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INDIAN PUBLISHERS' NOTE

A word of apology is called for from the publishers of this
book, which is being offered now to the Indian students of
Socialism. Marx’s “Notes on the Programme of the German
Workers’ Party” ( Critique of the Gotha Programme ) is almost
unavailable to them in India ; and the Publishers were requested to
undertake, therefore, the present venture. War and a number of
causes that it has given rise to, placed obstacles in their way which
delayed its publication by about a year. The same causes leave
room for its improvement too in printing, and thus prevent us
from doing justice to the original edition of the Marxist-Leninist
Library. The Publishers of that Edition explain, adequately
what our readers may desire to know from ourselves.

With comradely apology to the Publishers Messrs Lawrence
& Wishart Ltd. and the distinguished editor Mr. C. P, Dutt,
we offer this Indian Edition to our Indian students of Marx

and Lenin,



Marxist-Leninist-Library Edition.
PUBLISHERS’ NOTE

The present edition of Marx’s “Notes on the Programme of the
German Worker’s Party” ( Critique of the Gotha Programme ) includes
a number of chapters from Lenin’s The State and Revolution which
deal directly with the Critique, an extracts from Lenin’s notebook
Marxism on the State. The text of the draft of the so-called Gotha
Programme is also given. This progtamme was put before the
Congress held in Gotha (May 22-27, 1875), which united the Social-
Democratic Workers’ Party of Germany (the so-called Eisenachers)
led by W. Liebknecht and Bebel, and the General Association of
German Workers, which had been founded by Lassalle.

Marx sent his criticism of the Gotha Programme to W. Bracke
on May 5, 1875, requesting that it be passed on to the other leaders
of the Eisenach party (see Marx’s letter to Bracke in this volume).
Marx’s original manuscript of the Critigue has not been
preserved. Only a copy in an unknown handwriting was found
among Engels’ papers, This copy was the one that was published
in 1891 by Engels. The translation for the present edition has
been made from this text.

The present edition is a revised translation of an earlier edition
published by Martin Lawrence, London, in 1933, and corresponds
to the Russian edition of the Marx-Eng:ls-Lenin Institute, Mos-
cow, 1932.

The translaticn of the chapters from Lenin’s The State and
Revolution and of the extracts from Marxism on the State has been
made from the Russian text published by the Marx-Engels-Lenin
Institute.



CONTENTS
Page
KarL Marx: CrITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 3
Marginal Notes to the Programme of the German Workers’ Party

ArPENDIX 1.—From the Correspondence of Marx and
Engels Concerning the Gotha Programme ... 49

F. ExceLs to A. BEBeL, March 18-28, 1875 ... 49
K. Marx to W. BRACKE, May 5, 1875 ... 66
F. ExceLs to W. BRAOKE, October 11, 1875 ... 69
F. EncELs to A. BEBEL, October 12, 1875 . T4

Foreword to the Critique of the Gotha Programme,
by Frederick Engels, January 6, 1891 e 1
F. ExcEis to K. Kavrsky, February 23, 1891 81
ArPENDIX Il.—Lenin on the Critique of the
Gothd Programme ... .. 89
From his notebook “Marxism on the State”
ArPENDIX III.—Extracts from Lenin’s The State
and Revolution ... 112

APPENDIX IV.—Draft Programme of the German
Workers’ Party . 141






CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

Marginal Notes to the Programme of the German
Workers’ Party

I

1. “Labour is the source of all wealth and all
culture and since useful labour is only possible in
society and through society, the proceceds of labour
belong undiminished with equal right to all members
of society.”

First Part of the Paragraph : “Labour is the source
of all wealth and all culture.”

Labour is not the source of all wealth. Nature is just
as much the source of use values (and it is surely of such
that material wealth consists !) as labour, which itself is
only the manifestation of a natural force, human labour
power.! That phrase is to be found in all children’s
primers and is correct in so far as it is implied that labour
procceds with the appropriate subjects and instruments.

' Compare Capital, Vol. 1, pp. 197-98 (Kerr edition) : “Labour
is, in the first place, a process in which both man and nature
participate, and in which man of his own accord starts, regulates,
and controls the material reactions between himself and nature.
He opposes himself to nature as onec of her own forces, setting in
motion arms and legs, head and hands, the natural forces of his
body, in order to appropriate nature’s productions in a form adapted
to his own wants. By thus acting on the external world and

changing it, he at the same time changes his own nature.”
] *
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But' a socialist programme cannot allow such bourgeois
phrases to cause the conditions that alone give them
meaning to be ignored. And in so far as man from the
beginning behaves towards nature, the primary source
of all instruments and subjects of labour, as her owner,
treats her as belonging to him, his labour becomes the
source of use values, therefore also of wealth. The
bourgeois have very good grounds for fancifully ascribing
supernatural creative power to labour, since it follows
precisely from the fact that labour depends on nature,
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 scntence 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 appropriatc 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.”

' Compate the following passage in Capital, Vol. 11, p. 44 : “What-
ever the social forms of production may be, workers and means of
production always remain the factors of it....... For production to
take place at all they must unite. The special manner in which
this union is accomplished distinguishes the different economic
epochs from one another.”
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Instead of this, by means of the words “and since” a
second proposition is added in order to draw a coneclusion
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, con-
versely, that no “useful” labour is possible without
society.

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

And what is “useful” labour ? Surely only labour
which produces the intended useful effect. A savage—
and man was a savage after he had ceased to be an ape—

? Jean-Jacques Rousseau ( 1712-78 ). French philosopher and
publicist 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 criticism 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 inborn 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 and of the law
ot its development, confines itself to the repetition of an abstract
preaching which recalls that of Rousseau.



6 CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

who has killed an animal with a stone, who collects fruits,
etc., performs “useful” labour.

Thirdly : The Conclusion : “And since useful labour
is only possible in socicty 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—and only so much therefrom accrues
to the individual worker as is not required to maintain
the “condition” of labour, society.

In fact, also, this proposition has at all times been made
use of by the champions of the precailing state of society.
First come the claims of the government and everything
connected with it, since it is the social organ for the main-
tenance of the social order ; then come the claims of the
various kinds of private property, for the various kinds of
private property arc the foundations of society, etec. One
sees that such hollow phrases can be twisted and turned
as desired.

The first and sccond parts of the paragraph have some
intelligible conneetion only in the following wording :

“Labour only becomes the source of wealth and culture
as social labour,” or, what is the same thing, “in and
through socicty.”

This proposition is incontestably correct, for although
isolated labour (its material conditions presupposed) can
also create use values, it can create ncither wealth nor
culture.
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.

But equally incontestable is this other proposition :

“In proportion as labour develops socially, and becomes
thereby a source of wealth and culture, poverty and
neglect develop among the workers, and wealth and
culture among the non-workers.”

This is the law of all history hitherto. What, therefore,
had to be done here, insted of making general phrases
about “labour” and “society,” was to prove concretely how
in present capitalist society the material, ete.,, 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 content, is only there in order to inscribe the
Lassallean® catchword of the “undiminished proceeds
of labour” as a slogan at the top of the party banner. I
shall return to the “proceeds of labour,” “equal right,”
cte., later on, since the same thing recurs in a somewhat
different form.,

! 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 ‘sixtics, when the workers’
movement was developing throughout Germany, Lassalle founded
the General Association of German Workers, thus bringing into
being the first mass political organisation of German workers
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 letter, Lassalle
called himself a “pupil” ot Marx ; but he did not adopt the stand-
point of the proletarian revolution. He directed the party which he
had brought into being along an opportunist path, he put forward
reformist slogans and advocated the path to socialism through a
“free,” ie., bourgeois, state with universal suffrage and through
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2. “In present-day socicty, the instruments of labour
are the monopoly of the capitalist class; the resulting
dependence of the working class is the cause of misery
and servitude in all its forms.”

producers’ co-operative societies enjoying the aid of the Prussian gove-
mment. In the political question of foremost importance at that
time, viz., the question of the unification of Germany, which it was
possible to solve either by revolution or by dynastic wars waged by
Prussia, Lassalle played directy into the hands of the Prussian
Junker government, by entering into and understanding with
Bismarck. “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,” 1913, 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 Italy and
Germany. Thus, Lassalle deviated in the direction of a national
liberal-labour policy, whereas Marx encouraged and developed an
independent, consistently democratic policy hostile to national-
liberal 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 by no means justified Lassalle's
opportunism.” (Collected Works, Vol. XVIII, “Under a Stolen
Flag,” p. 104.) Throughout the whole history of the German working
class movement Lassalleanism 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 I”
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This sentence, borrowed from the Statutes of " the
International,® is incorrect in this “improved” edition.

In present-day society the instruments of labour are
the monopoly of the landowners (the monopoly of
property in land is even the basis of the monopoly of
capital ) and the capitalists. In the passage in question,
the Statutes of the International do not mention by name
either the one or the other class of monopolists. They
speak of the “monopoly of the means of labour, that is
the sources of life.” The addition, “sources of life”
makes it sufficiently clear that land is included in the
instruments of labour.

The correction was introduced because Lassalle, for
reasons now generally known, attacked only the capitalist
class and not the landowners.? In England, the capitalist

is usually not cven the owner of the land on which his
factory stands.

' The reference is to the Statutes, written by Marx in November
1864, of the International Workingmen’s Association—the First
International. (See note 4 to p. 18.) The corresponding point in
the Statutesruns : “The economical subjection of the man of labour
to the monopoliser of the means of labour, 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.”

? Marx refers to Lassalle’s “contract” with Bismarck, the
existence of which was suspected by Marx and Engels. Their
suspicions were only confirmed after the death of Lassalle. In his
letter to Kugelmann of February 23, 1865, Marx writes :

“However, it soon became clear—the proofs fell into our hands—
that Lassalle had in fact betrayed the party. He had entered into a
formal contract with Bismarck ( of course, without having any sort of
guarantees in his hand ). At the end of September 1864 he was to go
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3. “The emancipation of labour demands the pro-
motion of the instruments to labour of the common
property of society, and the co-operative regulation of
the total labour with cquitable distribution of the proceecds
of labour.”

“Promotion of the instruments of labour to the
common property” ought obviously to read, their “conver-
sion into the common property,” but this only in passing.

What are the “proceeds of labour” ? The product

to Hamburg and there. . . force Bismarck to annex Schleswig-
Holstein, that is, he was to proclaim its incorporation in the name
of the ‘workers,’ etc. In return for this Bismarck promised universal
suffrage and a few socialist charlatanries. Itis a pity that Lassalle
could not play the comedy through to the end. The hoax would have
made him look damned ridiculous and foolish, and would have put
a stop forever to all attempts of that sort.”

Marx did not know ( it was only brought to light in 1928 ) that
Lassalle had concluded his contract with Bismarck not shortly before
his death but considerably eatlier, in the beginning of May 1863.
Consequently he had conducted negotiations with Bismarck even
before the foundation of the Royal Association of German Workers ;
one can even assume that the association was founded by 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. . .is 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 itself from a monarchy of the
privileged estates into a social and revolutionary people’s monarchy.”
(Gustav Mayer, Bismarck und Lassalle. Ihr Briefwechsel und thre Gesprache
[ Bismarck and Lassalle. Their Correspondence and Conversations ],
Berlin, 1828, page 60. )
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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” distribution on the basis of the present-
day mode of production ? Are economic relations regulated
by legal conceptions or do not, on the contrary, legal
relations arise from economic ones ? Have not also the
socialist sectarians * the most varied notions about
“equitable” distribution ?

1 In Capital Marx calls the total value of the product “the value
of the product,” while he calls the new part of the value added to
it by labour “the new value” or “the newly preduced value™
( Compare Capital, Vol. 1, chap. VIII, “Constant Capital and Variable
Capital” ; chap. IX, sec. 2, “The Representation of the Components
of the Value of the Product by Corresponding Proportional Parts
of the Product Itself” ; chap. IX, sec. 3, “Senior’s ‘Last Hour.”” In
connection with “new value,” see also chap. XVII, “Changes of
Magnitude in the Price of Labour Power and in Surplus Value.")

? Marx in 1872 wrote about sectarian socialism in his pamphlet
directed against the Bakunists (Les pretendues scissions dans UInterna-
tonale. [The Allegiosplits in the International]) : “The first phase in
the struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie is marked by
the sectraian movement. This is justifiable at a time when the prole~
tariat is not yet sufficiently developed to act as a class. Isolated
thinkers subject the social antagonisms to criticism and at the same
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To understand what idea is meant in this connection
by the phrase “cquitable 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 is co-operatively regulated,”
and from the first paragraph we learn that “the proceods
of labour belong undiminished with equal right to all
members of society.”

“Po all members of society” ? To those who do not
work as well 2 What remains then of the “undiminished
proceeds of labour” ? Only to those members of society
who work ? What remains then of the “equal right” of
all members of society ?

But “all members of socicty” and “equal right” are

time give a fantastic solution of them which the mass of the workers
have only to accept as complete, to propagate and to put into
practical operation. It is in the nature of these sects, which are
founded on the initiative of individuals, that they keep themselves
aloof and remote from every real activity, from politics, strikes, trade
unions, in a word, from every collective movement. The mass of
the proletariat always remains indifferent, even hostile, to their
propaganda. The workers of Paris and Lyons were as little interested
in the Saint-Simonists, Fourierists and Icarians, as the English
Chartists and trade unionists in the Owenites. The sects, at the
outset a lever for the movement, become an obstacle as soon as this
movement has overtaken them ; they then become reactionary. The
proof of this is the sects in France and England and recently the
Lassalleans in Germany, who, after having for years hindered the
organisation of the proletariat, have finally become simple police
tools. In short, they represented the infancy of the proletarian
movement just as astrology and alchemy represented the infancy
of science.”
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obviously mere phrases. The kernel consists.in this, that
in this communist society every worker must receive the
“undiminished” Lassallean “procecds of labour.”

Let us take first of all the words “proceeds of labour”
in the sense of the product of labour, then the co-opera-
tive proceeds of labour are the fotal social product.

From this is then to be deducted :

Firstly, cover for replacement of the means of produc-
tion used up.

Secoudly, additional portion for expansion of
production.

Thirdly, reserve or insurance fund to provide against
misadventures, disturbances through natural events, ete.

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 probabilities, but they are in no
way calculable 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 considerably
testricted in comparison with present-day society and
it diminishes in proportion as the new society develops.

Secondly, that which is destined for the communal
satisfaction of needs, such as schools, health services, etc.

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

Thirdly, funds for those unable to work, ete., in short,
what is included under so-called official poor relief
today.

Only now do we come to the “distribution” which
the programme, 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.?

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”

1 In his pamphlet The Housing Question, Engels also criticises
the “socialist” demand for the “whole proceeds of labour,” attacking
the system of the French petty-bourgeois socialist Proudhon ( see
note to p. 41 ), who also advocated this demand. He writes: It
is, moreover, self-evident that, with social production conditioned
by modern large-scale industry [that is, under communism], 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 distri-
butes among its members for consumption, partly uses for replacing
and increasing the means of production and partly stores up as a
reserve fund for production and Consumption?” (The Housing
Question, p. 31.)



CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 5

has disappeared, so now does the phrase “proceeds of
labour” disappear altogether.!

Within the co-operative socicty based on common
ownership of the means of production, the producers do
not cxchange their products ; just as little does the
labour employed on the products appear here as the value
of these products, as a material quality possessed by them,
since now, in contrast to capitalist socicty, individual
labour no longer exists in an indirect fashion but directly
as a component part of the total labour. The phrase
“procecds of labour,” objectionable even today on account
of its ambiguity, 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 reccives back from society—after the
deductions have been made—exactly what he gives to it.
What he has given to it is his individual amount of labour.
For example, the social working day consists of the sum
of the individual labour hours ; the individual labour time
of the individual producer is the part of the social labour
day contributed by him, his share init. He receives a

' Compare with this refutation of Lassalle’s demand for the
“undiminished” or “whole proceeds of labour,” Lenin, The State
and Revolution, chap. V,sec.3: “The First Phase of Communist
Society” (pp. 95-98 of this book).
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certificate from society that he has furnished such and
such an amount of labour ( after deducting 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
recieves 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 consumption. But, as far as
the distribution of the latter among the individual pro-
ducers 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, egual right here is still in principle—bourgeors
reght, although principle and practice are no longer in
conflict, while the exchange of equivalents in commodity
exchange only exists on the average 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 proportional to the labour they supply ;
the equality consists in the fact that measurement is made
with an equal standard, labour.

But one man is superior to another physically or
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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 unequal labour.
It recognises no class differences, because everyone is
only a worker like everyone else ; but it tacitly recognises
unequal individual endowment and thus productive
capacity as natural privileges. ¢ zs therefore a right of
inequality in its content, like every right. Right by its
very nature can only consist in the application of an equal
standard ; but uncqual individuals ( and they would not
be different individuals if they were not unequal ) are only
measurable by an equal standard in so far as they are
brought under an equal point of view, are taken from one
definite side only, e.g., in the present case are regarded
only as worlers, and nothing more scen in them, every-
thing else being ignored. Ifurther, one worker is married,
another not ; one has more children than another and so
on and so forth. Thus with an equal output, 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, would have to be unequal.?

1 In  Anti-Duhring (chap. X, pp. 121-22, English edition, 1935)
Engels writes as follows in regard to the demand for equality :

“The demand for equality in the mouth of the proletariat has
therefore a double meaning. 1t is either—as was especially the case
at the very start, for example in the Peasants’ War—the spontaneous
teaction against the crying social inequalities, against the contrast of
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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

rich and poor, the feudal lords and their serfs, surfeit and starvation ;
as such it is the simple expression of the revolutionary instinct, and
finds its justification in that, and indeed only in that. Or, on the
other hand, the protetarian demand for cquality has aricen as the
reaction against the bourgeois demand for equality, drawing more or
less correct and more far-reaching demands from its bourgeois
demand, and serving as an agitational means in order to rouse the
workers against the capitalists on the basis of the capitalists’ own
assertions ; and in this case it stands and falls with bourgeois
equality itself. In both cases the real content of the proletarian
demand for equality is the demand for the abolition of classes. Any
demand for equality which goes beyond that, of necessity passes
into absurdity”.

In his work Economics and Politics in the Period of the Proletarian
Dictatorship, Lenin writes in conneciion with Engels’ statement :

“Long ago Engels in his Anti-Diihring explained that the
conception of equality is a cast from the relations of commodity
production and becomes transformed into a prejudice if equality is
not understood to mean the abolition of classes. This elementary
truth regarding the distinction between the bourgeois-democratic
and the soclalist conceptions of equality is constantly being
forgotten. But if it is not forgotten, it becomes obvious that by
overthrowing the bourgeoisie the proletariat takes a decisive step
towards the abolition of classes, and that in order to complete the
process the proletariat must continue its class struggle, making use
of the apparatus of state power and of all methods of combating,
inﬂuencing and bringing pressure to bear on the overthrown
bourgeoisie and the vacillating petty-bourgeoisie.” (Selected Works,
Vol. VIII, p. 13,) Compare the passages in The State and Revolution
(see pp. 96, 97, 98 and 103 of this book), in which Lenin in part
quotes, in part summarises and develops the ideas put forward by
Marx in the Critique.
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prolonged birth pangs from capitalist saciety. 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 therewith also the antithesis betwcen 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 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 !' )

'In connection with Communist subbotniks Lenin said in
December 1919: “If we were to ask ourselves in what way
communism differs from socialism, we would have to reply that
socialism i8 the society which grows directly out of capitalism, that
it is the first form of the new society. 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 vanguard, 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 because capitalist society has
left us such relics and habits as uncoordinated labour, lack of confi-
dence in social economy, the old habits of the small producer, which
prevail in all present countries. All these run counter to a real
communist economy. Communism, on the other hand, is the name

2
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I have dealt more at length with the “undiminished
proceeds of labour” on the one hand, and with “cqual
right” and “equitable distribution” on the other, in order to
show what a crime it is to attempt, on the one hand, to force
on our party again, as dogmas, ideas which in a certain
period had some meaning but have now become obsolete
rubbishy phrases, while on the other, perverting the
realistic outlook, which has cost so much effort to instil
into the party, but which has now taken root in it, by
means of 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 incorrect 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 conscquence of the distribution of the
conditions of production themselves. The latter distri-
bution, however, is a feature of the mode of production
itself. The capitalist mode of production, for example,
rests on the fact that the material conditions of production
are in the hands of non-workers in the form of property

we apply to a system under which people become accustomed to the
performance of public duties without any specific machinary of
compulsion, when unpaid work for the common good becomes the
general phenomenon.” (Selected Works, Vol. VIII, p. 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.
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in capital and land, while the masses are only owners of
the personal condition of production, viz, labour power.
Once the elements of production are so distributed, then
the present-day distribution of the means of consumption
results automatically. If the material conditions of
production are the co-operative property of the workers
themselves, then this likewise results in adifferent distri-
bution of the means of consumption from the present one.
Vulgar socialism (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 hence the
presentation of socialism as turning principally on distri-
bution. After the real position has long been made
clear, why go back again ?

4. “The emancipation of labour must be the work of
the working class, in contrast to which all other classes
are only one reactionary mass.”

* In Capital, Vol. II, p. 133 (Kerr edition), Marx says: “It is,
moreover, in accordance with the bourgeois horizon, which is entirely
bounded by the craze for making money, not to see in the character
of the mode of production the basis of the corresponding mode of
circulation but vice versa.” The question of the relation of production
to distribution, exchange and consumption is analysed by Marx
in detail in his unfinished Introduction to the Critique of Political
Economy (1857), which was published together with his Contribution
to the Ctitigue 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 Critique of the Gotha
Programme as follows : “Marx contrasts vulgar socialism to scientific
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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.” ! Here, on
the contrary, the “working class” has to emancipate—
what ? “Labour.” Let him understand who can.

In compensation the antistrophe® on the other hand
is a Lassallean quotation of the first water : “in contrast
to which ( the working class ) all other classes form only
one reactionary mass.”?

socialism, which does not attach great importance to distribution,
and which explains the social systc'm by the organisation of relations
of production and which considers that the given system of organisa-
tion of relations of production already includes a definite system of
distribution. This idea...runs like a thread through the whole of
Marx’s teachings.” (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. I, p. 460.)

'Literally, the preamble to the Provisional Rules of the Associa-
tion begins as follows : “Considering, that the emancipation of the
working classes must be conquered by the working classes them-

? In Greek tragedies the chorus consisted of a strophe and an
antistrophe.

* See the criticism of this thesis made by Engels in his letter to
Bebel of March 18, 1875 (p. 37). Marx and Engles 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 subject, Engels wrote to Bernstein on November 2, 1882 : “The
real weakness is the childish notion of the coming revolution which
s 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 opposi-
tional parties stands together against the government and its
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In The Communist Manifesto itis said : “Of all the
classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today,
the proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class. The
other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of
modern industry, the proletariat is its special and essential
product.”?

blunders and thus is victorious, upon which the seperate parties
among the victors one after another wear themselves out, make
themselves impossible, until finally by this means the mass of the
people 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 conceivable without revolts by small nations
in the colonies and Europe, without the revolutionary outbursts
of a section of the petty bourgeoisie with all its prejudices, without
a movement of non-class-concious proletarian and semi-proletarian
masses against the oppression of the landlords, the church, the
monarchy, the foreign nations, etc.—to imagine that means repudiating
social revolution. Apparently they imagine that in one place an army
will line up and say, ‘We are for socialism,” and in another place
another army will say, ‘We are for imperialism,’ and that this will
be social revolution !...Whoever expects a ‘pure’ social revolution
will never live to see it. Such a person pays lip service to revolution,
without understanding what revolution is. The Russian Revolution
of 1905 was a bourgeois-democratic revolution. It consisted of a
series of battles in which all the discontented classes, groups and
elements of the population participated...... Objectively, the mass
movement broke the back of tsarism and paved 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 outburst of mass struggle on the part of all and sundry
of the oppressed and discontented elements.” (Selected Works, Vol. V,
“Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,” pp. 303-4.)

! See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The Communist Manifesto,
pp. 30-31, Moscow, 1935.
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The bourgeoisie is here conceived as a revolutionary
class—as the bearer of large-scale industry—in contrast
to the feudal lords and middle estates, who desire to
maintain all social positions that arc 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 large-scale 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 only in view of their impending transfer into the
proletariat.” !

}

From this point of view, therefore, it is again nonscnse
to say that they, together with the bourgeoisie, and with
the feudal lords into the bargain, “form only one
reactionary mass” in relation to the working class.

Did we proclaim to the artisans, small industrialists,
etc., and peasants during the last elections : * In contrast

1 The paragraph of the Manifesto from which this is taken runs :

“The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper,
the artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save
from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class.
They are therefore not revolutionary, 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 only in view of their
impending transfer into the proletariat ; they thus defend not their
present, but their future interests ; they desert their own standpoint
to place themselves at that of the proletariat.” ( Ibid., p. 31.)

2 The elections to the Reichstag which are here referred to took
place in January 1874.
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to us you, with the bourgeois and feudal lords, form
only one reactionary mass ?

Lassalle knew The Communist Manifesto by heart,
as his faithful followers know the gospels written by him.
1f, 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.

In the above paragraph, moreover, his oracular saying
is dragged in by force without any connection with the
botched quotation from the Statutes of the International.
Thus it is here simply an impertinence and indeed not
at all disy i asing to Herr Bismarck, one of those cheap
pieces of insolence in which the Marat® of Berlin deals.

5. “The working class strives for its emancipation
first 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 Communist Manifesto
and to all carlier socialism, conccived the workers’
movement from the narrowest national standpoint. He is

' Marat (1743-93). One of the most outstanding revolutionary
leaders of the French bourgeois revolution at the end of the
eighteenth century, a Jacobin. By “the Marat of Berlin,”* Marx
ironically refers to Hasselmann, the chief editor of the Neuer
So zialdemokrat, the central organ of the Lassalleans.
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being followed in this—and that after the ,work of the
International !

It is altogether self-cvident that, to be able to fight at
all, the working class must organise itself at home as a
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 Manifesto says, “in

' The First International, the International Workingmen's
Association (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 :

“The period of revival of the democratic 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 joint activity the various forms
of non-proletarian, pre.-Marxian socialism (Mazzini, Proudhon,
Bakunin, liberal trade unionism in England, Lassallean vacillations
to the Right in Germany, etc.), and by combating the theories of all
these sects and schools, Marx hammered out a uniform tactic for the
proletarian struggle of the working class in the various countries.
After the fall of the Paris Commune (1871).... and after the Inter-
national was split by the Bakunists, the existence of that organisation
in Europe became impossible. After the Hague Congress of the
International (1872) Marx had the General Council of the Interna-
tional transferred to New York. The First International had
accomplished its historical role and it made way for a period of
immeasurably larger growth of the labour movement in all the



CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 27

form.”! But the “framework of the present-day national
state,” e.g., the German empire, is itself in its turn eco-
nomically “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 greatness of Herr
Bismarck consists, to be sure, precisely, in a kind of
international policy.?

countries of the world, a period, in fact, when the movement grew
in breadth and when mass socialist labour parties in individual
national states were created.” The introduction to the Programme
of the Communist International contains the following ; ““As the united
and centralised international party of the proletariat, the Communist
International is the only party to continue the principles of the
First International, and to carry them out upon the new mass founda-
tion of the revolutionary proletarian movement.”

' The passages in the Manifesto run : “Though not in substance,
yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisic is at
first a national struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of
course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.” (P. 27.)
And again : “The workingmen have no country. We cannot take
from them what they have not got. Since the proletariat must first
of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the leading class
of the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is, so far itself
national, though not in the bourgeois sense of the word.” (P. 35.)

2 In 1890 Engels described Bismarck’s international policy as follows :

“The War of 1859 had also alarmed Prussia. Prussia 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 could to help
Russia to victory. This secured for him the tsar’s abandonment of
his usual policy in the Schleswig-Holstein question ; in 1864, with the
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And to what does the German Workers’ Party reduce
its internationalism ? To the conciousness 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 equi-
valent to the international brotherhood of the working
classes in the joint struggle against the ruling classes and

tsar’s consent, the Duchy was torn from Denmark. Then came the
Austro-Prussian War ; and once again the tsar rejoiced at the sccond
drubbing of Austria and the growth of the power of Prussia—his
only loyal vassal—loyal even after the kicks of 1849-50. The War of
1866 brought in its train the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, and once
again the tsar sided with his Prussian dyadya molodyets [good old
uncle] ; he held a direct threat over Austria and thus deprived France
of the only ally who could have saved her from complete defeat. But
Alexander in 1870, like Louis Bonaparte in 1866, was cheated by the
quick successes of the German arms.” (*“The Foreign Policy of Russian
Tsarism,” Neue Zeit, 1890, pp. 198-99.) With regard to th. 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 feudal decentralisation and
from the oppression ot two despots, the Russian tsar and Napoleon
I11.” (Collected Works, Vol. XVIIL.)

*The International League of Peace and Freedom was an interna-
tional organisation of bourgeois democrats and pacifist free traders
which existed in the ’sixties and ’seventies. The First International
at the insistence of Marx and under his leadership, carried on a
decisive struggle against this League 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. 38.)
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their governments. Not a word, therefore, about the
international function of the German working class!
And it is in this way it is to challenge its own bourgeoisie,
which. is already linked up in brotherhood against it with
the bourgeois of all other countrics, and Herr Bismarck’s
international policy of conspiracy !!

In fact the international consciousness expressed in
the programme stands even infinitely below that of the
Free Trade Party. The latter also asserts that the result
of its cfforts will be “the international brotherhood of
peoples.” But it also does something to make trade
international and by no means contents itself with the
consciousness—that 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 Inter-
national Workingmen’s Association. This was only the
first attempt to create a central organ for that activity ;
an attempt which was of lasting success 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.

1 After the fall of the Paris Commune, Bismarck attempted in
1871-72 to conclude a formal treaty between Germany, Austria and
Russia for the purpose of united persecution of the revolutionary
movement in general and the First International in particular.
Although a formal treaty was not arrived at, the government organs
of the Big Powers, nevertheless, were already then taking joint
action against the revolutionaries.
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Bismark’s Norddeutsche' was absolutely correct when
it announced for the satisfaction of its master that the
German Workers’ Party had repudiated internationalism
in the new programme.?

II

“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 togethvr with the iron law of wages—and—ex-
ploitation in every form ; the removal of all social and
political inequality.”

I shall return to the “free” statc later.

Thus, in future, the German Workers’ Party has got
to believe in Lassalle’s “iron law of wages 1”2 That this

1 The Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, Bismarck’s organ, published,
on March 20, 1875 (No. 67), a leading article on the draft programme
of the Social-Democratic 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 International,” that ‘“the Social-
Democratic agitation has in many respects become more prudent,”
and that “it is renouncing the International.”

2 Engels, who had the same opinion as Marx of the “internationa-
lism” of the Gotha Programme, wrote to F. Becker on August 13,
1875 : “In Germany...since the fusion with the Lassalleans, the
connection with the International--which was in any case a loose
one—has been entirely broken off.” .

s Lassalle formulated this “law” as follows : “The iron economic
law which, under present-day conditions, under the rule of the
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shall oot be lost, the nonsense is perpetrated of speaking
of the “abolition of the wage system” (it should read :
system of wage labour) together 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 conquered, the “wage system” must be
abolished “together with the iron law of wages” and not
without it.

It is well known that nothing of the “iron law of
wages” belongs to Lassalle except the word “iron” borrow-
ed from Goethe’s “great, eternal, iron laws.” The word
{ron is a label by which the true believers recognisc 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 basis for it. And what is that ? As Lange’

supply and demand of labour, determines wages is this: that the
average wage always remains reduced to the necessary basis of
subsistence that...is requisite for existence and propagation.” (An
Open Answer to the Central Committee for Convening a 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 philosopher,
petty-bourgeois democratic writer, author of a work on social reform,
The Labour Question: Its Significance for the Present and the Future
(first published in 1865). In his letter to Kugelmann of June
27, 1870, Marx says : “Herr Lange (Ueber die Arbeiterfrage, etc.
{On the Labour Question, etc.], second edition) sings my praises
loudly, but with the object of making himself important. Herr
Lange, you see, has made a great discovery. The whole of history
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already showed, shortly after Lassalle’s death, it is the
Malthusian® theory of population (preached by Lange
himself). But if this theory is correct, then again I can
not abolish the law even if I abolish wage labour a hun~
dred times over, because the law then governs not only
the system of wage labour but every social system. Basing
themselves directly on this, the economists have proved
for fifty years and more that socialism cannot abolish
proverty, which has its basis tn nature, but can only
generalise it, distribute it simultaneously over the whole
surface of society !

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 Malthusian law of population or, rather, overpopu-
lation. So instead of analysing the struggle for life as represented
historically in varying and definite forms of society, all that has to be
done is to translate every concrete struggle into the phrase, ‘struggle
for life, and this phrase itself into the Malthusian population fantasy.
One must admit that this is a very impressive method—for swagge-
ring, sham-scientific, bombastic ignorance and intellectual laziness.”
(Letters to Dr. Kugelmann, p. 111.) With regard to the Malthusian
“law,” see the following note.

? Thomas Robert Malthus (1766-1834). English economist. In
his work, An Essay on the Principle of Population (1798), he developed
the idea that there exists an immutable law of population according
to which the population increases in geometrical progression while
the means of subsistence necessary for its maintenance increase only
in arithmetical progression. Consequently, according to Malthus,
the basis for poverty lies in the natural contradiction between the
rapid increase in the population and the restricted increase of the
necessary means of subsistence. Marx, who called Malthus’ work
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But all this is not the main thing. Quite apart from this
false Lassallean formulation of the law, the truly infuriat-
ing retrograde step consists in the following :

Since Lassalle’s death! the scientific understanding
has made progress in owur 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 bourgcois 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.c., to live only in so far
as he 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 prduction turns
on the prolongation of this gratis labour by extending the
working day or by developing the productivity, 7.e., the
greater intensity of labour power, cte.,, 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

a libel on the human race, pointed out the falsity of this “law” and
proved that “in fact every special historic mode of production has
its own special laws of population, historically valid within its limits
alone.” (Capital, Vol 1, chap. XX1II, Section 3. Ibid., Section 2 and
3, see the criticism of Malthus’ theory and the exposition of the law
of population peculiar to the capitalist mode of production.)

1 Lassalle was killed in a duel in September 1864.

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



34 CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

this understanding has more and more made progress in
our party, one 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 economists
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 rebellion : Slavery must be abolished

“The worker is, in law and in fact, the slave of the property-
holding class, of the bourgeoisie, 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 increases, the price of workers rises:
if it falls, their price falls. If it fall so greatly that a number of
them become unsaleable, if they are ‘left in stock,’ they are simply
left idle ; and as they cannot live upon that, they die of stutvation.....
The only difference as compared with the old outspoken slavery
is this, that the worker of today seems to be free because he is not
sold once for all, but piecemeal, by the day, the week, the year, and
because no one owner 8ells him to another, but he is forced to sell
himself in this way instead, being the slave of no particular person,
but of the whole property-holding cless. For him the matter is
unchanged at bottom, and it this semblance of freedom necessarily
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
js 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 employment, his existence. The bourgeoisie,
on the other hand, is far better off under the present arrangement
than under the old slave system; it can dismiss 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 comfortingly pointed out.”
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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 were 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 conscience 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 disappear of itself.

I1I

“The German Workers’ Party, in order fo pave the
way to the solution of the social question, demands the
establishment of producers’ co-operative societies with
statc aid under the democratic control of the toiling
people. The producers’ co-operative societics are to be
called inlo being for industry and agriculture in such
dimensions that the socialist orgamisation of the total
labour will arise from them.”

After the Lassallecan “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 transformation of society,
3
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the “socialist organisation of the total labour” “arises”
from the “state aid” that the state gives to the producers’
co-operative socicties 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
loans 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 Germany consists of peasants and not of proletarians.

Sccondly, “democratic” is in German “volksherr-
schaftlich,” [ “by the rule of the people” ). But what does
“control by the rule of the people of the toiling people”
mean ? And particularly in the case of a toiling people
which, through these demands that it puts to the state,
express its full consciousness that it neither rules nor is
ripe for ruling !

It would be superfluous to deal here with the criticism
of the recipe preseribed by Buchez ! in the reign of Louis
Philippe ?in opposition to the French Socialists and

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

2 Louis Philippe (1773-1850). King of France in the period of
the “July Monarchy.” The July Revolution of 1830 put him on the
throne and the February Revolution of 1848 brought his reign
to an end.
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accepted by the reactionary workers of the Atelier. ® The
chief offence does not lie in having inscribed these
specific nostrums in the programme, but in that in general
a retrograde step from 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-operative production of a social, and first of all on a
national, scale in their own country, only means that they
are working to revolutionise the present conditions of
production, and has nothing in common with the
foundations of co-operative socictics with state aid. But
as far as the present co-operative societies are concerned
they arc of value only in so far as they are the
independent creations of the workers and not protegees
either of the government or of the bourgeoisie.

v

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

First of all, according to II, the German Workers’
Party strives for the “free state.”

Frec state—what is this ?

It is by no means the aim of the workers, who have
got rid of the narrow mentality of humble subjects, to
get the state free. In the German empire the “state” is

3 Atelier (Workshop). A monthly journal published in Paris
(1840-48). Its contributors, editors, and publishers were all workers.
The Atelier group was under the influence of the reactionary Catholic
socialism of Buchez. In politics it supported the bourgeois radicals.
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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 Worker’s Party—at least if it adopts
the programme—shows that its socialist ideas are not
even skin-deep ; in that, instcad of treating existing
society (and this holds good of any future one) as the basis
of the existing state (or of the future state in the case of
future society) it treats the state rather as an independent
entity that possesses its own infellectual, moral and
free basis.

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

“Present-day socicty” is capitalist society, which exists
in all civilised countries, more or less frce from medieval
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 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 common, that they are based on
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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 futute in which its present root, bourgeois society,
will have died away.

The question then arises: what transformation will
the state undergo in communist society ? In other words,
what social functions 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 socicty lies the
period of the revolutionary transformation of the one
into the other. There corre=ponds to this also a political
transition period in which the state can be nothing but
the revolutionary dictatorship of the prolet_ariat.‘

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

Its political demands contain nothing beyond the old
familiar democratic litany : universal suffrage, direct
legislation, people’s Justice, a people’s militia, ctc.? They
are a mere echo of the bourgeois People’s Party,* of the

' In regard to this thesis, Lenin wrote in the autumn of 1916 :
“Up to now this 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 Works, Vol. XIX, “The Discussion on Self-Determination
Summed Up.”) This formulation already contains the essence of
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League of Peace and Freedom. They are all demands
which, in so far as they are not exaggerated in fanciful

the entire fifth chapter of The Stale 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 between the purely bourgeois administration and the purely
proletarian administration of a democratic state there is the period
of transition from one to the other. To this also corresponds a
political transition period, when the government as a rule, takes
the form of a coalition governmet.” (K. Kautsky, The Proletarian
Revolution and its Programme, Stuttgart, 1922.)

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 above, for all elections-—national
and local.

2. Direct legislation by the people with right of initiating
proposals and veto.

3. Universal conscription. 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, association and assembly.

5. Administration of justice by the people. Free administration
of justice.

4 The German People’s Party or Democratic Party was founded
in September 1865 in Darmstadt and reorganised at the Stutrtgart
Party Congress in September 1868. It was the party of the petty
bourgeoisie of oppositional and partly also revolutionary inclinatian
of the smaller and medium-sized states of Germany, and particularly
of South Germany. In opposition to Bismarck’s policy of the unity
of Germany under the hegemony of monarchist Junker Prussia, it
put forward the establishment of a democratic German republic.
It was closely connected with the International League of Peace and
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presentation, have already been realised. Only the state
to which they belong does not lie within the frontiers of
the German empire, but in Switzerland, the United
States, etc. This sort of “state of the future” is a
present-day  state  although existing outside the
“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 ifs own state, the Prusso-
German empire—its demands would indeed otherwise be
largely meaningless, since one only demands what one
has not got—it should not have forgotten the chief
thing, namecly that all those pretty little toys rest on the
recognition of the so-called sovereignty of the pcople
and hence there is only room for them in a democratic
republic.

Freedom (see note 2 on p. 20) and it made efforts to gain influence
among the workers. It assisted the creation of various workers’
educational associations and played the leading role in the annual
congresses of the German Workers’ Associations. The organisation
of the People’s Party in Saxony, which consisted almost exclusively
of members of the Workers’ Association, was used by W. Liebknecht
and A. Bebel, who carried on agitation within the framework of
the People’s Party as the basis for the foundation of an independent
workers’ party. Later, after Liebknecht and Bebel, at the insistence
of Marx and Engels, had succeeded in securing the adherence of
the German Workers’ Association to the First International at
their Nuremberg Congress in Scptember 1868, and, a year later, in
August 1869, at the Eisenach Congress of the Workers’ Associations,
in the foundation of a Social-Democratic Workers' Party, the
People’s Party rapidly lost its influence over the workers.
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Since one has not the courage—and wisely, for the
circumstances demand caution—to demand the democratic
republic, as the French workers’ programmes under Louis
Philippe and under Louis Napoleon® did, one should not
have taken refuge cither in the subterfuge, neither “honou-
rable” nor “worthy,” of demanding things which have
meaning only in a democratic republic from a state which
is nothing but a police-guarded military despotisim,?
embellished with parlimentary forms, alloyed with a feudal
admixture, burcaueratically constructed and already in-
fluenced by the bourgeoisic, 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 bourgeois society that the class
struggle has to be fought out to a conclusion—even it
towers mountains above this kind of democratism within

1 The reference here is to Napoleon Iil (Louis Bonaparate),
Emperor of France (1851-70).

2 Refering to this characterisation of the constitution of the new
Hohenzollern German Empire, Lenin wrote in 1913 : “Marx
estimated the actual essence of the German ‘constitution’ a hundred
thousand times more profoundly than hundreds of professors, priests
and publicists of the bourgeoisie, who chanted the praises of the
‘state based on law. They crawled on their bellies before the
success and triumph of the highly placed favourites in Germany.
Marx estimated the class essence of the policy, 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. XVII, p. 100.)
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the limits of what is permitted by the police and what is.
logically impermissible.

That, in fact, by thc word “state” the government.
machinery is understood, or the state, in so far as it forms
a special organism separated from society through division
of labour, is alrecady shown by the words “the German
Workers’ Party demands as the economic buasis of the
state : a single progicessive incomne tax, cte.” Taxes are
the cconomic basis of the government machinery and of
nothing clse.  In the state of the {uture 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 henee capitalist society.
It is, thurcfore, not extraordinary that the Liverpool
financial reformers, bourgeois headed by Gladstone’s
brother,! are putting forward the same demand as the
programme.

B. “The German Workers’ Party demands as the
intellectual and moral basis of the state:

1. Universal and egnad elementary cducation through
the state.  Universal compulsory school attendance.  Free
instruction.”

Equal clementary cducatton ? 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

' The reterence is to R. Gladstone (1805-75), a big merchant in
Liberpooll, a Liberal who propagated the idea of a progressive income
tax which should fall primarily on the big landowners. He was
the of Willian Gladstone (1809-98), the prominent British Libera}
Prime Minister of the last half of the nineteenth century.
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equal for all classes? Or is it demanded that theé upper
classes also shall be copulsorily 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 eduncational instituiions are also “free,”
that only means in fact defraying the cost of the cducation
of the upper classes from the general tax receipts. In-
cidentally, the same holds good for “free administration of
justice” demanded under A. 5. Criminal justice is to be had
free everywhere ; civil justice is concerned almost exclu-
sively with conflicts over property and hence affects
almost exclusively the possessing classes. Should they
«carry on their litigation at the expense of the national
freasury ?

The paragraph on the schools should at least have
demanded technieal schools (theoritical and praetical) in
.combination with the clementary school.

“Elementary educalion throvgh the stale” is altogether
objectionable. Defining by a general law the financial
‘means of the clementary schools, the qualifications of the
teachers, the branches of instructions ete., and, as happens
Tegal in the United States, supervising the fulfilment of these
prescriptions by mecans of state inspectors, is a very
different thing from appointing the state as the educator
of the people ! Government and church should rather be
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equally excluded from any influence on the school. Par-
ticularly, indeed, in the Prusso-German empire (and one
cannot take refuge in the rotten subterfuge that one is
speaking of a “state of the future,” we have seen what
that is) the state hae nced, on the contrary, of a very stern
education by the people.

Bat 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 democra-
tic miracle-faith, or rather it is a compromise between
these two kinds of miracle-faith, both equally remote from
socialism.

“ Freedom of science” says a paragraph of the Prussian
constitution. Why then here ?

“Freedom of conscience”™ If one desires at this time
of the Kulterkampf? to remind liberalism of its old catch-
words, then it surely could have been done in the follow-
ing form : Everyonce 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 ought at

! Lenin wrote : “Der Kul:urkampf, the ‘Struggle for Culture,’ 1.c.,
the strupgle Bismarck waged in 1870 against the German Catholic
Party, the party of the ‘Center,” by means of a police persecution of
Catholictsm. By this struggle Bismarck only stimulated the militant
<lericalism of the Catholics, and only inrured the work of real culture,
because he pave prominence to religious divisions rather than
political divisions and diverted the attention of certain sections of
the working classand of democracy from the urgent tasks of the
class and revolutionary struggle to a most superficial and mendacious
bourgeois anti-clericalism.” (“The Attitude of the Workers’ Party
Towards Religion,” 1909, Collected Works, Vol. X1V, p. 69.)
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any rate in this connection to have cxpressed 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
speetre of religion.! But there is a desire not to trans-
gress the “bourgeois” level.

I have now come to the end, for the appendix? that
now follows in the programme does not constitute a
characteristic component part of it.  Hence I can be very
bricf here.

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 circumtances.

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, ete., of the working day ;
otherwise it could only mean the exclusion of women’s
labour from branches of industry that are specifically

t Ibid, 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
Mrxism, or to the Workers’ Party.”

? This 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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anhealthy for the female body or are objectionable morally
for the female sex. If that is what was meant, then it
ought to have been stated.

“ Prohibition of child lubour™ Here it was absolutely
-essential to state the age limits.

A general prohibition of c¢hild labour is incompatible
with the existence of large-scale industry and hence an
-empty, pious aspiration.

Its realisation—if it were possible—would be reactio-
nary, since, with a strict regulation of the working time
according to the different age groups and other safety
measures for the proteetion of children, av early  combina-
tion of productive labour with education is one of the
most potent means for the tronsformation of present-day
socicty.

4. “State supervision of factory, workshop and
domestic industry.”

In regard to the Prusso-German state it should defi-
nitely have been 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 profession.

5. “Regulation of prison labour.”

A petty demand in a general workers’' programme. In
any case, it should have been clearly stated that there is
no intentiou from fear of competition to allow ordinary
criminals to be treated like beasts, and especially that
there is no desire to deprive them of their sole means of
betterment, productive labour. This was surely the leass
one might have expected from socialists.
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6. °An effective liability law.”?

It should have been stated what is understood by an
“effective” liability law.

Incidentally remarked, in connection with the normal
working day the part of factory legislation that deals with
health regulations and safety measures has been overlooked,
The liability law only comes into operations when these
regulations are infringed.

In short, this appendix also is distinguished by slovenly
editing.

Dixiet salvari animan mean.®

! Le., responsibility for the life and health of the workers in
case of accidents, and in occupations injurious to the health.

? “I have spoken and saved my soul,” that is to say, I have done
my duty.



APPENDIX I

FROM THE CORRESPONDENCE OF MARX AND
ENGELS CONCERNING THE GOTHA
PROGRAMME

FrEDERICK ENGELS T0 AucusT BEREL?
London, March 18-28, 1875

Drar BebpeL :

I have received your letter of February 23, and am
glad you are in such good health,

Yon ask me what we think of the unification business.
Unfortunately our fate has been the same as yours.
Neither Licbknecht nor anyone clse 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 a little.

' August Bebel (1840-1913). A cabinet-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
twentieth century ; one of the founders and leaders both of German
Social-Democracy and of the Second Internal. He was active in what
Lenin described as “the period of otganisation and adolescence of
mass socialist parties of a class proletarian composition.” Under
the strong influence of Marx and Engels, who gave him their support
and criticised the theoretical and tactical errors of an opportunist
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One party has so frequently made offers of reconci-
liation or at least of co-operation to the Lassallecans and
has been so frequently and contemptuously repulsed by
the Hasenclevers, Hasselmanus and Tolckes® that any
child must have drawn the conclusion : if these gentlemen
are now coming and offering recounciliation themselves
they must be in a damned tight fix. But considering the
well-known character of these people it is our duty to
utilise their fix in order to stipulate for every possible
guarantee, so that they 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

chartcter committed by him, Bebel was able to lay the foundations of
a really mass workers’ party. After Engels’ death in 1895, in the
conditions of the imperialist epoch, Bebel was no longer equal to the
position of a revolutionary proletarian leader. It 1s true that he
sharply opposed Bernsteintim -open opportunism but in practice
he adapted himself to the opportunism which had grown strong in
German Social-Democracy (and in the whole Second International).
This Centrism showed itself also in his relations with Bolshevism, in
his endeavours, along with Kautsky and others, to water down Bolshe-
vism into Menshevism.

' Wilhelm Hasenclever, Wilhelm Hasselmann and Wilhelm
Tolcke were leaders of the General Association of German Workers.
The first named was chairman of the party during 1871 to 1875
after the fusion with the Eisenachers be occupied various important
party posts but did not play any leading role ; he died in 1889. The
second became an anarchist during the period of the Anti-Socialist
Law and in 1880 was expelled from the party. Tolcke (1817-93)
remained in the ranks of thc German Social-Democratic Party until
his death, but he played no important part in the leadership of the
nnited party.
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with extreme coolness and mistrust, and union should have
been made dependent on the extent to which they were
willing to drop their sectarian slogans and their state aid
and to accept in cssentials the Kisenach programme of
1869 or a revised edition of it adapted to the position at
the present day.

Our party had absolutely nothing to learn from the
Lassalleans in the theoretical sphere and therefore in what
is decisive for the programme, but the Lassalleans
certainly had something to learn from our party ; the first
condition of union was that they should ceasec to be
sectarians, Lassalleans, above all that the universal panacea
of state uid should be, if not entirely relinquished, at any
rate rceognised by them as a subordinate and transitional
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
Lassalleans—Dbut in the same measure removed {rom being
equal to them where political cunning is concern : the
“honest”® have been once more cruelly flceced by the
dishonest.

In the first place, Lassalle’s high-sounding but histori-
cally false phrase is accepted : in contrast to the working
class all other classes arc only one reactionary mass. This
statement is only true in a few exceptional cases : for

' The programme of the Social-Democratic Workers’ Party or

Germany, led by W. Liebknecht and A. Bebel, which was founded

at the Eisenach Congress in August 1869 (the party of the
“Eisenachers” ).

* The reference is to the Eisenachers.

4
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instance, in a proletarian revolution like the Commune,
orin a country where not only have state and society
been moulded by the bourgeoisie in its own image but
where in its wake the demotrutic petty bourgeoisie too has
already carried out this re-casting down to its final conse-
quences. If in Germany, for instance, the democratic
petty bourgeoisic belonged to this reactionary mass, how
could the Social-Democratic Workers” Party have gone
hand in hand with it—with the Pcople’s Party—for
years 2! How can the Volksstuat | I'vople’s State |* take
almost the whole of its political contents from the petty
bourgeois democratic Frankjfurter Zeltung ?° 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

1 The Eisenachers remained even after 1871 in political contact
with the Left wing of the People’s Party.  This Left wing was headed
by J. Jacoby, and 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 oppositional 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 opportunist
mistake that was of advantage to the Lassalleans.

3 The Volksstaat was the central organ of the Eiscnachers from
1870 to 1876. It appeared twice weekly in Leipzig; its editor was
W. Liebknecht.

3 The Frankfurter Zeitung was at that time an oppositional paper,
the otgan of the South German petty-bourgeois democrats; it
adopted a social reform standpoint in regard to the “labour question.”
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democracy ? 1 mean the seven political demands, 1 to 5

and [ to II, of which there is not a single one that is not
bourgeois democratic.

Sccondly, the principle that the workers’ movement is
an international movement is completely disavowed in
practice for the prescnt day, and that by people who have
upheld this principle in the most glorious way for five
years and under the most difticult conditions. The German
workers’ position at the head of the European movement
18 essentially based on their genuinely international
attitude during the war ; no other proletariat would have
behaved so well.! And now this principle is to be denied

' From the yvery beginning of the Pranco-Prussian War of 1870-71
the German Social-Democratic workeis, in a number of resolutions
and mantfestoes, expres,ed their hostility to the German war-lords
and their solidanity 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-l orraine.
In the Reichstass, Bebel and Liebknecht made a sharp protest against
the war, and abstained from voting the war credits ; after Sedan,
they voted ugammst war credits.  (Further Jetails are given in the two
manifestoes ot the General Council of the First International in
connection with the Franco-Prussian War ; these were written by
Marx sce The Cuwil Wur in France.) In his Prefatory Note written
on July 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
national enthusiasm in Germany. The German socialist workers
did not let themselves be led astray for a single moment. Not a
trace of national chauvinism showed among them. In the midst of
the wildest intoxication of victory they remained cool, demanding
‘an equitable peace with the French Republic and no annexations’
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by them at the very moment when the workers every-
where abroad are emphasising it, in the same degree as
the governments are striving to suppress cvery attempt
at its manifestation in an organisation !

And what is left of the internationalism of the workers’
movement then 2 The faint prospect—not cven of the
future co-opcration of the European workers for their
emancipation—no, of a future “international brotherhood
of nations”—of the Dbourgcois Peace League’s  “United
States of Europe” !

It was of course quite unnecessary to speak of the
International as such. But surcly the very least would
have been to make no retreat from the programme of 1869
and to say something to this cffect : alfhough the German
Worker’s Party is operating for the t/me being within the
state boundaries laid down for it (it has no right to speak
in the name of the European proletariat and especially no
right to say sonicthing false), it is conscious of its solidarity
with the workers of all countries and will always be ready
in the future, as it has been hitherto, to fulfil the obligations
imposed upon it by this xohdarity. Obligations of that
kind exist cven 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

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 briliantly.”
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taken that the party organs keep the German workers
informed about the movement abroad ; agitation against
the threat or the outbreak of Cabinct-made wars, behaviour
during such wars similar to that ecarricd out in a model
fashion in 1870 and 1371, ecte.

Thirdly, our people have allowed the ILassallean “iron
law of wages” to be foisted upon them, a law based on
a quite antiquated cconomic view. namcly, that the worker
receives on the average only the minimum of the labour
wage, because, according to Malthus’ theory of population,
there are always (oo many workers (this was Lassalle’s
argunment).  Now Marx has proved in detail in Capital
that the laws regulating wages are very complicated, that
sometimes one predominates and  xometimes another,
according to circumsiances, 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 Arbeiterleschuch, page 3, quoted from another
pamphlet of Lassalle’s, ! has been refuted in detail by
Marx in the section on the “Accumulation of Capital.”

'Two speeches made by Lassalle in Fiankfort-on-the-Main on
May 17 and 19, 1863, were published by the General Association of
Geraman Workers under the title Arbeiterlesehbuch (Workers’ Reader).
Engels refers to the passage in the first speech which was taken by
Lassalle from his pamphlet An Open Answer to the Central Committee
for Convening a General Congress of German Workers at Leipzic (Zurich,
1863).
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Thus by adopting Lassalle’s “iron law™ we commit our-
selves to a false statement with a false basis.

Fourthly, the programme puts forward as its sole social
demand-—Lassalle’s state aid in its most naked form, as
Lassalle stole it from Buchez. And this after Bracke !
has very well exposed this demand in its entire nullity and
after alinost all, if not all, our party speakers have been
oblizged to come out against this state aid in fighting the
Lassalleans !  TLower than this our party could not abase
itself. Internationalism brought down to Amand Gogg *
and socialism to the bourgeois republican Buchez, who
put forward this demand /n opposition to the socialist, in
order to supplant them !

In the best of cases, however, “state aid” in the
Lassallean sense is only onc particulur measure among

*Wilhelm Bracke (1843-30). One of the leaders of the Lisenachers.
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 Proposul. The pamphlet was directed agsinst the tenth
point in the Eisenach programme of 1869, dealing with state aid for
workers’ producers’ co-operative societres ; itgives a detailed criticism
of the Lassallean movement. In his foreword to this pamphlet,
Bracke wrote: “After 1 had become acquainted with Karl Marx’s
works and had joined the Eisenach party, 1 became more and more
convinced that an attempt to realise that {Lassalle’s] proposal would
not only not be useful but would be harmful to the workers’ move-
ment. . . .”

2Amand Gogg (1820-97). A petty-bourgeois democrat from
Baden. He played an important part in the Revolution of 1848-49 ;
in the ’sixties he conducted pacifist propaganda. He was one of the
leaders of the bourgeois League of Peace and Freedom.
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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 wunsolved social question
still existed for us! So if we say : the German Workers’
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 supports every measure adapted to the attainment of
this end !—then no Lassallean can have anything against
it.

Fifthly, there is not a word about the organisation of
the working class as a class by means of the trade unions.
And that i a very essential point for this is the real class
organisation of the proletariat, in which it carries on its
daily strugeles with capital, in which it trains itsclf, and
which nowadays ¢ven amid the worst reaction (as in Paris
at present) can simply no louger be smashed. Considering
the importance which this form of organisation has also
attained in Germany, it would be absolutely necessary in
our opinion to mention it in the programwme and if possible
to leave open a place for it in the party orranisation.

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 programme, of which several are a
mere matter of fashion, as for instance the “legislation by
the people”which exists in Swizerland 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-
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tionaries should be responsible for all their official actions
to every citizen before the ordinary courts and according
to common law. Of the fact that such demands as freedom
for scienco, freedom of conscience, figzure in cvery bour-
geois liberal programme and have a somewhat strange
appearance here, I will say nothing more.

The free people’s state is transformed into 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 government. The whole
talk about the state should be dropped, especially since
the Commune, which was no longer a state in the proper
sense of the word. The “peop/c’s state” has been thrown
in our faces by the anarchists too long, although Marx’s
book against Proudhon® and later 74¢ Communist Mani-

1 Pierre Joseph Proudhon (1803-65). A petty-bourgeois theoretician
In the third critical chapter of The Commumnist Manifesto Proudhon
figures among the “consetvative or hourgeois” socialist. “Not to
destroy capitalism 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, ‘just’ free from fluctuations,
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 all kinds ot
co-operative societies, which, so to speak, build socialism
behind the back of capitalism. Denying the necessity 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 influencc on the
working class movement in a number of Latin countries in whose
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festo! directly declare that with the introduction of the
socialist order of socicty the state will of itself dissolve
and dizappear. As, therefore, the “state” is only a transi-
tory institution which is used in the struggle, in the revolu-
tion, in order to hold down [niederzuhalten] one’s adver-
saries by force, it is pure nonscnse to talk of a “free
people’s state” ; so long as the proletariat still wses the
state, it does not use it in the intcrests 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. © We would thercfore propose to replace

nattonal economy small production played a predominant role.
The struggle of Murx and Engels against Proudhonism in the First
International led to the victory of Marxism. Proudhonism has
retained a certain influence among the anarcho-syndicalists ot France
and Spain up to the present time. Marx's book egainst Proudhon
appeared in French in 1647 under the title Misere de lu Phiosophie
(The Poverty of Philoscphy). The passage which Engels has in mind
is quoted by Lentn in his notecbook Marxism on the State.

' The corresponding place in The Commumst Manifesto is also
quoted by Lenin in the notebook.

* We quote here a forgotten statement ot Engels on the withering
away of the state and on the dictatorship of the proletariat from a letter
of his to the American Socialist van Patten of April 18, 1883 : “Since
1845 Marx and I have held the view that cne of the ultimate results
of the future proletarian revolution will be the gradual dissolution
and final disappearance of the political organisation known by the
name of state. The main object of this organisation has always
been to secure, by armed force, the economic opprestion 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,
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the word “statc* everywhere by the word Gemeinwesen
[community], a good old German word, which can very
well represent the French word commune.

“The removal of all social and political inequality” is
also 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 certa/n inequality in the conditions
of life, which can be reduced to a minimum but never
entirely removed. Monntain 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
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 class must frst 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 ix to b: found already in The Communist Manifesto of
1847, chapter 11, conclusion.

“The anarchists put the thing upside down. They declare that
the proletarian revolution must begin by doing away with the politi-
cal organisation of the state. But after ity victory the sole organisa-
tion that the proletariat finds alreadv in existence is preciscly the
gtate. This state may require very considerable alterations before
it can fulfil its new functions. But to destroy it at such a moment
would be to destroy the only organism by means of which the
victorious proleteriat can assert its newly conqueted 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.”
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stage of development in its own time and place, but which,
like all the one-sided ideas of the earlier socialist schools,
should uow be overcome, for they only produce confusion
in people’s heads and more precise modes of presentation
have been found.

I will stop, although almost every word in this pro-
gramme, which has, morcover, been put together in a flat
and feeble style, could be criticised. Tt is of such a
character that if it is accepted Marx and 1 can ncver give
our adherence to the new party established on this basis,
and shall have very seriously to consider what our attitude
towards it—in public as well—should be. You must
remember that abroad we are made responsible for any
and every utterance and action of the German Social-
Democratic Workers’ Party. Thus Bakunin in his pam-
phlet, Statehood «n! Anarchy '—where we have to answer
for every thoughtless word spoken or written by Licb-
kneeht ? sinee the Aemokratisches Wocehenblatt { Demo-

* The reference is to Bakunin’s book, Statehood and Anarchy.
The Struggle of the Two Parties im the International  Workingmen’s
Association (1873). In this book Bakunin speaks of Liebknecht as
“an agent of K. Marx,” and makes Marx responsible for all the
theoretical and tactical errors made by Liebknecht, who “acts under
Marx's direct gurdance.”

2 Wilhelm Licbknecht (182¢-1900). One of the most important
figures in the German and international working class movements
in the secoud half ot the nineteenth century. He took part in the
1845-49 Revolution as a South-German democrat. In the 'fifties he
emigrated to London, where under Marx’s influsnce he became a
socialist. In 1868-69, he was the founder, together with Bebel, of
the Social-Democratic Worker’s Party of Germany (the “Eisenachers”)
and conducted an energetic agitation for the revolutionary method of
achieving German unification—often, however, falling into “Austro-
philism” and defending particularism. He carried on a fight against
the Lassaleans During the Franco-Prussian War he took up =a
revolutionary-internationalist position. For several decades he was
chiel editor of the party’s central organ, a member of the Party
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cratic Weelly 1* was started. Pecople imagine, indeed that

we issue our orders for the whole business from here,

Exccutive, a Reichstag deputy, etc. Liebknecht’s agitation influenced
the proletarian masses by his class struggle propaganda, and instilled
in them hatred of the capitalist system. In What Is To Be Dene 7
(1902) Lenin speaks of him as the model of a “people’s tribune.” As
political leader of the party he committed serious opportunist errcrs,
which had their roots in nis non-dialectical mode of thought and his
tendency to reverence for wvulgar democracy.  Liebknecht was
primarily responsible for the scrious theoretical and tactical
errors of the Eisenachers prior to the Gotha unification in

1875, and also for the confusion immediately following on the
promulgation of Bismarck’s Exceptional Law  again  the
socialists. In the inner party conflict on the question of
voting for the steamship subsidies in 1885 he adopted a con-
ciliatory position. He was often at loggerheads with Belel,
whose attitude -~-under Engels’ guidance- was more correct or 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 samec time be often preached
the Lassalean idea of a peaceful “cultural” rcvolution, denying the
role of violence in the socialist revolution. Nevertheless, his revolu-
tionary enthusiasm, showing itsel{f 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 opporturnists
of the type of Millerand, Bernstein, etc. In 1907, in his forward to
the Russian translation of Licbknecht’s pamphlet No Compromises
(1889), Lenin characterised his tactics in the question of agreements
with opposition bourgeois partics as a model of revolutionary tactics,
contrasting them with the tactics of the Mensheviks. (Lenin, Collected
Works, Russian ed., Vol. X, pp. 215-20.)

'Demokratischet Wochsenblatt. The organ of the Eisenachers priot
to their formal separation from the petty-bourgeois radical People’s
of Saxony. It was edited by W. Licbknecht and published in
Leipzig in 1863-69.
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while you know as well as I that we hardly ever interfere
in inteenal 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 committed. But you will sce for yourself that this
programme make a turning point which may very easily
compel us to refuse any und every responsibility {or the
party which recognises it.

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 ontside world
judges the party from it. 1t should therefore on no
acconnt include a step backwards, as this one docs in
comparison with the Tisenach programme. Oune should
surcly 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 liassal-
leanism on the part of the whole German socialist
proletariat.

At the same time I am convinced that a union on thes
basis will never last a year. Are the best minds in our
party to lend themselves to grinding out repetitions, learnt
of by rote, of the Lassallean statements on the iron law of
wages and state aid ? I 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 like the
Jew Shylock on his pound of flesh. The separation will
come ; but we shall have “rehabilitated” Hasselmann,
Hasenclever, Tolcke and Co.; we shall come out of the
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separation weaker and the Lassalleans stronger ; our party
will have lost its political virginity and will never again
be able to come out whole-hecartedly against the Lassallean
phrases which it will have inscribed for a time on its own
banner ; and if the Lassalleans then once more say that
they are the most genuine, the only workers’ party, while
our people are bourgcois, 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 which is neverthless also des-
cribed by ¢f in the same programme as a part of the
“reactionary mass.”

I had left this letter lying as after all you are to be
free on April I in honour of Bismarck’s birthday,’ and I
did not want to expose it to the chance of being scized in
any attempt to smuggle itin. And now a letter has just
come from Bracke, who has also his grave doubts about
the programme and wants to know our opinion.? Iam

'On account of the revolutionary-internationalist position they
adopted during the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-71, Lietknecht and
Bebcl were sentenced in March 1872 in the famous Leipzig trial for
state treason to two years’ imprisonment in a fortress. Bebel’s term
of imprisonment ended on May 14, 1874, but six weeks later he was
again imprisoned in Zwickau, Saxony, for a further nine months,

’

for “le’sc majeste’.” He was fnally released on April 1, 1875, which
happened to coincide with Bismarck’s birthday.

3Bracke in his lefter to Engels of March 25, 1875, sharply criticised
the Gotha Programme. He said, “The acceptance of this programme
is impossible for me, an Bebel also is of the same opinion as
tegards himself.” Bracke directed his main attack against the point
in the programme on the establishment of producers’ co-operatives



CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 65

therefore sending this letter to him to forward, so that he
can read it and so that I need not write out all this stuff’
over again. Moreover, I have also told the unvarnished
truth to Ramm®—to Licbknecht I only wrote bricfly.
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 indced this is what he was always done—
hence the large amount of disagreeable correspondence
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.

See that you contrive to come here in the summer.
You will, of course, stay with me, and if thc weather is
good we can go to the seaside for a day or two, which will
be really beneficial to you after your long spell in jail.

Your sincere friend,

F. E.

by stete aid. In Bracke's opinion, the acceptance of this point
turned the party into a sect. He writes : “Since Bebcl appears to be
determined to take up the struggle, 1 should feel myself compelled at
least to support him with all my strength. I should, however, like
very much to know in advance how you and Marx regard the matter.
Your experience is riper, your understanding is better than mine...
If you agree in regard to this, then 1 will make a proposal to Bebel
80 that we can come forward to the congress with a common draft
programme.” Bebel, however, did not justify Bracke’s hopes and
did not come out against the programme.

3Ramm. A German Social-Democrar, one of the editors of the
Leipzig Volksstaat, the central organ of the Eisenach party. He did
not play any leading role in the party.
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KaArL Marx 10 WILIELM BRACKE !
London, May 5, 1875

DAk BrRACKE:

When you have read the following critical marginal
notes on the Unity Programme, would you be so good as
to send them to Geib,” andAuer,” Bebel and Licbknecht
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 anything but a “pleasare”
to write such a lengthy screed. It was. however, necessary
so that the steps that have to be taken by imne 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 T will publish a short
declaration to the effeet that our position is altogether
remote from the said programme of principles and that we
have nothing to do with it.

This is indispensable because the opinion —the entirely
erroncous opinion—is held abroad, assiduously nurtured
by enemies of the party, that we secrctly guide from here
movements of the so-called Eisenach party. In a Russian

1Together with this letter Marx sent Bracke his Critique of the
Gotha Programme. In 1891 Engels published the Critique together
with this latter.

August Geib (1842-79). Treasurer of the Eisenach party, a
member of the Reichstag from 1874.

’lgnaz Auer (1846-1907). Secretary of the Eisenach party, sub-
sequently one of leaders of the reformist wing of German Social-
Democracy.
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pamphlet that has recently appeared,’ Bakunin again
makes me responsible, for example, not only for all the
programmes, cte.,, of that party but even for every step
taken by Liebknecht from the day of his co-operation
with the People’s Party.

Apart from this, it is my duty not to give recognition,
even by diplomatic silence, to what is in my opinion a
thoroughly objectionable progranme 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 conditions 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 circumstances forced them to come. If they
had been told from the beginning that there would be no
bargaining about principles, they would have Zuad to be
content with a programme of action or a plan of organisa-
tion for common action. Instead of this, they have been
permitted to arrive armed with mandates, these mandates
have been recognised on our part as valid, and thus one
surrenders unconditionally to those who are in need of
help. To crown the whole Dbusiness, they are holding
a congress again before the Congress of Compromise,

1 The reference is to Bakunin’s work Statehood and Anarchy.

5
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while our own party is holding its congress post feslum.*
There has obviously been a desire to stifle all criticisin
and to prevent our own party from considering the
matter. One knows that the mere fact of unification is
satisfying to the workers, but it would be a mistake to
believe that this immediate success is not being bought at
too high a price.

For the rest, the programme is no good, even apart
frow its sanctitication of the Lassallcan articles of faith.

I shall be sending you in the near future the last parts
of the French edition of Capiful. 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 next week.” Have you received
the previous six parts 7 Please let me have the address
of Bernhard Becker ® to whom 1 mnust also send the final
parts.

The bookshop of the |oulksstawl has its own way of
bebaving, Up to this moment, for example, I have not

1The Unity Congress was held on May 22-27, 1875, in Gotha ; the
congress of the Lassalleans had taken place previously in May and
the congress of the Eisenachers was held afterwards in Humburg on
June 8.

1The first French translation of Volume 1 ot Capuital was edited by
Marx himself, and was published in Paris in separate parts during
the years 1872-75.

3Bernhard Becker (1826-82). German 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, he was elected chairman of the party. Early in 1866 he broke
with the Lassalleans and subsequently joined the Eisenachers.
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been sent a single copy of the publication on the Cologne
Yommunist Trial.?
With best wishes,
Yours,

Kann Marx

Furepenriek Excers ro WiLnernM BRACks
L.ondon, October 11, 1875
Drar Bracke:

[ have delayed answering your last letters (the last
being June 28) up to new, firstly because Marx and 1
were separated for six wecks—he was in Carlsbad and
I was at the seaside, where 1 did not sce the 1alksstaut—
and then, because I wanted to wait a litle to see how the
new unifiation and the combined committee * would
behave in practice.

We are entirely of your opinion that Licbknecht, 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 neeessary, but there was no need to say so
to the other contracting party or to show it.  Afterwards,
one mistuke has always to be justified by another.  After
the Unity Congress had once been sct on oot on a rotten

1Marx’s pamphlet, Revelations about the Cologne Communist Trial,
was written in 1853 ; it was republished by the Volksstaat Publishing
House with a postscript by Marx dated January 8, 1875.

’In accordance with the new statutes, three governing bodies
were elected at the Gotha Congress : the administrative board, the
control commission and the committee. The committee’s function
was to intesvene in the event of disagreement between the adminis-
trative board and the control commission.
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basis and trumpeted abroad, it could not be allowed to fail
at any price and thus one had afresh to. give way in
essentinl points. You are quite right : this unification
bears the seeds of a split within itsclf, and I shall be glad
if then only the incurable fanatics fall away and not also
an entire following, otherwise vigorous and, under good
instruction, possible to make usec of. That will depend
on the time when, and the circumstances in which, the
inevitable takes place.

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

1. Of the Lassallean phrases and catchwords, 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 voluntarily went through the Caudine
Forks.?

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

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

Fortunately, the programme has fared better than it
deserves. Both workers and bourgeois and petty bour-

1].e., they accepted humiliating conditions.
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geois read into it what ought properly to be in it but is
not in it, and it has not occarred 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 into any fereign
language without being compelled either to write down
palpably crazy stuff or to inscrt a communist meaning into
them, and the latter has been done so far by friend and
foe. T 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 not the fault of the com-
mittee that it did not go through. Secondly, Sonnemann,?
whom Marx saw on his journey through, reported that he
bad offered Vahlteich® some correspondence for the

'The reference is to the committee’s proposal to remove from the
list of party literature the anti-Lassalean works of B. Becker ( Revela-
tions About the Tragic Death of Ferdinand Lassalle, Schlietz, 1868 ;
The History of Lassalle’s Working Class Agitation, Braunchweig, 1874),
and W. Bracke’s The Lassallean Proposal (Braunschweig, 1873).

*Leopold Sonnemann (1831-1909). A German politician and
publicist, one of the leadcrs of the People’s Party, editor of the
Frankfurter Zeittung. 1In the ’sixties and ’seventies his opposition to
Bismarck’s policy brought him close to the Eisenachers on a number
of questions.

*Julius Vahlteich (1839-1915). A shoemarker by trade, one of
the most prominent leaders of the Eisenach party; at one period
he was a Lassalean, but he opposed Lassalle’s dictatorship and was
expelled from the General Association of German workers,
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Frankfurter Zeitung, but that the committce had
Sforbidden Vahlteich to accept it! That surely cxceeds
even the eensorship and T 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 Franlfurter Zeitnng
should be served by our people ! Finally, the procedure
of the Lassallean members on the foundation of the Berlin
printing house of the Association docs also not appear to
me to be very honest ; while our people, in the case of the
Leipzig privting 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
here in recent days, says, to vegetating as a corrcspondence
and information burean. Any vigorous intervention on
its 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 committce ! ?

Altogether, we seem to have come off with a black
eye, and a big one at that. Liet us hope that it rests at that,
and that in the meantime the propaganda has its effect

'Karl Hirsch (1841-1900). A well-known German socialist journa-
list, who at that time was close to Marx and Engels.

2The administrative board consisted of the Lassalleans—Hasen-
clever, Hartmann and Derossi, and the Eisenachers—Geib and
Auer.
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among the Lassalleans, TIf the thing lasts until the next
Reichstag elections, it can be all right. But then Stieber!?
and Tessendorf ? 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 here from
you again how the business goes. The Leipzigers ® are
all too deeply interested in it to tell us the real truth

and the infernal party history particularly just now does
not get made public.

Yours very sincerely,
F.E.

'Wilhelm Stieber. A leading official of the Prussian political
police. He was a bitter persccutor of revolutionary proletarian
organisations, and used the vilest methods in fabricating evidence
against accused 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 machina-
tions on that occasion were exposed by Marx in his pamphlet
Revelations about the Cologne Communist Tnal, 1853.

*Tessendorf. Public prosecutor in Prussia, who acquired fame
in the ’sixtics and "seventies as a “specialist in political cases against
gocialists.”

*The Leipzigers, i.e., Leibknecht and other members of the
editorial board of the party’s central organ, Volksstaat.
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FRrEDERICK ENGELS TO AUuGost BEBEL
London, October 12, 1875

DeAR BEBEL :

Your letter fully confirms our view that the unification
is prematnre on our part and bears within it the sceds of
future conflict. If onesucceeds in postponing this conflict
until after the next Recichstag elections,’ that would
already be good. ...

The programe, as it is now, consists of three parts :

1. Of the Lassallean propositions and catchwords, to
have accepted 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 Lassalle’s state aid
stood in the Eisenach programme,? but as one of many
transitional measures, and, according to all that I have
heard, it was fairly certain, wit/out the unification, to have
been thrown out on Bracke’s motion in this year’s
congress. Now it figures as the one infallible and exclu-
sive remedy for all social crimes. To have allowed the
“iron law of wages” and other Lassallean phrases to be
foisted on one was a colossal moral defeat for our party.

1The first subsequent Reichstag elections took place early in
1877,

*The last point (No. 10) of the “immediate demands,” in the
programme of the Social-Democratic Workers’ Party (adopted at
Eisenach in August 1869), reads as follows: “State aid for co-
operatives and state credits for the free producers’ co-operative
associations, with democratic guarantees.”
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The party became converted to the Lassallean confession
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 scnse and in the style of the People’s Party.

3. Of demands to the “present-duy state” (from which
it is not known to whom the other “demands” are
addressed) which are very confused and illogical.

4. Of general propositions, mostly borrowed from 7%e
Communist Manifesto and the Stafutes of the Interna-
tional, but which have been so cdited that they contain
either total falsehcod or pure monsenmse, as Marx proved
in the essay well known to you.!

The whole is in the highest degree disorderly, confused,
unconnected, illogical and discreditable. If there had
been a single critical mind in the bourgeois press, he would

1Engels refers to Marx’s Cnitique of the Gotha Programme. But he
was wrong in assuming that Bebel was acquainted with the Criique.
When the Critique 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,) 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 became
clear to me.” (Letter to Kautsky, Februsry 11, 1891). Bebel only
saw it in 1891, when the Cnitique was already published in the Neue
Zeit. It must be added that, having read the Critique before the
issue appeared, Bebel tried to stop its publicarion and sent a telegram
to this effect, but it was already too late. (See Vorwarts, Berlin,
February 26, 1891).
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have gone through this programme sentence by seatence,
investigated each sentence in respect to its real content,
set out the nonsense in a properly palpable way, analysed
the contradictions and cconomic 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 luhour” instead of the working class,
labour itself is nowadays indced much too free!) and
made our party extremely ridiculous. Instead of that
the asses of the bourgeois papers have taken this progra-
mme quite seriously, have read into it what is not there
and interpreted it in a communist sense. The workers
appear to do the same. It is (s circumstance alone
which has made it possible for Marx and myscelf not to
dissociate oursclves 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 Iiassalleans !
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 edifving : L. resolved nnt to put Bracke’s and B.
Becker’s two works on  Lassalleanism on the list of
party publications ; if this has been withdrawn it is
neither the fault of the execcutive committee nor of
Licbknecht ; 2. the forbidding of Vahlteich to accept
the correspondence offered him by Sonnemann for the
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Frankfurter Zcitung. This Sonnemann told Marx
himsclf when the latter was on his journcy. What surprises
me in this even more than the arrogance of the committee,
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 every where be served only by our people.?

... Thut 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
years ! DBut it was undoubtedly to be had far more
cheaply.

F.E.

ForEworp BY FREDERICK ENGELS To THE “CRITIQUE OF
THE GOTHA PROGRAMME"?

THE manuseript published here—the covering letter
to Bracke® as well as the critique of the draft programme—
vas sent in 1875, shortly before the Gotha Unity
Congress, to Bracke for communication to Geib, Auer,
Bebel and  Liebkneeht and subsequent return to Marx.

"With regard to this see Engels’ earlier letter to Bracks, March
11, 1875. .

*Engels wrote this foreword to the Critigue when it was published
in 1891 in the Neuc Zewt. For the history of its publication, see
Engels letter to K. Kautsky, February 23, 1891.

3See above, Marx’s letter to Bracke, May 5, 1875.
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Since the Halle Party Congress * has put the discus-
sion of the Gotha Programme on the agenda of the party,
I think T wonld be guilty of suppression if T any longer
withheld from publicity this imaportant—perhaps the most
important--document relevant to this discussion.

But the manuseript bas yet another and wmore 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 economic principles and
his tactics.

The rathless severity with which the draft programme
is dissected here, the mercilessness with which the results
obtained are enunciated and the shortecomings of the draft
laid bare, all this today, after fifteen years, can no  longer
give offence. Specilic Lassalleans now only exist abroad

'The Gongress of the German Social-Democratic Party atr 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 Progrmnie, to prepare a draft of a new
programme for the next party congress. The resolution drafted by
Licbknecht 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 fftecn years, especially under
the Anti-Socialist Law, was nevertheless not up-to-date 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.
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as isolated ruins and in Halle the Gotha Programme has
been given up even by its creators as altogether
inadequate.

Nevertheless, I have omitted a few sharp personal
cxpressions and judgments, where these were of no
importance to the matter, and replaced them by dots.
Marx himself would have done so if he had published the
manuscript today. The violence of the language in some
passages was provoked by two circumstances. In the
first instance, Marx aud 1 had been  more intimately
connected 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
Cougress of the International.! engaged in the most violent
struggle against Bakunin and his anarchists?® who made

1The fifth, Hague Congress of First Internatinal, held in Septem-
ber 1872, was dominated by the struggle between the Bakunists on
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 Council. Bakunin was expelled. But the
Bakunists continued the fight against the General Council even
after the Hague Congress. Two or three years latter, the First
International—the International Workingmen’s Association— for-
mally ceased to exist, after “dominating European history for ten
years, in one direction—in the direction towards the future....”
(Engels’ letter to Sorge, September 12-17, 1874.)

? On the most important theoretical and practical differences
between Marxism and Bakunism, Lenin wrote (in the Tasks of the
Proletariat in our Revolution) : “The difference between Marxism and
anarchism is that Marxism recognises the necessity of the state for the
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us responsible for everything that happened in the labour
movement in Germany ; hence we had to expect that we
would also be saddled with the seceret paternity of this

purpose of the transition to socialism ; but (and here 18 where we
differ fiom Kautsky and Co ) not a state of the type of the usual,
parliamentary, bourgeois, democratic republic, but a state like the
Paris Commuue of 1871 and the Sovicts of Workers' Deputies of
1905 and 1917.” (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. VI, p. 73.)

“In those duys, alter the defeat of the DPanis Commune, history
demanded slow organtsational and educational work. .The anarchists
were then (as they are now) fundamentally wrong not only
theoretically, but wlso economically and politically.  The anarchists
wrongly estimated the character ot the tinws, for they did not
understand the world situation : the worker of England corrupted
by tmperialist profits ; the Commune deteated in Paris; the recent
triumph of the bourgeois national movement in Germany the age
long slecp of semi-feudal Russin. Marx and Engels gauged the
tumes accuratcly ; they understood the international sttuation ; they
realised that the approach to the beginning of the social revolution
must be slow.”

In The Statc and Revolution, Lenin wrote :

“The anarcaists had tried to claim the Paris Commune as their
‘own,’ so to say, as a corroboration of their doctrine; and they
betrayed utter inability to understand its lessons and Marx's
analysis of these lesscns. Anarchism has failed to give anything
even approaching a true solution of the concrete poiitical problems,
viz.,, must the old siate machine be smashed? and what should
supersede it ?”

For Bukharin’s non-Marxist position on the question of the
difference between Marxists and anarchists in their attitude to the
state, sce Lenin’s article, “The Youth International,” 1916 (Collec-
ted Works, Russian ed., Vol. XIX, pp. 295--96). On the question of
the main theoritical difference between Marxism and anarchism,
see also note 2 to p. 59.
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programme. This considerations do not now cxist and
80 there is no nccessity for the passages in question.

Ifor reasons arising from the Press Law, also, a {ew
sentences have been only indicated by dots. Where I
have had to choose a milder c¢xpression this has been
enclosed in square brackets.! Otherwise the text has
been published word for word.

F. ExcFE1s
London, Janaary 6, 1891

Freperick ExGeLs 1o Karn KAavTsky?
London, February 23, 1891
Dear KAUTSKY :

You will have reccived 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, arc being attached to everything and anything
but on the whole the impression made on the opponents
was onc of complete disconcertion at this ruthless self-
criticism and the feeling, what an inner power must be
possessed by a party that can atford 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

In the text of the Critique in this edition all the passages
omitted have been restored.

1K autsky was then editor of the New Zeit, the weekly theoretical
organ of German Social-Democracy, in which Engels published
Marx’s Critique.
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otherwise had access. And, frankly speaking, that was
also my intention when I published the document. That
at the first moment some persons here and there could not
but the unpleasantly affected by it, of that I was aware
but it was not to be avoided and it was amply outweighed
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 today 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 Sachsischer the
Wiener Arbeiter-Zeitung and to the Zuric her Post.?

That in No. 21 of the Neue Zeit you take on yourself
the responsibility for the publication is very gallant of
you, but do not forget that, after all, I gave the first
impulse and morcover to a certain extent I put youina
position in which you had no choice. ? I claim, therefore,
the main responsibility for mysclf. As far as details are
concerned, one can certainly always have diffcrent
opinions abont them. I have deleted and altered every-
thing that you and Dietz * have objected to, and if Dietz

10f these papers the first two were Social Democratic, the third
bourgeois.

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

sW. Dietz (1843-1922). German Social-Democrat, member of
the Recichstag, manager of the party publishing house in Stuttgart,
which also issued the Neue Zeit. He always belonged to the Right

opportunist wing of German Social-Democracy; during the World
War he was a social-chauvinist.
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had marked even more I would still, as far as possible,
have been amenable cven then, of that I have always
given you proof. But, as fur as the main point is
concerned, it was my duty to publish the thing when once
the programme had come up for discussion. And espec-
cially now, after Liebknecht’s report in Halle, in which he
utilises his extracts from it, in part unccremoniously as
his own property, and in part on the other hand as objects
of attack without mentioning the sources, ! Marx would
certainly have confronted this version with the original
and it was my duty in his place to do the same. Unfortu-
nately, at that time I had not yet got the document, I
only found it later after much search.

'Although in making his report at the Halle Congress in 1890
{see note 1 to p. 78), W. Liebknecht admitted thatthe old pro-
gramme required revision, he nevertheless rraised it in every
possible way as the “battle standard,” the “guiding star,” of the
party, etc. While analysing each point of the Gotha Programme
separately, and in places putting forward the objections 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” cotrect “in principle” or “in essence,” even
if it required re-editing. He attacked only the phrase about “the
iron law of wages” and the demand for the establishment of
producers’ co-operative societies with state aid. On the question
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 his concluding 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 proletariat :
“The present day state grows into the state of the future, just as
the state of the future is already contained in the present-day state.”

6
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You say that Bebel * 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. * If these people do not know
that Lassalle’s whole greatness 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

(See The Protocol of the Proceedings of the Halle Party Congress,
October 12 to 18, 1890, Berlin, 1890 [ in German }.)

'For information about Bebel, see note ante ; on his opposition
to the publication of Marx’s Critique, see note 1 on p. 75.

*This reproach was directed above all against Kautsky. In his
endeavours to weaken the effect produced in the leading circles
of German Social-Democracy by Marx’s criticism of Lassalleanism,
Kautsky published in No. 21 of the Neue Zeit an article entitled
“Our Programmes” in which he 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 standpoint which Marx adopted towards
Lassalle is 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 also
was one of our first teachers and champions.” (Neue Zeit, 1890-91,
Vol. 1, p. 680.) It was precisely this mistaken opportunist estimate
of Lassalle that evoked Engels’ tharp characterisation of Lassalle
as agitator and “leader.”
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not my fault. But I am Marx’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 conceals
and glorifies the true stature of Lassalle cannot become
an article of faith of the party. However highly one
may estimate Lassalle’s services to the movement, his
historical role in it remains an equivocal one. Lassalle
the socialist is accompanied 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 aud 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 bound to lead to the actual betrayal of

During nearly a decade (1845-54) Lassalle conducted as a
lawyer, the very complicated and for its time very sensational divorce
case of the Countess Sophie Hatzfeld (1805-81), in the course of
which he made use of the most varied lawyer’s tricks.
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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 through his two yecars of agitation, and
they also see them through coloured spectacles. But
historical criticism cannot stand eternally, hat in hand,
before such prejudices. It was my duty finally to settle
accounts between Marx and Lassalle. That has been
done. For the time being I can content myself with that.
Moreovor, I 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 voice have been raised in the fraction saying that
the Neue Zeit should be placed under censorship is indeed
a fine affair. Is the ghost of the fraction’s dictatorship
during the Anti-Socialist Law ( which was of course
necessary and excellently carried out) ' now appearing,

1 During the period of the Anti-Socialist Law (1878-90) when all
legal working class organisations were forbidden, the Social-Demo-
cratic fraction in the Reichstag was the highest organ of the party
Although the fraction consisted to a considerable extent of oppot-
tunists, the leadership of the party was in the hands of Bebel, who
based himself on the masses of the party membership and on theillegal
central organ, the Soxialdemokrat, published in Zurich and later in



CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME 87

or is it due to remembrance of the late strict organisation
of Schweitzer ?' It is in fact a brilliant idea to put
German socialist science, after its liberation from
Bismarck’s Anti-Socialist Law, under a new socialist law
manufactured and carried out by the Social-Democratic
Party officials themselves. For the rest it is ordained that
the desires of the ambitious will not be realised.

The article in the Vorwarts does not stir me much.?

London. This paper was in general edited in accordance with the
directions of Engels.

'That is to say, the organisation of the Lassalleans, the General
Association 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 policy of intriguing with Bismarck
who, as was revealed a few years ago, financed the paper. He guided
the Association, following Lassalle’s tradition, in a dictatorial fashion,
attempting to maintain his dictatorial power even when a strong
opposition had developed against him, and he endeavoured to extend
this power to the trade union organisations, the foundation of
which—only under the pressure of the masses, it is true—he had
begun in 1868.

* The leading article in the Vorwarts, the central organ of German
Social-Democracy, expressed the official position of the party leader-
ship on Marx’s Critiqgue. The article contained a sharp condemna-
tion of Marx’s estimate of Lassalle and considered it a merit of the
party that it had accepted the Gotha draft programme in opposition
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 leader-
ship had in no case expressed their agreement to the publication of
the Critigue. The article also states: “The German Social-Democrats
are not Marxians, not Lassalleans—-they are Social-Democrats.”
(Neue Zeit, 1890-91, Vol. 1, p. 684.)
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I shall wait for Liebknecht’s historical account! and shall
then reply to both in as friendly a tone as possible. In
the Vorwarts 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 obvious
things to be confirmed. With this answer I intend then,
for my part, to close the discussion unless new attacks
or false assertions compel me to continue.

Tell Dietz that I am working on the Origin * but

today Fischer® writes to me and wants three new prefaces
as well ! ¢

Yours,
F. K.

' Liebknecht intended to write a special article on the history
of the Gotha Programme for the Neue Zeit, which, according to
Kautsky, “would give a history of our party programme in general
and particularly of those conditions which made it possible for the
Gotha Programme in 1875 to represent the expression of the
theoretical consciousness of the majority of the party.” (1bd., p. 681.)
Kautsky wrote in the above mentioned article, entitled “Our Pro-
gramme”: “In this respect... the programme letter tequired a
supplement. Engels could not give this.”

2 The reference is to the fourth edition of Engels’ book, The
Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, published by the
Stuttgart publishing house (Verlag Dietz) of the party.

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

< In 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, III,
1875, is of exceptionully great importance
on the question of the state. (Bebel,
From My Life,Vol. 11, 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 trans-
formed into 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 government. The whole talk
about the state should be dropped, es-
pecially since the Commune, which was no |jj NB
longer a state in the proper sense of the
word. The ‘people’s state’ has been
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NB

thrown in our faces by the anarchists too
long, although Marx’s book against
Proudhon and later 7The Communist
Manifesto 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 transitory institution which is
uscd in the struggle, in the revolution, in
order to hold down one’s adversaries by
force, it is purc 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 inlerests
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 caxist. We would propose
to replace the word ‘state’ (Engels’ italics)
everywhere by the word Gemcinwesen
[community],* a good old German word,
which can very well represent the French
word commune.” (Pp. 321-22.)

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

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

1 Lenin uses here the Rusian word, obshchina—Ed. Eng. ed,
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(2) “The Commune was no longer a
state in the proper sense of the word.”
(Bat 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 under the
circumstances  then  existing  rightly
thought, that it was an incomparably less
gerious mistake than the mistake of the
anarchists. N.B. this !

(4) The state “will of itsclf decompose
(*dissolve”) | Nota bene | and disappear...”
(compare further on “will wither away”)
“with the introduction of the socialist
order of society...”

(5) The state is “a temporary insti-
tution,” which is neoded “in the struggle,
in the revolution...” ( needed by the
proletariat, of course )...

(6) The state is needed not for free-
dom, but for crushing (2 Niederhaltung
is not holding down, properly speaking,
but holding back from restoration, hold-
ing in submission) the adversaries of the
proletariat,

91



92 CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA PROGRAMME

(7) When there is freedom, then
there will be no state.

The concepts “freedom” and
“democracy” arc usually considered
as identical and arc often used
instcad of each other. Very ofteu
the vulgar Marxists (with Kautsky,
Plekhanov and Co. at their head)
have precisely this conception. In
fact, democracy cxcludes freedom.
The dialecties (process) of develop-
ment is : from absolutism to bour-
geois democracy ; from bourgeois
democracy to proletarian; from
proletarian to none at all.

(8) "We” (i.c., Engels and AMarr)
would propose “everyuwhere” (in  the
programme) to speak, instecad of the
“state,” of the “community,” the
“commune” !!!

From this it is clear how not only the
opportunists, but also Kautsky, bhave
vulgarised, defiled Marx and Engels.

The opportunists have 7ot understood
a single one of these e/g/t most rich
ideas !!

They have taken only the practical
meeds of the present : to make use of the

NB!!
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political struggle, to make use of the
contemporary state for the training, the
education of the proletariat, for the
“extraction of concessions.” This is
correct (as against the anarchists), but as
yet it is only one one-hundredth of
Marxism, if it can be so arithmetically
expressed.

Kautsky completely covered over ( or
forgot? or did not understand?), in his
propagandist and throughout his publicist
work, points 1,2, 5, 6, 7, 8 and Marx’s
“smashing” (in his polemic with Pan-
nekoek in 1912 or 1913 Kautsky has
alrcady tumbled completely into oppor-
tunism on this question).

We are distinguished from the anar-
chists by (a) utilisation of the state now
and (8) at the time of the proletarian
revolution (“the  dictatorship of the
proletariat”)—points of the greatest
practical importance, at this wery moment.
(And it is these that Bukharin Zas for-
gotten 1)

From the opportunists by the deeper,
“more eternal,” truth concerning (aa) the
“temporary” character of the state,
{BB) the huarm of “chatter” about it now,
{77) the dictatorship of the proletariat not
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having altogether the character of the
state, (06) the contradiction between the
state and freedom, (¢¢) the greater correct-
ness of the idea (conception, programme
term) “community” in place of state,
(ss) the “smashing” of the bureaucratic-
military machine. Not to forget also that
the dictatorship of the proletariat is
directly repudiated by the avowed oppor-
tunists of Germany (Bernstein, Kolb and
so forth), and ‘ndirectly by the olficial
programme and Kautsky, being silent
about it in everyday agitation, and toler-
ating the renegacy of the Kolbs and Co.

Bukharin was written to in VIIL
1916: “Let your ideas on the state ripen
fully” But without letling them ripen,
he rushed into print as “Nota bene,” and
he did itin such a way that instead of
exposing the Kautskyans he Aelped them
by his own mistakes !! But in the cssence
of the matter Bukharin is nearer to the
truth than Kautsky.

Neue Zeit XIX, T (1900-1901) (No.
26, 27. III, 1901) p. 804: M. Beer on the
decline of England with notes on her
imperialism, decay, and the 7mperialismn
of other countries.—-——NDB the same
author: “Social Imperialism.” Neue Zeil
XX, I(1901-1902) pp. 209 and following
(the Fabians) and “The Present Position
of Trade Unionism,” same, p. 43 (NB)
( (“The Imperialist-Social Era”)).

XIX, 2, p. 197: Walter’s article on
“Russian Imperialism”. . . ({from Peter
I to China in the XXth century) ).

“ NB
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MARX: “"CRITIQUE OF THE GOTHA
PROGRAMME”

Engels’ letter to Bebel was written 28.
III. 1875. Marx’s letter to Bracke with
the Critique of the Gotha Programme
was writlen more than a month later: 5.
V. 1875. (Neue Zeit 1X, 1; 1891.) (1890-
1891, No. 18.)

At first glance Marx in this letter
looks much more like “an adherent of the
state”—if it is permissible to use this

insipid expression of our adversaries—
than Engels.

Engles proposes (1) not to speak of
the state at all ; (2) to replace this word
with “community” ; (3) he declares even
the Commune (f.c, “the dictatorship of
the proletariat”) “no longer a state in the
proper sense of the word,”—while Marx
says not @ whisper on all this, but on the
contrary, even speaks of the “future state
organtsation of communist society” !!
(Neue Zeit 1X, 1, p. 573.)

At first glance the impression may be
obtained that there is flat contradiction,
confusion or divergence of view! But
that i3 only at first glance.

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

S
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“ ‘Present-day society’ is capitalist
society, which exists in all civilised coun-
tries, more or less free from mediseval
admixture, more or less modified by the
special historical development of each
country and more of less developed. On
the other hand, the ‘present-day statc’
changes with a country’s frontier. Itis
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. ‘7’he 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 common, 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 trans-
formation will the state undergo ¢ com-
munist society ? In other words, what
socital functions wtll remain in existence
there that are analogous to the present
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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 world

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 tie revolutionary dictator-
ship of the proletariat, (Marx’s italics.
(Pp. 572-73.)

“Now the programmme does not deal
with this nor with the future state tn com-
munist society.

It is clear that this is a rebuke ;
this is clear from the following
phrase : the programme “deals” with

| the old democratic litany, but not
with the questions of the revolu-
tionary dictatorship of the proletariat
and the statein communist society....

“Tts political demands contain nothing "
beyond the old familiar democratic litany:
universal suffrage, direct legislation,
people’s justice, a people’s militia, etc.
They are a mere echo of the bourgeois
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very good
(and very
important)

People’s Party, of the League of Peace
and Freedom....” (p. 573.)

(These demands are already
“realised”—only notin the German
state, but in others, in Switzerland,
in the United States. These de-
mands are in place only in a
democratic republic. The programme
does not demand a republic, as the
French workers’ programme 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 military despotism. .. even vulgar
democracy “towers mountains above
this kind of democratism within the
limits of what is permitted by the
police and what ts logically tmper-
missible.”)

In these words Marx as it were
foresaw the whole banality of Kaut-
skyanism: 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 demo-
cratic peace and imperialism, of
democracy and monarchy, ete.
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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 tran-
sition from the state to no state,i.e, “no
longer a state in the proper sense of the
word.” Marx and Ingels, therefore, do
aot 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 !! Is there not a contradiction

in this?

No! I — —in capitalist society, a state
in the proper secnse of the
word

II — — the transition (dictatorship

of the proletariat) a state of
the transitional type (not a
state in the proper sense of
the word)

IIT — — communist society : the
withering away of the state.

99

the state is |
nceded by the
bourgeoisie

the state is
necded by the |
proletariat i

the state is not
needed, it wi-
thers away
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Complete consistency and clarity ! !

In other words :

only by
and

I — Democracy
way of exception,
never complete....

IT —Democracy almost com-
plete, limited only by the
crushing of the resistance
of the bourgeoisie.

ITII—Democracy really com-
plete, becoming a habit and
for that reason withering
away.......Complete democ-
racy equals no democracy.
This is not a paradox, but
a truth !

I — Democracy only for the
rich and for a small layer
of the proletariat. [It is not
for the poor man! ]

II — Democracy for the
poor, for °/,, of the popu-
lation, crushing of the
resistance of the rich by
foree.

111 — Democracy complete,
becoming a habit and for
that reason withering away,
giving place to the princi-
ple : “From each according
to his ability, to each
according to his needs.”

! —

See ante. {

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

Marx here (pp. 565-67) criticises the
Lassallean idea of “the undiminished
proceeds of labour,” shows the need to set
aside a fund to cover the wearing out of
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part of the means of production, a reserve
fund, the costs of administration, of
schools, health services and so forth, and
continues :

“What we have to deal with here is a
communist society, not as it has developed
on its own foundations, but, on the con-
trary, as it emerges from capitalist socicty;
which is thus in every respect, economi-
cally, 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 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, the social working day consists
of the sum of the individual labour hours;
the individual labour time of the indivi-
dual 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 deduc-
ting 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

101
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B Thus :
1. “prolonged
birth pangs.”

II.  “the first
phase of
communist

society.”

III. “a higher
phase of
communist

society.”
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which he has given to society in one form,
the receives back in another.” (P. 566.)

“Nothing can pass into the ownership
of individuals except individual means of
consumption.” “But, as far as the distri-
bution of the latter ainong 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.” (P. 567.) This
equality of right presupposes inequality,
inequality in fact, inequality between
people, because one is strong, another
weak, and so forth (individuals “would
not be different individuals if they were
pot unequal” (P. 567)—one will receive
more than another.

“But these defects are inevitable in
the first phase of communists society as
it is when it has just emerged after pro-
longed birth pangs from capitalist society.
Right can never be higher than the
economic structure of society and the
cultural development thereby deter-

mined.”
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“In a higher phase of communist
socicty, after the enslaving subordination
of individuals under division of labour,
and therewith also the antithesis between
mental and physieal 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 develop-
ment of the individual, and all the springs
of co-operative wealth flow more abun-
dantly—only then can the narrow horizon
of bourgeois right be fully left bchind
and society inscribe on its banners : from
each according to his ability, to each
according to his needs !” (P. 567.)

_distinguished :

The lower (the “first”)—distribution
of articles of consumption “propor-
tionately” to the quantity of labour
contributed by each to society. Inequality
of distribution still considerable. “The
narrow bourgeois horizon of rights” still
not fully passed beyond. This NB!!
With (semi-bourgeois) rights, it is clear,
the (semi-bourgeois) state also has still
not fully disappeared. This Nota Bene! !

Thus, here two phases of communist
Il society are clearly, precisely and exactly

i
!NB
|

NB
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Also a fomﬂ| 1 ]

of compul-

sion: ‘“He
who does not
work, neither
shall he eat.”

[

i
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Work has
become a
necessity,
there is no
compulsion
whatever.

The “higher”™—"from each according
to his ability, to each according to his
needs.” When is this possible? When
(I) the antagonism between mental and
physical labour has disappeared; (2)
labour has become the prime mecessity
of life (NB: the habit of working has
become the rule, without compulsion!!);
(3) the productive forces have grown
considerably, ete. It is clear that the
complete withering away of the state is
possible only at this higher stage. This
NB.

ENGELS’ LETTER OF 1875

In Engels’ letter to Bebel of 18-28.
IIT. 1875 there is also a particularly
instructive 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 Program-
me) : in contrast to the working class all
other classes are only one reactionary
mass. This statement ts only truein a
few exceptional cases ; for instance, in a
proletarian revolution like the Commune,
or in a country where not only have state
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and society been moulded by the bour-
geoisie 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. (P. 319.)
{But in Germany you have gone hand in
hand with the People’s Party “for years,”
and you have 7 political demands, “of
which there is not a single one that is not
bourgeois- [Engels’ italics] democratic.”)
(2) “...Fifthly, there is not 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 oryani-
sution of the proletariat, in which it car-
ries on its daily struggles with capital,
in which it trains itself, and which
nowadays even amid the worst recaction
(as in Paris at present) can simply no
longer be smashed. Considering the
importance which this form of organi-
sation has also attained in Germany, it
would be absolutely necossary 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

I|

(as in Switzer-

land )

NB

Exactly !

NB
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|

“thoughtless

word” of

Liebknecht's

i

responsible for all their official actions to
every citizen before the ordinary courts
according to common law.” (P. 321)

(4) “...The removal of all social and
political inequality’ is also a very questi-
onable phrase in place of ‘the abolition
of all class differences’ Between one
country and another, one province and
another even one place and another there
will always exist a certain inequalily 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 ide: resting
upon the old ‘liberty, equality, fraternity”
—and idea which was justified as a stage
of development 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.” (P. 322.)

(5) Bakunin, in his work Statehood
and Anarchy, makes us responsible for
every ‘“thoughtless word” of Lieb-
knecht’s...(Pp. 322-23.)
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(6) * “As a rule, the official programme
of a party is less important than what
it does. But a mew programme is after all
a banner publicly raised, and the outside
world judges the party from it.”
(P. 823) ...

Bebel replied to Engels on 21. IX,
1875, saying among other things :—“7 am
in complete agreement with the judgment
which you pass on the draft programme,
as my letters to Bracke also prove.
(Pp. 334-35.) I also severely reproached
Liebknecht for his readiness to give
way ...” but now that it has been done,
“the whole thing is a question of educa-
tion.”

NB
Ha-ha!

107

That Bebel Aimself not long before
shared all these confused views on the
subject of the “People’s State” is proved
by his pamphlet “Our Aims” (9th edition,
1886, in the “Social-Democratic Library,”
reprinted without 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
stafe ... and in this state associated
production must take the place of private
enterprises”...and here actually, on page
44, he recommends b&nth Marx and
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Lassalle !!! Side by side !! At that time
Bebel did not see the differences between
them with regard to the state.

MARX : “THE POVERTY OF PHILOSOPHY”

|

The passage in The poverty of philo-
sophy (p. 182) to which Engels rofers in
his letter of 18-28. IIT. 1875 (see above p.
138)—is evidently the following:

“The working class, in the course of its
development, will substitute for the old
bourgeois society! an association which
will cxelude elasses and their antagonism,
and there will be no more political power
properly so called expression of antago-
nisms in bourgeois society.” (The Poverty
of Philosophy, p. 182, Stuttgart, 1885.)
(Preface dated 15. V1. 1847.)

“THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO” ON THE STATE?

NB. The Com-
| munist Mani-
" festo: “The

| state, i.e., the
proletariat or-
' ganised as the
tuling class.”

In The Communist Manifesto (X1.1847)
this idea is expressed as follows:

“In depicting the most general phases
of the development of the proletariat, we
traced the more or less veiled civil war,
raging within existing society, up to the
point where that war breaks out into open
revolution, and where the violent over-

! In the French original “socicte civile.”—Ed. Eng. ed.

* All quotations from The Communist Manifesto are taken from
the authorised English translation.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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throw- of the bourgeoisie lays the founda-

tion for the sway of the proletariat.”
{End of section L)

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

“We have scen above, that the first
step in the revolution by the working class,
ts_to raise the proletarial to the position
of ruling class, to win the battle of demo-
cracy. R ' )

“The proletariat will use its political
supremacy to wrest, by degrees, all capital
from the bourgeoisic, to centralise all ins-
truments of production in the hands of the
state, 1. e., of the proletariat organised as
the ruling class ; and to increase the total
of productive forces as rapidly as possible.

“Of course, in the begining, this cannot
be effected except by means of despotic
inroads on the rights of propert; “and on
the conditions of bourgeois production ; by
means of measures, therefore, which
appear economically insufficient and un-
tenable, but which, in the course of the
movement, outstrip themselves...and are
unavoidable as a means of entirely revolu-
tionising the mode of production.”...

“The state”
i. c., the prole-
tariat organis-
ed as the rul-
ing class

NB:
“despotic
inroads”
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And after enumerating “measures” (§§ 1-10) ' the
authors continue:

“When, in the course of development,
class distinctions have disappeared, and all
production has been concentrated in the

“the public i hands of a vast association of the whole

power will |[f nation, the public power will lose its poli-

lose its tical character. Political power, properly
political

so called, is merely the organised power of
one class for oppressing another. If the
proletariat during its contest with the
bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of
circumstances, to organise itself as a class ;
if, by means of a revolution, it makes
it itself the ruling class, and, as such, sweeps
away by force the old conditions of pro-
duction, then it will, along with these
conditions, have swept away the conditions
for the existence of class antagonisms and
of classes generally, and will thereby 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.”

character” ‘

! In these measures ( §§ 1, 5, 6) the word “state” is used through-
out without qualification—for example, § 6: “Centralisation of
the means of communication and transport in the hands of the
state.”
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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 proletariat into the “ruling class,”
its “organisation as the ruling class,” its
“despotic inroads on the rights of pro-
perty,” etc., this is “the dictatorship of
the proletatiat....”

“The state, 1. e, the proletariut orya-
nised as the ruling cluss—this is the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat.”




APPENDIX [II

EXTRACTS FROM LENIN’S THE STATE
AND REVOLUTION

(AUGUST-SEPTEMBER 1917)
CHAPTER V. SUPPLEMENTARY EXPLANATIONS BY ENGELS
3. Lerter to BeEBEL

One of the most remarkable, if not the most remark-
able observation on the state in the works of Marx and
Engels is contained in the following passage in Engels’
letter to Bebel dated March 18-20, 1875. This letter, we
may observe in passing, was, as far as we know, first
published by Bebel in Voluwe IT of his memoirs (dus
metnem  Leben), which appeared in 1911, <.c,, thirty-six
years after it had been written and mailed.

Engels wrote to Bebel eriticising the very draft of the
Gotha Programme which Marx also ecriticised in his
famous letter to Bracke. Referring particularly to the
state, lingels said:

“...The fr=e pcople’s state is transformed into the {ree state.
Toaken 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
government. The whole talk about the state should be dropped,
especially 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 and later The Communist Manifesto directly declare that
with the introduction of the socialist order of society the state will
of itself dissolve [sich auflost] and disappcar. As, therefore, the ‘state’
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It must be borne in mind 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 b, 1875), and that at the time Engels was living
with Marx in London. Consequently, when he says
“we” in the last sentence, Engels undoubtedly, in his
own as well as in Marx’s name, suggests to the leader of
the German Workers’ Party that the word “state” be
siruck out of the progranime and replaced by the word
“community.”

What a how! about “anarchism” would be raised by
the leaders of presnt-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 bourgeoisic will praise them for

1t.

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

is only a transitory institution which is used in the struggle, in the
revolution, in order to hold down [nicderzuhalten] one’s adversaries
by force, it is pure nonsense to talk of a ‘free people’s state’ ; so long
as soon as soon 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 ag it becomes possible to speak of {reedom, the state as
such ceases to exist. We would therefore propose to replace the word
‘state’ everywhere by the word Gemeinwesen [communrity], a good old

German word, which can very well represent the French word
‘commune.’” ”
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came nearer the truth, to restore Marxism, by purging it
of distortions, to guide the struggle of the working class
for its emancipation more correctly. Certainly no Bol-
shevik will be found who opposes the advice of Iingels
and Marx. The only ditticulty that may, perhaps, arise
will be in regard to terminology. In German there are
two words meaning “community,” * of which Engels used
the one which does 7ot denote a single community, but
the totality, the system of communitics. 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 in the
proper sense of the word” —this is Engels’ most important
theoretical statement. After what has been said above,
this statement is perfectly clear. The commune ceased
to be a state in so far as it had to 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 poulation itself came
on the scene. All this is a departure from the state in
the 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 ceascd to function in proportion as the ceased to
have anything to do.

“The ‘people’s state’ has been thrown in our faces by
the anarchists.” Ib saying this, Engels had Bakunin and

' Gemeinde and Gemeinwesen.—Ed. Eng. ed.
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his attacks on the German Social-Democrats particularly
in mind. KEngels admitted that these attacks were
justified in so fur as the “people’s state” was as much an
absurdity and as much a departure {from socialism as the
“free people’s state.” Lngels tried to put the struggle
of the German Sociil-Democrats against the anarchists on
right lines, to make this strugele correct in principle, to
purge it of opportunist prejudices concerning the “state.”
Alas! Engels’ letter was pigconholed for thirty-six
years. We shall sce below that, even after Engel’s letter
was published, Kautsky obstinately repeated what in
essence were the very mistakes against which Engels had
attered his warning.

Bebel replied to Engels in a letter, dated September
91, 1876, in which he wrote, infcr alia, that he “fully
agrees” with Ilngels’ eriticismm of the draft programme,
and that he had reproached Liebkneeht for his readiness
to make concessions (p. 30+ of the German edition of
Bebels Memoirs, Vol 1), But if we take Bebel’s pamp-
hlet (7nsere Zicle, we find there arguments on the state
that are absolutely wrong.

“The state must be transformed from one based on cluass 1ule into
a people’s state

”»y

This is printed in the ninth (the ninth!) edition of
Bebel’s pamphlet. It is not surprising that such persis-
tently repeated opportunist views on the state were ab-
sorbed by German Social-Demoecracy, espceially as

2Unsere Ziele (Our Goal), German edition, 1886, p. 14.
8
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Engels’ revolutionary interpretations were safely pigeon-
holed, and all the conditions of everyday life were such
as to “wean” the prople from revolution for a long time!
CHAPTER V. THE ECONOMIC BASIS OF THE WITHERING
AWAY OF THE STATE

Marx explains this question most throuchly in his
Critique of the Gotlke Prograrane letter to Bracke, May
5, 1875, which was not printed until 1891 in Newe Zelt,
Vol. IX, 1, and which has appeared in a speeial Russian
edition). The polemical part of this remarkable work,
counsisting of a eriticism of Lassalleanism, has, w0 to speak,
overshadowed its positive part, namely, the analysis of
the counection between the development of communism
and the withering away of the state.

1. MARX'S PRESENTATION OF THE QUISTION

From a superficial comparison of Marx’s letter to
Bracke (May 5, 1875) with Engels’” lotter to Bebel (March
28, 1875), which we examined above, it might appear that
Marx was much more “pro-state” than Xngels, 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 programme and the word “community” substitu-
ted for it. lingcls 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,”
t.e., apparently he recognised the need for a state even
under communisin.
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But such a view would be fundamentally wrong, A
closer examination 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 detining the exact
woment of the fulure “withering away” —the more so sinco
it must obviously be a rather lengthy  process. The
apparent difterence between Marx and Bngels is due to
the different subjects they dealt with, the different aims
they were pursuing.  Iingels sef out to show Bebel plainly,
sharply and in Dbroad outline the absurdity of the pre-
vailing prejudices  concerning  the state, which were
shared to no small degree by Lassalle. Marx only touched
upon this question in  passing, being  ioterested  in
another subjoct, iz, the development of communist
socicty.

The whole theory of Marx is an application of the
theory of development—in its most consistent, complete,
thought-out and replete form—to modern capitalism.
Nuturally, Marx was faced with the question of applying
this theory both to the forthcoming collapse of capitalism
and to the future development of future communism.,

On the basis of what dafe can the question of the
future development of {uture communism be raised ?

On the basis of the fact that ¢ has its 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 gtven birth, There is no trace of an attempt
on Marx’s part to conjure up a utopia, to make idle
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guecsses about what cannot be known. Marx treats the
question of communism in the same way as a naturalist
would treat the question of the development of, say, a new
biological species, if he knew that such and such wasits
origin, and such and such the direction in which it was
changing.

Mars, first of all, brushes aside the confusion of the
Gotha Programme brings into the question of the relation
between state and society. IHe writes :

“ ‘Present-day society’ is capitalist socicty, which exists in all
civilised countries, more or less free from medieval admixture, more
or less modified by the special historical development ot cach
country and more or less developed. On the other hand, the
‘present-day state’ changes with a countiy’s fronter. It 18 different
in the Prusso-German Lmpire irom what it is in Switzerland, it is
different in England fiom what it 18 1n the United States. ‘The
present-day state’ 18 theretore a fiction.

“Nevertheless, the Jifferent states of the different civilised
countries, in spite oi their mantfold diversity oi torm, all have this
in common, that they are based on modern bourgeots society, unly
one more or less capitalistically developed. They have, theretore,
also certain essential features in common. In this sense it is possible
to speak of the ‘present-day state’, in contrast to the future 1n
which 1ts present root, bourgeots society, will have died away.

“The question then arises : what transformation will the state
undergo in communist society !  In other words, what social
functions will remain 1n existence there that are analogous to the
present functions of the state 2 This guestion 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.”

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

The first fact that has been established with complete
exactitude Dy the whole theory of devclopment, by seience
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 must
undoubtedly be a special stage or a special phase of
transition from capitalism to communism.

2. Tur TransrrioN rrOM CAPITALISM TO COMMUNTSM

Marx continues :

“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 revclutcnary duwctatorship of the
proletariat.”.

Marx bases this conclusion on an analysis of the role
played by the proletariat in modern capitalist society, on
the data concerning the development of this society, and
on the irreconcilability of the antagonistic interests of the
proletariat and the bourgeoisic.

Earlier the question was put in this way : in order to
achieve its emancipation, the proletariat must overthrow
the bourgeoisie, conquer 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 commnuuist society is impossible
without a “political transition period, ” and the state in
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this period can only be the revolutionary dictatorship of
the proletariat.

What, then, is the relation of this dictatorship to
democracy ?

We have seen that The Communist Manifesto simply
places the two ideas side by side: “to raise the prole-
tariat to the position of the ruling class” and “to win the
battle of democracy”. On the basis of all that has been
said above, it is possible to dectermine more precisely how
democracy chauges in the transition fromn ecapitalism to
communism,

In capitalist society, under the conditions most
favourable to its development, wo have more or less
complete democracy in the democratic regublic.  But this
democracy is always restrieted by the narrow framework
of capitalist exploitation, and consequently always remains,
in reality, a democracy or the minority, 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 republies : freedom for the slave-
owners. Owing to the conditions of capitalist exploitation
the mndern wace-slaves are so cerushed by want and
poverty that “they cannot be bothered with democracy,”
“they cannot be bothered with politics” ; in the ordivary
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, precicely because in  that
country constitutional legality lasted and remained stable
for a remarkably long time—for necarly half a ceutury
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{1871-1914)—and Social-Democracy during this period
was able to achieve far more in Germany than in other
countrics in the way of “utilising legality,” and was able
to organise a larger proportion of the working class into
a political party than anywhere eclse 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 fiftcen 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 demwocracy of capitalist society. If
we look more closely into the mechanism of capitalist
democracy, everywhere, in the “petty”—so-called petty—
details of the suffrage ( residential qualification, exclusion
of women, ete.), in the technique of the representative
institutions, in the actual obstacles to the right of assembly
{public buiidings are not for “beggars), in the purely
capitalist organisation of the daily press, ete., etc.—on
all sides we see restriction after restriction upon democracy.
These restrictions, 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 hundredths, of the bour-
weois publicists and politicians arc of this category) ; but
in theie sum total these restrictions exclude and squeeze
out the poor from politics, from taking an active partin
democracy.
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Marx grasped this essence of capitalist  democracy
splendidly, when, in analysing the experience of the
Commune, he said that the oppressed are allowed onco
every few years to decide which particular representatives
of the oppressing class should represent and suppress
them in parliament !

Jut 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 “areater and greater
democeracy,” as the liberal professors and  petty-bourgeois
opportanists would have us believe.  No, forward deve-
lopment, 7., towards communism, procceds through the
dictatorship of the proletariat, and cannot do otherwise,
for the res'stance of the eapitalist exploiters cannot be
broken by anvone else orin any other way-

Bat the dictatorship of the proletariat, 7.0, the organi-
sation of the vanguard of the oppres~cd as the ruling class
for the purposc of crushing the oppressors, ecannot result
mercly in au expansion ol democrney.  Simultanconsly
with an immense expansion of demoeracy, which for fhe
Sirst 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 restrictions on the
freedom of the oppressors; the  exploiters, the capitalists,
We must erush them in order to free humanity from
wage-slavery ; their resistance must be broken by force ;
it i clear that where there is suppression, where there is
coercinn, thers s no freedom, no democracy.
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Iingels expressed this splendidly in his letter to Bebel
when he said, as the reader will reinember, that

“so long as the proletariar still uses the state, it does not use it in
the interests of frecedom but 1n order to hold down its adversaries,
and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom, the state
as such ceases to exist.”

Democracy for the vast majority of the people, and
suppression by force, i.c., 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 socicty, when the resistance of the
capitalists has been completely broken, when the capitalists
have disappeared, when there are no classes (i.e, when
there is no difference 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 speale of freedom.”  Only then will really
complete domoeracy, democracy without any exceptions,
be possible and be realised.  And only then will demoe-
racy begin to witier aiay owing to the simple fact that,
freed from capitalist slavery, from the untold horrors,
savarery, abaurdities and infamies of capitalist exploi-
tation, poople  will gradually become  accustomed  to
ob-orving the elementary rules of social intercourse that
have been known for centuries and repeated for thousands
of vears in all copy-book maxims; they will become
accustomed to observing them without foree, without
compulsion, without subordination, wifhout the special
apparatus for compulsion which is called the state.
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The expression “the state withers away” is very well
chosen, for it indicates both the gradual and the
spontancous 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 becowme
accustomed to observing the necessary rules of social
intercourse if there is no exploitation, if there is nothing
that causes indignation, that calls forth protest and revolt
or evokes the necessity for suppresssion.

Thus, in capitalist society we have a democracy that
is curtailed, wretched, false; a democracy only for the
rich, for the minority. The dictatorship of the proletariat,
the period of transition to communism, will for the first
time create democracy for the people, for the majority,
in addition to the neces<ary suppression of the minority—
the exploiters. Communisin alone is capsble of giving
really complete democracy, and the more complete it is
the more quickly will it become unnecessary and wither
away of itsclf.

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
di<charge of such a task as the systematic suppression of
the exploited majority by the exploiting minority calls for
the oreatest ferocity and savagery in the work of
suppression, it calls for scas of blood through which
mankind has to wade in slavery, serfdomn and wage-labour.

Furthermore, during tihe frdnsition from capitalism to
cnmmanism, suppression is still necessary ; but it is now
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the suppression of the exploiting minority by the exploited
majority. A special apparatus, a special machine for
suppression, the “state,” is still necessary, but this is now
a transitory state; it is no longer a state in the proper
sense ; for the suppression of the minority of exploiters
by the majority of the wage-slaves of yesterday is
comparatively 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 compatible with the extension
of democracy to such an overwhelming 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 “machine,” without a special
apparatus, by the simple organisation of the armed masses
{(such as the Soviets of Workers” and Soldiers’ Deputies,
we may remark, ranning ahead a little).

Finally, only communism makes the state absolutely
unnecessary, for there is 7o onre to be suppressed—“no
one” in the scnse of a class, in the sense of a systematic
struggle against a definite section of the population. We
are not utopians, and we do not in the least deny the
possibility and incvitability of excesses on the part of
individucl persons, or the need to suppress such excesses.
But, in the first place, no special machine, no special
apparatus of repression is needcd for this ; this will be
done by the armed people itself, as simply and as readily
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as any crowd of civilised people, even in modern society,
parts two people who are fighting, or interferes to prevent
a woman from being assaulted. And, sccondly, we know
that the fundamental social cause of excesses, which
consist in violating the rules of social intercourse, is the
exploitation of the masses, their want and their poverty.
With the removal of this chicf 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 utopias, Marx defined more fully
what can be defined now regarding this future, namely,
the difference between the lower and higher phases
(degrees, stages) of communist socicty.

3. Tue First Piase oF CoMMUNIST SOCIETY

In the Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx goes
into some detail to disprove Lassalle’s idea that under
gocialism the worker will reccive the “undiminished” or
“whole proceeds of his labour.” Marx shows that from
the whole of the social labour of socicty it is necessary
to deduct a reserve fund, a fund for the expansion of
production, for the replacement of “used up” machinery,
and so on; then, also, from the mcans of consumption
must be deducted a fund for the costs of administration,
for schools, hospitals, homes for the aged, and so on.

Instead of Lassalle’s hazy, obscure, general phrase
(“the whole proceeds of his labour for the worker”)
Marx makes a sober estimate of exactly how socialist
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socicty will have to manage its affairs. Marx proceeds
to make a concrete analysis of the conditions of life of a
society in which there will be no capitalism, and says :

“What we have to deal with here [in analysing 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 emecrges, 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.”

And it is this communist society—a society which has
just come into the world out of the womb of capitalism
and which, in every 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 longerthe private
property of individuals. The means of production belong
to the whole of society. KEvery member of society,
performing a certain part of socially-neccessary labour,
recieves 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 consumption, a corresponding quantity of products.
After deduction of the amount of labour which goes to
the public fund, every worker, therefore, receives from
society as much as he has given it.

“Equal right” apparently reigns supreme.

But when Lassalle, having such a social order in view
{usually called socialism, but termed by Marx the first
phase of communism), speaks of this as “equitable distri-
bution,” and says that this is “the equal right” of “all
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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 still a “bourgeois right,” which, like every right,
presupposes inequality. Kvery right is an application
of an equal 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, rececives an
equal share of the social product ( after the above-
mentioned deductions).

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 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, would have to be unequal.”

Hence, the first phase of communism cannot yet
produce justice and 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
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means of production having been seized by private
individuals, and which cannrot at once abolish the other
injustice of the distribution of articles of consumption
“according to the amount of labour performed” (and not
according to needs).

The vulgar economists, including the bourgeois pro-
fessors 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 mot remove
the defects of distribution and the inequality of “bourgeois
right” which continue to prevus! as long as products are
divided “according to the amount of labour performed.”
Continuing, Marx says :

“But these defects atre inevitable in the first phase of communist
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.”

And so, in the first phase of communist society (usually
called socialism) “bourgeois right” is mot abolished in
its entirety, but only in part, only in proportion to the
economic transformation so far attained, f.e, only in
respect of the means of production. “Bourgeois right”
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recognises them as the private property of individuals.
Socialism converts them into common preperty. 7o that
extent—and to that extent alone—“bourgeois right”
-disappears.

However, it continues to exist as far as its other part
is concerned ; it continues to exist in the capacity
of regulator (determining factor) in the distribution of
products and the allotment of labour among the members
.of society. The socialist principle: “He who does not
work, neither shall he eat,” is already realised ; the other
gocialist principle : “An equal amount of labour for an
equal amount of products,” is also already realised.
But this is not yet communism, 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 commuism ; 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 indecd,
the abolition of capitalism does not tmmediately create
the economic premises for such a change.

And there is as yct no other standard than that of
“bourgeois right.” To this ecxtent, therefore, there is
still need for a state, which, while safeguarding the
public ownership of the means of production, would
safeguard equality of labour and equality in the distribution
«of products.

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

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 state, complete communism is
necessary.

4. Tue HicHER PHASE oF COMMUNIST SOCIETY

Marx continues :

“In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving
subordination of inviduals 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 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 I”

Only now can we appreciate to the full the correctness
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 antithesis between mental and physical
labour disappears, that is to say, when one of the
principal sources of modern social inequality dis-
appears—a source, moreover, which cannot be removed

9
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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 retarding this development to an
incredible degree, seeing how much progress could be
achieved even on the basis of the present level of modern
technique, we are entitled to say with the fullest confi-
dence 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
the point of breaking away from the division 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 this process and its dependence upon
the rapidity of development 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 cach according to his
ability, to cach according to his needs,” ¢e, when
people have become so accustomed to observing the
fundamental rules of social intercourse and when their
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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 qunantity of products to be distributed to
cach ; 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 sncer at
the Socialists for promising everyone the right to receive
from society, without any control of the labour of the
individual citizen, any quantity of truffles, automobiles,
pianos, etc. Even now, most bourgeois “savants” confine
themselves to sneering in this way, thereby displaying at
once their ignorance and their mercenary defence of
capitalism.

Ignorance—for it has never cntered the head of any
Socialist to “promise” that the higher phase of the
development of communism will arrive ; and the great
Socialists, in foreseeing its arrival, presuppose not the
present productivity of labour and not the present ordinary
run of people, who, like the seminary students in
Pomylovsky’s story, are capable of damaging the stocks of
social woalth “just for fun,” and of demanding the
impossible.

Until the “higher” phase of communism arrives, the
Socialists demand the strictest control, by society and by
the state, of the measure of labour and the measure of
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consumption ; but this control must start with the
expropriation of the capitalists, with the establishment of
workers’ control over the capitalists, and must be carried
out, not by a state of bureaucrats, but by a state of
armed workers.

The mercenary defence of capitalism by the bourgeois
ideologists ( and their hangers-on like Messrs. Tsereteli,
Chernov and Co. ) lies in their substituting controversies
and discussions about the distant future 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 one huge “syndi-
cate”— the whole state—and the complete subordination of
the whole of the work of this syndicate to the really
democratic state of the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’
Deputies.

In reality, when a learned professor, and following him
some philistine, and following him Messrs. Tsercteli and
Chernov talk of the unreasonable utopias, of the demagogic
promises of the Bolsheviks, of the impossibility of “intro-
ducing” socialism, it is the higher stage or phase of
communism they have in mind, which no one has ever
promised, or ecven thought to “introduce,” because,
generally speaking, it cannot be “introduced.”

And this brings us to the question of the scientific
difference 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
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it would be ridiculous to take cognisance of this difference
now, under eapitalism; 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 “Plckhanovist” conversion of the
Kropotkins, the Graveses, the Corneliscns and other
“leading lights” of anarchism into social-chauvinists or
“anarcho-trenchists,” as Ge, one of the few anarchists who
has still preserved a sense of honour and a conscience, has
expressed it).

But the scientific difference between socialism and
communism is clear. What is usually ealled socialism was
termed by Marx the “first” or lower phase of communist
society. In so far as the means of production become
common property, the word “communism” is also applica-
ble here, providing we do not forget that it is 70t complete
communism. The great significance of Marx’s explanations
i8 that here, too, he consistently applies materialist dialec-
tics, the doctrine of development, and regards communism
as something which develops out of capitalism. Instead
of scholastically invented, “concocted” definitions and
fruitless dispnutes about words ( 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 fully ripe cconomically and entirely free traditions
and traces of capitalism. Hence the interesting pheno-
menon that commauanism in its first phase retains “the
narrow horizon of bourgeois right.” Of course, bourgeois
right in regard to distribution of articles of consumption
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inevitably presupposes the existence of the bourgeois state,
for right is nothing without an apparatus capable of
enforcing the observance of the standards of right.

Consequently, not only bourgeois right, but even the
bourgeois state for a certain time remains under commu-
nism, without the bourgeoisie !

This may sound like a paradox or simply a dialectical
puzzle, of which Marxism is often accused by people who
do not take the slightest trouble to study is 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 arbitrarily insert a
scrap of “bourgeonis” right into communism, but indicated
what is economically and politically incevitable in a socicty
emerging from the womh 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 onc of the stages on the road from
feudalism to capitalism, and from capitalism to communism.

Democracy means equality. The great significance of
the proletariat’s struggle for equality, and the significance
of equality as a slogan will be clear if we correctly
interpret it as meaning the abolition of classes. But
democracy means only formal equality. As soon as
equality is obtained for all members of society in relation
to the ownership of the means of production that is,
equality of Jabour and equality of wages, humanity will
inevitably be confronted with the question of going
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beyond formal equality to real equality, i. e., to applying
the rule, “from each according to his ability, to each
according to his nceds.” By what stages, by what practi-
cal measures humanity will proceed to this higher aim—
we do not and cannot know. But it is important to
realise how infinitcly mendacious is the ordinary bourgeois
conception of socialism as something lifeless, petrified,
fizxed once for all, whereas in reality only under socialism
will a rapid, genuine, really 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.
Conscquently, 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 administration
of the state. This, in turn, is connected with the fact that
at a certain stage in the development of democracy, it
first rallics the proletariat as the revolutionary class against
capitalism, and enables it to crush, smash to atoms, wipe
off the face of the earth the bourgcois, even the republican
bourgeois, state machine, the standing army, the police
and burcaucracy 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 transformcd into a universal people’s militia.

Here “quantity is transformed into quality” : such a
degree of democracy implies overstepping the boundaries
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of bourgeois society, the beginning of its socialist recon-
struction. If, indced, all take partin the administration
of the state, capitalism cannot retain its hold. And the
development of capitalism, in turn, itself creates the
premises that really enable “all” to take part in the
administration of the state. Some of these premises are
universal literacy, which is already achicved in a number
of the most advanced capitalist 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,
efe., etc.

Given these economic premises it is quite possible, after
the overthrow of the capitalists and bureaucrats, to proceed
immediately, overnight, to supersede them in the control of
production and distribntion, 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 engincers,
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 marn thing requir-
ed for the “setting up” and correct functioning of the
first phase of communist society. A/l citizens are trans-
formed into the salaried employees of the state, which
covsists of the armed workers.  All citizens become
employces and workers of a single national state “syndicate.”
All that is requircd is that they should work eqnally—do
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their proper share of work—and get paid equally. The
accounting and control necessary for this have been
simplified by capitalism to an extreme and reduced to the
extraordinarily simple opcrations—which any literate
person can perform—of checking and recording, knowledge
of the four rules of arithmetic, and issuing receipts.

When the majority of the people begin independently
and cverywhere to keep such account and maintain such
control over the capitalist ( 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.”

The whole of society will have become a single office

al;d a single factory with equality of labour and equality
of pay.

But this “factory” discipline, which the proletariat
will extend to the whole of society after the defeat of the
capitalists and the overthrow of the exploiters, is by no
means our ideal, or our ultimate goal. It is but a necessary
step for the purpose of thoroughly purging society of all
the hideousness and foulness of capitalist exploitation,
and for further progress.

From the moment all members of society, or even

! When most of the functions of the state are reduced to this
accounting and coatrol by the workers themselves, it will cease
to be a “political state,” and the “public functions will lose their
political character and be transformed into simple administrative
functions” (cf. above, chapter 1V, § 2, on Engels’ controversy with
the anarchists).
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only the vast majority, have learned to administer the
state themselves, bave 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 workers who have been
profoundly corrupted by capitalism—{rom this moment the
need for government begins to disappear altogether. The
more complete democracy, the nearer the moment appro-
aches when it becomes unneccessary. The more democratic
the “state” which consists of the armed workers and which
is “no longer a state in the proper scnse of the word,” the
more rapidly does ¢ he state begin to wither away altogether.

For when all have learned to administer, and actually
do administer social production independently, indepenent-
ly keep accounts and excrcise control over the idlers, the
gentlefolk, the swindlers and similar “guardians of capita-
list traditions,” the cscape from this national accounting
and control will inevitably become so incredibly difficult,
such a rare exception, and will probably be accompained
by such swift and severe punishment (for the armed
workers are practical men and not sentimental intellectuals,
and they will scarcely allow anyone to trifle with them),
that very soon the mnecessity of observing the simple,
fundamental Tules of human intercourse will become a
habit.

And then the door will be wide open for the transition
from the first phase of communist socicty to its higher
phase, and with it to the complcte withering away of the
state.



APPENDIX IV

PROGRAMME OF THE GERMAN WORKERS’ PARTY '
DRAFT
I

1. Labour is the source of all wealth and all culture,
.and since useful labour is only posssible in society and
through society, the proceeds of labour belong undiminish-
ed with equal right to all members of society. ?

2. In present-day society, the instruments of labour

' The draft programme, criticised by Marx and Engels in March-
May, 1875, was adopted by the Unity Congress of the Eisenachers and
Lassalleans at Gotha on May 25, 1875. The congress made some
changes and additions to the text. With the exception of some of
the additions to the concrete demands, all these changes are noted
in footnotes. All those new formulations that express the influence
of Marx’s criticism, even if only to a slight degree, are shown in
italics, together with a reference to the corresponding page of the
Critiqgue.  The reader will observe that Marx’s suggestions were
taken notice of only to a very slight extent. The programme
adopted by the congress was given the title: Programme of the
Socialist Workers’ Party of Germnny, and in the text “German Workers’
Party” was altered throughout to “Socialist Workers’ Party of
Germany.”

* The 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 labour is possible only throughout
society, the total product of labour belongs to society, i, e, to all
its members, with universal obligation to wortk, with equal right, to
each according to his resonable needs.”
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are the monopoly 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 promo-
tion of the instruments of labour to the common property
of society, and the co-opecrative regulation of the total

labour with equitable distribution of the procecds of
labour.?

4. The emancipation of labour must be the work of
the working class, in contrast to which all other classes are
only one reactionary mass.

5. The working class strives for its emancipation first
of all within the framework of the present-day national
state, conscious that the nccessary result of its cfforts,
which are common to the workers of all civilised countries
will be the international brother-hood of peoples.?

II

Starting from these basic principles, the German
Workers’ Party strives by all legal means for the free state

! The final text reads: “The emancipation of labour demands the
conversion of the instruments of labour into the common Property
of society and the co-operative regulation of the total labour, with
employment for common use of the proceeds of labour and their
equitable distribution.”

* The final text reads : ‘The Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany,
although acting in the first place within national limits, is conscious of
the intemational character of the workers’ movement and is resolved to
fulfl all the oligations which this imposes on the workers in-
order to make the brotherhood of all men a truth.”
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and socialist society ; the abolition of the wage system
together with the iron law of wages and exploitation in
every form; the removal of all social and political
inequality.*

1L

The German Workers’ Party, in order to pave the way
to the solution of the social question, demands the esta-
blishment 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.

Iv?

A. The German Workers’ Party demands as the free
basis of the state:

1. Universal, equal, direct and secret suffrage for all
males of twenty-one years and above, for all elections—
national and local.

2. Direct legislation by the people with right of initi-
ating proposals and veto.

1 The final text of the second part of this point reads: “...strives
for...the breaking of the iron law of wages by the abolition of the
system of wage-labour, the abolition of exploitation in every form, the
removal of all social and political inequality.”

? Section A was joined with section B, and section C with section
D. The introductory phrase of the first section, which contains six
points, runs: “The Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany demands
as the foundations of the state.” The expression used in the draft—
‘as the free basis”—was deleted.
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3. Universal conscription. 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, association and assembly.

5. Administration of justice by the people. Free
administration of justice.

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 compulsary school attendance. Free
instruction.

2. Freedoom of science. Freedom of conscience.?

C. The German Workers’ Party demands as the eco-
nomic basis of the state.?

A single progressive income tax for state and local ad-
ministration, in place of all existing, and especially indirect,
taxes.

D. The German Workers’ Party demands for the pro-

' This phrase was dropped in the final editing.

¥ This point was deleted, but there was added to the next point,
point 4: “Repeal of all exceptional laws, especially the press,
association and assembly laws, and in general of all laws which res-
trict free expression of opinion, free investigation and thought” ; the
following addition was made to the sixth point: “Declaration that the
religion is a private matter.”

3 In the final text the introduction of the second section, which
contains eight points, runs: “The Socialist Workers’ Party of Germany
demands, within existing society.”
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of the working class against the power of capital

within present-day society :’

1. Fyoedom of association.

2, Nrmal working day ? and prohibition of Sunday
labour.

3. Westriction of women’s labour and prohibition of
child lahour.®

4. State supervision of factory, workshop and domestic
ndustry '

5. Regulation of prison labour.

8. Auv effective liability law.

' In the final editing this sentence was deleted.

*§r he final text: “A normal working day, corresponding to the
weeds ot gociety.”

*1t e final text: “The prohibition of child labour and of all
o med ?M\ﬁout that is harmful to health and morals.”

* The final text reads: “Legislation protecting the lives and health
of the wuthers. Sanitary control of workers’ quarters. Supervision
of mines, factory, workshop and home industries by officials elected
by the wothers.”









