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CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME
- Margmal Notes to the Progmmme of the German
Workers' Party

I

‘1. “Labour is the source of all wealth and all eulture end

since useful labour is only possible in society and through

society, the proceeds of labour belong undiminished with
qual right to all members of society.”

Fzrsf. Part of the Pamgmph “Labour is the source of all
alth and all culture.”

Labour is not the source of all wealth. Nature is just as
ch' the source of use values (and it is surely of such that
terial wealth consists!) as labour, which itself is only the mani-
:Ees_tatlon of a natural force, human labour power. That phrase
is to be found in all children’s primers and is correct in so far
it is implied that labour proceeds with the appropriate sub-
“and instruments. But a socialist programme cannot allow
h bourgems phrases to cause the conditions that alone give
em ‘meaning to be ignored. And in so far as man from the
nning behaves towards nature, the primary source of all in-
iments and subjeets of labour, as her owner, treats her as belong-
o him, his labour becomes the source of use values, therefore
o 'of wealth, The bourgeois have very good grounds for
an'c:fﬁl"ly ascribing supernatural creative power to labour, since

A Compare Capital, Vol. T, pp. 197-98 (Kerr edition}: “Lahour 1s, in the
place; a process in whu:h both man and nature participate, and in whick
of his own accord starts, regulates, and copirels the material reactions
é6n himself and nature. He opposes himself to nature as one of her own
s, settmg in motion arms and legs, head and hands, the natural forees of
body, in order to appropriate nature’s productions in a form adapted to his
ants. By thus-acting on the external world and changing it, he at the
me changes his own nature.”
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it follows precisely from the fact that labour depends on uéture, .

that the man who possesses no other property than his labour
power must, in all conditions of society and culture, be the slave of
other men who have made themselves the owners of the material
conditions of labour. He can only work with their permission, and
hence only live with their permission.?

Let us now leave the sentence as it stands, or rather limps.
What would one have expected as conclusion? Obviously this:

“Since labour is the source of all wealth, in society also no
one can appropriate wealth except as the product of labour.
Therefore, if he himself does not work, he lives by the labour of
others and also acquires his culture at the expense of the labour
of others,” :

Instead of this, by means of the words “and since” a second
Proposition is added in order to draw a conclusion from this and
not from the first one,

Second Part of the Paragraph: “Useful labour is only possible
in society and through society.” '

According to the first proposition, labour was the source of
all wealth and all culture, therefore also no society is possible
‘without labour. Now we learn, conversely, that no “useful” labour
is possible without society.

One could just as well have said that only in society can useless
and even generally harmful labour become 2 branch of gainful
occupation, that only in society can one live by being idle, etc., etc.;
—in short one could just as well have copied the whole of
Rousseau.?

~ 1Compare the following passage in Capital, Vol. 11, p. 44: “Whatever
r_ﬂse social forms of production may be, workers and means of production al-
ways remain the factors of it. . . . For production to take place at all they

maust upite. The special manner in which this union is accomplished dis- .

tinguishes the different economic epochs from c¢ne another.”

& Jean-Jacgues Roussean (1712-78). French philosopher and pblicist of the
period of the Enlightenment. As a petty-bourgeois ideologist, Rousseau was the
theoretician of consistent bourgeois democracy, He was a passionate champion
of the struggle against feudal exploitation and -absolutism, and defended the
theory of the “sovereignty of the people.” He based his eriticism of the feudal
system on an abstract, unhistorical theory of natural equality, of a primitive
happy communist condition of humanity, and of the superiority of nature and
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And what is “useful” labour? Surely only labour which pro-
‘the intended useful effect. A savage—and man was a savage
after he had ceased to be an ape--who has killed an animal with
oné, who collects fruits, ete., performs “useful” labour.
Thirdly: The Conclusion: “And since useful labour is only
ossible in society and through society—the proceeds of labour
belong undiminished with equal right to all members of society.”
A fine conclusion! If useful labour is only possible in society
and through society, the proceeds of labour belong to society—
only so much therefrom accrues to the individual worker
is not required fo maintain the “condition” of labour, society.
In fact, also, this proposition has at all times. been made use
by the champions of the prevailing state of society. First
ome the claims of the government and everything connected with
, since it is the social organ for the maintenance of the social
order; then come the claims of the various kinds of private prop-
rty, for the various kinds of private property are the founda-
ons of society, etc. One sees that such hollow phrases can be
isted and turned as desired. :

The first and second parts of the paragraph have some tmtelli-
ible connection only in the following wording:

““Labour only becomes the sourcé of wealth and culture as
seial labour,” or, what is the same thing, “in and threugh
iety.”

- 'This proposition is. incontestably correct, for although isolated
shoitr (its material conditions presupposed} can also creste use
alies, it can create neither wealth nor culture.

‘But ¢qually incontestable is this other proposition:

:“In proportion as labour develops socially, and becomes thereby
ource of wealth and culture, poverty and neglect develop among
e werkers, and wealth and culture among the non-workers.”
This is the law of all history hitherto. What, therefore, had
d.he done here, instead of making general phrases about “labour™

o

orh qualities over culture. In his Marginal Notes Marx points out that the
Gotha Programme, instead of giving a scientific class analysis of the social order
nd of the law of its development, confines itself to the repetition of an ahstract
aching which recalls that of Rousseau.
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and “society,” was to prove concrelely how in present capitalist
society the material, etc., conditions have at last been created which
will enable and compel the workers to lift this social curse.

In fact, however, the whole paragraph, incorrect in style and -

" eontent, is only there in order to inscribe the Lassallean? caich-
word of the “undiminished proceeds of labour” as a slogan at the
top of the party banner. I shall return to the “proceeds of labour,”

 Ferdinand Lassalle (1825.64). German politician and publicist who
‘played a big role in the history of the German workers’ movement, In the
beginning of the *sixties, when the workers’ movement was developing through.
out Germany, Lassalle founded the General Association of German Workers,
thus bringing into being the first mass political organisation of German work-
ers independent of the bourgeois-democratic parties. In this lies his historical
importance. At one time under Marx’s influence, and in touch with Marx both
by personal contact and by leiter, Lasealle called himzelf a “pupil” of Marx;
but he did not adopt the standpoint of the proletarian revolution. He directed
the perty which he bad brought into being along an opportunist path, he
put forward reformist slogans and advocated the path to socialism through a
“free,” .., bourgeois, state with universal suffrage and through producers’ co-
operative societies enjoying the aid of the Prussian government. In the po-
Titical question of foremost importance at that time, viz., the question of the
onification of Germavy, which it was possible to solve either by revolution or
by dynastic wars waged by Prussia, Lassalle played directly into the hands of
~ the Prussien Junker government, by entering into an understanding with Bis-
‘marck. “Lassalle and the Lassalleans,” Lenin wrote in 1913, “seeing that the
chances of the proletarian and democratic way to unity were weak, pursued
vacillating tactics adapted to the hegemony of the Junker, Bismarck. Their
errors led to the deviation of the workers’ party along the path of Bonapartist
state socialism.” (Collected Works, Russian ed, Vol. XVI, “August Bebel,”
1?13, p. 547.) “Lassalle,” Lenin wrote in 1915, “was . . . during his flirting
with Bismarck . . . an opportunist. Lassalle was adapting himself to the victory
of Prussia and Bismarck, to the absence of sufficient strength on the part of
the democratic national movements of Itely and Germany. Thus, Lassalle
deviated in the direction of a national liberallabour policy, whereas Marx en-
couraged and developed an independent, consistently democratic policy hostile
to Pational—].iber'al cowardice. (Prussia’s interference in the War of 1859
against Napoleon would have stimulated the national movement in Germany.)
Lassalle cast glances not down, but up, fascinated by Bismarck. Bismarck's
success j)y no means justified Lassalle’s opportunism.” (Collected Works, Vol,
XVII, “Under a Stolen Flag,” p. 104.} Throughout the whole history of the
German :working class movement Iassalleanism was the inspiration of the
opportunists. During the war, and after it, the social-chauvinists and
opportunists frequently put forward—and still put forward—the slogan: “Back
to Lassalle!”
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éq'lialzz..;-_'i:ghf,” etc., later on, since the same thing recurs in a .
ome’ﬁrh'a't different form.

9. “In present-day society, the instruments of labour are
he monopoly of the capitalist class; the resulting dependence
f the working class is the cause of misery and servitude in

This sentence, borrowed from the Statutes of the International,?
Gorrect in this “improved” edition.
In ‘present-day society the instruments of Jabour are the mon-
poly of the landowners (the monopoly of property in land is even
¢:basis of the monopoly of capital) and the capitalists. In the
isage in question, the Statutes of the International de not
ention by name either the one or the other class of monopolists.
They speak of the “monopoly of the means of labour, that is
ke sources of life”” The addition, “sources of life” makes it suffi-
jently clear that land is included in the instruments of labour.
“The correction was introduced becanse Lassalle, for reasons
now generally known, attacked only the capitalist class and not the
andowners.2 In England, the capitalist is usnally not even the
wner of the land on which his factory stands.

"1The reference is to the Statutes, written by Marx in November 1864, of
Lie” Tnternational Workingmen’s Association—the First International. (See
te'4 to p. 18.) The corresponding point in the-Statutes runs: “The economical
stibjection of the man of labour to the moncpoliser of the means of
‘Jabour, that is the sources of life, lies at the bottom of servitude in all its
forms, of all social misery, mental degradation and political dependence.”
2 Marx refers to Lassalle’s “‘contract” with Bismarck, the existence of
which ‘was suspected by Marx and Engels, Their suspicions were only con-
fiied after the death of Lassalle. In his letter to Kugelmann of February
23,71865, Marx writes:

“Ygwever, it soon hecame clear—the proofs fell into our hands—that
Fassalle had in fact betrayed the party. He had entered into a formal contract
With Bismarck {of course, without having any sort of guareniees in his hand).
At the end of September 1864 he was to go to Hamburg and there . . . force
smiarek to annex Schleswig-Folstein, that is, he was to proclaim its in-
rporation in the pmame of the ‘workers,’ etc. In return for this Bismarck
oriided universsl suffrage and a few socialist charlatanries. It is a pity that
assalle could not play the eomedy through te the end. The hoax would have
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3. “The emancipation of labour demands the promotion of
the instruments of labour to the common property of society,

and the co-operative regulation of the total labour with equi-
table distribution of the proceeds of labour.”

“Promotion of the instruments of labour to the common prop-
erty” ought obviously to read, their “conversion into the common.
property,” but this only in passing, ‘

- What are the “proceeds of labour”? The product of labour or
its value? And in the latter case, is it the total value of the product
or only that part of the value which labour has newly added to the-
value of the means of production consumed??

The “proceeds of labour” is a loose notion which Lassalle has
put in the place of definite economic conceptions.

What is “equitable distribution?

Do not the bourgeois assert that the present-day distribution:

is “equitable”? And is it not, in fact, the only “equitable” dis- -

made him look dammed ridiculous and foolish, and would have pet a stop-
forever to all attempts of that sort.”

Marz did net know (it was only brought to light in 1928) that Lassalle
h_atd concluded his contract with Bismarck not shortly before his death but con—
siderably earlier, in the beginming of May 1863. Consequently he had con-
ductec'l negotiations with Bismarck even before the foundation of the General
Association of German Workers; one can even assume that the association
was founded'hy secret agreement with Bismarck. For a characterisation of

Royal Prussian Socialism” one may quote here a passage of Lassalle’s letter of
June 8, 1863, to Bismarck: “The working class . . . ig inclined . . . to see in
the crown the natural bearer of social dictatorship, in opposition to the egoism
of bourgeois society, if the crown for its part . . . could make up. its mind’
. -+ . to pursue a really revolutionary and national trend and to transform it
self from & monarchy of the privileged estates into 2 social and revolutionary
people’s monarchy.” (Gustav Mayer, Bismarck und Lassalle. Ihr Briefwech-
sel und ihre Gespriche [Bismarck ond Lassalle. Their Correspondence and
Conversations], Berlin, 1028, page 60.)

!In Capital Marx ealls the total value of the product “the value of the

product,” while he calls the new part of the value added to it by Jabour “the
new value” or “the newly produced value.” (Compare Capital, Vol. I, chap.
VI, j‘Constant Capital and Variable Capital”; chap. IX, sec. 2, “The Repre-
sentation of the Components of the Value of the Product by Corresponding
Froportional Parts of the Product Itself”; chap. I, sec. 3, “Senior’s ‘Last
Hour.j ” In.connectiun with “new value,” see also chap. XVIL, “Changes of
Magnitude in the Price of Labour Power and in Surplus Value’?)
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ution on the basis of the present-day mode of production? Are
i6fiic relations regulated by legal conceptions or do not, on the
intrary, legal relations arise from economic ones? Have not also
the socialist sectarians 1 the most varied notions about “equitable”
stribution? :

To understand what idea is meant in this connection by the .-
phrase “equitable distribution,” we must take the first paragraph

and ‘this one together. The latter implies a society wherein “the

instruments of labour are common property, and the total labour

s coioperatively regulated,” and from the first paragraph we learn

that “the proceeds of labour belong undiminished with equal right

to all members of society.” :

%Py all members of scciety”? To those who do not work as.
ell? What remains then of the “undiminished proceeds of la-

bour”? Only to those membexs of society who work? What remains.
then of the “equal right” of all members of society?

" But “all members of society” and “equal right” are obviously
mere phrases. The kernel consists in this, that in this communist
society every worker must receive the “undiminished” Lassallean
“proceeds of labounr.”

"t Marx in 1872 wrote about sectarian socialism in his pamphlet directed
against the Bakunists (Les prétendues scissions dens Ulnternarionale [The Al
leged Splits in the Internationel]) : “The first phase in the struggle of the pre-
Jetariat against the bourgeoisie is marked by the sectarian movement. This s
itifiable at a time when the proletariat is not vet sufficiently developed to
t a5 a class. Isolated thinkers subject the social antagonisws to criticism and
4t 'the same time give a fantastic solution of them which the mass of the work-
&rs have only to acceplt as complete, to propagate and to put into practical
operation., Tt is in the nature of these sects, which are founded on the initiative
f individuals, that they keep themselves aloof and remole from every real
activity, from politics, strikes, trade unions, in a word, from every collective
ovement. The mass of the proletariat always remains indifferent, even hostile,
their propaganda. The workers of Paris and Lyons were as Iittle interested
“the Saint-Simonists, Fourierists and Icarians, as the English Chartists and
itade wnionists in the Owenites. The sects, at the outset a lever for the move-
fient, become an obstacle as soon as this movement has overtaken them; they
then beceme reactionary. The proof of this is the sects in France and England
d'recently the Lassalleans in Germany, who, after having for years hindered
the organisation of the proletariat, have finally hecome simple police tools. In
shiort, they represented the infancy of the proletarian movement just as astrol-
ogy and alchemy represented the infancy of sciemce.”
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Let us take first of all the words “proceeds of labour” in the
sense of the product of labour, then the co-operative proceeds
-of labour are the fofal sociul product.

From this is then to be deducted:

Firsily, cover for replacement of the means of production
used up.

Secondly, additional portion for expansion of production.

Thirdly, reserve or insurance fund to provide against mis-
adventures, disturbances through natural events, etc.

These deductions from the “undiminished proceeds of labour™
are an economic necessity and their magnitude is to be determined
by available means and forces, and partly by calculation of proba-
hilities, but they are in no way caleculable by equity.

There remains the other part of the total product, destined
to serve as means of consumption. ’

Before this is divided among the individuals, there has to be

- deducted - from it:

Firstly, the general costs of administration not belonging to
production. ' .

" This part will, from the outset, be very considerahly restricted
in comparison with present-day society and it diminishes in pro-
portion as the new society develops.

Secondly, that which is destined for the communal satisfac-
tion of needs, such as schools, health services, ete.

From the outset this part is considerably increased in com-
parison with present-day society and it increases in proportion as
the new society develops.

Thirdly, funds for those unable fo work, etc., in short, what

.1s included under so-called official poor relief today. o

Only now do we come to the “distribution” which the pro-

.. gramme, under Lassallean influence, alone has in view in its narrow
fashion, namely that part of the means of consumption which is
divided among the individual producers of the co-operative
society.l

? In his pamphlet The Housing Question, Engels also criticises the “social-

3et” demand for the “whole proceeds of labour,” attacking the system of the
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‘The “undiminished proceeds of labour” have already ‘quietly
become converted into the “diminished” proceeds, although what
the producer is deprived of in his capacity as a private individual
“benefits him directly or indirectly in his capacity as a member of
Society.

" Just as the phrase “undiminished proceeds of labour” has
disappeared, so now does the phrase “proceeds of labour” dis-
‘Appear altogether.! '

Within the co-operative society based on common ownership
of the means of production, the producers do not exchange their
products; just as litile does the labour employed on the products
appear here as the value of these products, as a material quality
possessed by them, since mow, in contrast to capitalist society,
individual labour no longer exists in an indirect fashion but
directly as a component part of the total labour. The phrase
“proceeds of labour,” objectionable even today on account of its
ambignity, thus loses all meaning.

What we have to deal with here is a communist society, not
as it has developed on its own foundations, but, on the contrary,
"“as it emerges from capitalist society; which is thus in. every
respect, economically, morally and intellectually, still stamped
" with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it
emerges, Accordingly the individual producer receives back from
society—after the deductions have been made—exacily what he
‘gives to it. What he has given to it is his individual amount of

“French petty-bourgeois socialist Proudhon (see note to p. 41), who also ad-
“vocated this demand. He writes: “It is, morecver, self-evident that, with social
‘production conditioned by modern large-scale industry [that is, under com-
“munism], it is possible to assure each person ‘the whole proceeds of his labour,’
so far as this phrase has any meaning at all. And it has a meaning only if it is
“extended to mean not that each individual worker becomes the possessor of ‘the
‘whole proceeds of his labour,” but that the whole of society, consisting entirely
‘of workers, becomes the possessor of the total proceeds of its labour, which it
‘partly distributes among its members for consumption, partly uses for replacing
and increasing the means of production and partly stores up as a reserve fund
o1 production and consumplion.” (The Housing Question, p. L)
“ 1 Compare with this refatation of Lassalle’s demand for the “undiminished”
or “whole proceeds of labonr,” Lenin, The State end Rerolution, chap. V, sec.
3 %The First Phase of Communist Society” (pp. 95-98. of this book).
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labour. For example, the social working day consists of the sumr

oi the individual labour hours; the individual lahour time of the.

individual producer is the part of the social labour day contributed
by him, his share in it. He receives a certificate from society
that he -has furnished such and such an amount of labour {after
* deducting his Iabour for the common fund), and with this certifi-

cate he draws from the social stock of means of consumption as -

much as costs the same amount of labour. The same amount of
labour which he has given to society in one form. he receives
back in another. ‘

Here obviously the same principle prevails as that which
regulates the exchange of commodities, as far as this is exchange
of equal values. Content and form are changed, because under
the altered circumstances no one can give anything except his
labour, and because, on the other hand, nothing can pass into
the ownership of individuals except individual means of con-
sumption. But, as far as the distribution of the latier among the
individual producers is concerned, the same principle prevails as
in the exchange of commodity-equivalents, so much labour in
one form is exchanged for an equal amount of labour in another
form. ‘

Hence, equal right here is still in principle—bourgeois right,
although principle and practice are no longer in conflict, while the-
exchange of equivalents in commodity exchange only exists on
the guverege and not in the individual case. :

In spite of this advance, this equal right is still stigmatised
by a bourgeois limitation. The right of the producers is propor-
tional to the labour they supply; the equality consists in the fact
that measurement is made with an equal szandard, Jabour.

But one man is superior to another physically or mentally and
so supplies more labour in the same time, or can labour for a
longer time; and labour, to serve as a measure, must be defined by
its duration or intensity, otherwise it ceases to be a standard of
measurement. This equal right is an unequal right for unegual
Iabour. It recognises no class differences, because everyone is only
a worker like everyone else; but it tacitly recognises unequal indi-
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vidiial endowment and thus productive capacity as natur'al privi-
deges. It is therefore ‘a right of inequality in its content, ltke' every
ight. Right by its very nature can only consist in the application
of an equal standard; but unequal individuals (and they would
‘not be different individuals if they were not unequal) are only
wéasurable by an equal standard in so far as they are b.roug:;ht
under ‘an equal point of view, are taken from one definite side -
nly, e.g., in the present case are regarded OTLly as workers, and
nothing more seen in them, everything else being ignored. Further,
ne -worker is married, another not; one has more children than
another and so on and so forth. Thus with an equal ouiput, and
hence an equal share in the social consumption fund, one will in
fact receive more than another, one will be richer than another,
and so on. To avoid all these defects, right, instead of being equal,
ould have to be unequal.!

11y Anti-Dithring (chap. X, pp. 121-22, English edition, 1935) Engels
writes as follows in regard to the demand for equality:
~. “The demand for eguality in the mouth of the prolstariat has therefore a
duble meaning, Tt is either—as was especially the case ai _the very start, for
xample in the Peasants’ War—the spontaneous reaction against the crying so-
ial inegualities, against the contrast of rich and poor, the feudal 'lcvrds and
‘their serfs, surfeit and starvation; as such. it is the s.lmpie} expression of the
“révolutionary instinct, and finds its justification in that, and indeed O.DIY in that.
Or,-on the other hand, the proletarian demand for equal}ty has arisen as the
saction against the bourgeois demand for equality, drawing more or less cor-
‘ect and more farreaching demands from this bourgeois demand, an.d serving
i5an agitational means in order to rouse the workers againat' the eapitalists on
the basis of the capitaliste’ own assertions; and in this case it stands and falls
th bourgeois equality itself, In both cases the real content of the proletarian
demand for equality is the demand for the abolition of classes. An.y demand
o1 ‘equality which goes beyond that, of necessity passes into absurdity.”
=In his work Economics and Politics in the Period of the Proletarian
ictatorship, Lenin writes in connection with Engels’ statement: ]
. "Long ago Engels in his Anéi-Diikring explained that t_he conception of
equality is a cast from the relations of commodity production and hecome:s
ransformed into a prejudice if equality is not understood to mean the aboli-
onof classes. This elementary truth regarding the distinction hetween the
botrgeois-democratic and the socialist conceptions of equality is constantly
being forgotten, But if it is not forgotien, it becomes obvious that by 0verth'rc')w-
ngthe bourgeoisie the proletariat takes a decisive step towards the :_ﬂmhtmn
f ‘¢lasses, and that in order to complete the process the prolezariat must
sontinie its class struggle, making use of the apparatus of state power and of
methods of combating, influencing and bringing pressure to bear on the
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But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of com-
munist society as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged
_birth pangs from capitalist society. Right can never be higher
than the economic structure of society and the cultural development
thereby determined.?

In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving
subordination of individuals under division of labour, and there-
with also the antithesis between mental and physical labour, has
vanished; after labour, from a mere means of life, has itself
become the prime mnecessity of life; after the productive
. forces have also increased with the all-round development of the
individual, and all the springs of co-operative wealth flow more
abundantly—only then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois right
be fully left behind and society inscribe on its banners: from each
according to his ability, to each according to his needs! 2

I have dealt more at length with the “undiminished proceeds of

overthrown bourgeoisie and the vacillating petty bourgeoisie.” (Selected
Works, Vol. VIII, p. 13.}) Compare the passages in The Siate end Rev-
olution (see pp. 96, 97, 98 and 103 of this hook), in which Lenin in part
quotes, in part summarises and develops the ideas put forward by Marx in the
- Critique.
1 See Lenin’s elucidation on pp. 97-98 of this book.

" #8ee Lenin’s elucidation on pp. 99-100 of this bhook. In connection with:
Communist subbotniks Lenin said in December 1919: “If we were to ask our-
selves in what way communjsm differs from socialism, we would have 1o reply
that socialism is the society which grows directly out of capitalism, that it is
.the first form of the new soclety. Communism, on the other hand, is a higher
form of society, which can develop only when socialism has taken firm hold..

- Socialism implies the performance of work without the aid of capitalists, it.
implies social labour accompanied by the strictest accounting, control and’
supervision on the part of the organised vangunard, the most advanced section
of the toilers. Moreover, it implies that standards of labour and the amount of
compensation for labour must be determined. They must be determined becaunse
capitalist soclety has left us such relies and habits as uncoordinated labour,
lack of confidence in social economy, the old habits of the small producer,
- which prevail in all peasant coentries, All these run counter to a real communist
economy. Communism, on the other hand, is the nzme we apply to a system
under which people become accustomed to the performance of public duties
" .without any specific machinery of compulsion, when unpaid work for the
common good becomes the general phenomenon.” (Selected Works, Vol. VIIL,.
D- 239.) Compare also Lenin’s article “From the Destruction of the Ancient
Social System to the Creation of the New,” Selected Works, Vol. IX, p. 446,

“-CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 15
abour” on the one hand, and with “equal right” and “equitable
distribution” on ‘the other, in order to show what a crime it is
0 aif’te'mpt, on the one hand, to force on our party ag.ain, as
logmas, ideas which in a certain period had some meaning but
have now become obsolete Tubbishy phrases, while on the other,
perverting the realistic outlook; which has cost so‘mll:(ch effort to -
instil into the party, but which has now taken root in it, by means.
c':)'fi_‘-'-'ideological nonsense about ‘“right” and other trash common
among the democrats and French Socialists. _ )

~Quite apart from the analysis so far given, it was in general
inéorrect to make a fuss about so-called “distribution” and put the
principal stress on it. . -

" The distribution of the means of consumption at any time
is‘only a consequence of the distribution of the conditions of pre-
Jdizction themselves, The latter distribution, however, is a featurc:: of
the mode of production itself. The capitalist mode o'f _produchon,.
for example, rests on the fact that the material conditions of pro-
duction are in the hands of non-workers in the form of property
i capital and land, while the masses are only owners of the per-
sonal condition of production, wiz., labour power. Once th.e ei.em-e.nts
of production are so distributed, then the present-day d1_str1but1.<3m
of the means of consumption results automatically. If the material
conditions of production are the co-operative property of the wo‘rk-
ors themselves, then this likewise results in a different distribution
of the means of consumption from the present one. Vulgar social-
ism (and from it in turn a section of democracy) has taken over
from the bourgeois economists the consideration and treatment of
distribution as independent of the mode of production and he:nc_e
. e presentation of socialism as tuming principally on distribu-
tion.l After the real position has long been made clear, why ge
back again?

: 1n Capital, Vol. I, p. 133 (Kerr edition), Marx says: “It is, moreover,
‘insecordance with the bourgeois horizem, which is entirely bounded by t'he
‘etaze for making money, not to see in the character of th(? mode of production
he basis of the corresponding mode of circulation but vice versa” The ques-
on-of the relation of production to distribution, exchange and consumption

analysed by Marx in detail in his unfinished Introductiofr. to fhe Criti.qua_af
*Pplizicz.l Economy (1857), which was published together with his Contributior




16 CRITIOUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

. “The emancipation of labour must be the work of the
. working class, in contrast to which all other classes are only
one reactionary mass.’ '
The first strophe is taken from the introductory words of the

Statutes of the International, but “improved.” There it is said: “The -

emancipation of the working class must be the act of the workers
themselves.” 1 Here, on the contrary, the “working class” has to
" emancipate~-what? “Labour.” Let him understand who can.

In compensation, the anlistrophe? on the other hand is a Las-
sallean guotation of the first water: “in contrast to which (the work-
ing class) all other classes form only one reactionary mass.” 8

to the Critique of Political Economy. In his article “The Economic Content of
‘Narodism and the Criticism of it in Mr. Struve’s Book™ (1894), Lenin refers to
the passage from the Critigue of the Gotha Programme as follows: “Marx con-
trasts vulgar socialism to scientific socialism, which does not attach great im-
portance to distribution, and which ezplains the social system by the organisa-
tion of relations of production and which considers that the given system of
organisation of relations of production already includes a definite system of
distribution, This idea . . . runs like a thread through the whole of Marx’s teach-
ings.” (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. 1, p, 460.)

1 Literally, the preamble to the Provisional Rules of the Association he-
gins as follows: “Considering, that the emancipation of the working classes
must be conquered by the working classes themselves. . . .”

2Tn Greek tragedies the chorus consisted of & strophe and an antistrophe.

3 See the criticism of this thesis made by Engels in his letter to Bebel -of
March 18, 1875 (p. 37). Marx and Engels in criticising this slogan constantly
pointed out the significance of the allies of the proletariat in all stages of the
class struggle of the proletariat. On this suh]ect, Engels wrote to Bernstein
-on November 2, 1882: “The real weakness is the childish notion ef the coming
revolution which is supposed to begin by “Guelfs here, Ghibellines there,’ the
whole world dividing itself into two armies: we here, the ‘one reactionary mass’
there, That means that the revolution is to begin with the fifth act, and not with
the first in which the mass of all the oppositional parties stands together against
the government and its blunders and thus is victoriouns, upon which the separate
parties among the victors one after another wear themselves out, make them-
selves mposs:h]e, until finally by this means the mass of the pecople is thrust
wholly onto our side and then Vollmar's much-vaunted decisive battle can
proceed.” Lenin also says: “To imagine that social revolution is conceiveble

--without revolts by small nations in the colonies and Europe, without the revolu-
tionary ocutbursts of a section of the petty bourgecisie with all its prejudices,
without & movement of nom-class-conscious proletarian and semi-proletarian
masses against the oppressmn of the landlords, the church, the monarchy, the
foreign nations, etc.—ta imagine that means repudiating social revolution. Ap-
parently they 1magme that in one place an army will line up and say, “We are
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~Tn The Communist Manifesto it is said: “Of all the classes that
stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone
s & really revolutionary class, The other classes decay and ﬁnally‘
disappear in the face of modern industry, the proletanat is its
special and essential product.”* :
 The bourgeoisie is here conceived. as a revolutionary class—
a5 the bearer of large-scale industry-—in contrast to the feudal
lords and middle estates, who desire to maintain all social positions
that are the creation of obsolete modes of production. Thus they do
‘not form together with the bourgeoisie only one reactionary mass.
-~ On the other hand, the proletariat is revolutionary in contrast
to the bourgeoisie. because, having itself grown up on the basis
of largescale industry, it strives to strip off from production the
capitalist character that the bourgeoisie seeks to perpetuate. But
the Manifesto adds that the “middle class . . . if by chance they
are revolutionary, they are so omly in view of their impending
transfer into the proletariat.””?

. From this point of view, therefore, it is again nonsense to say
that they, together with the bourgeoisie, and with the feudal lords

{for socialism,” and in another place another army will say, “We are for imperial-
ism,’ and that this will be social revolution! . . . Whoever expecis a ‘pure’ social
revolution will never live to see it. Such a person pays lip service to revolution,
withont understanding what revolution is. The Russian Revolution of 1905 was
@ bourgeois-democratic revolution. It consisted of a series of battles in which
all the discontented classes, groups and elements of the population partici-
ated. . . . Objectively, the mass movement broke the back of tsarism and
aved the way for democracy; and for that reason the class-conscious workers,
led it. The socialist revolution in Europe cannot be anything else than an
outhurst of mass struggle on the part of all and sundry of the oppressed and
discontented elements.” (Selected Works, Vol. V, “Discussion on Seli-
Deétermination Summed Up,” pp. 303-4.) '

21 8ee Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The Communist Mamfesto P
20- 31 Moscow, 1935,
.2 The paragraph of the Manifesto from which this is taken runs:
~“The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the arti-
n, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extine-
o’ their existence as fractions of the middle class. They are therefore not
tevolntionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to
roll:back the wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are so
Iy in view of their impending transfer into the proletariat; they thus defend
noti their present, but their future interesis; they desert their own standpomf.
lace themselves at that of the proletariat.”” (Iid., p. 31.)
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into the bargain, “form only one reactionary mass™ in relation
to the working class. : .

Did we proclaim to the artisans, small industrialists, ete., and
peasants during the last elections:  In contrast to us you, with the
bourgeois and fendal lords, form only one reactionary mass? .

Lassalle knew The Communist Manifesto by heart, as his faith-
ful followers know the gospels written by him. If, therefore, he has
falsified it so grossly, this has occurred only to put a good colour
‘on his alliance with absolutist and feudal opponents against the
bourgeoisie.? o

In the above paragraph, moreover, his oraculer saying is
dragged in by force without any connection with the botched guo-
tation from the Statutes of the International. Thus it is here simply
‘an impertinence and indeed not ‘at all displeasing to Herr Bis-
marck, one of those cheap pieces of insolence in which the Marat®

of Berlin deals.

5. “The working class strives for its emancipation furst of
all within the framework of the present-day national state,
conscious that the necessary result of its efforts, which are
common to the workers of all civilised countries, will be the
international brotherhood of peoples.” :

Lassalle, in opposition to The Communisi Manifesto and to
all earlier socialism, conceived the workers’ movement from the
narrowest national standpoint. He is being followed in this—and
that after the work of the Internationall4

1 The elections to the Reichstag which are here referred to ook place in
January 1874,
"2 See note 2 on p. 7. . i
8 Marat (1743-93). One of the most outstanding revolutionary leaders -orf
the French bourgeois revolation at the end of the eighteenth centary, a J acob}n.
By “the Marat of Berlin® Marx ironically refers to Hasselmann, the chief
editor of the Neuer Sozialdemokrat, the central organ of the Lassalleans. )
. ¢The First International, the International Workingmen's Asscciation
(1864-72), under Marx's guidance “laid the foundation of the international
organisation of the working class for preparing their revolutionary assault on

capital.” (Lenin, Collected Works, Russian ed., Vol. XXIV, p. 247} In his

essay, “Karl Marx,” Lenin summarises its history as follows:
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working class must organise itself at home as @ class and that its
own. country is the immediate arena of its struggle. In so far its class
struggle is national, not in content, but, as The Communist Manz-
festo says, “in form.” 1 But the “framework of the present-day

ﬁomically “within the framework” of the world market, politically
“within the framework” of the system of states, Every businessman
~knows that German trade is at the same time foreign trade, and

. “The period of revival of the demacratic movements at the end of the *fifties
--and the *sixties recalled Marx to practical activity. In 1864 {September 28) the

International Workingmen’s Association—the famous First International—was
“founded in London, Marx was the heart and soul of this organisation; he was
* the author of its first Address and of a host of resolutions, declarations and mani-
festoes. By uniting the labour movement of various countries, by striving to
- direct into the channel of jeint activity the various forms of non-proletarian, pre-
‘Marxian socialism (Mazzini, Proudhon, Bakunin, liberal trade uniomism in
‘England, Lassallean vacillations to the Right in Germany, etc.), and by com-
- bating the theories of all these sects and schools, Marx hammered out & umi-
form, tactic for the proletarian struggle of the working class in the various coun-
tries. After the fall of the Paris Commune (1871) . . . and after the International
“was split by the Bakunists, the existence of that organisation in Europe became
Jimpossible. After the Hague Congress of the International (1872) Marx had the
: General Council of the International transferred to New York. The First Inter-
- national had accomplished its historical role and it made way for a period of im-
- measurably larger growth of the labour movement in all the countries of the

“socialist Jabour parties in individual national states were created.” The intro-
~duction te the Programme of the Communist International contains the follow-
‘ing: “As the united and centralised international party of the proletariat, the
:Communist International is the only party to continue the principles of the
:Firat International, and to carry them out upon the new mass foundation of
the revolutionary proletarian movement.”
* *The passages in the Mamifesto Tun: “Though not in substance, yet in
wform, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first g national
struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle
natters with ite own bourgeoisie™ {P. 27.) And again: “The working-
.men have no country, We cannot take from them what they bave not got. Since
ithe proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be
.ihe leading class of the nation, must -constitute itself the natiom, it is, so
_:fa;_,- itself national, though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.”
. 35.) :

o

e altogether self-evident that, to be able to fight at all, the

national state,” e.g., the German empire, is itself in its turn eco-

warld, a period, in fact, when the movement grew in breadth and when mass .

k-]
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the greatness of Herr Bismarck consists, to be sure, precisely in a
kind of international policy. .
' And to what does the German Workers” Party reduce its inter-
nationalism? To the consciousness that the result of its efforts will
be “the international brotherhood of peoples”—a phrase borrowed
from the bourgeois League of Peace and Freedom, which is
intended to pass as equivalent to the international brotherhood
of the working classes in the joint struggle against the ruling
classes and pheir governments. Not a word, therefore, about the
international functions of the German working class! And it is
in this way it is to challenge its cwn bourgeoisie, which is already
linked up in brotherhood against it with the bourgeois of all other

x

11n 1890 Engels described Bismarck’s internetional policy as follows:

“The War of 1859 had also alarmed Prussia. Prussisz almost doubled its
army, and put at the helm a man who at least on one point could compete with
Russian diplomacy—in his lack of scruple as to the means used. This man
was Bismarck. During the Polish rising in 1863—as opposed to Austria, France
and England—he theatrically took his stand with Russia and did all he coul_d
to help Russia to victory. This secured for him the tsar's abandonment of his
usual policy in the Schleswig-Holstein guestion; in 1864, with the tsar’s con-
sent, the Duchy was torn from Denmark. Then came the Austro-Prussian War;
and once again the tsar rejoiced at the second drubbing of Awstria and the
growth of the power of Prussia—his only loyal vassal—loyal even after ihe
kicks of 1849-50. The War of 1866 brought in iis train the Franco-Prussian
War of 1870, and once again the tsar sided with his Prussian dyedya molo-
dyets [good old unclel; he held a direct threat over Austria and thus deprived

France of the ouly aily who conld ‘have saved her from complete defeat. But |

Alexander in 1870, like Louis Bonaparte in 1865, was cheated by the quick
snceesses of the German zrms.” (“The Foreign Policy of Russian Tsarism,”
Neue Teit, 1890, pp. 198-99.) With regard to the significance of the Franco-
Prussian War, the most outstanding success of Bismarck’s foreign policy
Lenin wrote in Socialism and War: “In the Franco-Prussian War, Germany
robbed France, but this does not change the fundamental historical significance
of that war, as having freed tens of millions of the German people from fendal
decentralisation and from the oppression of two despots, the Russian tsar and
Napoleon IIL” (Collected Works, Vol, XVIIL.) .

2 The Tnternational League of Peace and Freedom was an international
organisation of bourgeois democrats and pacifist free traders which existed
in the ’sixties and ’seventies, The Firet International, at the insistence of
Marx and under his leadership, carried on a decisive struggle against this
Léague which was founded in Geneva in 1867. The watchwords of the League
were “Universal Brotherhood of Peoples™ and “The United States of Europe”
{See Engels’ reference to this League on p. 33.)
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couniries, and Herr Bismarck’s international policy of conspiracy!?
“In-fact the international consciousness expressed im the pro-
gramme stands even infinitely below that of the Free Trade
Party. The latter also asserts that the result of its efforts will be
“the international brotherhood of peoples.” But it also does sowme-
“thing to make trade international and by no means contents itself
with the consciousness—ithat all peoples are carrying on trade at
home. '
-~ The international activity of the working classes does not in
any way depend on the existence of the International Working-
men’s Assoclation. This was only the first attempt te create a
-central ‘organ for that activity; an attempt which was of lasting
sticcess on account of the impulse which it gave but which was
no longer realisable in its first historical form after the fall of
the Paris Commune. :

- Bismarck’s Norddeutsche? was absolutely correct when it an-
nounced for the satisfaction of its master that the German Work-
ers’ Party had repudiated internationalism in the new programme.?

I

“Starting from these basic principles, the German Workers”
.. Party strives by all legal means for the free state—and—so-

o 11 After the fall of the Paris Commune, Bismarck attempted in 1871-72 ic
eonclude a formal treaty between Germary, Awpstria and Russia for the purpose
of united persecution of the revolutionary movement in general and the First
TInternational in particular, Although a formal treaty was not agrived at, the
-government organs of the Big Powers, nevertheless, were already then taking
int action against the revolutionaries.

2. 2 The Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, Bismarck’s organ, pub-
lishéd, on March 20, 1875 (No. 67), a leading article on the draft programme
-of the Social-Democratie Party. Special attention was drawn to point five of the
programme which Marx is referring to here, and in connection with this point
the comment was made that the Social-Democrats apparently “desire
‘to free themselves to a certain extent from the influence of the Interna-
ional,” that “the Social-Democratic agitation has in many respects become
more prudent,” and that “it is renouncing the International.”

.- 3 Engels, who had the same opinion as Marx of the “internationalism® of
‘the Gotha Programme, wrote to F. Becker on August 13, 1875: “In Germany
.+ -gince the fusion with the Lassalleans, the connection with the Internation-
<—which was in any case a loose one—has been entirely broken off.” .
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cialist society; the abolition of the wage system together with
the iron low of wages—and—exploitation in every form; the
removal of all social and political inequality.”

T shall return to the “free” state later.

Thus, in future, the German Workers® Party has got to believe
in Lassalle’s “iron law of wages!” That this shall not be lost,
the nonsense is perpetrated of speaking of the “abolition of the
" wage system” (it should read: system of wage labour) rogether
with the “iron law of wages.” If I abolish wage labour, then
naturally I abolish its laws also, whether they are of “iron” or
sponge. But Lassalle’s attack on wage labour turns almost solely
on this so-called law. In order, therefore, to prove that Lassalle’s
sect has cohquered, the “wage systern” must be abolished “
gether with the iron law of wages” and not without it.

It is well known that nothing of the “iron law of wages” be-
longs to Lassalle except the word “iron™ borrowed from Goethe’s
“great, eternal, iron laws.” The word iron is a label by which the
true’ believers recognise one another. But if I take the law with
Lassalle’s stamp on it and consequently in his sense then I must

also take it with his bhasis for it. And what is that? As Lange?

1 Lassalle formulated this “law” as follows: “The iron economic law which,
under present-day conditions, under the rule of the supply and demand of
labour, determines wages is this: that the average wage always remains
reduced to the necessary besis of subsistence that . . . iz requisite for exis
tence and propagation.” (An Open Answer io the Central Commitiee for Con-

vening g General Congress of German Workers at Leipzig, Zurich, 1863.)
See also the criticism of this law in Engels’ letter to Bebel of March 18-28,

1875 (p. 39).
‘ :F. A, Lange (1828-75). A German Neo-Kantian plnlosopher, petty-
bourgeois democratic writer, author of a work on social reform, The Labour
Question: Its Significance for the Present end the Future (first published in
1865). In his letter to Kugelmann of June 27, 1870, Marx says: “Herr Lange
(Ueber die Arbetterfrage, etc, [On the Labour Question, etc.l, second edi-
tion) sings my praises loudly, but with the object of making himself im-
portant. Herr Lange, vou see, has made a great discovery. The whole of
history can be brought under a single great natural law. The natural law is
the phrase (in this application Darwin’s expression becomes nothing but a
phrase) ‘struggle for life,” and the content of this phrase is the Malthus-

~ ian law of population or, rather, overpopulation, So instead of analysing the
struggle for life as represented historically in varyving and definite forms of
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already showed, shortly after Lassalle’s death, it is the Malthusian 1
‘theory of population (preached by Lange himeelf). But if this
theory is carrect, then again I can not abolish the law even if 1
abolish wage labour a hundred times over, because the law then
governs not only the system of wage labour but every social systern.
Basing themselves directly on this, the economists have proved
for fifty years and more that socialism cannot abolish poverty,
which has its basis in nofure, but can only generalise it, distribute
it simultaneously over the whole surface of society!

But all this is not the main thing., Quite epart from this false
Lassallean formulation of the law, the truly infuriating retrograde
step consists in the following:

* Since Lassalle’s death  the scientific understanding has made
progress in our party, that wages are not what they appear to
be, namely, the value, or price, of labour, but only a masked form -
for the value, or price, of labour power. Thereby the whole bour-
“geois conception of wages hitherto, as well as all the criticism
hitherto directed ‘against this conception, was thrown 'overboard '
once for all and it was made clear that the wage worker has per-
mission to work for his own life, i.e., to live, only in so far as he

society, all that has to be done is to iranslate every concrete struggle into the
phra.se, ‘struggle for life, and this phrase itself into the Malthusian popula-
tion iantasy. One must admit that this is a very impressive method—for
swaggering, sham-scientific, bombastic ignorance and intellectuzl laziness.”
(Letters to Dr, Kugelmmm p. 111.) With regard to the Malthusian “law,”
ses the following note.

1 Thomas Robert Malthus (1768- 1834) English economist. In his work,
An Essay on the Principle of Population (1798), he developed the idea that
heré exists an immutable law of population according to which the populs-
jon - increases in geometrical progression while the means of subsistence
necessary for its maintenance imcrease only in arithmetical pro,,resmon. Con-
sequently, according to Malthus, the basis for poverty lies in the natyral
contradiction between -the tapid increase in the population and the
estricted increase of the necessary means of subsistence, Marx, who called
Malthus” work a libel on the haman race, pointed out the falsity of this
iw” and proved that “in fact every special historic mode of producuon
has its own special laws of population, historically valid within its limits alone.”
{Capital, Vol, 1, chap, XXIII, Section 3. Ibid., Sections 2 and 3, see the criticiam
of Malthus’ theory and the exposition of the law of population peculiar to the
capitalist mode of production.)

* Lassalle was killed in a duel in September 1864,




24 CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA. PROGRAMME

works for a certain time gratis for the capitalist (and hence also
for the latter’s fellow consumers of surplus value); that the whole
* capitalist system of production turns on the prolongation of this

gratis labour. by extending the working day or by developing the

productivity, i.e., the greater intensity of labour power, etc., that,
consequently, the system of wage labour is a system of slavery, and
indeed a slavery which becomes more severe in proportion as the
social productive forces of labour develop, whether the worker
receives better or worse payment.! And after this understanding
has more and more made progress in our party, ome returns to
Lassalle’s dogmas, although one must have known that Lassalle did
not know what wages are,"but following in the wake of the bourgeois
econormists took the appearance for the essence of the matter.

It is as if, among slaves who have at last got behind the secret
of slavery and broken out in rebellion, a slave still in thrall to
obsolete notions were to inscribe on the programme of the rebel-
lion: Slavery must be abolished because the upkeep of slaves in
the system of slavery cannot exceed a certain low maximum!

Does not the mere fact that the representatives of our party

‘In The Condition of the Working Class in England in 1844 Engels
wrote of capitalist wage slavery as follows:

“The worker is, in law and in fact, the slave of the property-holding

class, of the bourgecisie, so effectually a slave that he is sold like a piece of

- goods, rises and falls in price like a commodity. If the demand for workers in-

creases, the price of workers rises; if it falls, their price falls. If it falls so greatly

that a number of them become uncaleable, if they are ‘left in stock,’ they are

simply left idle; and as they cannot live upon that, they die of starvatien. . . .
The only difference as compared with the old cutspoken slavery is this, that the
worker of today seems to be free becaunse he is not sold once for all, but piece-
meal, by the day, the week, the year, and because no one owner sells him 1o
another, but he is forced to sell himself in this way instead, being the slave
of no particular persen, but of the whole property-holding class, For him
the matter is unchanged at bottom, and if this semblance of freedom neces
sarily gives him some real freedom on the one hand, it entails on the other the
disadvantage that no one guarantees him a subsistence, that he is in danger of
being repudiated at any moment by his master, the bourgeoisie, and left to
die of starvation, if the bourgeoisie ceases to have an interest in his employ-
ment, his existence. The bourgeoisie, on the other hand, is far better off
under the present arrangement than under the old slave system; it can dis-
wmiss its employees at discretion without sacrificing invested capital, and gets
its work done much more cheaply than is possible with slave labour, as Adam
Smith comifortingly pointed out.”

-
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_wezre capable of perpetrating such a monstrous attack on the
understanding that has spread among the mass of our party prove
by itself with what criminal levity and with what lack of con-
 écience they set to work in drawing up this compromise programme!
.- Instead of the indefinite concluding phrase of the paragraph
" “the removal of all social and political inequality” it ought to:
‘have been said that with the abolition of class differences all
‘the social and political inequality arising from them would dis-
appear of itself.

111

~ “The German Workers’ Parly, in order to pave the way ic -
the solution of the social guestion, demands the establishment
of producers’ co-operative societies with state aid under the
democratic control of the toiling people. The producers’ co-
operative societies are to be called into being for industry and
agriculture in such dimensions that the socialist organisation
of the total labour will arise from them.” '

~ After the Lassallean “iron law of wages,” the remedy of the
prophet. The way to it is “paved” in worthy fashion. In place
. of the existing class struggle appears a newspaper scribbler’s.
phrase: “the social question,” to the “solution” of which one
“paves the way.” Instead of the revolutionary process of trans-
formation of society, the “socialist organisation of the total labour”
“arises” from the “state aid” that the state gives to the producers”
‘co-operative societies and which the state, not the worker, “calls
into being.” This is worthy of Lassalle’s imagination that one can
build a new society by state leans just as well as a new railway!

" From the remnants of a sense of shame, “state aid” has been
put—under the democratic control of the “toiling people.”

- In the first place the majority of the “toiling people” in Ger-
any consists of peasants and not of proletarians.

 Secondly, “democratic” is in German “volksherrschaftlich,”
[“by the rule of the people”]. But what does “control by the
rule of the people of the toiling people” mean? And particularly



26 CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

in the case of a toiling people which, through these demands’

that it puts to the state, expresses its full comsciousness that it
‘neither rules nor is ripe for ruling!

It would be superfiuous to deal here with the criticismm of the

recipe prescribed by Buchez ! in the reign of Louis Philippe? in
-opposition. to thée French Socialists and accepted by the reac-
tionary ‘workers of the Aielier3 The chief offence does not lie
in having inscribed these specific nostrums in the programme, but
in that in general a retrograde step {rom the standpoint of a class
movement to that of a sectarian movement is being taken.

That the workers desire to establish the conditions of co-opera-
tive production on a social, and first of all on a national, scale in
their own country, only means that they are working to revolution-
ise the present conditions of production, and has nothing in
common with the foundation of co-operative societies with state
aid. But as {ar as the present co-operative societies are concerned
they are of value only in so far as they are the independent
creations of the workers and not protegées either of the govern-
‘ment or of the bourgeoisie.

v

" I come now to the democratic section.
A. “The free basis of the state.”

Fixst of all, according to 11, the German Workers’ Party strives :

for the “free state.”
_ Free state—what is this?

1 Buchez (1796-1865). French historian and writer. In the forties of the
last century, he was the represeniative of French Catholic “socialism” which
demanded the formation of producers’ co-operative societies with state aid
as a means of strugele against the growing revolutionary movement. See Engels’

" letter to Bebel of March 18-28, 1875, p. 35 of this edition.

2 Louis Fhilippe (1773- 1850) King of France in the period of the “July
Morarchy.” The July Revolution of 1830 put him on the throne and the
‘February Revolution of 1848 brought his reign to an end.

" 3 Atelier (Workshop). A monthly journal published in Paris (1840-48).
‘Its centributors, editors, and publishers were all workers. The Atelier group was
-under the influence of the reactionary Cathohc socialism of Buchez, In polities it

supported the bourgeoiz radicals.
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“- It is by no means the aim of the workers, who have got rid
-of the narrow mentality of humble subjects, to set the state free.
In the German empire the “state” is almost as “free” as in Russia.
Freedom consists in converting the state from an organ standing
“above society into one completely subordinated to it, and today
‘also the forms of the state are more free or less free to the extent
that they restrict the “freedom of the state.”

The German Workers’ Party—at least if it adopts the pro-
gramme—shows that its socialist ideas are not even skin-deep; in
that, instead of treating existing society (and this holds good of
any future one) as the basis of the existing state (or of the future
tate in the case of future society) it treats the state rather as an
‘independent entity that possesses its own intelleciual, morel and.
~free basis,

. And what of the riotous misuse which the programme makes
f the words “preseni-day state,” “present-day society,” and of the
still more riotous misconception that it achieves in regard to the
“state to which it addresses its demands?

“Present-day society” is.capitalist society, which exists in all
ivilised countries, more or less free from medizval admixture,
‘more or less modified by the special historical development of
each country and more or less developed. On the other hand, the
‘present-day state” changes with a country’s frontier, It is differ-
nt in the Prusso-German empire from what it is in Switzerland,
t'is different in England from what it is in the United States.
‘The present-day state” is therefore a fiction.

. Nevertheless, the different states of the different civilised coun-
ries, in spite of their manifold diversity of form, all have this in
‘ommon, that they are based on modern bourgeois society, only one
more or less capitalistically developed. They have, therefore, also
ertain essential features in common. In this sense it is possible
o speak of the “present-day state,” in contrast to the fature in
which its present root, bourgeois society, will have died away.

The question then arises: what transformation will the state
ndergo in communist society? In other words, what social func-
jons will remain in existence there that are analogous to the
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present functions of the state? This question can only be answered
scientifically and one does not get 2 flea-hop nearer to the problem by
a thousand-fold combination of the word people with the word state..

Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of
the revolutionary transformation of the one into the‘other. There
corresponds to this also a political transition period in which
the state can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat.!

Now the programme does not deal with this nor with the
future state in communist society.? o

Its political demands contain nothing beyond the old familiar
democratic litany: universal suffrage, direct legislation, people’s
justice, a people’s militia, etc.3 They are a mere echo of the bour-
geois People’s Party,* of the League of Peace and Freedom. They
are all demands which, in so far as they are not exaggerated in

1Tn regard to this thesis, Lenin wrote in the autumn of 1916: “Up te
now ihis axiom has never been disputed by socialists, and yet it implies the
recognition of the state right up to the time when victorious socialism will
have grown into complete communism,” (Collected Wearks, Vol. XIX, “The
Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up.”) This formulation already
contains the essence of the entire fifth chapter of The State and Revolution,
which is included as an appendix to this edition. In 1922, the renegade Kautsky
“corrected” this thesis of Marx in the following way: “In the interval hetween
the purely beurgeois administration and the purely proletarian administration
of a democratic state there is the period of transition from ome to the other. To
.this alse corresponds a political transition period, when the government as a
rule, takes the form of a coalition government” (X, Kautsky, The Proletarian:
Revolution dand its Programme, Stattgart, 1922.)

2 See Lenin’s note on this passage of the Critique, p. 71

3 The actual text of the five “political demands™ was:

1. Universal, equal, direct and secret suffrage for all males of twenty- -

. one years and ahove, fer all clections—mnational and local.
2. Direct legislation by the people with right of initiating proposals and
veto,
3. Universal eonscription. People’s militia in place of the standing army.
Decision on war and peace through the people’s representatives.
4. Abolition of all exceptional laws, especially the laws on the press, as-
sociation and assembly,
5. Administration of justice by the people. Free administration of justice.
. *The German People’s Party or Democratic Party wae founded in
_Septemher 1865 in Darmstadt and reorganised at the Stuttgart Party Congress
in September 1868. It was the party of the petty bourgeoisie of oppositional and
partly also revolutionary inclination of the smaller and medium-sized states of
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“fanciful presentation, have already been realised. Only the state
“to which they belong does not lic within the frontiers of the Ger-
~xnan empire, but in Switzerland, the United States, etc. This sort of
" “state of the future” is a present-day state although existing outside -
“#he “framework” of the German empire.

. But one thing has been forgotten. Since the German Workers’
Party expressly declares that it acts within “the present-day-
‘national state,” hence s own state, the Pruszso-German empire—
“its demands would indeed otherwise be largely meaningless, since
one only demands what one has not got—it should not have for-
gotten the chief thing, namely that all those pretty litile toys rest
on the recognition of the so-called sovereignty of the people and
hence there is only room for them in a democratic republic.

Since. one has not the courage—and wisely, for the circum:
stances demand caution—to demand the democratic republic, as
the French workers’ programmes under Louis Philippe and under
Youis Napoleon ! did, one should not have taken refuge either in
the subterfuge, neither “honourable” nor “worthy,” of demanding
1hings which have meaning only in a democratic republic from a°
state which is nothing but a police-guarded military despotism.,®

Germany, and particularly of South Germany. In opposition to Bismarck’s pel-
ey of the unity of Germany under the hegemony of menarchist Junker Prussia,
it put forward the establishment of a democratic German republic. It was closely
“.connected with the International Leagne of Peace and Freedom (see note 2
“en p. 20) and it made efiorts to gain influence among the workers. It as-
‘sisted the creation of various workers’ educational associations and played the
eading role in the annual congresses of the German Workers' Associalions.
The organisation of the People’s Party in Saxony, which consisted almost ex-
lugively of members of the Workers' Associations, was used by W. Liebknecht
“and A. Bebel, who carried on agitation within the framework of the People’s
arty as the basis for the foundation of an independent workers’ party. Later,
“ifter Liebknecht and Behel, at the insistence of Marx and Engels, had suc-
‘ceeded in securing the adherence of the German Workers’ Association to the
‘First International at their Nurémberg Congress in September 1868, and, a year
ater, in August 1860, at the Eisenach Congress of the Workers® Associations,
i the foundation of a Social-Democratic Workers” Party, the People’s Party
apidly lost its influence over the workers. ‘
.. 1 The reference here is to Napoleon III {Louis Bonaparte), Emperor of
France (1851-70%. . - ‘ o . : S
' * Referring to this characterisation of the constitution of the new Hohen-
ollern German Empire, Lenin wrote. in 1913: “Marx estimated the actual
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embellished with parliamentary forms, alloyed with a feudal ad-
mixture, bureaucratically constructed and already influenced by
the bourgeoisie, and then to assure this state into the bargain that
one thinks one will be able to extort these things from it “by legal
means,” ‘
Even vulgar democracy, which sees the millenium in the
democratic republic and has no suspicion that it is precisely
in this last state form of hourgeois society that the class

struggle has to be fought out to a conclusion—even it towers '

“mountains above this kind of democratism within the limits
_of what is permitted by the police and what is logically imper-
missihle. :

That, in fact, by the word “state” the government machinery
is understood, or the state, in so far as it-forms a special organ-
ism separated from society through division of labour, is already
shown by the words “the German Workers’ Party demands as the
economic basis of the state: a single progressive income tax, ete.”
"Taxes are thé economic basis of the government machinery and of
nothing else. In the state of the future as it exists in Switzerland,

this demand has been pretty well fulfilled. Income tax presupposes

the various sources of income of the various social classes, and
hence capitalist society. It is, therefore, not extraordinary that
the Liverpool financial reformers, bourgeois headed by Glad-

stone’s brother,? are putting forward the same demand as the

programme.

essence of the German ‘constitution’ a hundred thousand times more profoundly

than hundreds of professors, priests and publicists of the bourgeoisie, who-

¢hanted the praises of the ‘state based on law.” They crawled on their bellies
before the success and triumph of the highly placed favonrites in Germany.
Marx estimated the class essence of the pohcjr, being guided not by a particular
‘kink’ in events, but by the whole experience of international democracy and
of the international workers’ movement.” (Collected Works, Russian ed., Vol.
XVIL p. 100.)

* See Lenin's note on this passage in the Critigue, on p. 72.

2 The reference is to R. Gladstone (1805-75), a big merchant i
Liverpool, a Liberal who propagated the idea of a progressive income tax
which should fall primarily on the big landowners. He was the brother of

William Gladstone (180998}, the prominent British Liberal ane Minister

of ihe last half of the nineteenth century.
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B. “Fhe German Workers’ Party demands as the intellectual
and moral basis of the state:

1. Universal and equal elementary education through the
state. Universal compulsory school attendance. ¥ree instruc-
tion.”

Equal elementary education? What idea lies behind these
.words? Is it believed that in present-day society (and it is only
- with this one has to deal) education can be equal for all classes?
- Or is it demanded that the upper classes also shall be compul-
. zorily reduced to the modicum of education—the elementary
" school—that alone is compatible with the economic conditions
“not only of the wage workers but of the peasants as well.
“Universal compulsory school attendance. Free instruction.”
The former exists even in Germany, the second in Switzerland and
in the United States in the case of elementary schools. If in some
states of the latter country the higher educational institutions are
also “free,” that only means in fact defraying the cost of the educa-
tion of the upper classes from the general tax receipts. Incidentally,,
* the same holds good for “free administration of justice” demanded
under A. 5. Criminal justice is to be had free everywhere; civil
justice is conmcerned almost exclusively with conflicts over prop-
exty and hence affects almost exclusively the possessing classes.
‘Should they carry on their litigation at the expense of the national
treasury?

The paragraph on the schools should at least. have demanded
lachmcal schools (theoretical and practical} in combination with
._the elementary school. :
o “Elementary education through the state” is altogether ob-
jectionable. Defining by a general law the financial means of
the elementary schools, the qualifications of the teachers, the-
branches of instruction, etc., and, as happens in the United States,
supervising the fulfilment of these legal prescriptions by means
f state inspectors, is a very different thing from appointing the
state as the educator of the people! Government and church should
rather be equally excluded from any influence on the school. Par-
icularly, indeed, in the Prusso-German empire (and one camnot
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take refuge in the roiten subterfuge that one is speaking of a “state
of the future,” we have seen what that is) the state has need, on the
“contrary, of a very stern education by the people.

But the whole programme, for all its democratic clang is
tainted through and through by the servile belief in the state
-of Lassalle’s sect, or, what is no better, by democratic miracle-

faith, or rather it is a compromise between these two kinds of

‘miracle-faith, hoth equally remote from socialism,

“Freedom of science” says a paragraph of the Prussian con-
:stitution. Why then here?

“Freedom of conscience”! If one desires at this time of the
Kulturkampf1 to remind liberalism of its old catchwords, then
it surely could have been done in the following form: Everyone
:should be able to attend to his religious as well as his bodily needs
without the police sticking their noses in. But the Workers’ Party
-pught at any rate in this connection to have expressed its conscious-
‘ness of the fact that bourgeois “freedom of conscience” is nothing
but the toleration of all possible kinds of religious freedom of
«conscience, and that for its part it endeavours rather to liberate
the conscience from the spectre of religion.? But therz is a desire
ot to transgress the “bourgeois” level. -

I have now come to the end, for the appendix® that now
follows in the programme does not constitute a characteristic com-
ponent part of it. Hence I can be very brief here.

. 1YVenin wrote: “Der Kulturkompf, the “Struggle for Culture,” ie., the
struggle Bismarck waged in 1870 against the German Catholic Party, the
party of the ‘Centre,’ by means of a police persecution of Catholicism. By this
struggle Bismarck only stimuleted the militant clericalism of the Catholics,
and only injured the work of real culture, because he gave prominence to
religious divisions rather than political divisions and diverted the attention of
«certain’ sections of the working class and of democracy from the urgent tasks
.of the class and revolutionary struggle to & most superficial and mendacions
bourgeois anti-clericalism.” (“The Attitude of the Workers’ Party Towards

“Religion,” 1909, Collected Works, Vol. XIV, p. 69.)
© 21bid, p. 70: the Workers’ Party “regards religion as a private matter

in relation to the state, but by no means in relation to itself, to Marxism, or to-

the Workers’ Party.” ‘

3This appendix contains “demands for the protection of the working
-class against the power of capital within present-day society.” The first point,
“with which Marx does not deal, demands “freedom of association.”
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2. “Normal working day.”

In"no other country has the Workers’ Party restricted itself
to such an indefinite demand, but has always fixed the length of

the working day that it considers normal under the given circum-
stances. .

3. “Restriction of women’s labour and prohibition of child
labour.”

- The standardisation of the working day must already include
-the restriction of women’s labour, in so far as it relates to the
duration, intervals, etc., of the working day; otherwise it could
only mean the exclusion of women’s labour from branches of
~ industry that are specifically unhealthy for the female body or
are objectionable morally for the female sex. If that is what was
meant, then it ought to have heen stated.
: “Prohibition, of child labour”] Here it was absolutely essential
.o state the age limits. '
- A general prohibition of child labour is incompatible with the
_e_xist_ence of large-scale indusiry and hence an empty, pious aspira-
t1on, ‘
Ita realisation—if it were possible—would be reactionary,
_since, with & strict regulation of the working time according to
the different age groups and other safety measures for the protec-
:tion of children, an early combination of productive labour with
‘education is one of the most potent means for the transformation
-of present-day society.

4. “State supervision of factory, workshop and domestic in-
dustry.”

In regard to the Prusso-German state it should definitely have
een demanded that the inspectors are only to be removable by
a court of law; that any worker can denounce them to the courts
for neglect of duty; that they must belong to the medical pro-
fession,

-3—517
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5. “Regulation of prison labour.”

‘ 1 | kers’ programme. In any
A petty demand-in a general wor : ‘ .
case itp sh};uld have been clearly stated that the.re is no mtentxc;g
fron; fear of competition to allow ordinary cnx.mnals to hf"- treat
Jike beasts, and especially that there is no desire to deprive them

of their sole means of betterment, prodictive labour. This was

surely the least one might have expected from socialists.

6. “An effective liability law.”?

Tt should have been stated what is understood by an “eﬁecm_
tive” liability law. . ' )
veIncidentaﬁly remarked, in connection with the norn‘lal work
ing day the part of factory legislation that deals mth.he'a}th
regulations and safety measures has been overlo?ked. Th(.a hsfblludy

* Jaw only comes into operation when these regulations are infringed.

In short, this appendix also is distinguished by slovenly edit-

ng.
.. . . 2
Dixi et salvavi animam meam.

1 Le., responsibility for the life and health of the workers in case of ac-

cidents, and in occupations injurious to the health,

24T have spoken and saved my soul,” that is to gay, I have done my

duty.

APPENDIX T

CONCERNING THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

FrepERICK ENGELS To AveusT Bemprl

. London, March 18-28, 1875
'QDEAR BEgEL:

I have received your letter of February 23, and am glad you
‘are in such good healih. _ ‘
~ You ask me what we think of the unification business. n-

nor anyone else has sent us any information and we too, therefore,
only know what is in the papers, and there was nothing in them
until the draft programme appeared about a week ago! This
Programme has certainly astonished us not 2 litile, :

Our party has so frequently made offers of reconciliation or
at least of co-operation to the Lassalleans and has been so frequent-

"1 August Bebel (2840-1913). A cahinet-maker by trade; one of the most
prominent leaders of the international working class movement in the second
‘Half of the nineteenth and beginning of the twenteth century; one of the
fornders and leaders both of German Secial-Democracy and of the Second

ation and adolescence of mass socialist parties of a class proletarian com-
position.” Under the strong influence of Marx and Engels, who gave him

ieir support and criticised the theoretical and tacticzl errors of an oppor-
tifiist character committed by him, Bebel was able to lay the foundations of

really mass workers’ party. After Engels’ death in 1895, in the conditions
‘the imperialist epoch, Bebel was no longer equal to the position of a
revolutionary proletarian Jeader. It is true that he sharply opposed Bernstein-
ism-“open opporignism-—hut in practice he adapted himself to the oppor-
nism which had grown strong in German Socizl-Democracy (and in the
bole Second International). This Centrism showed itself also in his relations
with:Bolshevism, in his endeavours, along with Kautsky and others, to water
1 Bolshevism into Menshevism. : :

¢ 25

FROM THE CORRESPONDENCE OF MARX AND ENGELS

fortunately our fate has been the same as yours. Neither Liebknecht

ternational. He was active in what Lenin described as “the period of organ- -

-
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ly and contemptuously repulsed by the Hasenclevers, Hassel.mann.s
and Tolckes 1 that any child must have drawn the c':o'nc.lusm-n: if
these gentlemen are now coming and offering recolncll.lahon them-
selves they must be in a damned tight fix. But cons1der1ng- fhe wel}-
known character of these people it is our duty to utilise their
£x in order to stipulate for every possible guarantee, so that' t}.ley
shall not re-establish their impaired position in the public opinion
of the workers at the expense of our party. They should have been
received with extreme coolness and mistrust, and union shm.ﬂt? have
‘been made dependent on the extent to which tjhey were willing to
drop their sectarian slogans and their state aid and to accept in
essentials the Fisenach programme of 18692 or a revised edition
of it adapted to the position at the present day. .

Qur party had aebsolutely nothing to leern from t}:'le Las.s?l-
Jeans in the theoretical sphere and therefore in what is decls.we
for the programme, but the Lassalleans certainljl,r had something
to learn from our party; the first condition of union was that thc-y
should cease to be sectarians, Lassalleans, above ail that th(? uni-
versal panacea of state aid should be, if not_entirely relinq?r'shed,
at any rate recognised by them as a subordinate and trfmsmonal
measure of less or equal importance to many other possible ones.
The draft programme shows that our people are a hundred times
superior theoretically to the La‘ssalleanSw—butl;%l the same measure
removed from being equal to them where political cunning is con-

cerned: the “honest” 3 have been once more cruelly fieeced by the

dishonest.

1 Wilkelm Hasenclever, Wilhelm Hasselmann and Wilhelm leckedwere
Teaders of the General Association of German Workers. 'I:he ﬁr_stfil m}almeE. w;a:,
‘chairman of the party during 1871 to 1875; after the 'fuswn with t eI 1;?
‘schers he occupied various jmportant party posts but qld not_playha.ny ea dmg;
yole: he died in 1889, The second became an anarchist during the Eeraalo'?
the ;\nti—Socialist Law and in 1880 was expelied.from the party. Tolcke . bj.
'93) remained in the ranks of the German SDCI&I-DEIE?CI‘&IIC Part?' until his
death, but ke played no important part in thel Ieadershlp,of the umtéd party.

2 The programme of the Social-Democratic Workers' Party ¢_::£ eimény,
Jed by W, Liebknecht and A. Bebel, which was foux,l,ded at the Eisenac 28011-

* gress in August 1869 (the party of the “Eisenachers™). See note 4 on p. 28.

3 The reference is to the Eisenachers,
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_ In the first place, Lassalle’s high-sounding but histerically false
phrase is accepted: in contrast to the working class all other
elasses are only one reactionary mass.! This statement is orly true
in a few exceptional cases: for instance, in a proletarian revolution

~ like the Commune, or in a country where not only have state and
- society been moulded by the bourgecisie in its own image but
where in its wake the democratic petty bourgeoisie too has already
carried out this re-casting down to its final consequences. If in Ger-

_ many, for instance, the democratic petty bourgeoisie belonged to
* this reactionary mass, how could the Social-Democratic Workers’

Party have gone hand in hand with it—with the Peeple’s Party—
for years?? How can the Follsstaut [People’s State]® take almost
the whole of its political contents from the petty-bourgeois demo-
cratic Frankfurter Zeitung?® And how comes it that no less than
" seven demands are accepted in this programme which directly and
- literally coincide with the programme of the People’s Party and
petty-bourgeois democracy? I mean the seven political demands,
1to 5 and I to II, of which there is not a single cne that is not.
bourgeois democratic.” '

. Secondly, the principle that the workers’ movement is an in-
ternational movement is completely disavowed in practice for the
present day, and that by people who have upheld this principle
in the most gloricus way for five years and under the most difficult

s 1 SefﬁMarx’s criticism of this Lassallean phrase on pp. 16-18; also note
on p. 16.
: 2For the People’s Party see mote 4 on p. 28. The Kisenachers re-
mained even after 1871 in political contact with the Left wing of the People’s
Party. This Left wing was headed by J. Jacoby, an old democrat and republican
hostile to the Bismarckian empire. In this connection, Liebknecht, the leader
- of the Eisenachers, was not able to distinguish sufficiently sharply and expose
* the difference in principle between the oppositionzl policy of petty-bourgeois
~ democracy on the one hand and the revolutionary policy of the proletarian
socialist party on the other. Marx and Engels frequently took Liebknecht to
task for this Right epportunist mistake that was of advantage to the Lassalleans,
’ ® The Follsstaa: was the central organ of the Fisenachers from 1870 to
1876, It appeared twice weekly in Leipzig; its editor was W. Liebknecht.
. “The Frankfurter Zeitung was at that time an oppositional paper,
- the organ of the South German petty-bourgeois democrats; it adopted a social
zeform standpoint in regard to the “labour question.”
5See the Draft on pp. 107-10; also Marx"s criticism on pp. 28-30.
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conditions. The German workers’ position at the head of the
European movement is essentially based on their genuinely inter-
national attitude during the war; no -other proletariat would have
behaved so well.! And now this principle is to be denied by them
at the very moment when the workers everywhere abroad are em-
phasising it, in the same degree as the governments are striving

to suppress every attempt at its manifestation in an organisation!

And what is left of the internationalism of the workers’ move-

ment then? The faint prospect—not even of the future co-operation .

of the European workers for their emancipation—no, of a future
“international brotherhood of nations”—of the bourgeois Peace
. League’s “United States of Europe™!

It was of course quite unnecessary to speak of the Inierna-
tional as such. But surely the very least would have been to make no
retreat from the programme of 1869 and to say something to this
effect: although the German Workers’ Party is operating for the
time being within the state boundaries laid down for it (it has
no right to speak in the name of the Enropean proletariat and espe-
cially no right to say something false), it is conscious of its

1 ¥rom the very beginning of the Franco-Prussian War of 1B70-71 the
German Social-Democratic workers, in a namber of resolutions and manifest-
oes, expressed their hostility to the German war-loxds and their solidarity with
the French workers; after the Prussian victory at Sedan they demanded “a

peace that was honourable for France” and protested against the annexation

 of Alsace-Lorraine, In the Reichstag, Bebel and Liebknecht made a sharp
protest against the war, and abstained from voting -the war credits; after
Sedan, they voted ggainst war eredits. (Further details are given in the two
manifestoes of the General Council of the First International in connection with
the Franco-Prussian War; these were written by Marx—see The Civil War in
France.) In his Prefatory Note written on Jaly 1, 1874, to The Peasant War in

Germany, Engels wrote: ““‘As early as 1870, the German workers were subjected -

to a severe test: the Bonapartist war provocation and its natural effect: the

general natfonal enthusiasm in Germany. The German socislist workers did

not let themselves be led astray for a single moment. Not a trace of national
chauvinism showed smong them, In the midst of the wildest intoxication of
. wictory. they remained cool, demanding ‘an equitzble peace with the French
Republic and no annexations’ and not even martial law was able to silence
them, No battle glory, no talk of German ‘“imperial magnificence’ produced any
effect on them; their sole aim remained the liberation of the entire European
proletariat. We may surely say that in no other country up to now have the
workers been put to so hard a test and passed through it so brilliently.”
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. solidarity with the workers of all countries and will always be

- Teady in the future, as it has been hitherto, to fulfil the obligations

" imposed upon it by this solidarity. Obligations of that kind exist

~even if one does not exactly proclaim or regard oneself as a part

- of the “International”; for instance, help and abstention from

“blacklegging in strikes; care taken that the party organs keep

the German workers informed about the movement abroad; agita-

" tlon against the threat or the outbreak of Cabinet-made wars,

" behaviour during such wars similar to that carried out in a
mode} fashion in 1870 and 1871, etc.

Thirdly, our people have allowed the Lassallean “iron law
of wages™ to be foisted upon them, a law based on 2 quite anti-
tquated economic view, namely, that the worker receives on the
average only the minimum of the labour wage, because, according
- to Malthus’ theory of population, there are always too many
" workers (this was Lassalle’s argument). Now Marx has proved
in detail in Capital that the laws regulating wages are very
. ‘complicated, that sometimes one predominates and sometimes
another, according to circumstances, that therefore they are in no
sense iron but on the contrary very elastic, and that the thing
- can by no means be dismissed in a few words, as Lassalle imagined.
The Malthusian basis for the law which Lassalle copied from
 Malthus and Ricardo (with a falsification of the latter), as it is to
~ be found, for instance, in the Arbeiterlesebuch, page 5, quoted from
. another pamphlet of Lassalle’s, 2 has been refuted in detail by Marx
. in thé section on the “Accumulation of Capital.” Thus by adopting
" Lassalle’s “iron law” we commit ourselves to a false statement with
a false basis.

Fourthly, the programme puts forward as its sole social de-
mand—Lassalle’s state aid in its most naked form, as Lassalle

1Sge Marx’s elucidation on pp. 22-25 above.

. 2 Two speeches made by Lassalle in Frankfort-on-the-Main on May 17 and
19, 1863, were published by the General Association of German Workers under
the title Arbeiterlesebuch (Workers’ Reader). Engels refers to the passage in
“the fixst speech which was taken by Lassalle from his pamphlet An Open Answer
to the Central Commitiee for Convening a General Congress of German Workers
‘ot Leipzig (Zuzich, 1863). The passage is quoted above in note 1 on p. 22.
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stole. it from Buchez. And this after Bracke! has very well éx-
posed this demand in its entire nullity and after almost all, if
not all, our party speakers have been obliged to come out against
this state aid in fichting the Lassalleans! Lower than this our
" party could not abase itself. Internationalism brought down to
Amand Gogg 2 and socialism to the bourgeois republican Buchez,
who put forward this demand in opposition to the socialists, in
order to supplant them! ' .

In the best of cases, however, “state aid” in the Lassallean
sense is only one particular measure among many others designed
to attain the end here lamely described as “paving the way for a
" solution of the social question™—as if a theoretically unsolved
social question still existed for us! So if we say: the German Work-
ers’ Party strives for the abolition of wage labour, and with it of
class differences, by the establishment of co-operative production
on a national scale in industry and agriculture; it supporis every
measure adapted to the attainment of this end!—then no Lassallean
can have anything against it.

Fifthly, there is mot a word about the organisation of the
working class as a class by means of the trade unions. And that
is a very essential point, for this is the real class organisation
of the proletariat, in which it carries on its daily struggles with
capital, in which it trains itself, and which nowadays even amid
. the worst reaction (as in Paris at present) can simply no longer

1'Wilkelm . Bracke (1843-80). One of the leaders of the Eisemachers.
He stood very close to Marx and Engels, and supported them, though not
very energetically, in their struggle against the opportunist errors of the
Gotha Programme, In 1873 he wrote a pamphlet, The Lassallean Proposal.
The pamphle: was directed against the tenth point in the Fisenach programme
of 1869, dealing with' state aid for wozkers” producers’ co-operative societies;
it gives a detailed criticism of the Lassallean movement. In his foreword to
this pamphlet, Bracke wrote: “After I had become acquainted with Karl
Marx’s works and had joined the Eisemach party, I became more and more
convinced that an attempt to realise that [Lassalle’s] proposal would mnot
only not be wuseful but would be harmful to the workers’ movement. . . .”
{See also mote 2 on p. 46.) ’

2 Amand Gogg (1820-97). A petty-bourgeois democrat from Baden, He -

played an important part in the Revolution of 1848-49; in the "sixties he conduct-
ed pacifist propaganda. He was one of the leaders of the bourgeois League of
Peace and Freedom. (See note 2 on p. 20.) : :
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be smashed. Considering the importance which this form of organ-
_ isation has also attained in Germany, it would be absolutely
_ necessary in our opinion to mention it in the programme and if
possible to leave open a place for it in the party organisation.
All this has been done by our people to please the Lassalleans.
And what has the other side conceded? That a crowd of rather
confused purely democratic demands should figure in the pro-
gramme, of which several are a mere matter of fashion, as for
instance the “legislation by the people” which exists in Switzerland
and does more harm than- good when it does anything at all.
Administration by the people would be something different.”
Equally lacking is the first condition of all freedom: that all func-
tioparies should be responsible for all their official actions to
* every citizen before the ordinary courts and according to com-
mon law. Of the fact that such demands as freedom for science,
freedom' of conscience, figure in every bourgeois liberal pro-
gramme and have a somewhat sirange appearance here, I will say
nothing more.’

The free people’s state is ransformed inio the free state. Taken
in its grammatical sense a free state is one where the state is free
in relation to its citizens and is therefore a state with a despotic gov-
ernment. The whole talk about the state should be dropped, espe-
cially since the Commune, which was no longer a state in the proper
sense of the word. The “people’s state” has been thrown in our faces
by the anarchists too long, although Marx’s book against Proudhon?

t Pierre Joseph Proudhon (1808-65). A petty-bourgeois theoretician, In
the third, eritical chapter of The Communist Manifesto Proudhon figures
among the “conservative or bourgeois” socialists. “Not to destroy capitalisma
and its foundation—commodity production, but to purify that foundation from
abuses, excrescences, etc.; not to destroy exchange and exchange value, but,
on the contrary, to ‘constitute’ it,"to make it general, absolute, ‘fust, free
from finctuations, crises, abuses—that is Proudhon’s idea.” (Lenin, Collected
-Works, Russian ed., Vol. XVII, “Critical Notes on the National Question,”
1913, p. 145.) Proudhon recognised the necessity of the organisation of the
_proletariat, but only in the form of 21l kinds of co-operative societies, which,
~ 80 to speak, build socialism behind the back of capitalism. Denying the neces-
sity for the participation of the proletariat in political struggle, Proudhon
became the theoretician of peaceful anarchism. Proudhonism, during the
period of the First International, had a big influence on the working class
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and later The Communist Manifesto 1 directly declare that with the
introduction of the socialist order of society the state will of itself
dissolve and disappear. As, therefore, the “state” is only a transi-
tory institution which is used in the struggle, in the revolution, in
order to hold down [niederzuhalien] one’s adversaries by force, it
is pure nonsense to talk of @ “free people’s state”; so long as the
_proletariat still uses the state, it does not use it in the interests of
freedom but in order to hold down its adversaries, and as soon as
it becomes possible to speak of freedom, the state as such-ceases

to exist. 2 We would therefore propose to replace the word “siate” .

movement in a number of Latin countries in whose national economy small
production played a predominant role. The siruggle of Marx and Engels
egainst Proudhonism in the First International led to the victory of Marxism.
Proudhonism has retained a certain influence among the anarcho-syndical-
ists of France and Spain up to the present time, Marx’s book against
Proudhon appeared in French in 1847 under the title Misére de la Philosophie
(The Poverty of Philosophy). The passage which Engels has in mind is
guoted by Lenin in his notebook Marxism on. the State. (See p. 80 of the
present edition.} )

1The corresponding place in The Communist Manifesto is also quoted
by Lenin in the notebook, see p. 82 of the present edition,

2We quote hers a forgotien statement of Engels. on the withering away
of the state and on the dictatorship of the proletariat from a letter of his
o the American Socialist van Patten of April 18, 1883: “Since 1845 Marx
and I have held the view that ore of the ultimate results of the future prole-
tarian revolution will he the gradmal dissolution and final disappearance of
the political organisation known by the nmame of state. The main object of
this organisation has always been to secure, by armed force, the economic
eppression of the labouring majority by the minority which alone possesses
wealth. With the disappearance of an exclusively wealth-possessing minority,
there also disappears the necessity for the power of armed oppression, or state
power. At the same time, however, it was always our view that in order to
attain this and the other far more important aims of the future social
revolution, the working cless must first take possession of the organised
. political power of the state and by its aid crush the resistance of the
capitalist class and organise society anew. This is to be found alzeady in The
Communist Manifesto of 1847, chapter II, conclusion. ‘

“The anarchists put the thing upside down. They declare that the prole-
tarian revolution must begin by doing away with the political organisation
of the state. But after its victory the sole organisation that the proletariat

finds already in existence is precisely the state, This state may require very -

considerabie alterations before it can fulfil its new functions. Bur to destroy
it at such a moment would be to destroy the only organism by means of
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everywhere by the word Gemeinwesen [community], a good old
German word,” which can very well represent the French word
- commuie.t
“The removal of all social and political inequality” is alse

a very questionable phrase in place of “the abolition of all class
~ differences.” Between one country and another, one province and -

another and even one place and another there will always exist
a certain ineguality in the conditions of life, which can be reduced
1o a minimum but never entirely removed. Mountain dwellers will
- always have different conditions of life from those of people living
on plains. The idea of socialist society as the realm of equality
is a one-sided French idea resting upon the old “liberty, equality,
fraternity”—an idea which was justified as a stage of developmens
in its own time and place, but which, like all the one-sided ideas
- -of the earlier socialist schools, should now be overcome, for they

only produce confusion in people’s heads and more precise modes

of presentation have been found. '

I will stop, although azlmost every word in this programme,
which has, moreover, been put together in a flat and feeble style,
could be criticised. It is of such a character that if it is accepted
Marx and I can never give our adherence to the new party estab-

~ lished on this basis, and shall have very seriously to consider
* what our attitude towards it—in public as well Z..should be. You
must remember that abroad we are made responsible for any and
every utterance and action of the German Social-Democratic Work-
- &rs’ Party. Thus Bakunin in his pamphlet, Statehood and Anarchy 3
—where we have to answer for every thoughtless word spoken or

which the victorious proletariat can assert its newly conquered power, hold
- -down its capitalist adversaries and carry out the economic revolution of
society without which the whole victory must end in a new defeat and in
a mass slaughter of the workers similar to those after the Paris Commune” The
- Lorrespondence of Marx and Engels, 1934 ed., pp. 416-17.
* Lenin attached great fundamental jmportance to this proposition. (See
pp. 66-67 of the present edition.)
2Why Marx and Engels did not come forward publicly against this
“ppportunist programme after its acceptance is explained in the letter of
- Engels to Bracke of October 11, 1875. (See pp. 50-51.)
' % The reference is to Bakunin's book, Statehood and Anarchy. The Strug-
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‘written by Liebknecht?! since the Demokratisches Wochenblait
[Democratic Weekly]? was started. People imagine, indeed, that

gle of the Two Parties in the International W orkingmen’s Association (1873).
In this bheok Bakunin speaks of Liebknecht as “an agent of K. Marx,” and
makes Marx responsible for all the theoretical and tactical ervors made by
Liebknecht, who “acts under Marx's direct guidance.”

1\ilhelm Lisbknecht (1826.1600), One of the most important figures
$n the German and international working class movements in the second half of
. the nineteenth century. He took part in the 1848-49 Revolution as a South-Ger-
- man democrat. In the *fifties he emigrated to London, where under Marx's

influence he hecame a socialist. In 1868-69, ke was the founder, together with -

Bebel, of the Social-Democratic Workers' Party of Germany (the “Eisen-
achers”) and conducted an emergetic agitation for the revolutionary method
of achieving German unification—often, however, falling into “‘Austrophilism™
and defending particularism. He carried on a fight against the Lassalleans.
During the Franco-Prussian War he took up a revolutionary-internationalist
position. For several decades he was chief editor of the party’s central
organ, a member of the Party Executive, a Reichstag deputy, efc. Lieb-
- knecht’s agitation influenced the proletarian masses by his class struggle
propaganda, and instilled in them hatred of the capitalist system. In Fhat Is
To Be Done? (1902) Lenin speaks of him as the model of a “people’s tri-
bune.” As political leader of the party he committed serious opportunist errors,
which had their roots in his non-dialectical mode of thought and his tendency
to reverence for vulgar democracy. Liebknecht was primarily responsible
for the serions theoretical and tactical errors of the Eisenachers prior to the
Gotha unification in 1875, and also for the confusion immediately following
" en the promulgation of Bismarck’s Exceptional Law against the socialists.
In the inner-party conflict on the quesiion of voting for the steamship sub-
sidies in 1885 he adopted a conciliatory position. He was often at
loggerheads with Bebel, whose attitude—under Engels’ guidance—was more
correct on a number of questions, Liebknecht, who carried on a fight against
the ruling classes and the government, in 1872 himself said that he was
“a soldier of the revolution™; but at the same time he often preached the
Lassallean idea of a peaceful “cnltuzal” revolution, denmying the role of
. violence in the socialist revolution. Nevertheless, his reyolutionary enthusiasm,
showing itself in his agitational activity, bound him closely to the revolutionary
wing of the working class movement, and at the end of his life Liebknecht
was an opponent of opportunists of the type of Millerand, Bernstein, etc.
In 1907, in his foreword to the Russian translation of Liebknecht’s pamphlet

No Compromises (1889), Lenin characterized his tacties in the equestion of _

agreements with opposition bourgeois parties as a model of revolutionary
. tactics, contrasting them with the tactics of the Mensheviks. (Lenin, Collected
Works, Russian ed., Vol. X, pp. 215-20.)

¢ Demokratisches Wochenblati, The organ of the Eisenachers prior to
their formal separation from the petty-bourgeois radical People’s Party of

" Saxony. Tt was edited by W. Licbknecht and published in Leipzig in 1868-69. .
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- we issue our orders for the whole business from here, while you

know as well as I that we hardly ever interfere in internal party
affairs in the smallest way, and even then only in order to make
good, so far as is possible, blunders, and only theoretical blunders,
which have in our opinion been commitied. But you will see for

.yourself that this programme marks a turning point which may

very easily compel us to refuse any and every respousibility for the

-party which recognises it.

As a rule, the official programme of a party is less important
than what it does. But a mew programme is after all a banmer
publicly raised, and the outside world judges the party from it.

_ Tt should therefore on no account include a step backwards, as
" this one does in comparison with the Eisenach programme. One

should surely also take into consideration what the workers of
other countries will say to this programme, what impression will

- be produced by this bending of the knee to Lassalleanism on the

part of the whole German socialist proletariat:

At the same time I am convinced that a union on this basis
will never last a year. Are the best minds in our party to lend
themselves to grinding out repetitions, learnt off by rote, of the
Lassallean statements. on the iron law of wages and state aid?
1 should like to see you doing it, for instance! And if they did
do this they would be hissed by their audiences. And I am sure
the Lassalleans will insist on just these points of their programme
ke the Jew Shylock on his pound of flesh. The separation will

“come; but we shall have “rehabilitated” Hasselmann, Hasenclever,

Télcke and Co.; we shall come out of the separation weaker and
the Lassalleans stronger; our party will have lost its political
virginity and will never again be able to come out whole-heartedly
against the Lassallean phrases which it will have inscribed for a
time on its own banner; and if the Lassalleans then once meore
say that they are the most genuine, the only workers’ party, while
our people are bourgeois, the programme will be there to prove it

" All the socialist measures in it are theirs, and all our party has put

into it are the demands of that same petty-bourgeois democracy
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which is nevertheless also described by if in the same. programme
as a part of the “reactionary mass.” :
I had left this letter lying as after all you are to be freed o
April 1 in honour of Bismarck’s birthday,! and I did not want to
expose ii to the chance of being seized in any attempt to smuggle
it in, And now a letter has just come from Bracke, who has also
his grave doubts about the programme and wants to know our
opinion.? I am therefore sending this letter to him to forwsrd,
* sothat he can read it and so that I need not write out all this stuff
over again. Moreover, I have also told the unvamnished truth to
Ramm®—to Liebknecht I only wrote briefly. I cannot forgive him
for never telling us a single word about the thing (while Ramm
- and others thought he had given us exact information) until it was
too late, so to speak, But indeed this is what he has always done—
“hence the large amount of disagreeable correspondénce which both
Marx and I have had with him, but this time it is really too much
and we are certainly not going to co-operate. '

1 0n account of the revolutionary-internationalist position tkey adopted
during the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-71, Liebknecht and Bebel were
sentenced in March 1872 in the famous Leipzig trial for state treason to two
years' imprisonment in a foriress, Bebel’s term of imprisonrment ended on
May 14, 1874, bur six weeks later he was again imprisoned in Zwickau,
Saxony, for a further nine months, for “idse majesté.” He was finally
released on April 1, 1875, which happened to coincide with Bismarek’s
birthday.

* Bracke in his letter to Engels- of March 25, 1875, sharply criticised the
" Gotha Programme. He said, “The acceptance of this programme is impossible
dor me, and Bebel also is of the same opinien as regards himself,” Bracke
directed his main attack against the point in the programme on the establish-
ment of producers’ co-operatives by state aid. In Bracke’s opinion, the
acceptance of this point turned the party into a sect. He writes: “Since
Bebel appears to be determined to take up the struggle, I should feel myself
eompelled at least to support him with all my strength. I shounld, however,

Iike very much to know in advance how vou and Marx regard the matter.

Your experience is riper, your understanding is hetter than mine. .. . If
you agree in regard to this, then I will make a proposal to Bebel so that
we can come forward to the congress with a common draft programme.”
Bebel, however, did not justify Bracke’s hopes and did mot come out against
.the programme.
: *Ramm, A German Social-Democrat, one of the editors of the Leipzig
Folksstaat, the central orgen of the Eisenach party. He did not play any
Yeading role in the party.

)
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~See that you contrive to come here in the summer. You will,
of course, stay with me, and if the weather is good we can go
to the seaside for a day or two, which will be really hgneﬁclai
T fter your long spell in jail. -
* jOﬂ e ' Your sincere friend,

F.E

Kart Marx 7o WILHELM BRACKE 1
London, May 5, 1875

' DEAR BRACKE: .
When you have read the following critical marginal notes on
_the Unity Programme, would you be so good as to send them
to Geib® and. Auer,? Bebel and Liebknecht for them to see. I am
excessively busy and have already had to go a long way beyond
the extent of work allowed me by the doctor. Hence it was any-
- thing but a “pleasure” to write such a lengthy screed. It was,
however, necessary so that the steps that have to be taken by me
later on will not be misinterpreted by our friends in the party for
-whom this communication is intended. After the Unity'.Congress
has been held, Engels and I will publish a short declaratloz} to the
effect that our position is altogether remote fromi the ‘sau? pro-
gramme of principles and that we have nothing to do.w1t.h it.
This is indispensable because the opinion—the entirely er-
- roneous opinion—is held abroad, assiduously nurtured by enemies
. of the party, that we secretly guide from here the movements of
" the so-called Eisenach party. In a Russian pamphlet that has
recently appeared,* Bakunin again makes me responsible, for ex-
ample, not only for all the programmes, ete., of that party but even
. for every step taken by Liebknecht from the day of his co-operation
with the People’s Party. :
.1 Together with this letter Marx sent Bracke his Critique of tfze Cotha
Programme. In 1891 Engels published the Critigue ‘together with this letter.
2 August Gelb (1842-79), Treasurer of the Eisenach party, a member
* of 'the Reichstag from 1874. )
' 8 Ignaz Auer (1846-1907). Secretary of the Eisenach party, subsequently

one of the leaders of the reformist wing of German Social-Democracy,
- 4 The reference is to Bakunin’s work Statehood and Anarchy. (See note

3 on p. 43.) .
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Apart from this, it is my duty not to give recognition, even
by diplomatic. silence, to what is in my opinion a thoroughly
objectionable programme tending to demoralise the party.

Every step of real movement is more important than a dozen
programmes. If, therefore, it. was not possible—and the con-
“ditions of the time did not permit it—to go beyond the Eisenach
programme, one should simply have concluded an agreement for
action against the common enemy. But by drawing up a programme
of principles (instead of postponing this until it has been prepared
for by a considerable period of common activity) one sets up
before the whole world a landmark by which the level of the party
movement is measured. The Lassallean leaders came because cir-

cumstances forced them to come. If they had been told from the

~beginning that there would be no bargaining about principles, they

would have Aad to be content with a programme of action or a plan
of organisation for common action. Instead of this, they have been
© permitted to arrive armed with mandates, these mandates have
heen recognised on our part as valid, and thus one surrenders un-
conditionally to those who are in need of help., To crown the
‘whole business, they are holding -a congress again before the
Congress of Compromise, while our own party is holding its
congress post festum. There has obviously been a desu'e to
stifle all criticism and to prevent our own party from con-
sidering the matter. One knows that the mere fact of unification
is satisfying to the workers, but it would be a mistake to helieve
that this immediate success is not being bought at too .high, &
price.

For the rest, the programme is no good, even apart from its
sanctification of the Lassallean articles of faith.

I shall be sending you in the near future the last parts of
the French edition of Capital. The progress of the printing was
held up for a considerable time owing to the ban of the French
-government. The thing will be ready this week or the end of

t The Unity Congress was held on May 22.27, 1875, in Gotha; the congress
-of the Lassalleans had taken place previously in May a.nci the congress of the
‘Eisenachers was held afterwards in Hamburg on June 8.
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‘mext week.! Have you received the previous six parts? Please let
"“me have the address of Bernhard Becker® to whom 1 must also end
the final parts.

The bookshop of the Folkssiaat has its own way of behav:mg.
Up to .this moment, for example, I have not been sent a single
«copy of the publication on the Cologne Communist Trial.?

With best wishes,
Yours,
Karr MA.RX

FrEDERICK ENGELS TO WILHELM BRACKE

London, October 11, 1875
-DEaR BRrACKE:
.1 have delayed answering your last letters (the last being
. June 28) up to now, ﬁrstly because Marx and I were separated
for six weeks—he was in Carlsbad and I was at the seaside, where
1 did not see the Folksstzat—and then, because I wanted to wait
“a litile to see how the new unification and the combined com-
mittee ¢ would behave in practice. '
We are entirely of your opinion that Liebknecht, in his zeal to
<obtain the unification and to pay any price for it, has muddled
. the whole business. It was possible to consider that necessary, but
" there was no need to say so to the other contracting party or to
show it. Afterwards, one mistake has always to be justified by

. 1 The first French translation of Volume I of Capital was edited by Marx
himself, and was published in Paris in separate parts during the years
©1872- 75
2 Bernhard Becker (1896-82). Gorman historian and publicist, one. of
"the founders of Lassalle’s General Association of German Workers. After
"Lassalle’s death, and in accordance with the testament left by Lassalle, ke
‘was elected chairman of the party. Early in 1866 he broke with the Lassal-
leans and subsequently joined the Eisenachers, (See note 1 on p. 51.)
. 3Marx’s pamphlet, Revelations about the Cologne Communist Trial, was
written in 1853; it was republished by the Volksstagst Publishing House with
" .a postscript by Marx dated Janunary 8, 1875.
.- *In accordance with the new statutes, three governing bodies were
—tlected at the Gotha Congress: the administrative board, the control com-
mission and the committee. The commitiee’s function was to intervene in
- the event of disagreement between the administrative board and the control
L commission.
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another. After the Unity Congress had once been set on foot on a
rotien basis and trumpeted abroad, it could not be allowed to fail
at any price and thus one had afresh to give way in essential
points, You are quite right: this unification bears the seeds of a
split within itself, and I shall be glad if then only the incurable
fanatics fall away and not also an entire following, otherwise vig-

. orous and, under good insiruction, possible to make use of. That
will depend on the time when, and the circumstances in whmh
the inevitable takes place.

The programme in its final form consists of three component
parts: )

1. Of the Lassallean phrases and caichwords, which could not

be accepted on any condition. If two fractions unite, one puts in the

programme what one is in agreement upon, not what is in dispute.

But, in that they allowed this, our people voluntanly went through

the Caudine Forks.l

2. A series of vulgar democratic demands, set out in the spirit
and style of the People’s Party.?

3. A series of would-be communist propositions, mostly bor.
rowed from the Manifesto but so re-edited that looked at closely,
one and all are seen to contain hair-raising nonsense. If one does
not understand these matters, one should keep one’s fingers off
them, or copy them literally from those who admittedly do under-
stand the thing.

Fortunately, the programme has fared better than it deserves.:

Both workers and bourgeois and petty bourgeois read into it what

ought properly to be in it but iz not in it, and it has not cccurred -

to anyone to investigate publicly a single one of these wonderful
propositions as to its real content. This has made it possible for
us to keep silent on this programme. It comes to this, that one
cannot translate these propositions inio any foreign language
without being compelled either to write down palpably crazy stuff
or to insert a communist meaning into them, and ihe latter has

1 Le,, they accepted humiliating conditions.
? See note 4 on p. 28, and note 2 on p. 37.
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been done so far by friend and foe, I myself have had to do so in
a translation for our Spanish friends.

What I have seen of the activity of the committee is so far not
encouraging. Firstly, the attack on your and B. Becker’s writings;*
it was mot the fault of the committee that it did not go through.
Secondly, Sonnemann,? whom Marx saw on his journey through,
reported that he had offered Vahlteich 3 some correspondence for

. the Frankfurter Zeitung, but that the committee had forbidden
- Vahlteich to accept it! That surely exceeds even the censorship

~and I cannot conceive how Vahlteich could allow such a thing to
be forbidden him. And the clumsiness of it! They should rather
have taken care that everywhere in Germany the Frankfurter Zeit-
ung should be served by our people! Finally, the procedure
of the Lassallean members on the foundation of the Berlin print-
ing house of the Association does also not appear to me to be very
honest; while our people, in the case of the Leipzig printing house,
had in all confidence appointed the committee as the supervisory
council, those in Berlin had to be compelled to do so. However, I
. do not know the details here exactly,

Meanwhile it is good that the committee is displaying little
activity and confines itself, as K. Hirsch,* who was hers in recent
days, says, to vegelating as a correspondence and information

-+ 17The reference is to the committee’s proposal 1o remove from the list

of party literature the anti-Lassallean works of B. Becker (Reselations About
the Tragic Death of Ferdinand Lessolle, Schlietz, 1868; The History of Las-
-salle’s Working Class Agitation, Braunschweig, 1874), and W. Bracke’s The
Lassallean Proposal (Brannschweig, 1873). See note 1 on p. 40, and note
2 on p. 49.

?Leopold Sonnemann (1831.1909). A German politician and publicist,
one of the leaders of the People’s Party, editor of the Frankfurter Zeitung.
“{See note 4 on p. 37.) In the ’sixties and ’seventies his opposition to
-_Blsmarck’s policy brought him close to the Eisenachers on a number of
“questions.

& Julius Vahlte:ch (1839-1915). A shoemaker by trade, one of the most
;prominent leaders of the Eisenach party; at one period he was a Lassallean,
“but ke opposed Lassalle’s dictatorship and was expelled from the General
“Association of German Workers,

~ AKarl Hirsch (1841-1900), A well-known German socialisi journalist,
ho at that time was close to Marx and Engels.

4-‘3
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bureau, Any vigorous intervention on ils part would only hasten
the crisis and the people seem to sense this. '

And what weakness, to accept three Lassalleans and two of our
people on the commiitee!

Altogether, we seem to have come off with a black eye, and a
‘big one at that. Let us hope that it rests at that, and that in the
meantime the propaganda has its effect among the Lassalleans. If
- the thing lasts until the next Reichstag elections, it can be all right.
" But then Stieber 2 and Tessendorf 3 would do their best, and then
the time will also come when it will be seen what has been taken
over in Hasselmann and Hasenclever.

Marx has come back from Carlsbad quite changed, vigorous,
fresh, cheerful and healthy, and can soon get down seriously to
work again. He and I send you hearty greetings. When you have a
chance let us hear from you again how the business goes. The
Leipzigers ¢ are all too deeply interested in it to tell us the real
truth and the internal party history particularly just now does not
get made public.

Yours very sincerely,

F. E.

1The administrative board consisted of the Tassalleans—Iasenclever,
HMartmann and Derossi, and the Fisenachers—Geib and Auer.

2 Wilhelm Sticher. A leading official of the Prussian political police.
He was a bitter persecutor of revolutionary proletarian organisations, and

used the vilest methods in fabricating evidence against aceused persons— -

falsifying documents, using false evidence, bribery, burglaries, etc. He was
in charge of the investigations connected with the Cologne Communist Trial
in 1852. His mackinations on that occasion were exposed by Marx in his
pamphlet Revelations about the Cologne Commaunist Trial, 1853.

3 Tessendorf, Public prosecutor in Prussia, who acquired fame in the
“gizties and ’seventiss as a “specialist in political cases against socialists.”

47The Leipzigers, i.e., Licbknecht and other members of the editorial
hoard of the party’s central organ, Volkssteat.
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FrepericE ENGELS To AvucusT BEBEL

London, Qctober 12, 1875

DEar BEBEL: o C
Your leiter fully confirms our view that the unification is pre-

mature on our part and bears within it the seeds of future conflict.

T{ one succeeds in postponing this conflict until after the mext

Reichstag elections,! that would already be good. . . .
The programme, as it is now, consists of three parts:
1. Of the Lassallean propositions and catchwords, to have ae-

_cepted which remains a disgrace for our party. If two fractions

unite on a programme, they put in the things on which they agree

- and do not touch on what they are not agreed. It is true that Las-

salle’s state aid stood in the Eisemach programme?® but as one
of many transitional measures, and, according to ail that I have

" heard, it was fairly certain, without the unification, to have been

thrown out on Bracke’s ® motion in this year’s congress. Now it
ficures as the one infallible and exclusive remedy for all social
crimes. To have allowed the “iron law of wages” and other Las-.
sallean phrases to be foisted on one was a colossal moral defeat for
our party. The party became converted to the Lassallean confes-
sion of faith. That is simply not to be denied away. This part of
the programme is the Caudine Forks through which our party has
crawled to the greater glory of Saint Lassalle. '

2, Of .democratic demands, which are set out entirely in the

- sense and in the style of the People’s Party.

3. Of demands to the “present-day state” {from which it is not

known to whom the other “demands” are addressed) which are
© yery confused and illogical. :

‘4. Of general propositions, mostly borrowed from The Com-
munist Manifesto and the Statutes of the International, but which

. have been so edited that they contain either total falsehood or pure

1 The first subsequent Reichstag elections took place early in 1877.
2 The last point (No. 10) of the “‘immediate demands,” in the programme

“of the Social-Democratic Workers' Party {adopted at Eisemach in Angust
1869), reads as follows: “State aid for co-operatives and state credits for the
free producers’ co-operative associations, with democratic guarantees.”

8 See note 1 to p. 40.
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nonsense, as Marx proved in the essay well known to you. 1

The whole is in the highest degree disorderly, confused, un-
connected, illogical and discreditable. If there had been a single
critica] mind in the bourgeois press, he would have gone through
this programme sentence by sentence, investigated each sentence
in respect to its real content, set out the nonsense in a properly

palpable way, analysed the contradictions and economic howlers

{e.g., that the instruments of labour are today the “monopoly of
- the capitalist class,” as if there were no landowners, the talk of
“emancipation of labour” instead of the working class, labouwr
itself is nowadays indeed much too free!) and made our party

exiremely ridiculous. Instead of that, the asses of the bourgeois

papers have taken this programme quite seriously, have read into
it what js not there and interpreted it in a communist sense. The
workers appear to do the same. It is this circumstance alone which
has made it possible for Marx and myself not to dissociate our-
selves publicly from such a programme. So long as our opponents
and the workers likewise insert our views into this programme it
is permissible for us to keep silent about it.

If you are content with the result in the question of persons,
then the claims on our side must have sunk pretty low. Two of our
people and three Lassalleans! Thus, here also our people are not
allies with equal rights but the vanquished and the outvoted from
the start. The actions of the committee, so far as we know them,
are also not edifying: 1. resolved not to put Bracke’s and B.
Becker’s two works on Lassalleanism on the list of party publica-

tions; if this has been withdrawn it is neither the fault of the

! Engels refers to Marx’s Critigue of the Gotha Programme. But he was
wrong in assuming that Bebel was acquainted with the Crifigue. When the
_ _.Cnltique was published by Engels in 1891, it came to light that W. Liebknecht,

in spite of Marx's express request (see his letter to Bracke on p. 47), had
not shown this document to Bebel. “That in May-June 1875, Engels states,
“the document was deliberately concealed from Bebel and hidden away soon
begame clear to me.” (Letter to Kamisky, February 11, 1891.) Bebel only
saw it in 1891, when the Critigue was already published in the Neue Zeit. It
Imnst be added that, having read the Critigue hefore the issue appeared, Bebel
tried to stop its publication and sent a telegram to this effect, but it was
already too late. (See Forwdrts, Berlin, February 26, 1391}
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. executive committee nor of Liebknecht; 2. the forbidding of Vahl-
teich to accept the correspondence offered him by Sonnemsnn for
the Frankfurier Zeitung. This Sonnemann told Marx himself when
the latter was on his journey, What surprises me in this even
more than the arrogance of the committes, and the readiness with
which Vahlteich has complied instead of flouting the committee, is
the colossal stupidity of this resolution. The committee ought
rather to have taken care that a paper like the Frankfurter Zeitung
should everywhere be served enly by our people.!

. . . That the whole thing is an educational experiment which
even under these circumstances promises a very favourable result,
‘in that you are quite right. The unification as such is a great
success, if it lasts for two vears! But it was undoubtedly to be had
far more cheaply. '

F.E

ForEWORD BY FREDERICK ENGELS TO THE “CRITIQUE OF THE
GorHA PROGRAMME™ 2

THE manuscript published here—the covering letter to Bracke 3
as well as the critique of the drall programme.—.was sent in 1875,
shortly ‘before the Gotha Unity Congress, to Bracke for com-
munication to Geib, Auer, Bebel and Liebknecht ¢ and subsequent
return to Marx. Since the Halle Party Congress % has put the discus-

L 1 With regard to this see Engels’ earlier letter to Bracke, March 11, 1875,
“and the footnotes on p. 51 )

2 Engels wrote this foreword to the Critique when it was published in
1891 in the Newe Zeit. For the history of its publication, see Engels’ letter
to K. Kantsky, February 23, 1801, in this edition, pp. 58-63.

3 See above, Marx’s letter to Bracke, May 5, 1875, on p, 47,

4+ For Bracke, Geib, Auer, Bebel and Liebknecht, see notes on pp. 40, 47,

-85, 44, : -
c 5The Congress of the German Social-Democratic Party at Halle—
_the first congress after the abrogation of the Anti-Socialist Law—decided on
-October 16, 1890, on the motion of W. Liebknecht, the main author of the
Gotha Programme, to prepare a draft of a new programme for the next
party congress. The resolution drafted by Liebknecht and accepted by the
congress gave as the reason for the decision that the Gotha Programme,
“however excellently it had justified itself in the battles of the last fifteen
-years, especially under the Anti-Soeialist Law, was nevertheless not np-to-date
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sion of the Gotha Programme on the agenda of the party, I think T
would- be guilty of suppression if I any longer withheld froms
publicity this important—perhaps the most important—document.
relevant to this discussion.

But the manuscript has yet another and more far-reaching
significance. Here for the first time Marx’s attitude to the line
adopted by lassalle since the latter embarked on his agitation
is clearly and firmly formulated, both as regards Lassalle’s eco-

"momic principles and his tactics.

The ruthless severity with which the draft programme is dis-

sected here, the mercilessness with which the results obtained are
enunciated and the shortcomings of the draft laid bare, all this
today, after fifteen vears, can no longer give offence. Specific
Lassalleans now only exist abroad as isolated ruins and in Halle
the Gotha Programme has been given up even by its creators as
altogether inadequate.

Neveriheless, I have omitted a few sharp personal expressions
and judgments, where these were of no importance to the mat-
ter, and replaced them by dots. Marx himsell would have done

so if he had published the manusecript today. The violence of the

language in some passages was provoked by two circumstances.
- In the first instance, Marx and [ had been more intimately con-
nected with the German movement than with any other; we were,
‘therefore, bound to be particularly intensely perturbed by the
decidedly retrograde step manifested by this draft programme.
And secondly, we were at that time, hardly two years after the
Hague Congress of the International, 1 engaged in the most violent

in all points- . . .” The new programme of German Social-Democracy was
adopted at the Erfurt Congress (the “Erfurt programme”)}. In comparison
with the Gotha Programme it was a great step forward, but in spite of
Engels’ insistent demands it was silent on the question of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, and among the transitional demands it did not even contain
the demand for a democratic republic.

1 The fifth, Hague Congress of the First International, held in September
1872, was dominated by the struggle between the Bakunists om the one
hand and the General Council, under the leadership of Marx and Engels,
on the other. The majority of the congress supported the General Conneil,

Bakunin was expelled. But the Bakunists continued the fight against the -

General Council even after the Hague Cengress. Two or three vears later,
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struggle against Bakunin and his anarchists ! who made us respon- ‘
sible for everything that happened in the labour movement im
Germany; hence we had to expect that we would also be saddled
with the secret paternity of this programme. These considerations
do not now exist and so there is no necessity for the passages in
question. '

For reasons arising from the Press Law, also, a few sentences
have been only indicated by dots. Where I have had to choose

-the First International—the International Workingmen's Association—iormal--
- Iy ceased to exist, after “dominating European history for ten years, in one

direction—in the direction towards the fotare. . . . (Engels’ letter to Sorge,
September 12-17, 1874.)

10n the most important theoretical and praetical differences hetween
Marzism and Bakunism, Lenin wrote (in the Tasks of the Proletariat in our
Revolution): “The difierence betwsen Marxism and anarchism is that Marx--

" jsm recognises the necessity of the state for the purpose of the trancition to

socialism; but {and here is where we differ from Kautsky and Ce.) not a
state of the type of the wusual, parliamentary, hourgeois, democratic republic,.
but a state like the Paris Commune of 1871 and the Soviets of Workers’
Deputies of 1905 and 1917.” (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. VI, p. 73.)

“In those days, after the defeat of the Paris Commune, history demanded’
slow organisational and educational work. . . . The anarchists were then (as
they are now) fundamentaily wrong not only theoretmalhr, bet also economic-
ally and politically. The anarchists wrongly estimated the character of the

~ times, for they did not understand the world sitvation: the worker of England:

corrupted by imperialist profits; the Commune defeated in Paris; the recent
triumph of the bourgeois national movernent in Germany; the age-long sleep
of semi-feudal Russia, Marx and Engels gauged the iimes accurately; they

- understood the international sitwation; they realised that the approach to the:

beginning of the social revolation must be slow.” {Ibid., pp. 7475}

In The State and Revolution, Lenin wrote:

“The anarchists had tried to claim the Pariz Commune as their ‘own,’
so to say, as a corroboration of their doctrine; and they betrayed utter

* inability to understand its lessoms and Marx’s apalysis of these lessoms.

Anarchism has failed to give anything even approaching a.true solution of
the concrete political problems, viz., must the old state machine be smashked?

““and what should supersede it?” (Chap. VI, p. 101.)

For Bukharin’s non-Marxist position on the question of the difference be-
tween Marxists and anarchists in their attitude to the state, see Lenin's-

article, “The Youth International” 1916 (Collected Works, Russian ed,,
“Vol. XIX, pp. 295-96), On the question of the main theoretical difference:

between Marxism and anarchism, see also note 2 to p. 42,
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a milder expression this has been enclosed in square brackets.!
Otherwise the text has been published word for word.
' ‘ F. EncELs

London, January 6, 1891

FrepErick ENcELs To Karr KavTsky 2

London, February 23, 1891
* DEar KAvTskY: ‘ ’

You will have received my hasty congratulations of the day
before yesterday. So now to return again to our muttons, the Marx
letter,

The fear that it would put a weapon in the hands of our
opponents was unfounded. Malicious insinuations, of course, are
being attached to everything and anything, but on the whole the
~ impression made on the opponents was one of complete disconcer-
tion at this ruthless self-criticism and the feeling, what an inner
. power must be possessed by a party that can afford such a thing!
“That can be seen from the hostile newspapers that you sent me

{for which many thanks) and from those to- which I have otherwise-

had access. And, frankly speaking, that was also my intention when
1 published the document. That at the first moment some persons
here and there could not but be unpleasantly affected by it, of
that I was aware, but it was not to be avoided and it was amply
-cutweighed in my view by the material contents. I knew, also, that
- the party was fully strong enough to bear it, and I reckoned that
it would foday also put up with this frank language used fifteen
" -years ago, that it would point with justifiable pride to this test
of strength and would say: Where is there another party that can
dare the like? That has been left, meanwhile, to the Sdchsischer
and Wiener Arbeiter-Zeitung and to the Ziricher Post.3

1fn the text of the Critigue in this edition all the passages omitted
‘have been restored.

2 Kautsky was then editor of the Neue Zeit, the weekly theoretical crgan
of German Social-Democracy, in which Engels published Marx’s Critigue,

3 Of these papers the first two were Social-Democratic, the third bour- -

geols.
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That in No. 21 of the Neue Zeit you take on yourself the res-

. ponsibility for the publication is very gallant of you, but do not
forget that, after all, I gave the first impulse and moreover to a
certain extent I put you in a position in which you had no choice.!

1 claim, therefore, the main responsibility for myself, As far as
details are concerned, one can certainly always have different
opinions about them, I have deleted and altered everything that
you and Dietz 2 have objected to, and if Dietz had marked even

. more [ would still, as far as possibie, have been amenable even
then, of that I have always given you proof, But, as {ar as the main

- point is concerned, it was my duty to publish the thing when once
the programme had come up for discussion. And especially now,
after Liebknecht’s report in Halle, in which he utilises his extracts

" from it, in part unceremoniously as his own property, and in part
on the other hand as objects of attack without mentioning the
source,’ Marx would certainly have confronied this version with

1 Engels is referring to the fact that when he sent Xautsky the. text of
Marx’s Critigue of the Gotho Programme for publication, he warned Kautsky
that if it was not published in the Neue Zeit he (Engels) would publish it
in the Wiener Arbeiter-Zeitung—i.e., that one way or another Marx’s Critigue
would be meade public.

2, Dietz (1843-1922). German Social-Democrat, member of the
Reichstag, manager of the party publishing honse in Stuttgart, whick also
issued the Newe Zeit. He always belonged to the Right opportunist wing of

. German Social-Democracy; during the World War he was a social-chauvinist.

3 Although in making his report at the Halle Congress in 1890 (see

- note 5 to p. 55), W. Licbknecht admitted that the old programme required
.- revision, he mevertheless praised it in every possible way as the *“hattle
. standard,” the “guiding star,” of the party, ete. Wkile analysing each point
of the Gotha Programme separately, and in places putting forward the objec-
tions raised by Marx and Engels—but without mentioning their names--
Liebknecht ended his examination of each point with the conclusion that the
point was “indubitably” correct “in principle” or “in essence,” even if it
required .re-editing. He attacked only the phrase sbout “the iron law of
wages” and the demand for the establishment of producers’ co-operative
“societies with state aid, On the guestion of the state, Liebknecht expressed
the view that instead of the “free state,”” “it might be better to say: socialist
society in the free state.” In hiz comecluding speech, Liebknecht dealt with
the question of the transition period from capitalism to socialism as follows,
without saying a single word about the dictatorship of the proletariai: “The
preseni-day state grows into the state of the future, just as the state of the
future is already comtained in the present-day state.” (Ses The Protocol of
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the original and it was my duty in his place to do the same.

 Unfortunately, at that time I had not yet got the document, I-

only found it later after much search.

You say that Bebell writes to you that Marx’s treatment of

- Lassalle has caused bad blood among the old Lassalleans. That

- may be. People do not know the real story and nothing appears to
have happened to enlighten them about it.2 If these people do
not know that Lassalle’s whole greainess rests on this, that for

* years Marx allowed him to parade the results of Marx’s research
as his own and, owing to defective education in economics, to
distort them into the bargain, then that is not my fault. But I
am Marg’s literary executor and as such I also have my duty to
perform, .

' . Lassalle has belonged to history for twenty-six years. While
under the Exceptional Law historical criticism of him has been
left in abeyance, the time is at last at hand when it must have its
say and Lassalle’s position in relation to Marx be made clear. The
legend that concéals and glorifies the true stature of Lagsalle can-
not become an article of faith of the party. However highly one
may estimate Lassalle’s services to the movement, his historical

the Proceedings of the Halle Party Congress, October 12 to 18, 1890, Berlin,

1890 [in Germanl.}
~ 1For information sbout Bebel, see note 1 on p. 35; on his opposi-
tion to the publication of Marx’s Critigue, see note 1 on p. 54

2This teproach was directed above all against Kautsky. In bhis
endeavours to weaken the effect produced in the leading circles of German
Social-Democracy by Marx’s criticism of Lassalleanism, Kautsky publiched
- in No. 21 of the Newe Zeit an article entitled “Our Programmes” in which
ke opportunistically diminished the practical significance of Marx’s criticism,
dissociated himself from it and emphasised the great “services” of Lassalle.
Among other things, he said, “the standpeint which Mars adopted towards
Lassalle - i5 not the standpoint of German Social:Democracy. . . . Social-
Democracy . . . has a different attitude to Lassalle from that of Marx. . . .

How could we forget the man from whose writings all of us older party

comrades and even the majority of the younger have derived their first
socialist knowledge, their first enthusiasm for socialism! We study and
examine attentively what Marx says about his pupil Lassalle, but we do not
forget that the latter alse was ome of our first teachers and champions.”
(Neue Zeir, 1890-91, Vol. T, p. 680.) It was precisely this mistaken opportunist

estimate of Lassalle that evoked Engels’ sharp characterisation of Lassalle as

agitator and “leader.”
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role in it remains an equivocal one. Lassalle the soclalist is ac-
companied step by step by Lassalle the demagogue. Lassalle, the
conductor of the Hatzfeld law suit,! appears everywhere, showing
through Lassalle the agitator and organiser; the same cynicism
in choice of methods, the same preference for surrounding himself
with rowdy and corrupt people who can be used as mere tools and
discarded. Until 1862, a specifically Prussian vulgar democrat in
practice, with strong Bonapartist leanings (I have just looked
through his letters to Marx), he suddenly turned round from
purely personal causes and began his agitation; and before two
years had gone by he was demanding that the workers should take
the part of the monarchy against the bourgeoisie, and intriguing
with Bismarck, one of his own kin in character, in a way that was
hound to lead to the actual betrayal of the movement, if fortunately
for him he had not been shot in time. In his agitational writings,
the correct things that he borrowed from Marx are so much inter-

' woven with his own invariably false expositions that the two are

hardly to be separated. The section of the workers that feels itself

“injured by Marx’s judgment only knows Lassalle throngh his two

vears of agitation, and they also see them through coloured spee-
facles. But historical eriticism cannot stand eternally, hat in hand,
before such prejudices. It was my duty finally to settle accounts
between Marg and Lassalle. That has been done. For the time
being I can content myself with that. Moreover, 1 myself have
other things to do now. And the published ruthless judgment of
Marx on Lassalle will by itself have its effect and give others
courage. But should I be forced to it, there would be no choice
for me; I 'should have to clear away the Lassalle legend once

~ for all.

. That voices have been raised in the fraction saying that the
Metre Zeit should be placed under censorship is indeed a fine

“affair. Ts the ghost of the fraction’s dictatorship during the Anti-

Socialist Law (which was of course necessary and excellently

1 During nearly a decade (1845-34) Lassalle conducted, as a lawyet, the
very complicated and for its time very semsational divorce case of the
Countess Sophie Hatzfeld (1805-817, in the course of which he made use of the

most varied lawyer’s tricks. ‘
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carried out)! now appearing, or is it due to remembrance of
the late strict organisation of Schweitzer? 2 It is in fact a bril-
Jliant idea to put German socislist science, after its liberation
from Bismarck’s Anti-Socialist Law, under 2 new socialist law
manufactured and carried out by the Social Democratic Pariy
officials themselves. For the rest, it is ordained that the desires of
the ambitious will not be realised. )

The article in the Forwdirts does not stir me much.3 I shall
wait for Liebknecht’s historical account 4 and shall then reply to

* During the period of the Anti-Socialist Law (1878-96) when ail legal
working class organisations were forbidden, the Social-Democratic fraction
in the Reichstag was the highest organ of the pariy. Although the fraction
cousisted to a considerable extent of opportunists, the leadership of the

party was in the hands of Bebel, who based himself on the masses of the party
" membership and on the illegal central organ, the Sozialdemokrat, published in

Zurich and later in London. This paper was in general edited in accordance

with the directions of Engels. ‘
2 That is to say, the organisation of the Lassalleans, the General Asso-
ciation of German Workers, the leader of which from 1864 to 1871 was
Johann Baptist Schweitzer (1833-75). Schweitzer was editor of the central
- organ, chairman of the party and a member of the Reichstag. He continued
- Lassalle’s poliey of intriguing with Bismarck whe, as was revealed z few
vears ago, financed the paper. He gnided the Association, following Lassalle’s
tradition, in a dictatorial fashion, attempting to maintain his dictatorial power
even when a strong ¢pposition had developed against him, and he endeavoured
to extend this power to the trade union organisations, the foundation of
whick—only under the pressure of the masses, it is true—he had begun in
1868. ‘

*The leading article in the Forwéres, the central organ of German
Social-Democracy, expressed the official position of the party leadership on
Marx’s Critigue. The article contained a sharp condemnation of Marx’s esti-
mate of Lassalle and considered it a merit of the party that it had accepted

" the Gotha draft programme in oppositien to Marx's opinion. It was further
asserted in the article that the development of the party had proved Marx
wrong, and that the Social-Democratic fraction in the Reichstag and the
party leadership had in no case expressed their agreement to the publication
of the Critique. The article also states: “The German Social-Democrats are not
Marxians, not Lassalleans—they are Social-Democrats.” (Neue Zeit, 189091,
Vol. I, p. 684.) :

* Liebknecht intended to write a special article om the history of

- the Gotha Programme for the Neue Zeir, which, according to Kautsky,

“would give a history of our party programme in general and parti-

culerly of those conditions which made it possible for the Gotha

Programme in 1875 to represent the expression of the theoretical conscious-

ness of the majority of the party.” (Ibid., p. 681.) Kautsky wrote in the above.

- writes to me and wanls three new prefaces as well! 8
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both in as friendly a tone as possible. In the Forwdrts article there
.are only a few inaccuracies to be corrected {e.g., that we did not

desire unity, that events proved Marx wrong, etc.) and a few ob-
vious things to be confirmed. With this answer I intend then, for
my part, to close the discussion unless new attacks or false asser-

fions compel me to continue,
Tell Dietz that I am working on the Origin 1 but today Fischer 2

Yours,
F. E.

mentioned article, entisled “Our Programmes”: “In this respect . . . the

programme letter required a supplement. Engels could not give this,” o

1 The reference is to the fourth edition of Engels’ book, The Origin
of the Family, Private Property and the Statey published by the Stuttgart pub-
lishing house (Verlag Dietz) of the party.

2 Richard Fischer (1855-1926). Member of the Executive of the Social-
Democratic Party; manager of the Berlin party publishing house.

3In 1891 Engels wrote prefaces to the newly re-published works
of Marx, The Civil War in France and Wage-Labour and Capital and to his-
own pamphlet, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific.
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LENIN ON THE CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

FROM HIS NOTEBOOK MARXISM ON THE
STATE

(January-February 1917)
ENGELS’ LETTER TO BEBEL

Engels® letter to Bebel of 18-28, II1, 1875,
is of exceptionally great importance on the
question of the state, (Bebel, From My Life,
Vol. I, p. 318 and the following pages.
Stuttgart, 1911; preface of 2, IX, 1911.)

Here is the most important passage in full:
“_ . . The free people’s state is transformed
into the free state. Taken in Hts grammatical
sense a free state is one where the state is free

. in relation to its citizens and is therefore a
- state with a despotic government. The whole
talk about the state should be dropped, es-
-pecially since the Commune, which was no NB

Ionger a state in the proper senseof the word.
"The ‘people’s state’ has been thrown in ocur

~faces by the anarchists too long, althongh
'Marx’s book against Proudhon and later The
" Communist Manifesto directly declare that
- with the introduction of the socialist order of
sociely the state will of itself dissobve amd
-disappear. As, therefore, the ‘state’ is only a
‘trapsitory’ institution which is used in the
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1Lenin uses hgre the Russian word, obshchina.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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struggle, in the revolution, in order to holt'f

.down one’s adversaries by foree, it is pure

nonsense to talk of a ‘free people’s state’; so
long as the proletariat still wses (Engels’
italics) the state, it does not use it in the
interests of jreedom but in order to hold down

its adversaries, and as soon as it becomes pos- -

sible to speak of freedom, the state as such
ceases to exist. We would therefore propose
to replace the word ‘state’ (Engels’ italics)
everywhere by the word Gemeinwesen [com-
munity],! a good old German word, which can

- very well represent the Fremch word com-

mune.” (Pp. 321-22.) _

This is probably the most striking and cer-
tainly the sharpest passage, so to speak,
“against the state,” in Marx and Engels.

(1) “The whole talk about the state should
be dropped.” _

(2) “The Commune was no longer a
state in the proper sense of the word.” (But
what, then? A transitional form from the
state to no state, clearly!)

(3) The anarchists have long enough'

“thrown in our faces” the “people’s state.”
{Marx and Engels, it is clear, were ashamed
of this obvious mistake on the part of their
German friends;—however, they thought, and
of course wnder the circumstances them ex-
isting rightly thought, that it was an incom-
parably less serious mistake than the mistake
of the anarchists. N.B. this!!)

(4) The state “will of itself decompose

{“dissolve”) |[Nota bene| and disappear...”

(compare further on “will wither away™) :

- of soclety. .

APPENDICES

“with the introduction of the socialist order
L

(5} The state is “a temporary institution,”
which is needed “in the struggle, in the
revolution . . .” (needed by the proletariat,

- of course). . ..

" {6) The state is needed not for freedom,
but for crushing (7 Niederhaltung is not hold-
ing down, properly speaking, but holding

- back from restoration, holding in snbmission)

the adversaries of the proletariat.
{7) When there is freedom, then there will

" be no state.

The concepts “freedom” and “democra-
cy” are usually considered as identical and
are often used instead of each other. Very
often the vulgar Marxists {with Kautsky,
Plekhanov and Co. at their head) have
precisely this conception. In fact, democ-
racy excludes freedom. The dialectics
(process) of development is: from ab-
solutism to bourgeois democracy; from
bourgeois democracy to proletarian; from
proletarian to none at all.

.(8) “We” (i.e., Engels and Marx) would

.propose “everywhere” (in the programme)
.10 speak, instead of the “state,” of the “com-
: _'munity,” the “commune”!!!

‘From this it is clear how not only the op-

.'portumsts, but also Kautsky, have vulgansed

defiled Marx and Engels.
£ The opportunists have not understood a

single one of these eight most rich ideas!!

s
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They have taken only the practical needs
of the present: to make use of the political
struggle, to make use of the contemporary
state for the training, the education of the
proletariat, for the “extraction of conces-
sions.” This is correct (as against the an-
archists), but as yet it is only one one-hun-
dredth of Marxism, if it can be so arithmetic-
ally expressed.

Kautsky completely covered over (or for-
got? or did not understand?), in his propa-
gandist and throughout his publicist work,
points 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and Marx’s “smashing”
(in his polemic with Pannekoek in 1912 or
1913 [see below, pp. 45-47] Kautsky has al-
ready tumbled completely into opportunism
on this guestion).

We are distingnished from the anarchists
by (a) utilisation of the state now and (B) at
the time of the proletarian revolution (“the

dictatorship of the proletariat”)—points of

the greatest practical importance, at this very

moment. (And it is these that Bukharin has

forgotten!)

From the opportunists by the deeper, “more
eternal,” truth concerning (a«) the “temp-:

_orary” character of the state, (B8) the harm
of “chatter” about it now, (yy) the dictator
ghip of the proletariat not having altogethe:
the character of the state, (88) the contradic
tion between the state and freedom, (ze) th
greater correctness of the idea {conception
programme term) “community” in place ©
state, (c¢) the “smashing” of the bureau
cratic-military machine. Not to forget als
that the dictatorship of the proletariat is:

APPENDICES

rectly repudiated by the avowed opportunists

of Germany (Bernstein, Kolb and so forth),

" and Zndirectly by the official programme and

Kautsky, being silent about it in everyday
agitation, and Zolerating the renegacy of the
Kolbs arnd Co.

Bukharin was written to in VIII. 1916:
“Let your ideas on the state ripen fully.” But
without letting them ripen, he rushed into
print as “Nota bene,” and he did it in such

. a way that instead of exposing the Kautsky-

ans he helped them by his own mistakes!!
But in the essence of the matter Bukharin is

: nearer to the truth than Kautsky.

6%

Neuwe Zeir XIX, I (1900-1901) (No. 26,
-27. 111. 1901} p. 804: M. Beer on the decline
.of England with noies on her imperialism,

. decay, and the imperialism of other countries.

wmo—wNB the same author: “Social En-
perialism,” Newe Zeiz XX, I (1901-1902) pp.
209 and following (the Fabians) and “The
Present Poasition of Trade Unionism,” same,

p- 43 (NB) ((“The Imperialist-Social Era”)).

XIX, 2, p. 197: Walter's article on “Rus-

“sian Imperialism”. . . ((frora Peter I to China .

“in the XXth century)).

[

'MARX: “CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA
PROGRAMME”

S . Engels’ letter to Bebel was written 28.I11.
" 1875. Marx’s letter to Bracke with the Cri-

tique of the Gotha Programme was written

. ~ more than a month later: 5. V. 1875. (Neue
: .: Zeir 1X, 1; 1891.) (1890-1891, No. 18.)
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At first glance Marx in this letter looks
much more like “an adherent of the state”™—
if it is permissible to use this insipid ex-
pression of our adversariss—than Engels.

Engels proposes (1) not to speak of the
state at all; (2) to replace this word with
(3) he declares even the

“community”;

Commune (Z.e., “the dictatorship of the prole-

tariat”} “no longer a state in the prop-
er sense of the word,”—while Marx says
not a whisper on all this, but on the con-
trary, even speaks of the “future state organ-
isation of communist soclety”™!! (Neue Zeit
IX, 1, p. 573.)

At first glance the impression may he ob-
tained that there is flat contradiction, confusion
or divergence of view! But that is only at first
glance. o

Here in full is the decisive (on this point)
passage from Marx’s letter:

“ ‘Present-day society’ is capitalist society,

which exists in all civilised countries, more
or less free from medixval admixture, more
or less modified by the special historical de-
velopment of each country and more or less
developed. On the other hand, the ‘present-
day state’ changes with a country’s frontier.
It is different in the Prusso-German empire
from what it is in Switzerland, it is different
in England from what it is in the United
States.
fiction. :

“Nevertheless, the different states of the
different civilised countries, in spite of their

manifold diversity of form, all have this in -

common, that they are based on modern bour-

‘The present-day state’ is therefore a -
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geois society, only one more or less capitalist-
fcally developed. They have, therefore, also
certain ‘essential features in common. In this
sense it is possible to spegk of the “present-day
state,” in contrast to the future in which its

- present root, bourgeois society, will have died
away. :

“The question then arises: what transfor-
mation will the state undergo in communist
socizty? In other words, what sociel func-
tions will remain in existence there that are
analogous to the present functions of the
state? This question can only be answered
scientifically and one does not get a flea-hop
nearer to the problem by a thousand-fold
combination of the word people with the
word state.
~ “Between capitalist and communist society
Lies the period of the revolutionary trans-

" formation of the one into.the other. - There

corresponds to this also a political transition

pericd in which the state can be nothing but

- the revolutionary dictatorship of the prole-

- tarigt. (Marx's italies.) (Pp. 572-73.)

. “Now the programme. does not deal with

this nor with the future state in communist

“society. .

It is clear that this is a rebuke; this
' is clear from the following phrase: the
programme “deals” with the old demo-
cratic litany, but not with the questions
of the revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat and the state in communist

i - society. . . .

NB
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very good
(and very-
jrpportant)
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“Tts political demands contain nothing be-

yond the old familiar democratic litany: uni-

versal suffrage, direct legislation, people’s
justice; a people’s militia, etc. They are a
mere echo of the bourgeois People’s Party,
of the League of Peace and Freedom. . . .”
(P. 573.)

(These demands are already “real-
ised”—only not in-the German state,
but in others, in Switzerland, in the
United States. These demands are in

- place only in a democratic republic.
The programme does not demand a
republic, as the French workers’ pro-
gramme did under Louis Philippe and
Louis Napoleon—this is impossible in
Germany, hence it is useless to demand
things, which are in place only in a
democratic republic, from a wilitary
despotism . . . even vulgar democracy
“towers mountains above this kind of

democratism within the limits of what

is permitted by the police and what is
logically*impermissible.”) .

" No! I — — in capitalist society, a state in

In these words Marx as it were foresaw
the whole banality of Kauiskyanism:
sweet speeches about all kinds of fine
things, turning into the beautifying of
reality, because they shade over or
leave in the dark the irreconcilability of
democratic peace and imperialism, of -
| democracy and monarchy, etc.
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Thus, the dictatorship of the proletariat is

"a “political transition period”; it is clear that

also the state of this period is a transition

from the state to no state, ie., “no longer

a state in the proper sense of the word.” Marx
and Engels, therefore, do not in any way
contradict each other on this point.

But further on Marx speaks of “the future “
state of communist society”!! Thus, even in
communist society the state will exist!! Ts

“there not a contradiction in this?

the state is need
by the bourgeoisie

the proper sense of the word

I1 — — the transition (dictatorship of
the proletariat) a state of the
transitional type (not a state
in the proper semse of the

word )
the state is not|
ITI — — communist society: the wither-  needed, it withers
ing away of the state. away '

Complete consistency and clarity!!

" -Tn other words:

of exception, and never com-
plete. . . .
the poor man!]

the state is needed |-
by the proletariat

73

1 — Democracy only by way 1 — Democracy only for the
rich and for a small layer of
the proletariat. [It is not for
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o — Democracy almost com- II — Democracy for the poor,

plete, limited only by the  for %40 of the population,
erushing of the resistance of  crushing of the resistance of
the bourgeoisie. the rich by force.

1Y — Democracy really com- III — Democracy complete, be-
plete, becoming a habit and  coming a habit and for that
for that reason withering  reason withering away, giving
away. . . . Complete democ-  place to the principle: “From
racy eguals mo democracy.  each according to his ability,
This is not a paradox, but a  to each according to his
truth! needs.”

|See p. 19 marginal note. |t

The question of the state is also referred
to in the very vital passage of the Critique
of the Gotha Programme devoted to the
economic analysis of future society.

Marx here (pp. 565-67) criticises the Las-
sallean idea of “the undiminished proceeds of
labour,” shows the need to set aside a fund to
‘cover the wearing out of part of the means
of production, a reserve fund, the cosis of
administration, of schools, health services and

© s0 forth, and continues:

“What we have to deal with here is a com-

munist society, not as it has developed on its
own foundations, but, on the contrary, as it
emerges from capitalist society; which is thus
l in every respect, economically, morally and
intellectually, still stamped with the birth-
marks of the old society from whose womb it

-
|

? See p, 76.—Ed.
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emerges. Accordingly the individual producer
receives back from society—after the de-
ductions have been made—exactly what he
gives to it. What he has given to it is his
individual amount of labour. For example,
‘thie social working day consists of the sum of
. the individual labour hours; the individual

part of the social labour day contributed by
him, his share in it. He receivés a certificate
from society that he has furnished such and
such an amount of labour (after dedncting
his labour for the common fund), and with
" this certificate he draws from the social stock
of means of consumption as much as costs the
same amount of labour. The same amount
of labour which he has given to society in one
~ form, he receives back in another.” (P. 566.)

“Nothing can pass into the ownership

of individuals except individual means of con-
. sumption.” “But, as far as the distribution of
“ the latter among the individual producers is
“concerned, the same principle prevails as in
“the exchange of commeodity-equivalents, so
much labour in one form is exchanged for an
equal amount of labour in another form.”
" (P. 567.) This eguality of right presupposes
_inequality, inequality in fact, inequality be-
- fween people, because one is strong, another
- ‘weak, and so forth (individuals “would not
. be different individuals if they were not un-
“equal” (p, 567)-—one will receive more than
~another.

Iabour time of the individual producer is the

NB
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I

Thus:

II. “the fivst
phase of

“prolonged
— birth pangs.”.

_communist

society.”

TI1. “a

higher
phase of
communist
society.”

NB

llsociety are clearly, precisely and exactly
distinguished: '
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“But these defects are inevitable in the
first phase of communist society as it is when
it has just emerged after prolonged birth
pangs from capitalist society. Right car
never be higher than the economic structure
of society and the cultural development
thereby determined.”

“In a higher phase of communist society,
after the enslaving subordination of individ-
nals under division of labour, and therewith:
also the antithesis between mental and phys-
jcal lzbour, has vanished; after labour, from
a mere means of life, has itself become the
prime necessity of life; after the productive.
forces have also increased with the all-round
development of the individual, and all the
springs of co-operative wealth flow more
abundantly—only then can the marrow hori-
zon of hourgeois right be fully left behind and
society inscribe on its banners: from each ac-
cording to his ability, to each according to
his needs!” (P. 567.)

Thys, here two phases of communist

APPENDICES 77
The lower (the “first”)—distribution of Al
. .« \ o so a form of]
articles of consumption “proportionately” to leion:
the quantity of labour contributed by each to “I;:omp;: 51; ) l
society. Inequality of distribution still con- e who does } } ,
siderable. “The narrow bourgeois horizon of ot wor]lsl, . |
rights” still not fully passed beyond. This neither s}ia ©
. NB!! With (semi-bourgeois) rights, it is eat. )
clear, the (semi-bourgeois) state also has sdll |
not fully disappeared. This Nota Bene!! m NB

The “higher”—from each according to
his ability, to each according to his needs.” ' Work has be-
When is this possible? When (1} the antago- | come a neces-
mism between mental and physical labour sity, there is no
has disappeared; (2) labour has hecome the compulsion
prime necessity of life (NB: the habit of l whatever.
working has become the rule, without com-
pulsion!!); (3) the productive forces have
grown considerably, etc. It is clear that the
complete withering away of the state is pos-

" sible only at this higher stage. This NB.

ENGELS’ LETTER OF 1875

In Engels’ letter to Bebel of 18-28. IIL
1875 there is also a particularly instriictive
passage, throwing a clearer light than usual

-on certain sides of Marxism:

(1) “ .. . In the first place, Lassalle’s

| " high-sounding but historically false phrase

is accepted (in the Gotha Programme): in
.contrast to the working class all other

classes are only one Teactionary mass.
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{as in
Switzer-
land)

o

NB

Exactly! m
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This statement is only true in a Jew
excepiional cases; for instance, in @ pro-
letarian revolusion like the Commuprne, or in ¢
country where not only have state and society
been moulded by the bourgeoisie in its oion
image but where in its wake the democratic
petty bourgeoisie too has already carried
out this re-casting down 10 its final conse-
quences. (P. 319.) (But in Germany you have

gone hand in hand with the People’s Party

“for years,” and you have 7 political de-
mands, “of which there is not a single one
that is not bourgeois- [Engels” italics] demo-
cratic.”) '

(2) *“. .. Fifthly, there is not a word
about the organisation of the working class
as a class by means of the frade unions. And
that is a very essential point, for this is the
real class organisation of the proletariat, in
which it carries on its daily struggles with
capital, in which it trains itself, and which
nowadays even amid the worst reaction
(as in Paris at present) cam simply no
longer be smashed. Considering the import-
ance which this form of organisation has also
attained in Germany, it would be absolutely
necessary in our opinion to mention it in the
programme and if possible to leave open a
place for it in the party organisation.”
(P, 321.)

{3) “ .. Equally lacking (in the pro-
gramme) is the first condition of all freedom:
that all functionaries should be responsible
for all their official actions to every citizen
before the ordinary courts and according to
common law.” (P. 321.)

AFPPENDICES

" {4) ®...The removal of ail social and po-
litical inequality’ is also a very questionable
phrase in place of ‘the abolition of all class
differences.” Between one country and an-
other, one province and another and even one
place and another there will always exist a
certain inequality in the conditions of life,
which can be reduced to a minimum but
never entirely removed. Mountain dwellers
will always have different conditions of life
from those of people living on plains. The
‘idea of socialist society as the realm of equality
is a one-sided French idea resting upon the
old “liberty, equality, fraternity’—-an idea
which was justified as a stage of develop-
ment in its own time and place, but which,
like all the one-sided ideas of the earlier
socialist schools, should now be overcomse,
for they only produce confusion in people’s
heads and more precise modes of presentation
have been found.” (P. 322.)

{53) Bakunin, in his work Statehood and An-

archy, makes us responsible for every
. “thoughtless word” of Liebknecht’s. . . .
- '(Pp. 322.23.) '

(6) “As a rule, the official programme of
a party is less important than what it does.
But a new programme is after all a banner
publicly raised, and the outside world judges
the party from it.” (P. 323) . ..
. Bebel replied to Engels on 21. IX. 1875,

saying among other things:—"I am in com-
" plete agreement with the judgment which you
pass on the draft programme, as my letters to
Bracke also prove. (Pp. 334-35.) T also severe-

“ly reproached Liebknecht for his readiness

NB
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“thoughtless
word” of
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to give'way . . .” but now that it has been
done, “the whole thing is a question of educa-

»”

tion.

That Bebel himself not long before shared
all these confused views on the subject of
the “People’s State” is proved by his pamph-
let “Our Aims” (9th edition, 1886, in the
“Social-Democratic Library,” reprinted with-
out alterations from the 3rd edition of 1872},
p- 14: “Thus, the state must be transformed
from a state based on class domination into a
people’s state . . . and in this state associated
production must take the place of private
enterprises”. . . and bere actually, on page 44,
ke recommends both Marx and Lassallell!
Side by side!! At that time Bebel did not see

‘the differences between them with regard to

the state.

MARX:

s

“THE POVERTY OF PHILOSOPHY”

The passage in The Poverty of Phileso-
phy (p. 182) to which Engels refers in his
letter of 18-28. II1. 1875 (see above, p. 13)—
is evidently the follomng

“The working class, in the course of its
development will substitute for the old bour-
geois society?! an association which will exclude
classes and their antagonism, and there will
be no more political power properly se
called, since political power is precisely the
official expression of antagenisms in bourgeois
society.” 1 (The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 182,

Stuttgart, 1885.) (Preface dated 15. V1. 1847. )

i Tn the French original “société civile.”—Ed. Eng. ed.
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“THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO” ON THE STATE '

Tn The Commumst Manifesto (XI. 1847)

-#his idea is expressed as follows:

“In depicting the most general phases of

the developrnent of the proletariat, we traced
.. the more or less veiled c1v11 war, raging with-

in existing society, up to the point where

that war breaks out into open revolution; and |
- where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoi- -

sie lays the foundation for the sway of the
proletariat.” (End of section I.)

And at the end of section II, p. 37, we
read:

“We have seen above, that the first step
in the revolution by the working class, is fo

“raise the proletarmt to the position of ruling

class, to win the battle of democracy.
“The proletariat will use #ts political
supremacy to wresi, by degrees, all capital

- from the bourgeoisie, to centralise all instru-

ments of production in the hands of the state,

‘i.e., of the proletariat. organised as the ruling

class; and to increase the total of productive
forces as rapldly as possible.

“Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be
effected except by means of despotie inroads
.on the rights of property, and on the condi-

- tions of bourgeois production; by means of

‘measures, therefore, which appear economic-
ally insufficient and untenable, hut which, in
the course of the movement, outstrip them-
‘selves . . . and are unavoidable as & means

“of entirely revolutionising the mode of pro-
'duction.” oes

NB: The
Communist
Manifesto:
“The state,

i.e., the
proletariat
organised

as the
raling
class.”

I

e

“The state,”

i.e., the

proletariat

organised

as the

rufing class

NB:

“Jespotic

inroads”

1 ATl quotstions from The Commanist Manijesto are taken from the anthor-

- ised English translation—Ed. Eng. ed

6—51F
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And  after enumerating “measures” - (33 1-10) t the authors

roletariat into “pli lass” §
continue: . . gorganisation . thfh . 1;1311213 211229: ) 1:s
When, in the course of development, “despotic inroads & %1 tass,” s
class distinctions have disappeared, and all entv.? . ‘on“ e rights of prop-
: . . rty,” etc., this is “the dictatorship of
production has been concentrated in the the proletariat " P
hands of a wvast association of the whole “The stat ot 'h' N .
“the public nation, the public power will lose its political s 1 € 3 ?_e= z.e; tne pr.ole.tarzat orgcmzsed
power will character. Political power, properly so called, b ef :{: ing ¢ ass-—t’%us is the dictator- NB
lose its is merely the organised power of one class ship of the proletariat.
political for oppressing another. If the proletariat
character” during its contest with the bourgeoisie is com-

pelled, by the forece of circumstances, fo or-.
ganise Hself as a class; if, by means of a
revolution, it makes itself the ruling class,
and, as such, sweeps away by force the old
conditions of production, then it will, along
with these conditions, have swept away the
conditions for the existence of class antago-
nisms and of classes generally, and will there-
by have abolished its own supremacy as a
class.” . .. “The executive of the modern state
is but a committee for managing the common
affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.”

The Communist Manifesto speaks. of
“revolution by the working class,” “com-
munist revolution,” “proletarian revolu-
tion.” Seemingly, the term “dictatorship of
the proletariat™ does not appear as yet. But
it is evident that the transformation of the

iIn ;shese measures (§§ 1, 5, 6) the word “state” is used throughout without
qualification—for example, § 6: “Ceniralisation of the means of communicar
tion and transport in the hands of the state.” :




APPENDIX IIT i
EXTRACTS FROM LENIN'S THE STATE AND REVOLUTION
(AUGUST-SEPTEMBER 1917} '

" CHAPTER IV. SUPPLEMENTARY EXPLANATIONS BY ENGELS

3. Lerrer 10 BEBEL

One of the most remarkable, if not the most remarkable ob-
servation on the state in the works of Marx and Engels is con-
tained in the following passage in Engels’ letter to- Bebel dated
March 18-28, 1875. This letter, we may observe in passing, was,
as far as we know, first published by Bebel in Volume II of his
memoirs (Aus meinem Leben), which appeared in 1911, ie.,
thirty-six years after it had been written and mailed.

Engels wrote to Bebel criticising the very draft of the Gotha
Programme which Marx also criticised in his famous letter to
Bracke. Referring particularly to the question of the state, Engels
sa1d

... The free people’s state is trapsformed into the free state. Taken i in
its grammaucal sénsé a frée state is one where the state is fréé in relation
to its citizens and is therefore & state with a despotlc government, Thé whole

* talk about the state chould be dropped, especially since the Commune, which
was no longer a state in the proper sense of the word, The ‘people’s stare’
has been thrown in our faces by the anarchists too long, although Marx’s

_book dgainst Proudhon and later The Commanist Manifesio ditéctly declare

_ that with the introduction of thé socialist order of society the state will
of itself dissolve Lsich aufldst] and disappear. As, therefore, the ‘state’ is only
a transitory imstitution which is.used i the stivggle, in the févolution, in
order-to hold down [niederzukbelten] one’s adversaries by force, it is pute
nénsense to talk of a “free people s state’; so long as the proleta.nat still uses

- the state, it does not use it in the interests of freedom but in order to hold
down its adversaries, and 2s soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedogy,
the state as such ceases to exist. 'We would therefore propose to replace
the word ‘state’ everywhere by the word Gemeinwesen [communityl, a good

“old German word, which can very well represent the French word ‘commune.” ™
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It must be borne in mmd that this letter refers to the party
programme which Marx criticised in a letter dated only a few
weeks later than the above (Marx’s letter is dated May 5, 1875),
and that at the time Engels was living with Marx in London, Con-
sequently, when he says “we” in the last sentence, Engels un-

doubtedly, in his own as well as in Marx’s name, suggesis to the

leader of the German Workers’ Party that the word “state” be

struck out of the: programine and replaced by. the word “com-
munity.”

What a howl about “anarchism” would be raised by the leaders
of present-day “Marxism,” which has been faked for the convenience
of the opportunists, if such a rectification of the programme were
suggested to them!

Let them howl. The bourgeoisie will praise them for it.

But we shall go on with our work. In revising the programme
of our Party we must unfailingly take the advice of Engels and

" Marx into consideration in order to come nearer the truth, to re-

store Marxism, by purging it of distortions, to guide the struggle of
the working class for its emancipation more correctly. Certainly

‘no Bolshevik will be found who opposes the adviee of Engels and

Marx. The only difficulty that may, perhaps, arise will be in re-
gard to terminology, In German there are two words meaning
“community,” 1 of which Engels used the one which does not de-

note a single community, but the totality, the system of communi-

ties. In Russian there is no such word, and perhaps we may have
to decide to use the French word “commune,” although this also
has its drawbacks.

“The Commune, which was no-longer a state m the proper
sense of the word”—this is Engels’ most important theoretical
statement, After what has been said above, this statement is per-
fectly clear. The Commune ceased to be a state in so far as it had
o repress, not the majority of the population, but the minority
(the exploiters) ; it had smashed the bourgeois state machine; in
place of a special repressive force, the whole population itself

came on the scene, All this is a departure from the state in the - -

1 Gemeinde and Gemeinwesen.—Ed. Eng. ed,
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" proper sense of the word. And had the Commune lasted, all traces

of the state in it would have “withered away” of themselves; it
would not have been necessary for it to “abolish” the institutions
of the state; they would have ceased to function in proportion as
they ceased to have anything to do.

. “The ‘people’s state” has been thrown in our faces by the anar-
chists.” In saying this, Engels had Bakunin and his attacks on the
German Social-Democrats particularly in mind. Engels admitted

that these attacks were justified in so far as the “people’s state”
. was as much an absurdity and as much a departure from social-

ism as the “free people’s state.” Engels tried to put the struggle
of the German Social-Democrats against the anarchists on right
lines, to make this struggle correct in principle, to purge it of
opportunist prejudices concerning the “state.” Alas! Engels’ letter
was pigeonholed for thirty-six years. We shall see below that,
even after 'Engels’ letter was published, Kautsky obstinately -
repeated what in essence were the very mistakes against which
Engels bad utiered his warning.

Bebel replied to Engels in a letter, dated September 21, 1875,
in which he wrote, inter alia, that he “fully agrees” with Engels’
criticism of the draft programme, and that he had reproached
Liebknecht for his readiness to make concessions (p. 304 of the
German edition of Bebel’s Memoirs, Vol. II}). But if we take
Bebel’s pamphlet, Unsere Ziele, we find there arguments on the
state that are absolutely wrong, -

“The state must be transformed from one based on cla.ss rule into a
people’s state.” 1

This is printed in the ninth (the ninth!) edition of Bebel’s

- pamphlet. It is not surprising that such persistently repeated op-

portunist views on the state were absorbed by German Social-
Democracy, especially as Engels’ revolutionary interpretations

“were safely pigeonholed, and all the conditions of everyday life

were such as to “wean” the people from revolution for a long

. time!

i Unsere Zicle (Qur Goai)‘, German edition, 1886, p. 14. -
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CHAPTER V. THE ECONOMIC BASIS OF THE WITHERING AWAY OF
THE STATE :

Marx explains this question most thoroughly in his Cririque of
the Gotha Programme (letter to Bracke, May 5, 1875, which was not
printed until 1891 in Neue Zeit, Vol. IX, 1, and which has appeared
in a special Russian edition)}. The polemical part of this remarkable
work, consisting of a criticism of Lassalleanism, has, so to speak,

overshadowed its positive part, namely, the analysis of the connec- .

~tion between the development of communism and the withering
away of the state.

1. Marx’s PRESENTATION OF THE QUESTION .

- From a superficial comparison of Marx’s letter to Bracke:
(May 5, 1875) with Engels’ leiter to Bebel (March 28, 1875),
which we examined above, it might appear that Marx was much
more “pro-state” than Engels, and that the difference of opinion
between the two writers on the question of the state was very
* considerable. '

Engels suggested to Bebel that all the chatter about the state
be dropped; that the word “state” be eliminated from the pro-
gramme and the word “community” substituted for it. Engels even.
declared that the Commune was really no longer a state in the
proper sense of the word, yet Marx spoke of the “future state

in communist society,” i.e., apparently he recognised the need for a.’

state even under communism,

But such a view would be fundamentally wrong. A closer ex-
~amination shows that Marx’s and Engels’ views on the state and
its withering away were completely identical, and that Marx’s
expression quoted above refers merely to this withering away of
the state. ‘

Clearly, there can be no question of defining the exact moment
of the future “withering away”—the more so sinee it must obvious-
Iy be a rather lengthy process. The apparent difference between
Marx and Engels is due to the different subjects they dealt with, the:
different aims they were pursuing. Engels set ocut to show Bebel
plainly, sharply and in broad outline the absurdity of the pre-
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vailing prejudices concerning the state, which were shared to no
small degree by Lassalle. Marx only touched upon this question in
passing, being interested in another subject, viz., the development
of commmunist society. ' ‘
The whole theory of Marx is an application of the theory of
development—in its most comsistent, complete, thought-out and
replete form—to modern capitalism. Naturally, Marx was faced
with the question of applying this theory both to the forthcoming

“collapse of capitalism and to the fuiure development of future

communism. : o
On the basis of what data can the question of the future de- -

- velopment of future communism be raised?

On the basis of the fact that it has ifs origin in capitalism, that
it develops historically from capitalism, that it is the result of the
action of a social force to which capitalism has given birth. There

" is no trace of an attempt on Marx’s part to conjure up a utopia,

to make idle guesses about what cannot be known. Marx treats the
question of communism in the same way as a maturalist would
treat the question of the development of, say, a new biological
species, if he knew that such and such was its origin, and such and
such the direction in which it was changing.

Marx, first of all, brushes aside the confusion the Gotha Pro-
gramme brings into the question of the relation between state
and society. He writes:

“ ‘Progent-day society’ is capitalist society, which exists in all civilised

- cotmtries, more or less free from medizval admixture, more or less medified
- by the special - historical development of each country and more or less

developed. On the other hand, the ‘present-day state’ changes with a country’s
frontier. It is different in the Prusso-German Empire from what it is in
Switzerland, it is different in England from what it is in the United States.

" . ‘The present-day state’ is therefore a fiction,

“Nevertheless, the different states of the different civilised countries, in
spite of their manifold diversity of form, all have this in commen, that they are
based on modern bourgeois society, only one more or less capitalistically
developed. They have, therefore, also certain essential features in common,

* In this sense it is possible to speak of the ‘present-day- state,” in contrast to

the future in which its present root, bourgeois society, will have died away.
“The question then arises: what transformation will the state underge

in communist society? In other words, what social functions will remain in

_existence there that are anzlogous to the present functions of the state? Thie
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" tuestion can only be answered scientifically and one does not get a fea-hop

nearer to the problem by a thousand-fold combination of the word people with

the word state.”

Having thus ridiculed all talk about a “people’s state,” Marx
formulates the question and warns us, as it were, that to arrive at
a2 scientific answer one must rely only on firmly established
scientific data. .

The first fact that has been established with complete exactitude
by the whole theory of development, by science as a whole—a fact

which the utopians forgot, and which is forgotten by present-day -

© opportunists who are afraid of the socialist revolution—is that,
historically, there ronst undoubtedly be a special stage or a special
" phase of transition from capitalism to communism.

2. THE TRANSITION FROM CAPITALISM TO COMMUNISM

Marx continues:

“Beiween capitalist and communist society lies the period of the revoln-
tonary tramsformation of the one into the other. There corresponds to-this
also a political transition period in which the state can be nothing but zhe
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletario” :

Marx bases this conclusion on an analysis of the role played
by the proletariat in modern capitalist society, on the data con-

cerning the development of this society, and on the irreconcilabil- :

ity of the antagonistic interests of the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie. '

Earlier the question was put in this way: in order to achieve

its emancipation, the proletariat must overthrow the bourgeoisie,
conguer political power and establish its revolutionary dictatorship.

Now the question is put somewhat differently: the transition
from capitalist society—which is developing towards communism—
to a communist society is impossible without a “political transi-
tion period,” and the state in this period can only be the revolu-
tionary dictatorship of the proletariat.

What, then, is the relation of this dictatorship to demoe. -

recy?

We have seen that The Communist Manifesto simply places the -
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swo ideas side by side: “to raise the proletariat to the position of
the ruling class” and “to win the battle of democracy.” On 1':he
basis of all that has been said above, it is possible to determine
more precisely how democracy changes in the transition from capi-
zalism to communism. .

In capitalist society, under the conditions most favourable to
its development, we have more or less complete democracy in the

- democratic republic. But this democracy is always restricted by

the narrow framework of capitalist exploitation, and consequently
always remains, in reality, a democracy for the minozity, only for

" the possessing classes, only for the rich. Freedom in capitalist

society always remains about the same as it was in the ancient

“Greek republics: freedom for the slave-owners. Owing to the con-

ditions of capitalist exploitation the modern wage-slaves are
so crushed by want and poverty that “they camnot be bothered

‘with democracy,” “they cannot be bothered with politics™; in the
“ordinary peaceful course of events the majority of the population

is debarred from participating in social and political life.

The correctness of this statement is perhaps most clearly proved
by Germany, precisely because in that country constitutional legali-
ty lasted and remained stable for a remarkably long time«mfor
nearly half a century (1871-1914)—and SociaI-Democracy- during
this period was able to achieve far more in Germany than in other
countries in the way of “utilising legality,” and was able to
organise a larger proportion of the working class into a political

o party than anywhere else in the world.

What is this largest proportion of politically conscious and

- active wage-slaves that has so far been observed in capitalist
~society? One million members of the Social-Democratic Party—
. out of fifteen million wage-workers! Three million organised in

trade unions—out of fifteen million!

Democracy for an insignificant minority, democracy for the
rich—that is the democracy of capitalist society. If we look more
closely into the mechanism of capitalist democracy, ever.ywhe.re,
in the “petiy”’~—so-called petty—details of the suffrage (residential

- qualification, exclusion of women, ete.), in the technique of the
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representative institutions, in the actual obstacles to the right
of assembly (public buildings are not for “beggars”!), in the
purely capitalist organisation of the daily press, etc., elc—on
all sides we see restriction after restriction upon democracy. These
resirictions, exceptions, exclusions, obstacles for the poor, seem
slight, especially in the eyes of one who has never known want
himself and has never been in close contact with the oppressed
classes in their mass life (and nine-tenths, if not ninety-nine hun-
dredths, of the bourgeois publicists and politicians are of this
category) ; but in their sum total these restrictions exclude and
squeeze out the poor from politics, from taking an active part in
democracy. : ’

Marx grasped this essence of capitalist democracy splendidly,
when, in analysing the experience of the Commune, he said that
the oppressed are allowed once every few vears to decide which
particular representatives of the oppressing class should represent
and suppress them in parliament! .

~ But from this capitalist democracy—inevitably narrow, tacitly
repelling the poor, and therefore hypocritical and false to the
core—forward development does not proceed simply, smoothly and
directly to “greater and greater democracy,” as the liberal profes-
sors and petty-bourgeois opportunists would bave us believe. No,
forward development, i.e., towards communism, proceeds through
the dictatorship of the proletariat, and cannot do otherwise, for tzfle
resistance of the capitalist exploiters cannot be broken by anyone
else or in any other way.

But the dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e., the organisation of
the vanguard of the oppressed as the ruling class for the purpose
of crushing the oppressors, cannot result merely in an expansion
of democracy. Simultaneously with an immense expansion of
-éemocracy, which for the first time becomes democracy for the
poor, democracy for the people, and not democracy for the rich,
the dictatorship of the proletariat imposes a series of resirictions
on the freedom of the oppressors, the exploiters, the capitalists.

. We must crush them in order to free humanity from wage-slavery;
their resistarice must be broken by force; it is clear that where
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there is suppression, where there is coercion, there is no freedom,

. ne democracy. .

 Engels expressed this splendidly in his letter to Bebel when he
said, as the reader will remember, that ,

“so long as the proletariat sill uses the state, it does not use it in the
interests of freedom but in order io hold down its adversaries, and as soon
as it becomes possible to speak of fresdom, the state as such ceases to exist.”

Democracy for the vast majority of the people, and suppression
by force, i.e., exclusion from democracy, of the exploiters and
oppressors of the people—this is the change democracy undergoes
during the fransition from capitalism to communism.

Only in communist society, when the resistance of the capital-
ists has been completely broken, when the capitalists have dis-
appeared, when there are no classes (i.e., when there is no dif-
ference between the members of society as regards their relation to
the social means of production}, only then “the state . . . ceases
to exist” and it “becomes possible to speak of freedom.”
Ouly then will really complete democracy, democracy without any
exceptions, be possible and be realised. And only then will democ-
racy begin to wither away owing to the simple fact that,
freed from capitalist slavery, from the untold horrors, savagery,
absurdities and infamies of capitalist exploitation, people will
gradually become accustomed to observing the elementary rules
of social intercourse that have been known for centuries and re-
‘peated for thousands of years in all copy-book maxims; they will
become accustomed to observing them without force, without com-
pulsion, without subordination, without the special apparatus for
compulsion which is called the state. _

The expression “the state withers away’ * is very well chosen,
for it indicates both the gradual and the spontaneous nature of
the process. Only habit can, and undoubtedly will, have such an
effect; for we see around us millions of times how readily people
become. accustomed to observing the necessary rules of social inter-
course if there is no exploitation, if there is nothing that causes in-

~ dignation, that calls forth protest and revolt or evokes the necessity

Hfor suppression. ' ..
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Thus, in capitalist society we have a democracy that is cur-
tailed, wretched, false; a democracy only for the rich, for the
minority, The dictatorship of the proletariat, the period of transi-
tion to communism, will for the first time create democracy for
the people, for the majority, in addition to the necessary suppres-
sion of the minority—the exploiters. Communism alone is eapable
of giving really complete democracy, and the more complete it is

- the more quickly will it become unnecessary and wither away of
itself, _

In other words: under capitalism we have a state in the proper
sense of the word, that is, a special machine for the suppression
of one class by another, and of the majority by the minority at
that. Naturally, the successful discharge of such a task as the
systematic suppression of the exploited majority by the exploiting
minority calls for the greatest ferocity and savagery in the work
of suppression, it calls for seas of blood through which mankind
has to wade in slavery, serfdom and wage-labour.

Furthermore, during the fransition from capitalism to com-
munism, suppression is s#ill necessary; but it is now the suppression
of the exploiting minority by the exploited majority. A special ap-
paratus, a specizl machine for suppression, the “state,” is still

‘necessary, but this is now a transitory state; it is no tonger a state
in the proper sense; for the suppression of the minority of ex-
ploiters by the majority of the wage-slaves of yesterday is com-
paratively so easy, simple and natural a task that it will entail far
less bloodshed than the suppression of the risings of slaves, serfs
or wage-labourers, and it will cost mankind far less. This is com-
patible with the extension of democracy to such an over
whelming majority of the population that the need for a special
machine of suppression will begin to disappear. The exploiters are,
naturally, unable to suppress the people without a very complex
machine for. performing this task; but the people can suppress
the exploiters even with a very simple “machine,” almost without a
“machire,” without a special apparatus, by the simple organisa-
" tion of the armed masses (such as the Soviets of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies, we may remark, running ahead a little}).
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Finally, only commmism makes the state absolgt'ely unneces-
sary, for there is no one to be suppressed—"no one” in the sense
of 2 elass, in the sense of a systematic struggle against a deﬁm.te
section of the population. We are not utopians, and we do not in
the least deny the possibility and inevitability of excesses on the
part of individual persons, or the need to suppress such excesses.

* But, in the first place, no special machine, no special apparatus

of repression is needed for this; this will be done by the. afl?ned
people itself, as simply and as readily as any crowd of clvxlfsed
people, even in modern society, parts two pec)}zle who are fighting,
or interferes to prevent a woman from being assaulted. And,
secondly, we know that the fundamental social cause of excesses,

- which consist in violating the rules of social intercourse, is the ex-

ploitation of the masses, their want and their poverty. Wit‘fz the
vemoval of this chief cause, excesses will inevitably begin to
“wither away.” We do not know how quickly and in what order,

" but we know that they will wither away. With their withering away,
~_the state will also wither away.

Without indulging in wtopias, Marx defined more fully what

. can be defined now regarding this future, namely, the difference

between the lower and higher phases (degrees, stages) of com-
munist society.

3. TuEe FirsT PeAsE oF CoMMDNIST SOCIETY

‘In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx goes into some

" detail to disprove Lassalle’s idea that under socialism the worker

~will receive the “undiminished” or “whole proceeds of his labour.”
Marx shows that from the whole of the social labour of society it
is necessary to deduet a reserve fund, a fund for ‘Ehe expansion of
production, for the replacement of “used up” machinery, and so on;

" then, also, from the means of consumption must be deducied a

fund for the costs of administration, for schools, hospitals, homes.

for the aged, and so on. : 3 _
Instead of Lassalle’s hazy, obscure, general phrase (“the whole

. proceeds of his labour for the worker”) Marx makes a solzer
- estimate of exactly how socialist society will have to manage its




96 R APPENDICES :

affairs. Marx proceeds to make a concrete analysis of the con-
ditions of life of a society in which there will be no capitalism, and
says:

*“What we have to deal with here [in apalysing the programme of the
workers’ party] is a communist society, not as it has developed on its own
foundations, but, on the contrary, as it emerges from capitalist society; which

s thus in every respect, economically, morally and intellectually, still stamped
with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it emerges.”

And it is this communist society—a society which has jast
- come into the werld out of the womb of capitalism and which, in
-gvery respect, bears the birthmarks of the old society—that Marx
terms the “first,” or lower, phase of communist society.
The means of production are no longer the private property
of individuals, The means of production belong to the whole of
~society. Every member of society, performing a certain part of
socially-necessary labour, receives a certificate from society to the
-effect that he has done such and such an amount of work. And
with this certificate, he draws from the social stock of means of
consurption, a corresponding quantity of products. After deduc-
. tion of the amount ef labour which goes to the public fund, every
worker, therefore, receives from society as mmuech as he has given
it. ‘ :
“Equal right” epparently reigns supreme,

But when Lassalle, having such a social order in view (usu- .

ally called socialism, but termed by Marx the first phase of
communism), speaks of this as “equitable distribution,” and
says that this is “the equal right” of “all members of society” to
“‘equal proceeds of labour,” he is mistaken, and Marx exposes
his error, '
“Equal right,” says Marx, we indeed have here; but it is szl
a “bourgeois right,” which, like every right, presupposes inequal-
ity. Every right is an application of an equel standard to different
people who, in fact, are not alike and are not equal to one another;
that is why “equal right” is really a violation of equality and an
injustice. As a matter of fact, every man, having performed as
much social labour as another, receives an equal share of the social
- product. (after the above-mentioned deductions).

- geois rig
- divided “according to the amount of labour performed.” Continu- -
-ing, Marx says:
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But people are not alike: one is strong, ‘another is weak: one
is married, another is not; one has more children, another has
less, and so on. And the conclusion Marx draws is:
® .. with an equal output, and hence an equa! share in the social
consumption fond, one will in fact receive more than another, one will be
zicher than another, and so on. To aveid all these .defects, right, instead of

- being equal, would have to be unequal.”

Hence, the first phase of communism cannot yet produce justice
2nd equality; differences, and unjust differences, in wealth will
still exist, but the exploitation of man by man will have become
impossible, because it will be impossible to seize the means of
production, the factories, machines, land, etc., as private property.
In smashing Lassalle’s petty-bourgeois, confused phrases about
“equality” and “justice” in general, Marx shows the course of
development of communist society, which, at first, is compelled

_to abolish only the “injustice” of the means of production having

been seized by private individuals, and which cannot at onca
abolish the other injustice of the distribution of articles of con-

- sumption “according to the amount of labour performed” (and not
" dccording to needs). ‘

- The vulgar economists, including the bourgeois professors and
also “our” Tugan-Baranovsky, constantly reproach the Socialists
with forgetting the inequality of people and with “dreaming” of
abolishing this inequality. Such a reproach, as we see, only proves

. the extreme ignorance of Messieurs the bourgeois ideologists,

Marx not only scrupulously takes into account the inevitable
inequality of men, but he also takes into account the fact that the

- mere conversion of the means of production into the common
- property of the whole of society (usually called “socialism™) does

not remove the defects of distribution and the inequality of “bour-
” which confinue to prevail as long as products are

“But these defects are inevitable in the first phase of communist soclety
as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged birth pangs from capitalist
society. Right can never he higher than the economic structure of society
and the cultural development thereby determined.” )

7—517
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And so, in the first phase of communist society (usually
called socialism) “bourgeois right” is not abolished: in its entirety,
but only in part, only in proportion to the economic transforma-
tion so far attsined, i.e. only in respect of the means of production.-

“Bourgeois right” rtecognises them as the private property ot
individuals. Socialism converts them info cominon property. To
that extent—and to that extent alone—“hourgeois right” disap-
pears.

However, it continues to exist as far as its other part is con-
cerned; it continues to exist in the capacity of regulator (determin.-
ing factor) in the distribution of products and the allotment of la-
bour among the members of society. The socialist principle: “He-

. who does not work, neither shall he eat,” is already realised; the
other socizlist principle: “An equal amount of labour for an equal
amount of products,” is also already realised. But this is not yet

* cormunism, and it does not yet abolish “bourgeois right,” which
gives to unequal individuals, in return for an unequal (actually
unequal) amount of labour, an equal amount of products.

This is a “defect,” says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the first.
phase of communism; for if we are not to indulge in utopianism,
we must not think that having overthrown capitalism people will
at once learn to work for society without any standard of right;

and indeed, the abolition of capitalism does not immedidtely create

the economic prermses for such a change.

And there is as yet no other standard than that of bourwems
right.” To this extent, therefore, there is still need for a _state,
which, while safeguarding the public ownership of the means of

production, would safegnard equality of labour and equality in the:
distribution of products.

The state withers away in so far as there are no longer any
capitalists, any classes, and, consequently, no class can be sup-
pressed.

But the state has not yet completely withered away, since there
still remains the safeguard of “bourgeois right” which sanctifies
actual inequality. For the complete withering away of the etate
complete communism is necessary,
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4. Tre HicHER PHASE oF COMMUNIST Socmw

Marx confinues:

“In a higher phase of communist society, after the ensla%i.ng. subordina-
tion of individuals under division of labour, and therewith also the antithesis
between mental and physical labour, has vanished; after labour, from a mere

means of life, has itself become the prime necessity of life; after the productive

forces have also increased with the all-round development of the individual,
and all the springs of co-operative wealth flow more ahundantly—'on‘ly then can

- the narrow horizon of hourgeois right be fully left behind and society inscribe

on its banmers: from each according to his ability, to each according to his
needs!”

Only now can we appreciate to the full the correciness of
Engels’ remarks in which he mercilessly ridiculed the absurdity of

- combining the words “freedom™ and “state.” While the state exists

there is no freedom. When there will be freedom, there will be no

- state.

The economic basis for the complete withering away of the
state is such a high stage of development of communism that the
antithesis between mental and physical labour disappears, that is

. to say, when one of the principal sources of modern social in-

equality disappears.—a source, moreover, which cannot be removed
immediately by the mere conversion of the means of production
into public property, by the mere expropriation of the capitalists.

This expropriation will facilitate the enormous development
of the productive forces. And seeing how capitalism is already
reterding this development to an incredible degree, seeing how
much progress could be achieved even on the basis of the present

“Tevel of modern technique, we are entitled to say with the fullest

confidence that the expropriation of the capitalists will inevitably
result in the enormous development of the productive forces of
human society. But how rapidly this development will proceed,

- how soon it will reach the point of breaking away from the divi-

sion of labour, of removing the antithesis between mental and
physical labour, of transforming labour into “the prime necessity
of life”—we do not and cannot know.

That is why we have a right to speak only of the inevitable

~ withering away of the state, emphasising the protracted nature of

LgE
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this process and its dependence upon the rapidity of developmcnt
of the higher phase of communism, and leaving the question of
length of time, or the concrete forms of the withering away, quite
open, because there is no material for an answer to these questions.

‘The state will be able to wither away completely when society
applies the rule: “From each according to his ability, to eack
according to his needs,” i.e., when people have become so accus-
tomed to observing the fundamental rules of social intercourse and
when their labour is so productive that they will voluntarily work
according to their ability. “The narrow horizon of bourgeois right,”
which compels one to calculate with the stringency of a Shylock
whether he has not worked half an hour more than another, whether
he is not getting less pay than another—this narrow horizon will
then be left behind. There will then be no need for society to
regulate the quantity of products to be distributed to each; each
will take freely “according to his needs.”

From the bourgeois point of view, it is easy to declare that such
‘a social order is “a pure utopia,” and to sneer at the Socialists
for promising everyone the right to receive from society, without
any control of the lebour of the individual citizen, any quantity
-of truffles, automobiles, pianos, etc. Even now, most bourgeois
~ “savants” confine themselves to “sneering in this way, thereby dis-
playing at once their ignorance and their mercenary defence of
capitalism.

Ignorance—for it has never entered the head of any Socialist
to “promise” that the higher phase of the development of com-
rounism will arrive; and the great Socialists, in foresecing ‘its
arrival, presuppose not the present productivity of labour and not
the present ordinary run of people, who, like the seminary students
in Pomyal{WSkys story, are capable of damaging the stocks of
social wealth “just for fun,” and of demanding the impossible.

Until the “higher”™ phase of communism arrives, the Socialists .

demand the strictést conirol, 'by society and by the state, of the
measure of labour and the measure of consumption; but this con.
trol must stars with the expropriation of the capitalists, with the
establishment of workers’ control over the capitalists, and must
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"be carried out, not by a state of bureaucrats but by a state of

armed workers:
The mercenary defence of capn’ﬂalm by the bourgeois ideolo-

‘gists {and their hangers-on like Mesars. Tsereteli, Chernov and Co.)

liés in their substituting coutroversies and discussions zbout the’
distarit Tuture for the essential and imperative questions of present-
day policy, viz., the expropriation of the capitalists, the conversion
of all citizens into workers and employees of ore huge “syndicate”—
the whole state—and the complete subordination of the whole of
the work of this syndicate to the really democratﬂc state of the
Soviets of Workers vnd Soldiers’ Deputies. _ :

‘In reality, when a learned professor, and following him some
philistine, and following him Messrs. Tsereteli and Chernov talk
of the unreasonable utopias, of the demiagogic promises of the

" Bolsheviks, of the impossibility of “introducing” socialism, it is
‘the higher stage or phase of communism they have in mind, which
_no one has ever promised, or even thought to mrtroduce, because,

generally speaking, it cannot be “introduced.”

And this brings us to the questlon of the scientifie dlﬁerence
between socialism and communism which Engels touched on in his
above-quoted argument about the incorrectness of the name “Social-
Democrat.” The political difference between ‘the first, or. lower,

. and the higher phase of communism will in time, probably, be

tremendous; but it would be ridiculous to take cognisance of this
difference now, under capitalism; and only isolated anarchists,
perhaps, could invest it with primary importance (if there are still
any people among the anarchists who have learned nothing from_
the “Plekhanovist” conversion of the Kropotkins, the Graveses, the
Cornelisens and other “leading lights” of anarchism into social-
chauvinists or “anarcho-trenchists,” as Ge, one of the few anar-
chists who has still preserved a sense of honour and a conscience,
‘has expressed it).

But the scientific difference between socialism and communism

s clear. What is usually called socialism was termed by Marx

the “first” or lower phase of communist society. In so far as the
meéans of production become common property, the word “com-
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munism” is alse applicable here, providing we do not forget that -

it is not complete communism, The great significance of Marx’s
explanations is that here, too, he consistently applies materialist
dialectics, the doctrine of development, and regards communism
as something which develops out of capitalism. Instead of scholas.
tically invented, “concocted” definitions and fruitless disputes about
wqggds {what is socialism? what is communism?), Marx gives an
analysis of what may be called the stages in the economic ripeness of
communism.

- In its first phase, or first stage, communism cannot as yet be
Tully ripe economically and entirely free from traditions - and
traces of capitalism. Hence the interesting phenomenon that com-
munism in its first phase retains “the narrow horizon of bourgeois
tight.” Of course, bourgeois right in regard to distribution of
articles of consumption inevitably presupposes the existence of the

bourgeois state, for right is nothing without an apparatus capable

of enforeing the observance of the standards of right.
Consequently, not only bourgeois right, but even the bourgeois
state for a certain time remains under communism, without the
bourgeoisie! .
. This may sound like a paradox or simply a dielectical puzzle,
of which Marxism is often accused by people who do not take
the slightest trouble to study its extraordinarily profound content.
But as a matter of fact, remnants of the old surviving in the
new confront us in life at every step, both in nature and in society.
And Marx did not arbitrerily insert a scrap of “hourgeois” right
into communism, but indicated what is economically and politically
inevitable in a society emerging from the womb of capitalism.
Democracy is of great importance to the working class in its
-struggle for emancipation from the capitalist. But democracy is by
no means a boundary that must not be overstepped; it is only one
~of the stages on the road: from feudalism to capitalism, and from
capitalism fo communism.
Democracy means equality. The great significance of the prole-

tariat’s struggle for equality, and the significance of equality as -

2 slogan will be clear if we correctly interpret it as meaning the
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abolition -of classes. But democracy means only formal equality.
As soon as equality is obtained for all members of society in rela-
tion to the ownership of the means of production, that is, equality
of labour and equality of wages, humanity will inevitably be
confronted with the question of going beyond formal equality
‘to real equality, i.e., to applying the rule, “from each according
to his ability, te each according to his needs.” By what stages,
by what practical measures humanity will proceed to this higher
aim—we .do not and cannot know, But it is important to realise
how infinitely mendacious is the ordinary bourgeois -conception
of sociglism as something lifeless, petrified, fixed once for all,
whereas in reality orly under socialism will a rapid, genuine,
rezlly mass forward movement, embracing first the majority and
then the whole of the population, commence in all spheres of social
and personal life. :

Democracy is a form of state, one of its varieties. Consequent-
Iy, it, like every state, on the one hand represents the organised,
systematic application of force against persons; but, on the other”
hand, it signifies the formal recognition of the equality of all

~citizens, the equal right of all to determine the structure and admin-

istration of the state. This, in turn, is connected with the fact that,

" at a certain stage in the development of democracy, it first rallies

the proletariat as the revolutionary class against capitalism, and
enables it to. crush, smash to atoms, wipe off the face of the
earth the bourgeois, even the republican bourgeois, state machine,
the standing army, the police and bureaucracy and to substitute
for them a more democratic state machine, but a state machine
nevertheless, in the shape of the armed masses of workers who are
being transformed into a universal people’s militia.

Here “quantity is transformed into quality”: such a degree of

- democracy implies overstepping the houndaries of bourgeois socie-

ty, the beginning of its socialist reconsiruction. If, indeed, all take
part in the administration of the state, capitalism cannot retain its
hold. And the development of capitalism, in turn, itself crestes
the premises that really enable “all” to take part in the administra-
tion of the state. Some of these premises are: universal literacy,
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which js already achieved in-a number of the most advanced capital-
ist countries, then the “training and disciplining” of millions of
workers by the huge, complex, socialised. apparatus of the post-
office, the railways, the big factories, large-scale commerce, banking;
etc., ete. . ' ’
Given these economic premises it is quite possible, after the
overthrow of the capitalists and bureaucrats, to proceed immediate-
ly, overnight, to supersede them in the control of production”and
distribution, in the work of keeping account of labour and products:
by the armed workers, by the whole of the armed population, (The

* question of control and accounting must not be confused with the
. question of the scientifically trained staff of engineexrs, agronomists:
and so on. These gentlemen are working today and obey the
“capitalists; they will work even better tomorrow and obey the
armed workers.) . : ‘
Accounting and . control—that is the main thing required for

the “setting up” and correct functioning of the firsz phase of com:
munist society. Al citizens are transformed into the salaried em-
ployees of the. state, which consists of the armed workers, All
- citizens hecome employees and workers of a single national ‘state-
“syndicate.” All that is required is that they should work equally—
do their proper share of work—and get paid equally. The account:
ing and control necessary for this have been simplified by capitalismy
to an extreme and reduced to the extraordinarily simple operations’

- —which any literate person can perform—of checking and record:
ing, kmowledge of the four rules of arithmetic, and issuing receipts.t
- When the majority of the people begin independently and every.
where to keep such accounts and wmaintain such control over the
capitalists (now converted into employees) and over the intellectual
- gentry who preserve their capitalist habits, this control will really
* become universal, general, national; and there will be no way of
- getting away from it, there will be “nowhere to go.” - '
*When most of the functions of the state are reduced to this accounting
and control by the workers themselves, it will cease 1o be a “political state,™
and the “public functions will lose their political character. and be transformed’

into simple administrative functions” (cf. above, chapter IV,$2,on Engels”
controversy with the anarchists), ‘ ’
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The whole of society will have become a single office and a. .
single factory with equality of labour and equality ?f pay-

But this “factory” discipline, which the proletariat will extend
to the whole of society after the defeat of the capitalists and t.h.ef
overthrow of the exploiters, is by no means our ideal, or our ulii-
mate goal. It is but a necessary step for the purpose of thorm.lgh'ly
purging society of all the hideousness and foulness of capitalist
exploitation, and for further progress. -

From the moment all members of society, or even only the
vast majority, have learned to administer the state themselves, have
taken this business into their own hands, have “set up” control over:
the insignificant minority of capitalists, over the gentry who wish
to preserve their capitalist habits, and over the worl.gers who have:
been profoundly corrupted by capitalism—from this moment the-
need for government begins to disappear altogether. The more

" complete democracy, the nearer the moment approaches when it

becomes unnecessary. The more democratic the “state” which

. comsists of the armed workers and which is “no longer a siate in

the proper sense of the word,” the more rapidly does the siafe
in to wither away altogether. -
lmgl‘;}or when all have learned to administer, and actually do admin-

" ister social production independently, independently keep aL:countsx
and exercise control over the idlers, the gentlefolk, the swindlers.

and similar “gnardians of capitalist traditions,” the escape from

" this national accounting and control will inevitably become so

incredibly difficnlt, such a rare exception, and will prebably be__'
accompanied by such swift and severe punishment (for the afmedr
workers are practical men and not sentimental intellectuals, and
they will scarcely allow anyone to trifle with them), that very

soon the necessity of observing the simple, fundamental rules of

hmmian intercourse will become a habit.

And then the door will be wide open for the transition fron.a the-
first phase of commnnist society to its higher phase, and with # o
the complete withering away of the state.




. APPENDIX IV
PROGRAMME OF THE. GERMAN WORKERS® PARTY !
DRAFT
1

1. Labour is the source of all wealth and all culture, and since
aiseful labour is only pessible in society and through society, the
_proceeds of labour belong undiminished with equal right to all
amembers of society.?

_ 2. In present-day society, the instruiments of labour are the mo-
mopoly of the capitalist class; the resulting dependence of the
~ working class is the cause of misery and servitude in all its forms.

3. The emancipation of labour demands the promotion of the
instruments of labour to the common property of society, and the
«co-operative regulation of the total labour with equitable distribu-

tion of the proceeds of labour? -

1The drafi programme, criticised by Marx and Engels in March-May,
1875, was adopted by the Unity Cengress of the Eisenachers and Lassalleans
" .at Gotha on May 25, 1875. The congress made some changes and additions
o the text. With the exception of some of the additions to the concrete
-demands, all these changes are noted in footnotes, All those new formula-
tions that express the influence of Marx’s criticisin, even if only to a
slight degree, are shown in italics, together with a reference to the cor-
" xesponding page of the Critigne. The reader will observe that Marx's.
suggestions were taken notice of only to a very slight extent. The programme
adopted by the comgress was given the title: Programme of the Socialist
Workers Party of Germany, snd in the text “German Workers” Party” was
altered throughout to “Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany.”
. 2 The text of this point as finally adopted by the congress reads: “Labour
" is the source of all wealth and all culture, and inasmuch as generally useful
Jabour is possible only through society, the total product of labour belongs to
~society, f.e, to all its members, with universal obligation to work, with. equal
-zight, to each according to his reasonable needs.” :
£The final text reads: “The emancipation of labour demands the con-
wersion of the instruments of labour into the common property of society and
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4. The emahcipation of labour must be the work of the working

. class, in contrast to which all other classes

are only one reaction-
ary mass, )

9. The working class strives for its emancipation first of ail
within the framework of the present-day national siate, conscious.
that the necessary result of its efforts, which are common to the

workers of all civilised-countries, will he the international. brother-
“hood of peoples.! :

I

. Starting from these basic principles, the German Workers® Party

strives by all legal means for the free state and socialist society;

the abolition of the wage system together withk the ivon law of

wages and exploitation in every form; the removal of all social
and political inequality.? : '

m

The German Workers’ Party, in order to pave the way to the
solution of the social question, demands the establishment of pro-
dueers’ co-operative societies with state aid under the democratic
eontrol of the toiling people. The producers’ co-operative societies
are to be called into being for industry and agricalture in such

dimensions that the socialist organisation of the total labeur will
arise from them, -

the eo-operative regulation of the total lahour, with employment for common-
use 6f the proceeds of labour and their equitable distribation.” ¢See p- 8.}

1The final text reads: “The Socialist Workers’ Party ‘of Germarny, ol-
though acting in the first place within national limits, is comscions of the
international chargcter of the workers’ movement and is resolved to falfl all
the obligations which this imposes on the workers in erder to make the-
brotherhood of all men g trath.” (See pp. 18-21, 29.) L

®The final text of the second bart of this point reads: “. . . strives.
for . . . the breaking of the jron law of wages by the abalition of the system
of wage-labour, the abolition of exploitation in every form, the removal of,
all social and political inequality.” (See pp. 21-22.) o
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A. The German Workers’ Party demands as the free basis of the ..
state: S :
1. Universal, equal, direct and secret suffrage for all males of
twenty-one years and above, for all elections—natioya_l'axfd locat.

2. Direct legislation by the people with right of initiating pro-
‘posals and veto. . o
? 3, Universal conscription. People’s militia in place of ﬂile stand-
ing army. Decision on war and peace through the people’s repre-

" sentatives, -

4. Abolition.of all exceptional laws, especially the laws on the
press, association and assembly, o )
5. Administration of justice by the people. Free administration
of justice. L — -

‘B. The German Workers’ Party demands as the intellectual and
moral basis of the state:? ‘

1. Universal and equal elementary education through the state.
Universal compulsory school attendance. Free imstruction.
2. Freedom of science. Freedom of conscience.?

C. The German Workers’ Party demands as the economic basis
of the state:?
A single progressive income tax for state and local administra-

Hon, in place of all existing, and especially indirect, taxes.

D. The German Workers’ Party demands for the protection of

1 i as joined with section B, and section C wit13 section D.“The
-intrddiecgggnp%r:se c:ff the first section, which contains six points, mns; ; '.i'ﬁe
Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany demands as the foyt;datmnsdol t de
state.” The expression used in the draft—“as the free basis”—was deleted.
(See p. 26.} - N

2 Thi as dropped in the final editing.

3'%;]12 F};l‘])riiie:v:s delegﬁ (see p. 32), but there was added to the nexf
point, point 4: “Repeal of all exceptional laws, especially tlfe press, ‘assoga
tion and assembly laws, and in general of all l’imrs which I_'esmc(:ltd‘t‘ e
expression of opinion, free investigation and thoug].lt- 3 t%m foII?w1ng a tl ion

* was made to the sixth point: “Declaration that religion is @ private maiter,
4In the final text the introduction of the second section, Whld:i COn?a;ll".lB
¢ight points, Tuns: “The Secialist Workers’ Party of Germany demands, within
existing society."




10  APPENDICES

the working class against the power of capital within present-day
society:l
1. Freedtm of association.
~ 2. Normal working day 2 and prohibition of Sunday labour,

3. Restriction of women’s labour and prohibition of child
labour®

4. State supervision of factory, workshop and domestic in-
* dustry.t

5. Regulation of prison Iabour.
6. An effective liability law,

- !In the final editing this sentence was deleted. _

*In the final text: “A normal working day, corresponding to the needs
of society.” { See p. 33.)

31In the final text: “The prohibition of child labour and of all women’s
labour that is Aarmful to health and morols.” (See p. 33.)

#The final text reads: “Legislation Proteciing the lives and health of the
‘workers. Sanitary control of werkers’ quarters. Supervision of mines, factory,
workshop 2nd home industries by officials elected by the workers” (See
p: 33) .




