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arl Marx (1818-1883) was born in Prussia, the son of a lawyer and public

official. He was trained as a philosopher and received a doctorate in 1841.
It was his interest in history and public law, however, that led him to become a
social reformer. Marx worked as a journalist, writing for liberal and radical
papers in Germany, France, and Belgium. He became a supporter of the
French socialist movement and began a lifelong collaboration with Friedrich
Engels. By the 1850s Marx was working on his sustained analysis of the capi-
talist system, which resulted in the publication of his three-volume work Das
Kapital ( Capital) (1867-1894). He died in London in 1883.

The Communist Manifesto is one of the definitive documents of modern
political organization. With it, the Communist movement, which would ulti-
mately result in the Russian Revolution, was generated. Marx and Engels wrote
the Manifesto as a platform for the Communist League, an international work-
ers’ organization that they had joined the previous year. The Manifesto was

both a statement of belief and a resounding call to action.

BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS

The history of all hitherto existing society is the
history of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian,
lord and serf, guildmaster and journeyman, in a
word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in con-
stant opposition to one another, carried on an
uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a
fight that each time ended, either in a revolu-
tionary reconstitution of society at large, or in
the common ruin of the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find
almost everywhere a complicated arrangement
of society into various orders, a manifold grada-

tion of social rank. In ancient Rome we have
patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Mid-
dle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guildmasters, jour-
neyman, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these
classes, again, subordinate gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has
sprouted from the ruins of feudal society, has
not done away with class antagonisms. It has but
established new classes, new conditions of
oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the
old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie,
possesses, however, this distinctive feature: It has
simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a
whole is more and more splitting up into two
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great hostile camps into two great classes directly
facing each other—bourgeoisie and proletariat.

PROLETARIANS AND COMMUNISTS

The immediate aim of the Communists is the
same as that of all the other proletarian parties;
Formation of the proletariat into a class, over-
throw of bourgeois supremacy, conquest of polit-
ical power by the proletariat.

The distinguishing feature of Communism
is not the abolition of property generally, but the
abolition of bourgeois property. But modern
bourgeois private property is the final and most
complete expression of the system of producing
and appropriating products that is based on class
antagonisms, on the exploitation of the many by
the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists
may be summed up in the single sentence: aboli-
tion of private property.

We Communists have been reproached with
the desire of abolishing the right of personally
acquiring property as the fruit of man’s own
labour, which property is alleged to be the
groundwork of all personal freedom, activity and
independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned proper-

~ ty! Do you mean the property of the petty artisan

and of the small peasant, a form of property that
preceded the bourgeois form? There is no need
to abolish that; the development of industry has
to a great extent already destroyed it, and is still
destroying it daily.

Or do you mean modern bourgeois private
property?

But does wage-labour create any property
for the labourer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e.,
that kind of property which exploits wage-
labour, and which cannot increase except upon
condition of begetting a new supply of wage-
labour for fresh exploitation. Property, in its pre-
sent form, is based on the antagonism of capital
and wage-labour. Let us examine both sides of
this antagonism.

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a pure-
ly personal, but a social status in production.
Capital is a collective product, and only by the
united action of many members, nay, in the last
resort, only by the united action of all members
of society, can it be set in motion.

Capital is therefore not a personal, it is a
social, power.

When, therefore, capital is converted into
common property, into the property of all mem-
bers of society, personal property is not thereby
transformed into social property. It is only the
social character of the property that is changed.
It loses its class character.

Let us now take wage-labour.

The average price of wage-labour is the min-
imum wage, i.e., that quantum of the means of
subsistence which is absolutely requisite to keep
the labourer in bare existence as a labourer.
What, therefore, the wage-labourer appropriates
by means of his labour, merely suffices to pro-
long and reproduce a bare existence. We by no
means intend to abolish this personal appropria-
tion of the products of labour, an appropriation
that is made for the maintenance and reproduc-
tion of human life, and that leaves no surplus
wherewith to command the labour of others. All
that we want to do away with is the miserable
character of this appropriation, under which the
labourer lives merely to increase capital, and is
allowed to live only insofar as the interest of the
ruling class requires it.

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a
means to increase accumulated labour. In Com-
munist society, accumulated labour is but a
means to widen, to enrich, to promote the exis-
tence of the labourer.

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past
dominates the present; in Communist society,
the present dominates the past. In bourgeois
society capital is independent and has individu-
ality, while the living person is dependent and
has no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is
called by the bourgeois, abolition of individuality
and freedom! And rightly so. The abolition of
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bourgeois individuality, bourgeois indepen-
dence, and bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly
aimed at.

By freedom is meant, under the present
bourgeois conditions of production, free trade,
free selling and buying.

But if selling and buying disappears, free
selling and buying disappears also. This talk
about free selling and buying, and all the other
. “brave words” of our bourgeois about freedom
in general, have a meaning, if any, only in con-
trast with restricted selling and buying, with the
fettered traders of the Middle Ages, but have no
meaning when opposed to the Communist abo-
lition of buying and selling, of the bourgeois
conditions of production, and of the bour-
geoisie itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do
away with private property. But in your existing
society, private property is already done away
with for nine-tenths of the population; its exis-
tence for the few is solely due to its non-exis-
tence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You
reproach us, therefore, with intending to do
away with a form of property, the necessary con-
dition for whose existence is the non-existence
of any property for the immense majority of
society.

In a word, you reproach us with intending to
do away with your property. Precisely so; that is
just what we intend.

From the moment when labour can no
longer be converted into capital, money, or rent,
into a social power capable of being monopo-
lised, i.e, from the moment when individual
property can no longer be transformed into
bourgeois property, into capital, from that
moment, you say, individuality vanishes.

You must, therefore, confess that by “indi-
vidual” you mean no other person than the bour-
geois, than the middle class owner of property.
This person must, indeed, be swept out of the
way, and made impossible.

But you Communists would introduce com-
munity of women, screams the whole bour-
geoisie in chorus.

The bourgeois sees his wife as a mere instru-
ment of production. He hears that the instru-
ments of production are to be exploited in com-
mon, and, naturally, can come to no other
conclusion that the lot of being common to all
will likewise fall to the woman.

He has not even a suspicion that the real
point aimed at is to do away with the status of
women as mere instruments of production.

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than
the virtuous indignation of our bourgeois at the
community of women which, they pretend, is to
be openly and officially established by the Com-
munists. The Communists have no need to intro-
duce community of women; it has existed almost
from time immemorial.

Our bourgeois, not content with having the
wives and daughters of their proletarians at their
disposal, not to speak of common prostitutes,
take the greatest pleasure in seducing each
other’s wives.

Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of
wives in common and thus, at the most, what the
Communists might possibly be reproached with
is that they desire to introduce, in substitution
for a hypocritically concealed, an openly
legalised community of women. For the rest, it is
self-evident, that the abolition of the present sys-
tem of production must bring with it the aboli-
tion of the community of women springing from
that system, i.e., of prostitution both public and
private.

The Communists are further reproached
with desiring to abolish countries and nationali-
ty.

The workingmen have no country. We can-
not 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 #ie nation, it is,
so far, itself national, though not in the bour-
geois sense of the word.

National differences and antagonisms
between peoples are vanishing gradually from
day to day, owing to the development of the
bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the
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world market, to uniformity in the mode of pro-
duction and in the conditions of life corre-
sponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause
them to vanish still faster. United action, of the
leading civilised countries at least, is one of the
first conditions for the emancipation of the pro-
letariat. )

In proportion as the exploitation of one indi-
vidual by another is put an end to, the exploita-
tion of one nation by another will also be put an
end to. In proportion as the antagonism between
classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of
one nation to another will come to an end.

“Undoubtedly,” it will be said, “religion,
moral, philosophical and juridical ideas have
been modified in the course of historical devel-
opment. But religion, morality, philosophy,
political science, and law, constantly survived
this change.”

“There are, besides, eternal truths, such as
Freedom, Justice, etc., that are common to all
states of society. But Communism abolishes eter-
nal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all moral-
ity, instead of constituting them on a new basis; it
therefore acts in contradiction to all past histori-
cal experience.”

What does this accusation reduce itself to?
The history of all past society has consisted in
the development of class antagonisms, antago-
nisms that assumed different forms at different
epochs.

But whatever form they may have taken, one
factis common to all past ages, viz., the exploita-
tion of one part of society by the other. No won-
der, then, that the social consciousness of past
ages, despite all the multiplicity and variety it dis-
plays, moves within certain common forms, or
general ideas, which cannot completely vanish
except with the total disappearance of class
antagonisms.

The Communist revolution is the most radi-
cal rupture with traditional property relations;
no wonder that its development involves the
most radical rupture with traditional ideas.

The Communists disdain to conceal their
views and aims. They openly declare that their
ends can be attained only by the forcible over-
throw of all existing social conditions. Let the
ruling classes tremble at a Communist revolu-
tion. The proletarians have nothing to lose but
their chains. They have a world to win.

Workingmen of all countries, unite!

1. In the Marxist view, what has been the course of history? What was the
state of politics when the Manifesto was composed?

2.  Whatis the Communist party’s relation to the working class?

3. Whatis the party’s goal? How will this end be achieved?

4. Marx and Engels scoffed at those who denounced communism as inimi-
cal to freedom. Why? What is freedom, according to the Manifesto?

5.  Why would the nation-state disappear under communism?




