversion into state property is felt
first in the great institutions for intercourse and communication — the
post-office, the telegraphs, the railways.

If the crises demonstrate the incapacity of the bourgeoisie for man-
aging any longer modern productive forces, the transformation of the
great establishments for production and distribution into joint-stock
companies, trusts and state property, show how unnecessary the bour-
geoisie are for that purpose. All the social functions of the capitalists

are now performed by salaried employees . . . .At first the capitalistic
mode of production forces out the workers. Now it forces out the
capitalists...

But the transformation, either into joint-stock companies and trusts, or
into state ownership, does not do away with the capitalistic nature of the
productive forces .... The modern state, no matter what its form, is
essentially a capitalist machine, the state of the capitalists, the ideal per-
sonification of the total national capital. The more it proceeds to the
taking over of productive forces, the more does it actually become the
national capitalists, the more citizens does it exploit. The workers
remain wage workers — proletarians.

At the end of the work, Engels recapitulates the stages of development:

Partial recognition of the social character of the productive forces
forced upon the capitalists themselves. Taking over of the great institu-
tions for production and communication, first by joint-stock companies,
later on by trusts, then by the state. The bourgeoisie demonstrated to
be a superfluous class. All its social functions are now performed by
salaried employees.

Proletarian Revolution — Solution of the contradictions. The pro-
letariat seizes the public power, and by means of this transforms the
socialized means of production, slipping from the hands of the bour-
geoisie, into public property.

Please re-read the above passage; better yet, go back to the original and
read it in its entirety, including the parts omitted here.

"Socialized means of production ..." Note that. Socialized, not by the
proletarian revolution, but by capitalism. "Slipping from the hands of the
bourgeoisie ..." — not after the proletarian revolution, but before it.



To emphasize his point, and to ridicule the notion that nationalization of
industry equals socialism, Engels includes a long footnote reviewing various
examples of nationalization in France, Germany and Belgium, which concludes
with the remark that if the above examples are to be considered socialism,
then surely the proposal to have the state take over the brothels, made in
Germany during the reign of Frederick William Ill, must be regarded as a
socialistic measure.

Engels' point is clear; yet hundreds of thousands of Marxists (including
this writer) studied it for decades and simply refused to believe that it could
mean what the words say.*

Lenin showed that he had read Engels and, what is more, had understood
him. Shortly after his return to Russia in the spring of 1917, he made a report
to the All-Russian Conference of the Party, in which he referred to the
above-cited passage from SOCIALISM, UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC. In his
reply to the discussion, Lenin quoted from the Resolution on the Current
Situation, under discussion at the Conference:

The concentration and internationalization of capital are making
gigantic strides; monopoly capitalism is develping into state monopoly
capitalism. In a number of countries regulation of production and dis-
tribution by society is being introduced by force of circumstances.

He goes on to comment:

It is noteworthy that twenty-seven years ago Engels pointed out that to
describe capitalism as something that 'is distinguished by its planless-ness’
and to overlook the role played by the trusts was unsatisfactory. Engels
remarked that ‘when we come to the trusts, then planlessness disappears,
though there is capitalism. This remark is all the more pertinent today,
when we have a military state, when we have state monopoly capitalism.
Planning does not make the worker less of a slave, but it enables the
capitalist to make his profits 'according to plan'. Capitalism is now
evolving directly into its higher, regulated, form. (\VVol. 24, pp. 305-6. The
Resolution is on page 309.)

Throughout 1917 Lenin hammered away continuously at this idea. In
"The Impending Catastrophe and How to Combat It," he wrote:

And what is the state? It is an organization of the ruling class — in
Germany, for instance, of the Junkers and capitalists. And therefore

*Some critics, not making the mistake of misreading the above, minimize its
importance. For example, Antonio Carlo, the Italian Marxist, in a footnote to
an article of his published in issue number 20 of Telos, argues that, "if the
young Marx seems to indulge on the hypothesis of a system with only one
capitalist (the State), this altogether disappears in his maturity ..." It would be
difficult to imagine a more "mature” Marx than the Marx of volume | of
CAPITAL, whence comes the quote about the limit of centralization of
capital. Also, SOCIALISM, UTOPIAN AND SCIENTIFIC was published in
1878, while Marx was very much alive and "mature."



what the German Plekhanovs (Scheidemann, Lensch, and others) call
'war-time socialism' is in fact war-time state-monopoly capitalism or, to
put it more simply and clearly, war-time penal servitude for the workers
and war-time protection for capitalist profits. (Vol. 25, p. 357)

Very well. It should be clear that the view which equates nationalization of
industry with socialism, commonly held among left-wingers, was not the view
of Marx, Engels or Lenin. And what of socialism? What did they have to say
about how the socialist society would look?

In Section 9 of the chapter in volume I of CAPITAL entitled "Machinery
and Modern Industry," Marx writes:

Modern industry, indeed, compels society, under penalty of death, to
replace the detail-worker of today, crippled by life-long repetition of one
and the same trivial operation, and thus reduced to a mere fragment of a
man, by the fully-developed individual fit for a variety of labors, ready to
face any change of production, and to whom the different social functions
he performs are but so many modes of giving free scope to his own natural
and acquired powers.

That is the socialist society. More specific than that he would not get; he
was not giving "kitchen recipes" for the future. But when the Paris Commune
broke out, he studied it carefully, and after that, whenever anyone asked him
what the dictatorship of the proletariat would look like, he said — study the
Paris Commune — that was the dictatorship of the proletariat!

Now the Paris Commune nationalized nothing; its most important
economic reform in the life of the workers was the abolition of night work
for bakers! Nevertheless it did much to give Marx, and later Lenin, a view of
the new society toward which the proletariat was striving.

And what did they think this new society would look like? From their
writings on the Paris Commune we can get some idea. It would abolish the
distinction between town and country, and between manual and intellectual
labor; it would abolish the bourgeois family and emancipate women; it
would show a tendency toward equalization of income; it would introduce
universal literacy, universal arming of the workers, and universal participation
in administering the state, which would be "no longer a state in the proper
sense of the word."

Please note that the above program involves considerably more than
nationalization of industry and land, although that may be a part of it; it is
more than free medical care, retirement pensions and vacation benefits,
although these, too, are part of it. The socialist society involves the complete
transformation of social relations, relations among people, so that at last the
worker becomes master of the process of production. That is why Lenin
wrote that:

In every socialist revolution, however — and consequently in the
socialist revolution in Russia which we began on October 25,1917 — the
principal task of the proletariat and of the poor peasants which it leads, is
the positive or constructive work of setting up an extremely intricate and
delicate system of new organizational relationships extending to the



In a modern industrial society like the Soviet Union such things cannot be
concealed no matter how tightly controlled the means of propaganda. The
reason the "anti-revisionists" cannot cite them is because they haven't
occurred.

It will not do to argue that, because capitalist restoration was carried out
under the banner of Communism, the workers were unable to recognize the
nature and gravity of the threat. That would make the Soviet workers the
least class conscious ruling class in history — after forty years of socialism! A
class which cannot recognize a fundamental threat to its interests, which
cannot even tell when it has been ousted from power, such a class could not
have held power for four years, let alone forty!

Nor will it do to argue that, owing to the repression utilized by the new
bourgeoisie, the workers did not have in their hands the means to defend
themselves. Those means of defense were supposed to have been built up
during the previous forty years, when the working class was exercising power in
the state, was master of the society.

If the Soviet workers, in 1957, were unable to put up effective resistance to
the seizure of power by a new clique of bloodsuckers, that must mean that
those workers, prior to 1957, were the most oppressed and downtrodden
class of proletarians the world has ever seen, possibly excepting the German
workers under the Hitler regime!*

The position of the OL and the RCP on the "restoration of capitalism" in
the USSR is an insult to the working class and to human intelligence.

There are only two opinions on this matter that meet minimum standards
of reasonableness: either socialism exists in the Soviet Union, in spite of any
backward steps that may have been taken by the revisionists; or socialism
was never attained there, and the Khrushchev-Brezhnev policies represent, in
the most fundamental sense, not a reversal but a continuation of previous
policies.

We shall proceed to an examination of Soviet development following the
Revolution, to see which of the two positions best fits the facts.

III. LENIN'S PLAN FOR RUSSIA

Throughout 1917, Lenin stressed the importance of state capitalism. In
"The Impending Catastrophe," he writes that "state-monopoly capitalism is a
complete material preparation for socialism, the threshold of socialism, a rung
on the ladder of history between which and the rung called socialism there
are no intermediate rungs." (Vol. 25, p. 359)

All that is necessary to achieve the transition, he writes, is the consistent
application of revolutionary democratic measures. He writes:

Now try to substitute for the Junker-capitalist state, for the land-

*Since the above was written, at least one apparently authentic case of
resistance has been reported, a mutiny on a Soviet ship in international
waters near Sweden. While it is gratifying to learn that Soviet citizens are
rising in revolt against their masters, if the thesis of the OL and RCP on the
"Khrushchev coup" were correct, one would expect similar uprisings to have
occurred two decades earlier, and with a clearly defined political content.





