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The Manifesto of the Communist Party (1848) 

 

These excerpts of the various Prefaces and the Manifesto of the Communist Party, 

written in the year 1848 by K. Marx and F. Engels, help us to understand the meaning 

of key terms that describe and define some of the new political doctrines of the 19
th

 

Century and the changes that were happening in the economy and society in Europe 

during the Industrial Revolution. Today this Manifesto is used as a historical primary 

source to understand the political scenario of the second half of the 19
th

 Century and the 

ideas that underlie beneath and promote the political practice. 

 

 
 

Quotes from: Manifesto of the Communist Party by Karl Marx and Frederick Engels 

February 1848 Written: Late 1847; First Published: February 1848; Source: 

Marx/Engels Selected Works, Vol. One, Moscow, 1969, pp. 98-137. 
 

1. Relevant excerpts from the original Prefaces      
(Extractos relevantes de los prefacios originales) 
 

The Communist League, an international association of workers, which could of course 

be only a secret one, under conditions obtaining at the time, commissioned us, the 

undersigned, at the Congress held in London in November 1847, to write for publication 

a detailed theoretical and practical programme for the Party. Such was the origin of the 

following Manifesto, the manuscript of which traveled to London to be printed a few 

weeks before the February [French] Revolution [in 1848]. (From Preface of the German 

edition, 1882) 
 

The practical application of the principles will depend, as the Manifesto itself states, 

everywhere and at all times, on the historical conditions for the time being existing, and, 

for that reason, no special stress is laid on the revolutionary measures proposed at the 

end of Section II. That passage would, in many respects, be very differently worded 

today. In view of the gigantic strides of Modern Industry since 1848, and of the 

accompanying improved and extended organization of the working class, in view of the 

practical experience gained, first in the February Revolution (1848), and then, still 

more, in the Paris Commune (1871), where the proletariat for the first time held 

political power for two whole months, this programme has in some details been 

antiquated. (Preface, 1882) 
 

How very different today. Precisely European immigration fitted North American for a 

gigantic agricultural production, whose competition is shaking the very foundations of 

European landed property – large and small. At the same time, it enabled the United 
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States to exploit its tremendous industrial resources with an energy and on a scale that 

must shortly break the industrial monopoly of Western Europe, and especially of 

England, existing up to now. Both circumstances react in a revolutionary manner upon 

America itself. Step by step, the small and middle land ownership of the farmers, the 

basis of the whole political constitution, is succumbing to the competition of giant 

farms; at the same time, a mass industrial proletariat and a fabulous concentration 

of capital funds are developing for the first time in the industrial regions. (Preface 

1882) 

 

Yet, when it was written, we could not have called it a socialist manifesto. By 

Socialists, in 1847, were understood, on the one hand the adherents of the various 

Utopian systems: Owenites in England, Fourierists in France, both of them already 

reduced to the position of mere sects, and gradually dying out (…). Whatever portion of 

the working class had become convinced of the insufficiency of mere political 

revolutions, and had proclaimed the necessity of total social change, called itself 

Communist. (…)Thus, in 1847, socialism was a middle-class movement, communism a 

working-class movement. Socialism was, on the Continent at least, “respectable”; 

communism was the very opposite. (…) 
 

The section of the working class, however, which demanded a radical reconstruction of 

society, convinced that mere political revolutions were not enough, then called itself 

Communist. (…) Socialism in 1847 signified a bourgeois movement, communism a 

working-class movement. (…)   
 

 
 

That in every historical epoch, the prevailing mode of economic production and 

exchange, and the social organization necessarily following from it, form the basis upon 

which it is built up, and from that which alone can be explained the political and 

intellectual history of that epoch; that consequently the whole history of mankind (since 

the dissolution of primitive tribal society, holding land in common ownership) has been 

a history of class struggles, contests between exploiting and exploited, ruling and 

oppressed classes; That the history of these class struggles forms a series of evolutions 
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in which, nowadays, a stage has been reached where the exploited and oppressed class – 

the proletariat – cannot attain its emancipation from the sway of the exploiting and 

ruling class – the bourgeoisie – without, at the same time, and once and for all, 

emancipating society at large from all exploitation, oppression, class distinction, and 

class struggles. (Preface 1882) 
 

But that the eternal union of the proletarians of all countries created by it is still alive 

and lives stronger than ever, there is no better witness than this day. Because today, as I 

write these lines, the European and American proletariat is reviewing its fighting forces, 

mobilized for the first time, mobilized as one army, under one flag, for one immediate 

aim: the standard eight-hour working day to be established by legal enactment, as 

proclaimed by the Geneva Congress of the International in 1866, and again by the Paris 

Workers’ Congress of 1889. (Preface 1890) 

 

 

2. Relevant excerpts on the 1848 Revolutions in Europe  from the main text of the  

“Manifesto” (By Marx/Engels) 

 

 
 

A. From Part I: Bourgeois and Proletarians 

(About new social classes) 
 

(* By bourgeoisie is meant the class of modern capitalists, owners of the means of social 

production and employers of wage labour. By proletariat, the class of modern wage labourers 

who, having no means of production of their own, are reduced to selling their labour power in 

order to live. [Engels, 1888 English edition]) 

 

The history of all hitherto existing society† is the history of class struggles.  
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Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master‡ and journeyman, in a 

word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an 

uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a 

revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.  

 

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. (…) 

 

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 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 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 one 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, 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 labour ? (…) 

 

Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the great 

factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of labourers, crowded into the factory, are organized 

like soldiers.  (…)  
 

The modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the process 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. 

 

From Part II: Proletarians and Communists 

(About the communists) 
 

The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by this only: 1. In the 

national struggles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point out and bring to the 

front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of all nationality. 2. In the 
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various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie 

has to pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of the movement as a 

whole. (…) 

The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as that of all other proletarian parties: 

formation of the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest of 

political power by the proletariat. The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal 

property in favour of bourgeois property.  The distinguishing feature of Communism is not 

the abolition of property generally, but the abolition of bourgeois property. 

 

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a means to increase accumulated labour. In Communist 

society, accumulated labour is but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote the existence of the 

labourer.  

 

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

The working men have no country. We cannot take from them what they have not got. Since the 

proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of the 

nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is so far, itself national, though not in the bourgeois 

sense of the word.  

National differences and antagonism between peoples are daily more and more vanishing, 

owing to the development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world market, to 

uniformity in the mode of production and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto. 

 

 
Europe, 1848 Revolutions, Map that show cities where they occurred. 

 


