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I.  Bourgeoisie and Proletarians 
 
The history of all hitherto existing societies is the history of class struggles. 
 
Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in 
a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on 
an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a 
revolutionary re-constitution 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 gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have 
patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-
masters, journeymen, 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 clash 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 great hostile 
camps, into two great classes, directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat. 
 
From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. 
From these burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed. 
 
The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the 
rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, 
trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities 
generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, 
and thereby, to the revolutionary element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid 
development. 
 
The feudal system of industry, under which industrial production was monopolised by 
closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The 
manufacturing system took its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the 
manufacturing middle class; division of labour between the different corporate guilds 
vanished in the face of division of labour in each single workshop. 
 
Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacture no 
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionised industrial production. 
The place of manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry, the place of the 
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industrial middle class, by industrial millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial armies, 
the modern bourgeois. 
 
Modern industry has established the world-market, for which the discovery of America 
paved the way. This market has given an immense development to commerce, to 
navigation, to communication by land. This development has, in its time, reacted on the 
extension of industry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways 
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and 
pushed into the background every class handed down from the Middle Ages. 
 
We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of 
development, of a series of revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange. 
 
Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding 
political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, 
an armed and self-governing association in the mediaeval commune; here independent 
urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there taxable "third estate" of the monarchy (as 
in France), afterwards, in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-feudal 
or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, corner-stone 
of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of 
Modern Industry and of the world-market, conquered for itself, in the modern 
representative State, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern State is but a 
committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. 
 
The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part. 
 
… 
 
The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, 
patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that 
bound man to his "natural superiors," and has left remaining no other nexus between man 
and man than naked self-interest, than callous "cash payment." It has drowned the most 
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine 
sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth 
into exchange value. And in place of the numberless and feasible chartered freedoms, has 
set up that single, unconscionable freedom -- Free Trade. In one word: for exploitation 
veiled by religious and political illusions, naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation. 
 
… 
 
The history of all hitherto existing societies is the history of class struggles. 
 
Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in 
a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on 
an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a 
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revolutionary re-constitution 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 gradation of social rank. In ancient Rome we have 
patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-
masters, journeymen, 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 great hostile 
camps, into two great classes, directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat. 
 
From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. 
From these burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed. 
 
The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the 
rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, 
trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities 
generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, 
and thereby, to the revolutionary element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid 
development. 
 
The feudal system of industry, under which industrial production was monopolised by 
closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The 
manufacturing system took its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the 
manufacturing middle class; division of labour between the different corporate guilds 
vanished in the face of division of labour in each single workshop. 
 
Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacture no 
longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionised industrial production. 
The place of manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry, the place of the 
industrial middle class, by industrial millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial armies, 
the modern bourgeois. 
 
Modern industry has established the world-market, for which the discovery of America 
paved the way. This market has given an immense development to commerce, to 
navigation, to communication by land. This development has, in its time, reacted on the 
extension of industry; and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways 
extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and 
pushed into the background every class handed down from the Middle Ages. 
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We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a long course of 
development, of a series of revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange. 
 
Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a corresponding 
political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, 
an armed and self-governing association in the mediaeval commune; here independent 
urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there taxable "third estate" of the monarchy (as 
in France), afterwards, in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-feudal 
or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, corner-stone 
of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, since the establishment of 
Modern Industry and of the world-market, conquered for itself, in the modern 
representative State, exclusive political sway. The executive of the modern State is but a 
committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. 
 
 
… 
 
The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, 
patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that 
bound man to his "natural superiors," and has left remaining no other nexus between man 
and man than naked self-interest, than callous "cash payment." It has drowned the most 
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine 
sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth 
into exchange value. And in place of the numberless and feasible chartered freedoms, has 
set up that single, unconscionable freedom -- Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, 
veiled by religious and political illusions, naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation. 
 
A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois society with its 
relations of production, of exchange and of property, a society that has conjured up such 
gigantic means of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer, who is no longer able 
to control the powers of the nether world whom he has called up by his spells. For many 
a decade past the history of industry and commerce is but the history of the revolt of 
modern productive forces against modern conditions of production, against the property 
relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule. It is 
enough to mention the commercial crises that by their periodical return put on its trial, 
each time more threateningly, the existence of the entire bourgeois society. In these crises 
a great part not only of the existing products, but also of the previously created 
productive forces, are periodically destroyed. In these crises there breaks out an epidemic 
that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity -- the epidemic of over-
production. Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it 
appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation had cut off the supply of every 
means of subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because 
there is too much civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, too 
much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to 
further the development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they 
have become too powerful for these conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon 
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as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder into the whole of bourgeois society, 
endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions of bourgeois society are too 
narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the bourgeoisie get over 
these crises? On the one hand inforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the 
other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation of the old 
ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more extensive and more destructive crises, 
and by diminishing the means whereby crises are prevented. 
 
The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground are now turned 
against the bourgeoisie itself. 
 
But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also 
called into existence the men who are to wield those weapons -- the modern working 
class -- the proletarians. 
 
In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the 
proletariat, the modern working class, developed -- a class of labourers, who live only so 
long as they find work, and who find work only so long as their labour increases capital. 
These labourers, who must sell themselves piece-meal, are a commodity, like every other 
article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition, 
to all the fluctuations of the market. 
 
… 
 
Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labour, the work of the 
proletarians has lost all individual character, and consequently, all charm for the 
workman. He becomes an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most 
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of 
production of a workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he 
requires for his maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price of a 
commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion 
therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in 
proportion as the use of machinery and division of labour increases, in the same 
proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the working 
hours, by increase of the work exacted in a given time or by increased speed of the 
machinery, etc. 
 
… 
 
But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in number; it 
becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength 
more. The various interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat are 
more and more equalised, in proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of 
labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing 
competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, makes the wages 
of the workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing improvement of machinery, ever 
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more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions 
between individual workmen and individual bourgeois take more and more the character 
of collisions between two classes. Thereupon the workers begin to form combinations 
(Trades Unions) against the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the rate of 
wages; they found permanent associations in order to make provision beforehand for 
these occasional revolts. Here and there the contest breaks out into riots. 
-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. 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. 
 
The "dangerous class," the social scum, that passively rotting mass thrown off by the 
lowest layers of old society, may, here and there, be swept into the movement by a 
proletarian revolution; its conditions of life, however, prepare it far more for the part of a 
bribed tool of reactionary intrigue. 
 
In the conditions of the proletariat, those of old society at large are already virtually 
swamped. The proletarian is without property; his relation to his wife and children has no 
longer anything in common with the bourgeois family-relations; modern industrial 
labour, modern subjection to capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in 
Germany, has stripped him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion, 
are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many 
bourgeois interests. 
 
… 
 
The essential condition for the existence, and for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the 
formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-
labour rests exclusively on competition between the laborers. The advance of industry, 
whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, 
due to competition, by their revolutionary combination, due to association. The 
development of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation 
on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie, 
therefore, produces, above all, is its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the 
proletariat are equally inevitable. 
 
II.  Proletarians and Communists 
 
In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole? 
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The Communists do not form a separate party opposed to other working-class parties. 
 
They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a whole. 
 
They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape and mould the 
proletarian movement. 
 
The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties is only: 
(1) In the national struggles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point out 
and bring to the front the common interests of entire proletariat, independently of 
nationality. 
(2) In the various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against 
the bourgeoisie has to pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of 
the movement as a whole. 
 
The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically, the most advanced and 
resolute section of the working-class parties of every country, that section which pushes 
forward all others; on the other hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of the 
proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding the line of march, the conditions, and 
the ultimate general results of the proletarian movement. 
 
The immediate aim of the Communist is the same as that of all the other proletarian 
parties: formation of the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, 
conquest of political power by the proletariat. 
 
The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way based on ideas or principles 
that have been invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be universal reformer. They 
merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an existing class 
struggle, from a historical movement going on under our very eyes. The abolition of 
existing property relations is not at all a distinctive feature of Communism. 
 
All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical change 
consequent upon the change in historical conditions. 
 
The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favour of bourgeois 
property. 
 
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: 
Abolition of private property. 
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We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right of 
personally acquiring property as the fruit of a 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 property! 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 present 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 purely 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 
members 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. 
 
… 
 
The charges against Communism made from a religious, a philosophical, and, generally, 
from an ideological standpoint, are not deserving of serious examination. 
 
Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man's ideas, views and conceptions, in 
one word, man's consciousness, changes with every change in the conditions of his 
material existence, in his social relations and in his social life? 
 
What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual production changes its 
character in proportion as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age 
have ever been the ideas of its ruling class. 
 
When people speak of ideas that revolutionise society, they do but express the fact, that 
within the old society, the elements of a new one have been created, and that the 
dissolution of the old ideas keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old conditions of 
existence. 
 
… 
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The proletariat will use its political supremacy top wrest, by degrees, all capital from the 
bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of 
the proletariat organised as the ruling class; and to increase the total of productive forces 
as rapidly as possible. 
 
Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads 
on the rights of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois production; by means of 
measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in 
the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old 
social order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of 
production. 
 
These measures will of course be different in different countries. 
 
Nevertheless in the most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally 
applicable. 
 
1. Abolition of property in land and application of all 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 emigrants and rebels. 
 
5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the State, by means of a national bank with 
State capital and an exclusive monopoly. 
 
6. Centralisation of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the State. 
 
7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the State; the bringing 
into cultivation of waste-lands, and the improvement of the soil generally in accordance 
with a common plan. 
 
8. Equal [drafting of all for labour.] Establishment of industrial armies, especially for 
agriculture. 
 
9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of the 
distinction between town and country, by a more equable distribution of the population 
over the country. 
 
10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children's factory 
labour in its present form. Combination of education with industrial production, &c., &c. 
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When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all 
production has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation, 
the public power will lose its political character. Political power, properly 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 itself the ruling class, and, as such, 
sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these 
conditions, have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of 
classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class. 
 
In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall 
have an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free 
development of all. 
 
[Part III on other socialist movements omitted] 
 
IV.  Position of the Communists in Relation to the Various Existing Opposition 
Parties 
 
In short, the Communists everywhere support every revolutionary movement against the 
existing social and political order of things. 
 
In all these movements they bring to the front, as the leading question in each, the 
property question, no matter what its degree of development at the time. 
 
Finally, they labour everywhere for the union and agreement of the democratic parties of 
all countries. 
 
The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their 
ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let 
the ruling classes tremble at a Communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing to 
lose but their chains. They have a world to win. 
 
             WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE! 
 


