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|. Bourgeoisie and Proletarians
The history of all hitherto existing societieshe thistory of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lordsarfdguild-master and journeyman, in
a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in corgb@asition to one another, carried on
an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, atfipat each time ended, either in a
revolutionary re-constitution of society at large,in the common ruin of the contending
classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almostwhere a complicated arrangement of
society into various orders, a manifold gradatibsarial rank. In ancient Rome we have
patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Nédkbes, feudal lords, vassals, guild-
masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in alalbef these classes, again, subordinate
gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted fhenuins of feudal society has not
done away with clash antagonisms. It has but esteddl new classes, new conditions of
oppression, new forms of struggle in place of tlieomes. Our epoch, the epoch of the
bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinctiatufe: it has simplified the class
antagonisms: Society as a whole is more and mditérgpup into two great hostile
camps, into two great classes, directly facing edhbbr: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chedtburghers of the earliest towns.
From these burgesses the first elements of thegboisie were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cayeened up fresh ground for the
rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chineseetsy the colonisation of America,
trade with the colonies, the increase in the me&eschange and in commodities
generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to stih) an impulse never before known,
and thereby, to the revolutionary element in thteting feudal society, a rapid
development.

The feudal system of industry, under which indasfroduction was monopolised by
closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the gnogwwants of the new markets. The
manufacturing system took its place. The guild-m&sivere pushed on one side by the
manufacturing middle class; division of labour beén the different corporate guilds
vanished in the face of division of labour in eaatgle workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the deneaed rising. Even manufacture no
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machineryluéenised industrial production.
The place of manufacture was taken by the giantjévio Industry, the place of the
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industrial middle class, by industrial millionaireéke leaders of whole industrial armies,
the modern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world-marlatwhich the discovery of America
paved the way. This market has given an immenselolement to commerce, to
navigation, to communication by land. This develepirhas, in its time, reacted on the
extension of industry; and in proportion as indgstommerce, navigation, railways
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisreldped, increased its capital, and
pushed into the background every class handed flmwnthe Middle Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisieadf ithe product of a long course of
development, of a series of revolutions in the nsaafgproduction and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisieasasmpanied by a corresponding
political advance of that class. An oppressed alasker the sway of the feudal nobility,
an armed and self-governing association in the ag»dil commune; here independent
urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), therekde "third estate" of the monarchy (as
in France), afterwards, in the period of manufaefnoper, serving either the semi-feudal
or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise agamsiobility, and, in fact, corner-stone

Modern Industry and of the world-market, conqudredtself, in the modern
representative State, exclusive political sway. &kecutive of the modern State is but a
committee for managing the common affairs of theMlbourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a mogbligionary part.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hiaasiput an end to all feudal,
patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilesslyrt asunder the motley feudal ties that
bound man to his "natural superiors,” and hagégftaining no other nexus between man
and man than naked self-interest, than calloush"pagment.” It has drowned the most
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivasr enthusiasm, of philistine
sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotisticalccgédtion. It has resolved personal worth
into exchange value. And in place of the numberdesksfeasible chartered freedoms, has
set up that single, unconscionable freedom -- Frade. In one word: for exploitation
veiled by religious and political illusions, nakethameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

The history of all hitherto existing societieshe thistory of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lordsarfdguild-master and journeyman, in
a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in corgb@asition to one another, carried on
an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, atfipat each time ended, either in a
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revolutionary re-constitution of society at large,in the common ruin of the contending
classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almostmwhere a complicated arrangement of
society into various orders, a manifold gradatibsaxial rank. In ancient Rome we have
patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Nédkhes, feudal lords, vassals, guild-
masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in alalbef these classes, again, subordinate
gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted fnennuins of feudal society has not
done away with class antagonisms. It has but eskedal new classes, new conditions of
oppression, new forms of struggle in place of tlleomes. Our epoch, the epoch of the
bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinotigufe: it has simplified the class
antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and spitting up into two great hostile
camps, into two great classes, directly facing edhbr: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chedtburghers of the earliest towns.
From these burgesses the first elements of thegboigie were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Caymened up fresh ground for the
rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chineseatsy the colonisation of America,
trade with the colonies, the increase in the me&eschange and in commodities
generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to stigy an impulse never before known,
and thereby, to the revolutionary element in thtetog feudal society, a rapid
development.

The feudal system of industry, under which indasfproduction was monopolised by
closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the gnegwivants of the new markets. The
manufacturing system took its place. The guild-m@sivere pushed on one side by the
manufacturing middle class; division of labour be¢w the different corporate guilds
vanished in the face of division of labour in eaatgle workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the deneaed rising. Even manufacture no
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machineryluéenised industrial production.
The place of manufacture was taken by the giantjévio Industry, the place of the
industrial middle class, by industrial millionaireéke leaders of whole industrial armies,
the modern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world-marlatwhich the discovery of America
paved the way. This market has given an immenselolement to commerce, to
navigation, to communication by land. This develepirhas, in its time, reacted on the
extension of industry; and in proportion as indgstommerce, navigation, railways
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisieldped, increased its capital, and
pushed into the background every class handed @rmwnthe Middle Ages.
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We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisieadf ithe product of a long course of
development, of a series of revolutions in the nsaafgproduction and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisieasasmpanied by a corresponding
political advance of that class. An oppressed alasker the sway of the feudal nobility,
an armed and self-governing association in the ag»dil commune; here independent
urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), therekde "third estate" of the monarchy (as
in France), afterwards, in the period of manufaepnoper, serving either the semi-feudal
or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise agamsiobility, and, in fact, corner-stone
of the great monarchies in general, the bourgebsseat last, since the establishment of
Modern Industry and of the world-market, conqudredtself, in the modern
representative State, exclusive political sway. &kecutive of the modern State is but a
committee for managing the common affairs of theMlbourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper haasl put an end to all feudal,
patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilesslyrh asunder the motley feudal ties that
bound man to his "natural superiors,” and hagégftaining no other nexus between man
and man than naked self-interest, than calloush"pagment.” It has drowned the most
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivasr enthusiasm, of philistine
sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotisticalccédtion. It has resolved personal worth
into exchange value. And in place of the numberdeskfeasible chartered freedoms, has
set up that single, unconscionable freedom -- Frade. In one word, for exploitation,
veiled by religious and political illusions, nakethameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

A similar movement is going on before our own eydsdern bourgeois society with its
relations of production, of exchange and of propeatsociety that has conjured up such
gigantic means of production and of exchangekestihe sorcerer, who is no longer able
to control the powers of the nether world whom hs talled up by his spells. For many
a decade past the history of industry and commisrioet the history of the revolt of
modern productive forces against modern conditainsoduction, against the property
relations that are the conditions for the existesfddie bourgeoisie and of its rule. It is
enough to mention the commercial crises that by gexiodical return put on its trial,
each time more threateningly, the existence ottitee bourgeois society. In these crises
a great part not only of the existing products,dlab of the previously created

productive forces, are periodically destroyed hiese crises there breaks out an epidemic
that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemedbsnrality -- the epidemic of over-
production. Society suddenly finds itself put bauio a state of momentary barbarism; it
appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastétad cut off the supply of every
means of subsistence; industry and commerce sebmdestroyed; and why? Because
there is too much civilisation, too much meansulifssstence, too much industry, too
much commerce. The productive forces at the disdsciety no longer tend to

further the development of the conditions of boorggroperty; on the contrary, they
have become too powerful for these conditions, hiclwthey are fettered, and so soon
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as they overcome these fetters, they bring disondeithe whole of bourgeois society,
endanger the existence of bourgeois property. ®hditons of bourgeois society are too
narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. Ao does the bourgeoisie get over
these crises? On the one hand inforced destructianmass of productive forces; on the
other, by the conquest of new markets, and by thieetinorough exploitation of the old
ones. That is to say, by paving the way for motersive and more destructive crises,
and by diminishing the means whereby crises areepted.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled féisdato the ground are now turned
against the bourgeoisie itself.

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weaploaisbring death to itself; it has also
called into existence the men who are to wielde¢h@sapons -- the modern working
class -- the proletarians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capitatjaseloped, in the same proportion is the
proletariat, the modern working class, developealclass of labourers, who live only so
long as they find work, and who find work only sm¢) as their labour increases capital.
These labourers, who must sell themselves piecé-aresa commodity, like every other
article of commerce, and are consequently expasad the vicissitudes of competition,

to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and tosthwi of labour, the work of the
proletarians has lost all individual character, andsequently, all charm for the
workman. He becomes an appendage of the machidét, iaronly the most simple, most
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, tha&igsired of him. Hence, the cost of
production of a workman is restricted, almost ehirto the means of subsistence that he
requires for his maintenance, and for the propagaif his race. But the price of a
commodity, and therefore also of labour, is eqaals cost of production. In proportion
therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work inegabe wage decreases. Nay more, in
proportion as the use of machinery and divisiotabbur increases, in the same
proportion the burden of toil also increases, weetly prolongation of the working
hours, by increase of the work exacted in a givae or by increased speed of the
machinery, etc.

But with the development of industry the proletanat only increases in number; it
becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strgragts, and it feels that strength
more. The various interests and conditions ofdifénin the ranks of the proletariat are
more and more equalised, in proportion as machiokliterates all distinctions of
labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages tsaime low level. The growing
competition among the bourgeois, and the resuttorgmercial crises, makes the wages
of the workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasimgrovement of machinery, ever
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more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood mmand more precarious; the collisions
between individual workmen and individual bourgeaise more and more the character
of collisions between two classes. Thereupon the&eve begin to form combinations
(Trades Unions) against the bourgeois; they clgettter in order to keep up the rate of
wages; they found permanent associations in oocderakke provision beforehand for
these occasional revolts. Here and there the ddmteaks out into riots.

-Of all the classes that stand face to face wighlburgeoisie today, the proletariat alone
is a really revolutionary class. The other clagkasay and finally disappear in the face of
Modern Industry; the proletariat is its special @sdential product. The lower middle
class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeepeagrtisan, the peasant, all these fight
against the bourgeoisie, to save from extincti@irtbxistence as fractions of the middle
class. They are therefore not revolutionary, buiseovative. Nay more, they are
reactionary, for they try to roll back the wheehadtory. If by chance they are
revolutionary, they are so only in view of theirgending transfer into the proletariat,
they thus defend not their present, but their fiinterests, they desert their own
standpoint to place themselves at that of the tané.

The "dangerous class," the social scum, that palysigtting mass thrown off by the
lowest layers of old society, may, here and thieeeswept into the movement by a
proletarian revolution; its conditions of life, hewer, prepare it far more for the part of a
bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

In the conditions of the proletariat, those of stttiety at large are already virtually
swamped. The proletarian is without property; kiation to his wife and children has no
longer anything in common with the bourgeois farnédlations; modern industrial
labour, modern subjection to capital, the samengl&d as in France, in America as in
Germany, has stripped him of every trace of natioharacter. Law, morality, religion,
are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behinahvhirk in ambush just as many
bourgeois interests.

The essential condition for the existence, andHersway of the bourgeois class, is the
formation and augmentation of capital; the condifior capital is wage-labour. Wage-
labour rests exclusively on competition betweenlaéberers. The advance of industry,
whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie,aeg$ the isolation of the labourers,
due to competition, by their revolutionary combioat due to association. The
development of Modern Industry, therefore, cutsfrander its feet the very foundation
on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropratasducts. What the bourgeoisie,
therefore, produces, above all, is its own graygelis. Its fall and the victory of the
proletariat are equally inevitable.

[l. Proletarians and Communists

In what relation do the Communists stand to thégpaaans as a whole?



Communist Manifesto, page 7

The Communists do not form a separate party oppimsether working-class parties.
They have no interests separate and apart frone thiake proletariat as a whole.

They do not set up any sectarian principles ofrtben, by which to shape and mould the
proletarian movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the othekimgrclass parties is only:

(2) In the national struggles of the proletariahthe different countries, they point out
and bring to the front the common interests ofrergroletariat, independently of
nationality.

(2) In the various stages of development whichstigggle of the working class against
the bourgeoisie has to pass through, they alway&aerywhere represent the interests of
the movement as a whole.

The Communists, therefore, are on the one handtigaily, the most advanced and
resolute section of the working-class parties @rg\country, that section which pushes
forward all others; on the other hand, theoretycdley have over the great mass of the
proletariat the advantage of clearly understanthedine of march, the conditions, and
the ultimate general results of the proletarian emognt.

The immediate aim of the Communist is the saméatsaf all the other proletarian
parties: formation of the proletariat into a clasgerthrow of the bourgeois supremacy,
conquest of political power by the proletariat.

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists raurgoi way based on ideas or principles
that have been invented, or discovered, by thtkatrwould-be universal reformer. They
merely express, in general terms, actual relaspnsging from an existing class
struggle, from a historical movement going on urmervery eyes. The abolition of
existing property relations is not at all a distine feature of Communism.

All property relations in the past have continuddBen subject to historical change
consequent upon the change in historical conditions

The French Revolution, for example, abolished fépdaperty in favour of bourgeois
property.

The distinguishing feature of Communism is notdbelition of property generally, but
the abolition of bourgeois property. But modern fg@ois private property is the final
and most complete expression of the system of gindwand appropriating products,
that is based on class antagonisms, on the exjpboitaf the many by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists masunemed up in the single sentence:
Abolition of private property.
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We Communists have been reproached with the defsaolishing the right of
personally acquiring property as the fruit of a fmanwn labour, which property is
alleged to be the groundwork of all personal freedactivity and independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do ynean the property of the petty
artisan and of the small peasant, a form of prg@&et preceded the bourgeois form?
There is no need to abolish that; the developmiemidoistry 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 theueer? Not a bit. It creates capital,
i.e., that kind of property which exploits wage-dal, and which cannot increase except
upon condition of begetting a new supply of wagmla for fresh exploitation. Property,
in its present form, is based on the antagonisoapital and wage-labour. Let us
examine both sides of this antagonism.

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

Capital is, therefore, not a personal, it is aagoower.

When, therefore, capital is converted into commiaperty, into the property of all
members of society, personal property is not theteimsformed into social property. It
is only the social character of the property tsathanged. It loses its class-character.

The charges against Communism made from a religeophilosophical, and, generally,
from an ideological standpoint, are not deservihgesious examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend thahsiideas, views and conceptions, in
one word, man's consciousness, changes with etiange in the conditions of his
material existence, in his social relations antignsocial life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, thanitib@lectual production changes its
character in proportion as material productionhiargged? The ruling ideas of each age
have ever been the ideas of its ruling class.

When people speak of ideas that revolutionise sgdieey do but express the fact, that
within the old society, the elements of a new oaeehbeen created, and that the
dissolution of the old ideas keeps even pace wgthdissolution of the old conditions of
existence.
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The proletariat will use its political supremacy wrest, by degrees, all capital from the
bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of patun in the hands of the State, i.e., of
the proletariat organised as the ruling class;tandcrease the total of productive forces
as rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be efi@etecept by means of despotic inroads
on the rights of property, and on the conditionbaiirgeois production; by means of
measures, therefore, which appear economicallyfinmnt and untenable, but which, in
the course of the movement, outstrip themselvexssitate further inroads upon the old
social order, and are unavoidable as a means ioélgnevolutionising the mode of
production.

These measures will of course be different in défifie countries.

Nevertheless in the most advanced countries, tle@viog will be pretty generally
applicable.

1. Abolition of property in land and applicationaf rents of land to public purposes.
2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

3. Abolition of all right of inheritance.

4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrantsl aebels.

5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the&thy means of a national bank with
State capital and an exclusive monopoly.

6. Centralisation of the means of communication taadlsport in the hands of the State.

7. Extension of factories and instruments of proidmcowned by the State; the bringing
into cultivation of waste-lands, and the improvet&rthe soil generally in accordance
with a common plan.

8. Equal [drafting of all for labour.] Establishmexi industrial armies, especially for
agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturinglustries; gradual abolition of the
distinction between town and country, by a moreaddgidistribution of the population
over the country.

10. Free education for all children in public sclso@bolition of children's factory
labour in its present form. Combination of eduaatiath industrial production, &c., &c.
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When, in the course of development, class distinsthave disappeared, and all
production has been concentrated in the handva$teassociation of the whole nation,
the public power will lose its political charact®wlitical power, properly so called, is
merely the organised power of one class for opprgssother. If the proletariat during
its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled,l®y/fborce of circumstances, to organise
itself as a class, if, by means of a revolutiomtkes itself the ruling class, and, as such,
sweeps away by force the old conditions of proadugtihen it will, along with these
conditions, have swept away the conditions foretistence of class antagonisms and of
classes generally, and will thereby have abolistseown supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with itssskas and class antagonisms, we shall
have an association, in which the free developrokaach is the condition for the free
development of all.

[Part 1l on other socialist movements omitted]

I\V. Position of the Communists in Relation to thevarious Existing Opposition
Parties

In short, the Communists everywhere support everglutionary movement against the
existing social and political order of things.

In all these movements they bring to the fronthasleading question in each, the
property question, no matter what its degree oetiggment at the time.

Finally, they labour everywhere for the union agde@ment of the democratic parties of
all countries.

The Communists disdain to conceal their views an aThey openly declare that their
ends can be attained only by the forcible overthodwail existing social conditions. Let
the ruling classes tremble at a Communistic revamtufThe proletarians have nothing to
lose but their chains. They have a world to win.

WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!



