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A spectre is haunting Europe -- the spectre of communism. All the powers of old Europe have
entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot,
French Radicals and German police-spies.

Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic by its opponents in
power? Where is the opposition that has not hurled back the branding reproach of
communism, against the more advanced opposition parties, as well as against its reactionary
adversaries?

Two things result from this fact:
I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a power.

II. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world, publish their
views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the spectre of communism
with a manifesto of the party itself.

To this end, Communists of various nationalities have assembled in London and sketched the
following manifesto, to be published in the English, French, German, Italian, Flemish and
Danish languages.

The history of all hitherto existing society [2] is the history of class struggles.

[...] 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 distinct feature: it has
simplified 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 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 no other nexus between people than naked self-
interest, than callous "cash payment". [...]

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 laborers, who live only so long
as they find work, and who find work only so long as their labor increases capital. These
laborers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, 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.



[...] Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the great
factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of laborers, crowded into the factory, are organized
like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army, they are placed under the command of a
perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class,
and of the bourgeois state; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the
overlooker, and, above all, in the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. [...]

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
equalized, in proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of labor, and nearly
everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing competition among the
bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages of the workers ever more
fluctuating. The increasing improvement of machinery, ever 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 (trade 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. [...]

This organization of the proletarians into a class, and, consequently, into a political party, is
continually being upset again by the competition between the workers themselves. But it ever
rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. [...]

[...] It becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the ruling class in
society, and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as an overriding law. It is unfit
to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, because
it cannot help letting him sink into such a state, that it has to feed him, instead of being fed by
him. Society can no longer live under this bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence is no
longer compatible with society.

The essential conditions for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois class is the
formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage labor. Wage labor
rests exclusively on competition between the laborers. The advance of industry, whose
involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the laborers, due to
competition, by the 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, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally
inevitable.

[...] The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all other proletarian parties:
Formation of the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest of
political 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:
Abolition of private property.

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right of personally
acquiring property as the fruit of a man's own labor, 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 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 the modern bourgeois private property?

But does wage labor create any property for the laborer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e., that
kind of property which exploits wage labor, and which cannot increase except upon
conditions of begetting a new supply of wage labor for fresh exploitation. Property, in its
present form, is based on the antagonism of capital and wage labor. 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 only 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.

[...]

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
existence for the few is solely due to its non-existence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You
reproach us, therefore, with intending to do away with a form of property, the necessary
condition for whose existence is the non-existence of any property for the immense majority
of society.

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

From the moment when labor can no longer be converted into capital, money, or rent, into a
social power capable of being monopolized, 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 "individual" you mean no other person than the
bourgeois, than the middle-class owner of property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of
the way, and made impossible.



Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of society; all that it
does is to deprive him of the power to subjugate the labor of others by means of such
appropriations.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of private property, all work will cease, and
universal laziness will overtake us.

According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have gone to the dogs through sheer
idleness; for those who acquire anything, do not work. The whole of this objection is but
another expression of the tautology: There can no longer be any wage labor when there is no
longer any capital.

[...]
The Communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish countries and nationality.

The workers 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.

National differences and antagonism between peoples are daily more and more vanishing,
owing to the development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world market,
to uniformity in the mode of production and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United action of the
leading civilized countries at least is one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the
proletariat.

[...] The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the
bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the state, i.e., of the
proletariat organized as the ruling class; and to increase the total 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 revolutionizing the mode of production.

These measures will, of course, be different in different countries.

Nevertheless, in 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 rights of inheritance.

4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.



5. Centralization of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a national bank with state
capital and an exclusive monopoly.

6. Centralization 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 obligation of all to work. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for
agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of all the
distinction between town and country by a more equable distribution of the populace over the
country.

10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children's factory labor in its
present form. Combination of education with industrial production, etc.

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 organized
power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat during its contest with the
bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organize 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. [...]

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 the world to win.

Workingmen of all countries, unite!



