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From the Pages of  The Communist Manifesto and Other Writings

A specter is haunting Europe—the specter of Communism.

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 5)

 

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

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 7)

 

Society as a whole is splitting up more and more into two great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 8)

 

The bourgeoisie during its rule of scarce one hundred years has created more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together. Subjection of nature’s forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground—what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labor?

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 12)

 

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 overseer and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the more embittering it is.

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 14)

 

The theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of private property.

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 21)

 

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.

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 41)

 

WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!

(from Manifesto of the Communist Party, page 41)

 

Hegel remarks somewhere that all facts and personages of great importance in world history occur, as it were, twice. He forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce.

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, page 63)

 

The social revolution of the nineteenth century cannot draw its poetry from the past, but only from the future.

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, page 66)

 

In the first French Revolution the rule of the Constitutionalists is followed by the rule of the Girondists and the rule of the Girondists by the rule of the  Jacobins. Each of these parties relies on the more progressive party for support. As soon as it has brought the revolution far enough to be unable to follow it further, still less to go ahead of it, it is thrust aside by the bolder ally that stands behind it and sent to the guillotine. The revolution thus moves along an ascending line.

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, page 87)

 

By now stigmatizing as “socialistic” what it had previously extolled as “liberal,” the bourgeoisie confesses that its own interests dictate that it should be delivered from the danger of its own rule.

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, page 108)

 

This extra-parliamentary bourgeoisie, which had already rebelled against the purely parliamentary and literary struggle for the rule of its own class and betrayed the leaders of this struggle, now dares after the event to indict the proletariat for not having risen in a bloody struggle, a life-and-death struggle on its behalf!

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, page 143)

 

If ever an event has, well in advance of its coming, cast its shadow before, it was Bonaparte’s coup d‘état.

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, pages 146-147)

 

The revolution is thoroughgoing. It is still journeying through purgatory. It does its work methodically.

(from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, page 156)
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Karl Marx

Philosopher, historian, economist, social scientist, and revolutionary, Karl Marx was born on May 5, 1818, in Trier, Prussia (now Germany). His family were middle-class Jews who had converted to Lutheranism; Karl’s father expected his son, who was gifted in many subjects, to follow in his footsteps and become a lawyer. But when his father sent Karl to study law in Bonn, the young man preferred to carouse, smoke, compose poetry, and fall in love. After becoming engaged to Jenny von Westphalen, Marx transferred to the law faculty of the University of Berlin, though the degree he eventually earned was a doctorate in philosophy.

Marx turned to journalism to earn his living. The fiery polemicist edited and wrote for the liberal newspaper Rheinische Zeitung ; his deeply critical articles provoked the ire of the Prussian government, which dissolved the paper in 1843. Karl and Jenny then married and moved to Paris. Marx studied political economy and French socialism that year and, as a result, became a communist, though he was still working out the precise tenets of that political philosophy. His legendary intellect roused much support, but his revolutionary writings resulted in his expulsion by the French government, later by the Belgian government, and eventually by Prussia, his native country. England was the last outpost for Marx, and he lived there, working tirelessly on behalf of workers, until the end of his life.

Despite the fact that he suffered periods of poor health and poverty, Marx created an extremely influential body of thought. He mastered many foreign languages and spent years in the library, learning philosophy, history, and economics. His writings helped change the way the world views the relationship between labor and capital, and his works, foremost among them The Communist Manifesto and Capital, are widely read to this day. Karl Marx died in London on March 14, 1883.




Friedrich Engels

Remembered as Karl Marx’s collaborator and the co-founder of communism, Friedrich Engels was born on November 28, 1820, in Barmen, Prussia (now Wuppertal, Germany). His father, a wealthy textile manufacturer, groomed his son for a career in the family trade. Young Friedrich fulfilled this obligation, but not without nurturing his own intellectual and political interests. He spent many years at the family’s Manchester factory, where he observed capitalism firsthand, observations that no doubt affected his important work The Condition of the Working Class in England.

The family business allowed Engels to support the impoverished Marx family. Together, Engels and Marx organized revolutionary groups of workers in France, Germany, and Belgium. They also produced the famous The Communist Manifesto and developed their ideas on historical materialism in The German Ideology. Many underestimate Engels’s contributions to the partnership, but works like his Anti-Duhring (a defense of Marx), and others, enjoyed great popularity in their time, and it was only through Engels’s dedicated labor that Marx’s unfinished works, including the last two volumes of Capital, were published. Friedrich Engels died on August 5, 1895, in London.




The World of Karl Marx,  Friedrich Engels, and  The Communist Manifesto



	1818	Karl Marx is born on May 5 to Heinrich and Henriette Marx in Trier, Prussia (now Germany). His father, a lawyer who had converted from Judaism to Lutheranism in order to be allowed to practice his profession in the Prussian Empire, ex pects Karl to become an attorney as well.
	1820	Friedrich Engels is born on November 28 in Barmen, Prus sia (now Wuppertal, Germany), to a wealthy textile manu facturer with interests in both Barmen and Manchester, England. Friedrich’s father grooms him from an early age to join the family business.
	1835	Marx enters Bonn University as a law student. To his father’s dismay, the young man is more interested in writing poetry, falling in love, and drinking and smoking late into the night with his friends.
	1836	During the summer, Marx becomes engaged to Jenny von Westphalen, a beautiful girl from a respected Trier family. In October, Marx transfers to Berlin University to study first law, then philosophy; he joins the Young Hegelian Doctors’ Club.
	1837	Engels leaves school to join the family textile business.
	1838	Engels goes to Bremen for business training; he also writes for the press.
	1841	Marx is awarded his doctorate. Engels returns home to Bar men but soon enlists in the military for a one-year term and goes to Berlin, where he attends lectures in his free time and joins the Young Hegelians.
	1842	Marx begins contributing to the liberal newspaper Rheinische Zeitung, published in Cologne. His first article carries the headline “Comments on the Latest Prussian Censorship In
		struction.” In October, Marx is named editor of the newspa per. Engels contributes to the paper on a number of political and social issues. Engels travels to Manchester, England, to work in the family’s factory there. Marx and Engels meet for the first time in November, in the Rheinische Zeitung office in Cologne.
	1843	Because of Marx’s radical critiques of its policies, the Prus sian government orders the closing of Rheinische Zeitung.  Marx and Jenny marry and move to Paris.
	1844	Marx and Jenny’s first child, Jenny, is born. Engels con tributes two articles to the Deutsche-Franzosische Jahrbiicher (German-French Yearbook), which Marx is editing. Engels visits Marx in Paris in September; they begin their first joint work, Die Heilige Familie (The Holy Family), a critique of the Young Hegelians.
	1845	Under pressure from Prussia, the French government ousts Marx for his revolutionary activities. Marx moves to Brus sels. In the spring, he writes Theses on Feuerbach. Engels soon joins him there, and the two men work on The German Ideology, which contains their ideas on historical materialism. Engels publishes Lage der Arbeitenden Klasse in England (The Condition of the Working Class in England). Marx and Engels go to England to study new English works on economics. In London, they meet with the leaders of the Chartists. Marx and Jenny’s second daughter, Laura, is born.
	1847	Karl and Jenny Marx’s son Edgar is born. Marx and Engels accept a proposal from the London committee of the League of the Just to help it reorganize and write its new agenda; later in the year the organization changes its name to the Communist League. Marx and Engels help found a German Workers’ Society in Brussels; most members are working class German refugees. Marx publishes Misère de la Philosophie (The Poverty of Philosophy), which attacks the socialist ideas of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon.
	1848	Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei (The Communist Manifesto) is published, and Marx is expelled from Belgium. Revo lutions occur throughout Europe. Marx and Engels return to Cologne and in June start a daily newspaper, Neue Rheinische Zeitung. 
	1849	After a counter-revolution in Prussia, Marx and Engels, as editors of Neue Rheinische Zeitung, are tried for insulting the authorities; a jury finds them not guilty, but soon afterward the government orders Marx to leave the country. He goes to Paris but is soon expelled by the authorities. He seeks asylum in London, where his fourth child, Heinrich, is born in No vember. Engels arrives in London a few days later. Marx spends many hours in the library of the British Museum, re searching and writing articles and essays.
	1850	Marx’s Die Klassenkampfe in Frankreich, 1848 bis 1850 (The Class Struggles in France, 1848-1850) is published. The in fant Heinrich Marx dies. Engels takes a job in the family firm in Manchester and begins financially supporting Marx.
	1851	Franziska Marx, a daughter, is born to Karl and Jenny Marx.
	1852	Franziska Marx dies. The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte is published in New York.
	1855	Marx and Jenny’s daughter Eleanor is born in January; in April, their son Edgar dies.
	1857	Marx begins work on his Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen Ökonomie (Fundamentals of a Critique of Political Economy),  a series of notebooks aimed at pulling together all his theo retical economic ideas; they will not be published until the next century.
	1859	Marx’s Zur Kritik der Politischen Ökonomie (Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy) is published.
	1864	The International Workingmen’s Association (the First In ternational) is founded in London; Marx is elected a mem ber of its Provisional Committee and drafts both the Provisional Rules and the Inaugural Address.
	1867	The first volume of Das Kapital (Capital) is published. En gels publishes a brief biography of Marx.
	1869	Engels sells his partnership in the family business and retires. Marx learns Russian in order to study Russian economic writings.
	1870	Marx is invited to become corresponding secretary of the General Council for Russia, part of the First International. Engels moves from Manchester to London; he is elected to the General Council of the First International and made cor responding secretary for Belgium, Italy, Spain, Portugal, and Denmark.
	1871	Marx writes and publishes The Civil War in France.
	1872	Marx and Engels participate in the London Congress of the First International.
	1877	Engels begins serializing Anti-Diihring, a response to the ideas of Eugen Duhring, a critic of Marx; it will be published in book form the following year, in Leipzig. Marx corresponds with radicals throughout the United States and Europe.
	1881	Marx’s wife, Jenny, dies, leaving him devastated.
	1883	Marx’s eldest daughter, Jenny, dies in January. Marx dies in his armchair in London on March 14. Although only eleven people attend Marx’s funeral in Highgate Cemetery, Engels’s eulogy will prove true: “In every single field which Marx in vestigated ... he made independent discoveries.... His name will endure through the ages, and so also will his work!”
	1884	Engels publishes a monograph, Der Ursprung der Familie, des  Privateigenthums und des Staats (The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State). Throughout the remaining years of his life, Engels will edit the voluminous body of un published work Marx left behind at his death, including vol umes two and three of Capital, published in 1885 and 1894, respectively.
	1888	Engels publishes Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy. 
	1889	Engels participates in the founding of the Second Interna tional.
	1895	Engels dies in London on August 5, 1895.


 








Introduction

Written within less than five years of each other, The Communist Manifesto (1848) and The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte  (1852) are the bookends to the most revolutionary period of the nineteenth century. With the exception of Great Britain, most countries in western and central Europe experienced some kind of revolutionary upheaval around the year 1848. (Two generations earlier, the French Revolution had broken the old aristocratic order in France, but the effects of that revolution had been contained by the restoration of the monarchy in 1814.) Now, Europe’s disenfranchised classes—the peasants, parts of the bourgeoisie, and the proletariat—once more articulated their demands through strikes, mass demonstrations, and acts of resistance. This was the context in which Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels composed the Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei (Manifesto of the Communist Party, mostly known as The Communist Manifesto) in 1847. It was published in London in February 1848, only weeks before the outbreak of the first phase of the 1848 revolution in France, the so-called February Revolution. The primary purpose of the Manifesto was to announce and publicize that the communists had given up on the conspiratorial activities of the past and were now entering the scene of politics through an open declaration of principle. The preamble states this goal unequivocally: “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 Specter of Communism with a Manifesto of the party itself” (p. 5). Instead of being confined to secret societies and intrigues, communism had acquired a public face.

Even though the publication of the Manifesto had no material impact on France’s February Revolution, its enthusiastic tone makes it clear that it was written in anticipation of a social revolution that it perceived to be imminent. The two authors knew that such a revolution would encounter opposition from those intent on preserving the status quo, but they had seen the proletariat grow stronger and  more self-confident by the day and therefore hoped that once united, it would be capable of breaking its chains. The famous first sentence speaks of communism as a “specter” that is haunting Europe. But the Manifesto is certain that communism is about to cease being a mere specter and start becoming the real thing.

If the Manifesto is overly confident with regard to the incipient revolution, Der Achtzehnte Brumaire des Louis Bonaparte (The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte) is the analysis of its failure. Following his earlier call for action, Marx issued a call for analysis. It was an analysis born out of disappointment. The text was commissioned by a German publisher in New York City asking Marx to explain what went wrong in France, why the revolution had, within the course of a few years, gradually lost ground only to be entirely undone by the coup d‘état of Louis Bonaparte, a figure who had hitherto attracted only ridicule. Marx did not content himself with poking fun at Louis Bonaparte, his hapless policies and inarticulate pronouncements. Rather, he sought to explain the root causes for the initial success and the eventual failure of the revolution. The result is a brilliant example of social analysis, bringing into relation the values and interests of different groups and classes, their policies, shifting alliances, mistakes, and lies. While the Manifesto is a text for times of revolutionary upheaval, the Eighteenth Brumaire is a text for times of reaction.

The Manifesto and the Eighteenth Brumaire were thus intimately tied to one event, the Revolution of 1848. At the same time, they both radiated far beyond this original context. The Manifesto, in particular, became an international success story, one of the texts that influenced world history more directly and lastingly than most. Few texts have been translated into more languages and been printed in more editions, few have inspired more fear and hope than this one, whose significance puts it on a par with foundational texts such as the Bible and the Koran. The Manifesto was read, translated, adopted, transformed, updated, and critiqued by politicians and activists, by scholars and organizers around the world. But the Eighteenth Brumaire, too, has left its mark. When revolutionary hopes inspired by texts modeled on the Manifesto waned, disappointed activists turned to this latter work for guidance and inspiration, and then modeled  their own analyses of failed revolutions on the failure of the revolution of 1848.

Despite the undeniable influence and success of both texts, the question remains how we should read them today, in the first decade of the twenty-first century, and after the fall of most socialist regimes in 1989. It has been tempting to assume that with the fall of socialism in the late twentieth century, the writer who inspired socialism has fallen as well. The two texts written around 1848 thus seem to be proven wrong by the events that took place 141 years later. Even though such a historical conclusion is ultimately misguided, the two texts collected here are nevertheless intertwined with the history of socialism in the twentieth century. Indeed, the  Manifesto’s influence on the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917, and the establishment of a socialist society in the Soviet Union and elsewhere, helped this text acquire its status of world historical importance, even though it said little about the transition from a socialist society to a truly communist one, in which private property, and the state, would have withered away. And it was in the Soviet Union that the Manifesto was studied most systematically, printed and reprinted, and integrated into the official discipline called Marxism-Leninism. But while the Bolshevik Revolution helped the Manifesto  gain its significance, it also limited the ways in which it was read and interpreted. Neither the Manifesto nor the Eighteenth Brumaire were written to justify the particular form of social, economic, or political organization established in the Soviet Union, nor indeed any other type of state. For this reason, the fact that history has swept away these regimes opens these texts, and all of Marx’s writings, to new readings—readings that can help in our understanding of our own moment in history.

Perhaps the Manifesto is most relevant to us today in terms of what we call globalization. Some of Marx’s most passionate paragraphs describe what he identified, more than 150 years ago, as a process by which national independence was giving way to interdependence, an internationalism brought about by the immense unleashing of productive forces through capitalism. It is important to recognize here that Marx was not simply hostile to capitalism and its globalizing effects. Indeed, he credits the bourgeoisie, the capitalist class as such, with an immensely revolutionary role in history, one  that did away with older feudal relations. And just as bourgeois capitalism destroyed feudalism, so it destroyed national autonomy and created instead a world market characterized by an increasingly frenzied exchange of natural resources, products, and populations. Here is one of the most gripping paragraphs of the Manifesto:

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground on which it stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and death question for all civilized nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous raw material but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products are consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the production of the country, we find new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal interdependence of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures there arises a world literature (pp. 10-11).



At a time such as the present, when some groups agitating against global capitalism call for a return to older, more local forms of living, it is worth remembering the example of Marx, who attacked the injustices created by the world market by calling not for an end to globalization but rather for its transformation.

In reaction to a brutal and destructive global capitalism, which left whole populations impoverished, land devastated, and once-flourishing ecologies destroyed, Marx demanded a new internationalism that would not try to turn back the wheel of history but rather seize it and steer it into a new and better direction. Marx’s answer, the creation of a socialist international organization that would not only coordinate the different national socialist parties but also become the unified organ of the international proletariat, proved in the end ineffective. The First International soon gave way to the so-called Second International, which lasted until World War I, after which point the Third International was born; it lasted until World War II. During the Cold War, the internationalist rhetoric of socialism was replaced by the creation of the Cominform (the Communist Information Bureau; established in 1947 to promote international communist solidarity, it became a Soviet propaganda mechanism), though Leon Trotsky had founded an alternative Fourth International, independent from Moscow, in the 1930s. The era of the Internationals has now ended. What still remains is the task of responding to the increasing interdependence of nations with a new internationalism, of addressing everything from ecological crises and natural catastrophes to humanitarian crises in a responsible, and therefore international, manner. What we can learn from Marx today is that we need not react to the violence of globalization with a call for a return to a state before globalization. We might instead call for a new and different form of globalization, an internationalism driven not by the putatively natural laws of the market but by the responsible actions of humans.

The internationalism of the Manifesto was also due to Marx’s own experience, his life of exile. After studying philosophy and writing a dissertation on pre-Socratic philosophy, Marx became increasingly politicized and involved with a radical newspaper called Rheinische Zeitung, based in Cologne. His articles attracted the attention of the Prussian police, which closed down the newspaper and forced Marx to flee to Paris in 1843. Soon he was expelled from Paris as well, and after some time spent in Brussels, he returned to Paris and then to Germany during the revolutionary upheavals around 1848. In 1849, with the help of Friedrich Engels, he finally immigrated to London, where he remained until the end of his life. Marx’s life was thus spent moving among different languages and cultures. Perhaps through the experience of exile, Marx came to recognize the peculiar force of globalization that was transforming the world. However, rather than simply fantasizing about a return to his native land, he imagined a new international world in which national boundaries would become less significant.

Globalization was such a central concern for Marx and Engels  that it shaped the very writing of the Manifesto. The paragraph celebrating bourgeois globalization cited above culminates in the phrase “world literature”: “National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures there arises a world literature.” At the time when Marx and Engels wrote the Manifesto, the notion that there existed something called “world literature” was relatively new. The term had been coined a few decades earlier by the German writer Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, who wanted to expand the canon of literature to include lesser-known literatures produced either on the periphery of Europe or outside Europe. Goethe recognized that the world was becoming more interdependent not only in material matters but also with respect to literature. Marx and Engels took this notion of “world literature” and adopted it to their own purposes: Their own Manifesto was to become world literature too. More than any other text, it was written for a globalized world and more than any other text it addressed itself not to a particular, local, or national readership, but to a worldwide one. Its final, resounding slogan was: “Working men of all countries, unite!” (p. 41 ).

How can a text become world literature? The key, Marx and Engels recognized, was translation. The preamble of the Manifesto announced that “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” (p. 5). Marx and Engels do not even mention that the Manifesto was originally written in German, so concerned are they that it be published, simultaneously, in the six languages listed. This demand certainly registers their global aspirations and it also indicates how little they were concerned with the notion of an original language. The only thing that counts is translation, publication, and distribution.1 In fact, the sentence quoted above mentions as authors not Marx and Engels, but “Communists of various nationalities” who have putatively “sketched” the Manifesto. The Manifesto  presents itself as a text written by many authors, coming from many countries and speaking many languages, a text that therefore seeks to be published in as many countries and languages.

The claim that the Manifesto had been written by an international collective of authors and published in six languages registers this  text’s desire to be world literature, but it does not describe the actual history of its composition and publication. True, the Communist League commissioned Marx and Engels to collaborate on a foundational text, and this function certainly influenced the two authors: They were writing not for themselves, but on behalf of a group, a party. Nevertheless, Marx and Engels alone wrote the actual text. Engels had composed a short first draft in the form of a credo consisting of questions and answers. The final text of the Manifesto still bears traces for this earliest draft, especially in part II, which begins with the question “In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole?” (p. 20), which is followed by the correct answer : “The Communists do not form a separate party opposed to other working-class parties.” In the process of writing his credo, however, Engels himself began to have doubts about this form. In February 1847, he therefore writes to Marx: “Think a little about the confession of faith. I believe that the best thing is to do away with the catechism form and give the thing the title: Communist Manifesto.  We have to bring in a certain amount of history, and the present form does not lend itself to this very well. I take with me from Paris what I have written; it is a simple narrative, but miserably composed, in an awful hurry... ”2 In other words, Engels recognized that the question and answer form, reminiscent of a catechism, may be good at distinguishing correct claims about communism from false ones, but not at synthesizing the entire history of capitalism into a compelling narrative. One need only compare the passages rooted in the credo with the energy, the forward drive, the suspenseful account of class struggles presented in other parts of this text to appreciate how fundamental the change from credo to manifesto really was. Engels later credited Marx with having written most of the final text of the  Manifesto. However, the credit for having recognized the inefficiency of the credo form belongs to Engels.

Just as the claim about collective authorship was exaggerated, so was the project of the Manifesto’s simultaneous publication in six languages. The first publication was in German, first as a pamphlet and then in serialized form in a German-language newspaper called  Deutsch-Londoner Zeitung.3 Translations into other languages happened only slowly, however, and intermittently. The only other language in which the Manifesto appeared in 1848 was Swedish. It took  two years for the first English translation to appear; the next complete translation, into Russian, did not appear until 1869, followed by one into Serbian one year later and by the first complete French edition in 1872. For a Danish edition, also promised in the preamble, one had to wait until 1885, for the Italian one until 1890, and the Flemish one until 1892. But if the first decades of the Manifesto were less than successful, things changed in the last decade of the nineteenth century, when there was a steep increase in the number of editions and translations. In the early twentieth century, the number of editions increased exponentially, and after the Russian Revolution of 1917, which seemingly validated the Manifesto’s predictions and demands, the Manifesto was catapulted into world history. Now it also enjoyed increasing distribution outside Europe, where it contributed to the freedom struggles of colonized peoples around the globe. The Manifesto’s worldwide success thus occurred only after a significant delay of many decades, but when it finally occurred, it did so with an overwhelming force that no one, including its authors, would have dared to predict. One lesson to be learned from this publication history is that texts should not be dismissed as ineffective just because they fail to leave their mark immediately after their composition. Some texts, such as the Manifesto, go underground and work in secret, only to reappear when no one would have expected it. Just as it was premature to declare the Manifesto dead after the failure of the Revolutions of 1848, it may be premature to declare it dead after the collapse of communism in 1989.

The history of the Manifesto in the nineteenth century is registered in the different prefaces written by Marx and Engels, and, after Marx’s death, by Engels alone. In the prefaces, the authors count and list eagerly all attempted and successful editions and translations of their text and report, with increasing pride, its increasing visibility and influence. While willing to admit to certain omissions and mistakes, however, they held onto their basic theses, and given the Manifesto’s belated success in the twentieth century, we can say that they were right to leave the text as it was even when history seemed to bypass it during its first few decades.

What were the features that enabled the Manifesto to survive its first bleak period and to thrive many decades after its composition? The first was undoubtedly Marx’s gift as a writer. The Manifesto  presents a suspenseful narrative that is structured around imaginary scenes in which different protagonists meet and combat one another. In the opening pages, communism makes a first appearance as a specter in a formulation that surely belongs to one of the most often quoted lines in literature: “A specter is haunting Europe—the specter of Communism” (p. 5). Indeed, Marx often quoted from the history of drama, in particular from Shakespeare, thus enriching his text and interweaving it with the history of literature.4 After the haunted opening scene, Marx abruptly switches his mode from theater to history, but this history, too, he presents as a high-stakes drama leading up to a single showdown. Marx manages to summarize thousands of years of political and social history by reducing it to a history of class struggle that gets increasingly fierce but also increasingly simple. While earlier societies were organized in hierarchies determined by inherited privileges, industrial societies increasingly do away with class distinctions based on guilds, landed gentry, and feudal overlords. What remains are only two main classes, the laboring poor—the proletariat—who own nothing but their own labor power, which they are forced to sell for increasingly small sums to the second class, the bourgeoisie. This bourgeoisie, for Marx, is the capitalist class as such, the class that is able, through its possession of the means of production, to extract a profit from the labor performed by the proletariat. Nevertheless, for much of the history outlined by Marx, the bourgeoisie is the main protagonist, a veritable hero who manages to beat into submission all the other classes, including the aristocracy, the clergy, and the landowners, all those who cling to their inherited privileges and powers. They are struck down one by one by the bourgeoisie, which turns the world upside down and becomes its true ruler.

Then, however, there is a second shift, an unexpected turn in the plot. In order to accomplish its breathtaking feats, the bourgeoisie has created a helper—namely, the proletariat. At first nothing but a weak lackey, this creature now begins to threaten its creator and can no longer be controlled. It is at this point that the Manifesto stops its historical account. We have arrived in the present. The proletariat is still in chains but is flexing its muscles. It has grown strong and already outnumbers the bourgeoisie, which realizes that it must now control a waking giant. Having read about the fate of the aristocracy  at the hands of the bourgeoisie, we know what will happen next. The proletariat will break its chains: It will break the brutal rule of the bourgeoisie and deal with its oppressor exactly the way the bourgeoisie had dealt with its own. History thus prefigures the future.

This future, however, will not come about by itself. If the proletariat is going to win this final and all-encompassing battle, it needs to unite. To be sure, the bourgeoisie is divided, namely into different nation states that fight against one another indirectly in the colonies and directly in Europe. But one force unites the bourgeoisie, and that is capitalism. No matter how many battles and wars are fought among bourgeois countries, capitalism will always form a common front against the proletariat on whose exploitation the bourgeois way of life is premised. Capitalism, however, unites not only the bourgeoisie but also the proletariat, which finds itself in the same exploited position everywhere. This unification, however, is merely negative. The whole point of communism and of the Manifesto is to turn this negative unity into a positive one, to endow the proletariat with a clear knowledge of the mechanism of its exploitation. To bring about this knowledge, the condition for unification, the Manifesto must do more than simply tell the history of different classes and the battles among them. It must convince the proletariat that it forms but one single class, a class furthermore that will fulfill the history of class struggles.

When we read the Manifesto today, we should also read it as a compelling and original model of political writing. Marx and Engels effectively invented a new form of political articulation, a mixture of grand history and passionate prose. The Manifesto includes practical suggestions, a course of action for communists in the immediate future. But if that were all it did, we would not be reading this text today. It has remained a vital document because it connected particular demands and problems to a larger vision; it risked going beyond the present, reaching back into the distant past in order to create a trajectory into the future. Marx and Engels were thus both shrewd and bold; they created a new form that managed to combine tactical advice and a grand vision for the future.

This new form of writing was used as a model by some of the twentieth century’s most influential writers, from Vladimir Lenin and Leon Trotsky to Franz Fanon. Inspired by Marx, political activists and theorists forged new and timely modes of writing. But not only in politics did the Manifesto make itself felt. Artists, too, recognized the new and compelling mode of writing that characterized the Manifesto and therefore began to import this mode into the sphere of art. Beginning with the late nineteenth century, more and more artistic programs, foundational documents of artistic schools, and texts demanding a new fusion of art and politics were written and labeled “manifesto.” The history of twentieth-century art is marked by countless “isms,” from futurism and dadaism to surrealism and creationism, and they came into existence through different forms of art manifestos.5 A broad view of twentieth-century art reveals different periods of manifesto writing, which coincide with periods of revolutionary activity, first in the late 1910s and early 1920s and then again in the late 1960s. Even in recent history, manifestos have shaped the production of art; one example is the “Dogma 95” manifesto (1995), which inspired the production of dozens of films, some major international successes, according to the doctrine set out in its pages. Art manifestos and political manifestos are thus still being written today, even though we are clearly experiencing a moment in history when new forms of political and artistic articulation, new forms of manifestos, need to be invented. For such a reinvention, however, we can return to Marx and Engels’s original  Manifesto in order to experience its original force.

The Manifesto also distinguished itself from its competitors through the rigor of Marx’s analysis. While earlier socialist literature, which Marx and Engels critique in the third part of their Manifesto, were based on fond hopes and utopian ideals, Marx and Engels sought to identify the forces that shaped history in order to calculate the best way to intervene in them. Only real knowledge of historical processes would allow communism to avoid wasting its energy with premature or belated action. The superiority of Marx’s method of analysis, however, made itself felt with greatest clarity not in the optimistic Manifesto, but in the text devoted to the painful work of analyzing what went wrong with the Revolution of 1848: the  Eighteenth Brumaire. While we should turn to the Manifesto to learn impassioned political rhetoric, we can learn from the Eighteenth Brumaire Marx’s rigorous, meticulous, and compelling mode of political analysis.

The Eighteenth Brumaire is much more difficult to read than the  Manifesto. While the Manifesto is wide-ranging in its scope, presenting history as a battle among a handful of protagonists, the Eighteenth Brumaire offers an in-depth analysis of a period spanning less than three years. It presumes a basic knowledge of this period, from France’s February Revolution in 1848 to the coup d‘état of Louis Bonaparte in 1851. The sheer number of dates and names Marx refers to are confusing, but they gradually become intelligible as Marx connects them to form a comprehensible narrative and integrates them into his explanatory framework. What makes this wealth of detail even more confusing is that Marx uses as a point of comparison the events of the French Revolution ( 1789-1799) and its aftermath. We thus have to deal with two sets of names, two sets of dates, two sets of events that are constantly being related to one another.

But the extra effort required is worth it. For Marx’s decision to use the French Revolution as a foil for the Revolution of 1848 becomes a point of departure for a whole theory of revolution. The  Eighteenth Brumaire is a study in repetition, beginning with its title, which derives from the calendar instituted by the French Revolution. Marx goes further and claims that all revolutions have turned back, all have derived their models from the past. This may seem to be a surprising claim, since we now think of revolutions in the opposite way, namely as breaks with the past, as attempts to create new conditions and relations. But it is true that the French revolution began as an attempt to meet current abuses of power with a return to a previous moment in history, with a return to a putatively fairer past. The agents of the French Revolution turned not only to their immediate past, but also to the more distant past, in particular to Roman institutions. In Marx’s brief account, they become agents who dress up in Roman costumes and utter Roman slogans: “The heroes as well as the parties and the masses of the old French Revolution, performed the task of their time in Roman costume and with Roman phrases” (p. 63). This description of revolutions as returns also echoes the original meaning of revolution, which was not that of a violent break but rather of a continuously revolving motion—for example, of the stars around the sun.

If such repetitive revolutions worked in the past, however, as they  did for the French Revolution, they no longer worked in the nineteenth century Marx faults the Revolution of 1848 for being nothing but an empty repetition. More particularly, 1848 repeated the French Revolution in reverse. While the French Revolution started with modest demands and became increasingly radical until it reached its most extreme phase under Robespierre and his Reign of Terror, the Revolution of 1848 began with a successful overthrow of Louis Philippe. But each faction then dropped its more progressive allies, thus beginning a process of gradual retreat from the initial demands made by the revolutionized masses. At the end of this process, universal suffrage, one of the main demands of the revolution, had been abolished, along with many other freedoms.

Meanwhile, Louis Bonaparte, who had been voted president of the republic, strikes a ridiculous figure throughout. Marx describes the way in which he had to beg parliament for increasingly large sums of money to finance his extravagant lifestyle. But no one seemed to take him seriously politically. He was an unimpressive figure, inarticulate, hapless, and incapable of formulating policies and projects. And yet, by 1851, he somehow managed to usurp all power in a violent coup d‘état. Here, the repetition of the French Revolution finds its farcical end: Instead of the great Napoleon Bonaparte, France now had as its head his ridiculous nephew.

Marx provides a fascinating description of this sad and astonishing process through which a genuine revolution is finally derailed altogether. But he does more. He seeks to explain how a figure such as Louis Bonaparte could seize power in Europe’s most cultured and politically advanced country. The answer to this question leads into the heart of Marx’s analysis. Marx describes the power-brokering among the different factions in the National Assembly, as well as the shifting interplay of other forces such as the National Guard, the army, and Louis Bonaparte. But he also seeks to identify the respective power bases of these factions. He describes, for example, how the two royalist groups, each supporting a different dynasty, share a common interest against the republicans and social-democrats, but how they necessarily fall apart when it comes to reconciling their different plans for the future. The two dynasties simply cannot be fused, the two pretenders cannot become one, and so their common front must fall apart. Similarly, proletarians and bourgeoisie can  unite against the monarchy, but they cannot remain united when it comes to property and wage labor, the fundamental issues that divide the two groups. In this way, Marx not only describes the changing allegiances that characterize this tumultuous period; he also explains the different class interests that come to the fore at various crucial moments.

The Eighteenth Brumaire reaches its moment of greatest explanatory power when it comes to capturing the peculiar power base of Louis Napoleon himself. Here Marx points to two groups. The first is the so-called lumpenproletariat, which literally means “the proletariat in rags” and which captures all kinds of marginal subgroups that belong neither to the laboring masses nor to the bourgeoisie. Here’s how Marx describes the lumpenproletariat: “Alongside decayed roués [debauched people] with dubious means of subsistence and of dubious origin, alongside ruined and adventurous offshoots of the bourgeoisie, were vagabonds, discharged soldiers, discharged jailbirds, escaped galley slaves, swindlers, mountebanks [charlatans],  lazzaroni [tramps], pickpockets, tricksters, gamblers, maquereaus  [pimps], brothel keepers, porters, literati [writers and intellectuals], organ-grinders, ragpickers, knife grinders, tinkers, beggars—in short, the whole indefinite, disintegrated mass, thrown hither and thither, which the French term la bohème” (pp. 115-116). This excessive list shows Marx’s contempt for Louis Bonaparte’s peculiar support, which the president managed to organize into the so-called Society of December 10. While the aristocracy, the bourgeoisie, and the proletariat fight and thus neutralize one another, Louis Bonaparte finds his support at the margins of society and has the nerve to present himself as a president of the people.

The lumpenproletariat, however, is only one pillar of Louis Bonaparte’s power. The second and stronger one is the peasantry. In the end, the failure of the revolution came down to a revolt of the country against the city. The French peasants became gradually more impoverished as prices fell. In addition, they had few means of improving their productivity since they were isolated on small plots of land (a result of the land reform instituted after the French Revolution). Isolation marked this group in other respects as well. The peasants lived apart, continually fighting with each other over increasingly small gains with few means for public exchange and communication. This meant that they never managed to see themselves as a distinct class with distinct class interests. Thus, they were more alienated from one another and from their own interests than the proletariat. The only thing that united them was a distrust of all revolutionary activities, which were mostly centered in the cities. Louis Bonaparte relied on this group of reactionary, isolated, and uneducated peasants when he dissolved the National Assembly, arrested the leaders of the opposition, suspended many rights, and ruled as a dictator.

Marx did not despair at such a surprising and depressing change of events. Even though he himself had invested much energy in the revolution, he was able to pull back and analyze the root causes of its demise. In the process, he drew some general conclusions about revolutions. In one of his best-known paragraphs, he describes the difference between bourgeois revolutions, such as the French Revolution, and proletarian revolutions:

Bourgeois revolutions, like those of the eighteenth century, storm swiftly from success to success; their dramatic effects outdo each other; men and things seem set in sparkling brilliants; ecstasy is the everyday spirit; but they are short-lived; soon they have attained their zenith, and a long crapulent depression lays hold of society before it learns soberly to assimilate the results of its storm-and-stress period. On the other hand, proletarian revolutions, like those of the nineteenth century, criticize themselves constantly, interrupt themselves continually in their own course, come back to the apparently accomplished in order to begin it afresh, deride with unmerciful thoroughness the inadequacies, weaknesses and paltrinesses of their first attempts, seem to throw down their adversary only in order that he may draw new strength from the earth and rise again, more gigantic, before them, recoil ever and anon from the indefinite prodigiousness of their own aims, until a situation has been created which makes all turning back impossible (p. 67).



The strange course of the Revolution of 1848 is thus not a sign of failure, not a sign that France had somehow fallen behind the achievements of the French Revolution. Rather, it is the first signal of an entirely new type of revolution, one that might seem to move  incoherently in fits and starts, without direction, but that actually obeys a new historical logic. Marx notices the oddity of the Revolution of 1848, but he thinks ahead and asks us not to model our understanding of the present on the past. This is precisely what had happened in 1848 and precisely the reason why that revolution went wrong. The revolution had not dared to think of itself as a new type of revolution, as a proletarian revolution, and therefore confusedly and half-heartedly tried to hold onto the old patterns and developments. The result was a fake Napoleon, Louis Bonaparte.

The most important conclusion Marx thus drew from the failure of the 1848 revolution was thus a conclusion about what he called the “modern” revolution. We must not continue to restage old bourgeois revolutions like the French Revolution, but we must recognize the form and trajectory of new, proletarian ones. To articulate this modern revolution, he used an odd phrase, the “poetry” of the revolution. He writes: “The social revolution of the nineteenth century cannot draw its poetry from the past, but only from the future.... Earlier revolutions required recollections of past world history in order to drug themselves concerning their own content. In order to arrive at its own content, the revolution of the nineteenth century must let the dead bury their dead” (p. 66). “Poetry” of the revolution does not refer to poems about the revolution. Rather it refers to the language in which the revolution is articulated.6 If we want to stop repeating the mistakes of the past, Marx is saying, we must invent a new poetry, a new way of writing and thinking about the revolution. Marx himself fulfilled this task more than anyone. He invented new ways of writing and thinking about the revolution, imagining future revolutions, demanding new forms of revolution, and of bringing new types of revolutions about. The two texts collected here, the  Manifesto and the Eighteenth Brumaire, are two such texts in which Marx tried to create a new poetry of the revolution, a poetry that is not based on the past but that tries to fashion the future.

The method of analysis and mode of writing that makes Marx worth reading today can be summed up in the last of his eleventh theses on the German materialist philosopher Ludwig Feuerbach: “Philosophers have only interpreted the world; the point is to change it.” Rather than giving up on philosophy and theoretical inquiry, however, Marx sought to transform it. He created a form of  philosophy and of writing that would intervene in the world, a philosophy whose interpretation of the world would also at the same time be a way of changing it. The Eighteenth Brumaire and the Manifesto are both texts that combine philosophy and action. In fact, in Marx’s “Thesen über Feuerbach” (“Theses on Feuerbach”), short, condensed, and pithy paragraphs and sentences themselves are part of this project of finding new forms of political articulation.

Originally written some years before the Manifesto and the Eighteenth Brumaire, “Theses on Feuerbach” was not published during Marx’s lifetime (Engels published them in 1888 as an appendix to a longer text on Feuerbach). Yet it contains many of Marx’s most fundamental positions and assumptions. In it, Marx sketches what it means to adopt the philosophical position of being a materialist. Materialism does not simply mean to reduce the world of ideas to the material world, as Feuerbach had suggested. Marx articulates a new form of materialism that is based on social relations, on the interaction of human beings, and in particular on education. This important point is summed up in the third thesis: “The materialist doctrine—that circumstances and education change and that changed humans are thus the product of changed circumstances and education—forgets that circumstances are changed by humans and that the educator himself must be educated” (p. 179). This thesis shows how far Marx was from a mechanical or reductionist model in which everything is reduced to material circumstances. Circumstances may determine human nature, but humans can change these circumstances. Humans can be changed by a new education, which in turn can only be brought about by educating the educators. Marx thus opens a space for intervention, for change. We need to keep this space in mind when reading his texts, which were forged to educate educators, to change human circumstances by changing humans. This, perhaps, is the Marx we should look for today, the Marx who knows that it is possible to articulate alternative worlds, alternative modes of organizing our world that are different from the ones that are prevalent today. We need the Marx who sought to articulate these alternatives by creating new forms of writing and thinking. To find access to this Marx, we must not return to the dogmas of the various schools of Marxism, nor to the communist systems of the  past, but to Marx’s actual writings, the words, phrases, expressions, and forms of his stunning, beautiful, and visionary texts.
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MANIFESTO of the COMMUNIST PARTY

KARL MARX FRIEDRICH ENGELS

translated by Samuel Moore  
revised and edited by Friedrich Engels

 

A SPECTER IS HAUNTING Europe—the specter of Communism. All the Powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliancea to exorcise this specter: 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 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 Specter 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.





I

Bourgeois and Proletariansb

THE HISTORY OF ALL hitherto existing societyc is the history of class struggles.

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild masterd 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 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 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 splitting up more and more 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 colonization 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 monopolized 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 labor between the different corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of labor in each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacture no longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionized 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 turn, 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 medieval commune;e here independent urban republic (as in Italy and Germany), there taxable “third estate” f of the monarchy (as in France), afterward, in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, cor nerstone 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 fervor, 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 indefeasible chartered freedoms has set up that single, unconscionable freedom—Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honored and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid wage-laborers.

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has reduced the family relation to a mere money relation.

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display of vigor in the Middle Ages, which Reactionists so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most slothful indolence. It has been the first to show what man’s activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts and Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses of nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionizing the instruments of production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form was, on the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober senses his real conditions of life and his relations with his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground on which it stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries,  whose introduction becomes a life and death question for all civilized nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous raw material but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries whose products are consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the production of the country, we find new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal interdependence of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures there arises a world literature.g

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian, nations into civilization. The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery with which it batters down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois mode of production ; it compels them to introduce what it calls civilization into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In a word, it creates a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created enormous cities, has greatly increased the urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural life. Just as it has made the country dependent on the towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries dependent on the civilized ones, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps doing away more and more with the scatteredstate of the population, of the means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated population, centralized means of productions and has concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this was political centralization. Independent or but loosely connected provinces with separate interests, laws, governments and systems of taxation became lumped together into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one national class interest, one frontier and one customs tariff.

The bourgeoisie during its rule of scarce one hundred years has created more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together. Subjection of nature’s forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalization of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground—what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labor?

We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on the foundation of which the bourgeoisie built itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the development of these means of production and of exchange, the conditions under which feudal society produced and exchanged, the feudal organization of agriculture and manufacturing industry, in a word, the feudal relations of property became no longer compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so many fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and political constitution adapted to it and by the economic and political sway of the bourgeois class.

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 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 civilization, 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 as soon 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 by enforced 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 laborers who live only as long as they find work, and who find work only as 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.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labor, 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 labor, 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 labor increase, 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.

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 overseer and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the more embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labor, in other words, the more modern industry becomes developed, the more is the labor of men superseded by that of women. Differences of age and sex no longer have any distinctive social validity for the working class. All are instruments of labor, more or less expensive to use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the laborer by the manufacturer so far at an end that he receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.

The lower strata of the middle class—the small tradespeople, shopkeepers and retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and peasants—all these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly because their diminutive capital does not suffice for the scale on which Modern Industry is carried on and is swamped in the competition with the large capitalists, partly because their specialized skill is rendered worthless by new methods of production. Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the population.

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth begins its struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried on by individual laborers, then by the work people of a factory, then by the operatives of one trade in one locality against the individual bourgeois who directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois conditions of production, but against the instruments of production themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labor, they smash machinery to pieces, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages.

At this stage the laborers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the whole country and broken up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their own active union but of the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat in motion and, moreover is, for a time, yet able to do so. At this stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the enemies of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the non-industrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeoisie. Thus the whole historical movement is concentrated in the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie.

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 unceasing 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 (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.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lies, not in the immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of the workers. This union is helped on by the improved means of communication that are created by modern industry and that place the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this contact that was needed to centralize the numerous local struggles, all of the same character, into one national struggle between classes. But every class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which the burghers of the Middle Ages with their miserable highways required centuries, the modern proletarians, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years.

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 compels legislative recognition of particular interests of the workers, by taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the ten-hours’ bill in England was carried.

Altogether, collisions between the classes of the old society in many ways further the course of development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds itself involved in a constant battle. At first with the aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the bourgeoisie itself whose interests have become antagonistic to the progress of industry ; at all times with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these battles it sees itself compelled to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for its help, and thus to drag it into the political arena. The bourgeoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own elements of political and general education; in other words, it furnishes the proletariat with weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling classes are precipitated into the proletariat by the advance of industry, or are at least threatened in their conditions of existence. These  also supply the proletariat with fresh elements of enlightenment and progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the process of dissolution going on within the ruling class, in fact within the whole range of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring character that a small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift and joins the revolutionary class, the class that holds the future in its hands. Therefore, just as, at an earlier period a section of the nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular a portion of the bourgeois ideologists who have raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole.

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 the 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 the 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 labor, 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.

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify their already acquired status by subjecting society at large to their conditions of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters of the productive forces of society except by abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation, and thereby also every other previous mode of appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify; their mission is to destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual property.

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities or in the interest of minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority in the interest of the immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without the whole superincumbent strata of official society being sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.

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 overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway of the proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on the antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a class certain conditions must be assured to it under which it can, at least, continue its slavish existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself to membership in the commune, just as the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois. The modern laborer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the progress of industry sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly than population and wealth. And here 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 over-riding 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 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 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 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, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.
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Cologne and in June start a daily newspaper, Neue Rheinische
Zeitung.

After a counter-revolution in Prussia, Marx and Engels, as
editors of Neue Rheinische Zeitung, are tried for insulting the
authorities; a jury finds them not guilty, but soon afterward
the government orders Marx to leave the country. He goes to
Paris but is soon expelled by the authorities. He seeks asylum
in London, where his fourth child, Heinrich, is born in No-
vember. Engels arrives in London a few days later. Marx
spends many hours in the library of the British Museum, re-
searching and writing articles and essays.

Marx’s Die Klassenkampfe in Frankreich, 1848 bis 1850 (The
Class Struggles in France, 1848-1850) is published. The in-
fant Heinrich Marx dies. Engels takes a job in the family firm
in Manchester and begins financially supporting Marx.
Franziska Marx, a daughter, is born to Karl and Jenny Marx.
Franziska Marx dies. The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bona-
parteis published in New York.

Marx and Jenny’s daughter Eleanor is born in January; in
April, their son Edgar dies.

Marx begins work on his Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen
Okonomie (Fundamentals of a Critique of Political Economy),
a series of notebooks aimed at pulling together all his theo-
retical economic ideas; they will not be published until the
next century.

Marx’s Zur Kritik der Politischen Okonomie (Contribution to
the Critique of Political Economy) is published.

The International Workingmen’s Association (the First In-
ternational) is founded in London; Marx is elected a mem-
ber of its Provisional Committee and drafts both the
Provisional Rules and the Inaugural Address.

The first volume of Das Kapital (Capital) is published. En-
gels publishes a brief biography of Marx.

Engels sells his partnership in the family business and retires.
Marx learns Russian in order to study Russian economic
writings.

Marx is invited to become corresponding secretary of the
General Council for Russia, part of the First International.
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struction.” In October, Marx is named editor of the newspa-
per. Engels contributes to the paper on a number of political
and social issues. Engels travels to Manchester, England, to
work in the family’s factory there. Marx and Engels meet for
the first time in November, in the Rheinische Zeitung office
in Cologne.

Because of Marx’s radical critiques of its policies, the Prus-
sian government orders the closing of Rheinische Zeitung.
Marx and Jenny marry and move to Paris.

Marx and Jenny’s first child, Jenny, is born. Engels con-
tributes two articles to the Deutsche-Franzdsische Jahrbiicher
(German-French Yearbook), which Marx is editing. Engels
visits Marx in Paris in September; they begin their first joint
work, Die Heilige Familie (The Holy Family), a critique of the
Young Hegelians.

Under pressure from Prussia, the French government ousts
Marx for his revolutionary activities. Marx moves to Brus-
sels. In the spring, he writes Theses on Feuerbach. Engels soon
joins him there, and the two men work on The German Ide-
ology, which contains their ideas on historical materialism.
Engels publishes Lage der Arbeitenden Klasse in England (The
Condition of the Working Class in England). Marx and Engels
go to England to study new English works on economics. In
London, they meet with the leaders of the Chartists. Marx
and Jenny’s second daughter, Laura, is born.

Karl and Jenny Marx’s son Edgar is born. Marx and Engels
accept a proposal from the London committee of the League
of the Just to help it reorganize and write its new agenda;
later in the year the organization changes its name to the
Communist League. Marx and Engels help found a German
‘Workers Society in Brussels; most members are working-
class German refugees. Marx publishes Misére de la Philoso-
phie (The Poverty of Philosophy), which attacks the socialist
ideas of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon.

Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei (The Communist Mani-
festo) is published, and Marx is expelled from Belgium. Revo-
lutions occur throughout Europe. Marx and Engels return to
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Engels moves from Manchester to London; he is elected to
the General Council of the First International and made cor-
responding secretary for Belgium, Italy, Spain, Portugal, and
Denmark.

Marx writes and publishes The Civil War in France.

Marx and Engels participate in the London Congress of the
First International.

Engels begins serializing Anti-Diihring, a response to the ideas
of Eugen Diihring, a critic of Marx; it will be published in
book form the following year, in Leipzig. Marx corresponds
with radicals throughout the United States and Europe.
Marx’s wife, Jenny, dies, leaving him devastated.

Marx’s eldest daughter, Jenny, dies in January. Marx dies in
his armchair in London on March 14. Although only eleven
people attend Marx’s funeral in Highgate Cemetery, Engels’s
eulogy will prove true: “In every single field which Marx in-
vestigated . .. he made independent discoveries. . . . His name
will endure through the ages, and so also will his work!”
Engels publishes a monograph, Der Ursprung der Familie, des
Privateigenthums und des Staats (The Origin of the Family,
Private Property, and the State). Throughout the remaining
years of his life, Engels will edit the voluminous body of un-
published work Marx left behind at his death, including vol-
umes two and three of Capital, published in 1885 and 1894,
respectively.

Engels publishes Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of
Classical German Philosophy.

Engels participates in the founding of the Second Interna-
tional.

Engels dies in London on August 5, 1895.
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Karl Marx is born on May 5 to Heinrich and Henriette Marx
in Trier, Prussia (now Germany). His father, a lawyer who
had converted from Judaism to Lutheranism in order to be
allowed to practice his profession in the Prussian Empire, ex-
pects Karl to become an attorney as well.

Friedrich Engels is born on November 28 in Barmen, Prus-
sia (now Wuppertal, Germany), to a wealthy textile manu-
facturer with interests in both Barmen and Manchester,
England. Friedrich’s father grooms him from an early age to
join the family business.

Marx enters Bonn University as a law student. To his father’s
dismay, the young man is more interested in writing poetry,
falling in love, and drinking and smoking late into the night
with his friends.

During the summer, Marx becomes engaged to Jenny von
Westphalen, a beautiful girl from a respected Trier family. In
October, Marx transfers to Berlin University to study first
law, then philosophy; he joins the Young Hegelian Doctors’
Club.

Engels leaves school to join the family textile business.
Engels goes to Bremen for business training; he also writes
for the press.

Marx is awarded his doctorate. Engels returns home to Bar-
‘men but soon enlists in the military for a one-year term and
goes to Berlin, where he attends lectures in his free time and
joins the Young Hegelians.

Marx begins contributing to the liberal newspaper Rheinis-
che Zeitung, published in Cologne. His first article carries the
headline “Comments on the Latest Prussian Censorship In-
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