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First Manuscript 

Wages of Labor 
Wages are determined through the antagonistic struggle between capitalist and worker. Victory 
goes necessarily to the capitalist. The capitalist can live longer without the worker than can the 
worker without the capitalist. Combination among the capitalists is customary and effective; 
workers’ combination is prohibited and painful in its consequences for them. Besides, the 
landowner and the capitalist can make use of industrial advantages to augment their revenues; the 
worker has neither rent nor interest on capital to supplement his industrial income. Hence the 
intensity of the competition among the workers. Thus only for the workers is the separation of 
capital, landed property, and labour an inevitable, essential and detrimental separation. Capital 
and landed property need not remain fixed in this abstraction, as must the labor of the workers. 
The separation of capital, rent, and labor is thus fatal for the worker. 
The lowest and the only necessary wage rate is that providing for the subsistence of the worker 
for the duration of his work and as much more as is necessary for him to support a family and for 
the race of laborers not to die out. The ordinary wage, according to Smith, is the lowest 
compatible with common humanity6, that is, with cattle-like existence. 
The demand for men necessarily governs the production of men, as of every other commodity. 
Should supply greatly exceed demand, a section of the workers sinks into beggary or starvation. 
The worker’s existence is thus brought under the same condition as the existence of every other 
commodity. The worker has become a commodity, and it is a bit of luck for him if he can find a 
buyer. And the demand on which the life of the worker depends, depends on the whim of the rich 
and the capitalists. Should supply exceed demand, then one of the constituent parts of the price — 
profit, rent or wages — is paid below its rate, [a part of these] factors is therefore withdrawn from 
this application, and thus the market price gravitates [towards the] natural price as the center-
point. But (1) where there is considerable division of labor it is most difficult for the worker to 
direct his labor into other channels; (2) because of his subordinate relation to the capitalist, he is 
the first to suffer. 
Thus in the gravitation of market price to natural price it is the worker who loses most of all and 
necessarily. And it is just the capacity of the capitalist to direct his capital into another channel 
which either renders the worker, who is restricted to some particular branch of labor, destitute, or 
forces him to submit to every demand of this capitalist. 
The accidental and sudden fluctuations in market price hit rent less than they do that part of the 
price which is resolved into profit and wages; but they hit profit less than they do wages. In most 
cases, for every wage that rises, one remains stationary and one falls. 
The worker need not necessarily gain when the capitalist does, but he necessarily loses when 
the latter loses. Thus, the worker does not gain if the capitalist keeps the market price above the 
natural price by virtue of some manufacturing or trading secret, or by virtue of monopoly or the 
favorable situation of his land. 
Furthermore, the prices of labor are much more constant than the prices of provisions. Often they 
stand in inverse proportion. In a dear year wages fall on account of the decrease in demand, but 
rise on account of the increase in the prices of provisions — and thus balance. In any case, a 
number of workers are left without bread. In cheap years wages rise on account of the rise in 
demand, but decrease on account of the fall in the prices of provisions — and thus balance. 
Another respect in which the worker is at a disadvantage: 
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The labor prices of the various kinds of workers show much wider differences than the profits 
in the various branches in which capital is applied. In labor all the natural, spiritual, and social 
variety of individual activity is manifested and is variously rewarded, whilst dead capital always 
keeps the same pace and is indifferent to real individual activity. 
In general we should observe that in those cases where worker and capitalist equally suffer, the 
worker suffers in his very existence, the capitalist in the profit on his dead mammon. 
The worker has to struggle not only for his physical means of subsistence; he has to struggle to 
get work, i.e., the possibility, the means, to perform his activity. 
Let us take the three chief conditions in which society can find itself and consider the situation of 
the worker in them: 
(1) If the wealth of society declines the worker suffers most of all, and for the following reason: 
although the working class cannot gain so much as can the class of property owners in a 
prosperous state of society, no one suffers so cruelly from its decline as the working class. 
(2) Let us now take a society in which wealth is increasing. This condition is the only one 
favorable to the worker. Here competition between the capitalists sets in. The demand for workers 
exceeds their supply. But: 
In the first place, the raising of wages gives rise to overwork among the workers. The more they 
wish to earn, the more must they sacrifice their time and carry out slave-labor, completely losing 
all their freedom, in the service of greed. Thereby they shorten their lives. This shortening of their 
life-span is a favorable circumstance for the working class as a whole, for as a result of it an ever-
fresh supply of labor becomes necessary. This class has always to sacrifice a part of itself in order 
not to be wholly destroyed. 
Furthermore: When does a society find itself in a condition of advancing wealth? When the 
capitals and the revenues of a country are growing. But this is only possible: 
(a) As the result of the accumulation of much labor, capital being accumulated labor; as the result, 
therefore, of the fact that more and more of his products are being taken away from the worker, 
that to an increasing extent his own labor confronts him as another man’s property and that the 
means of his existence and his activity are increasingly concentrated in the hands of the capitalist. 
(b) The accumulation of capital increases the division of labor, and the division of labor increases 
the number of workers. Conversely, the number of workers increases the division of labor, just as 
the division of labor increases the accumulation of capital. With this division of labor on the one 
hand and the accumulation of capital on the other, the worker becomes ever more exclusively 
dependent on labor, and on a particular, very one-sided, machine-like labor at that. Just as he is 
thus depressed spiritually and physically to the condition of a machine and from being a man 
becomes an abstract activity and a belly, so he also becomes ever more dependent on every 
fluctuation in market price, on the application of capital, and on the whim of the rich. Equally, the 
increase in the class of people wholly dependent on work intensifies competition among the 
workers, thus lowering their price. In the factory system this situation of the worker reaches its 
climax. 
(c) In an increasingly prosperous society only the richest of the rich can continue to live on 
money interest. Everyone else has to carry on a business with his capital, or venture it in trade. As 
a result, the competition between the capitalists becomes more intense. The concentration of 
capital increases, the big capitalists ruin the small, and a section of the erstwhile capitalists sinks 
into the working class, which as a result of this supply again suffers to some extent a depression 
of wages and passes into a still greater dependence on the few big capitalists. The number of 
capitalists having been diminished, their competition with respect to the workers scarcely exists 
any longer; and the number of workers having been increased, their competition among 
themselves has become all the more intense, unnatural, and violent. Consequently, a section of 
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the working class falls into beggary or starvation just as necessarily as a section of the middle 
capitalists falls into the working class. 
Hence even in the condition of society most favorable to the worker, the inevitable result for the 
worker is overwork and premature death, decline to a mere machine, a bond servant of capital, 
which piles up dangerously over and against him, more competition, and starvation or beggary for 
a section of the workers. 
The raising of wages excites in the worker the capitalist’s mania to get rich, which he, however, 
can only satisfy by the sacrifice of his mind and body. The raising of wages presupposes and 
entails the accumulation of capital, and thus sets the product of labor against the worker as 
something ever more alien to him. Similarly, the division of labor renders him ever more one-
sided and dependent, bringing with it the competition not only of men but also of machines. Since 
the worker has sunk to the level of a machine, he can be confronted by the machine as a 
competitor. Finally, as the amassing of capital increases the amount of industry and therefore the 
number of workers, it causes the same amount of industry to manufacture a larger amount of 
products, which leads to over-production and thus either ends by throwing a large section of 
workers out of work or by reducing their wages to the most miserable minimum. 
Such are the consequences of a state of society most favorable to the worker — namely, of a state 
of growing, advancing wealth. 
Eventually, however, this state of growth must sooner or later reach its peak. What is the 
worker’s position now? 

3) “In a country which had acquired that full complement of riches both the wages 
of labor and the profits of stock would probably be very low the competition for 
employment would necessarily be so great as to reduce the wages of labor to what 
was barely sufficient to keep up the number of laborers, and, the country being 
already fully peopled, that number could never be augmented.” [Adam Smith, 
Wealth of Nations, Vol. I, p. 84.] 

The surplus would have to die. 
Thus in a declining state of society — increasing misery of the worker; in an advancing state — 
misery with complications; and in a fully developed state of society — static misery. 
Since, however, according to Smith, a society is not happy, of which the greater part suffers — 
yet even the wealthiest state of society leads to this suffering of the majority — and since the 
economic system7 (and in general a society based on private interest) leads to this wealthiest 
condition, it follows that the goal of the economic system is the unhappiness of society. 
Concerning the relationship between worker and capitalist we should add that the capitalist is 
more than compensated for rising wages by the reduction in the amount of labor time, and that 
rising wages and rising interest on capital operate on the price of commodities like simple and 
compound interest respectively. 
Let us put ourselves now wholly at the standpoint of the political economist, and follow him in 
comparing the theoretical and practical claims of the workers. 
He tells us that originally and in theory the whole product of labor belongs to the worker. But at 
the same time he tells us that in actual fact what the worker gets is the smallest and utterly 
indispensable part of the product — as much, only, as is necessary for his existence, not as a 
human being, but as a worker, and for the propagation, not of humanity, but of the slave class of 
workers. 
The political economist tells us that everything is bought with labor and that capital is nothing but 
accumulated labor; but at the same time he tells us that the worker, far from being able to buy 
everything, must sell himself and his humanity. 
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Whilst the rent of the idle landowner usually amounts to a third of the product of the soil, and the 
profit of the busy capitalist to as much as twice the interest on money, the “something more” 
which the worker himself earns at the best of times amounts to so little that of four children of 
his, two must starve and die. 
Whilst according to the political economists it is solely through labor that man enhances the value 
of the products of nature, whilst labor is man’s active possession, according to this same political 
economy the landowner and the capitalist, who qua landowner and capitalist are merely 
privileged and idle gods, are everywhere superior to the worker and lay down the law to him. 
Whilst according to the political economists labor is the sole unchanging price of things, there is 
nothing more fortuitous than the price of labor, nothing exposed to greater fluctuations. 
Whilst the division of labor raises the productive power of labor and increases the wealth and 
refinement of society, it impoverishes the worker and reduces him to a machine. Whilst labor 
brings about the accumulation of capital and with this the increasing prosperity of society, it 
renders the worker ever more dependent on the capitalist, leads him into competition of a new 
intensity, and drives him into the headlong rush of overproduction, with its subsequent 
corresponding slump. 
Whilst the interest of the worker, according to the political economists, never stands opposed to 
the interest of society, society always and necessarily stands opposed to the interest of the worker. 
According to the political economists, the interest of the worker is never opposed to that of 
society: (1) because the rising wages are more than compensated by the reduction in the amount 
of labor time, together with the other consequences set forth above; and (2) because in relation to 
society the whole gross product is the net product, and only in relation to the private individual 
has the net product any significance. 
But that labor itself, not merely in present conditions but insofar as its purpose in general is the 
mere increase of wealth — that labor itself, I say, is harmful and pernicious — follows from the 
political economist’s line of argument, without his being aware of it. 

In theory, rent of land and profit on capital are deductions suffered by wages. In actual fact, 
however, wages are a deduction which land and capital allow to go to the worker, a concession 
from the product of labor to the workers, to labor. 
When society is in a state of decline, the worker suffers most severely. The specific severity of 
his burden he owes to his position as a worker, but the burden as such to the position of society. 
But when society is in a state of progress, the ruin and impoverishment of the worker is the 
product of his labor and of the wealth produced by him. The misery results, therefore, from the 
essence of present-day labor itself. 
Society in a state of maximum wealth — an ideal, but one which is approximately attained, and 
which at least is the aim of political economy as of civil society — means for the workers static 
misery. 
It goes without saying that the proletarian, i.e., the man who, being without capital and rent, lives 
purely by labor, and by a one-sided, abstract labor, is considered by political economy only as a 
worker. Political economy can therefore advance the proposition that the proletarian, the same as 
any horse, must get as much as will enable him to work. It does not consider him when he is not 
working, as a human being; but leaves such consideration to criminal law, to doctors, to religion, 
to the statistical tables, to politics and to the poor-house overseer. 
Let us now rise above the level of political economy and try to answer two questions on the basis 
of the above exposition, which has been presented almost in the words of the political 
economists: 
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(1) What in the evolution of mankind is the meaning of this reduction of the greater part of 
mankind to abstract labor? 
(2) What are the mistakes committed by the piecemeal reformers, who either want to raise wages 
and in this way to improve the situation of the working class, or regard equality of wages (as 
Proudhon does) as the goal of social revolution? 
In political economy labor occurs only in the form of activity as a source of livelihood. 

“It can be asserted that those occupations which presuppose specific talents or 
longer training have become on the whole more lucrative; whilst the proportionate 
reward for mechanically monotonous activity in which one person can be trained 
as easily and quickly as another has fallen with growing competition, and was 
inevitably bound to fall. And it is just this sort of work which in the present state 
of the organization of labor is still by far the commonest. If therefore a worker in 
the first category now earns seven times as much as he did, say, fifty years ago, 
whilst the earnings of another in the second category have remained unchanged, 
then of course both are earning on the average four times as much. But if the first 
category comprises only a thousand workers in a particular country, and the 
second a million, then 999,000 are no better off than fifty years ago — and they 
are worse off if at the same time the prices of the necessaries of life have risen. 
With such superficial calculations of averages people try to deceive themselves 
about the most numerous class of the population. Moreover, the size of the wage 
is only one factor in the estimation of the worker’s income, because it is essential 
for the measurement of the latter to take into account the certainty of its duration 
— which is obviously out of the question in the anarchy of so-called free 
competition, with its ever-recurring fluctuations and periods of stagnation. Finally, 
the hours of work customary formerly and now have to be considered. And for the 
English cotton-workers these have been increased, as a result of the entrepreneurs’ 
mania for profit. to between twelve and sixteen hours a day during the past 
twenty-five years or so — that is to say, precisely during the period of the 
introduction of labor-saving machines; and this increase in one country and in one 
branch of industry inevitably asserted itself elsewhere to a greater or lesser degree, 
for the right of the unlimited exploitation of the poor by the rich is still universally 
recognised.” (Wilhelm Schulz, Die Bewegung der Production, p. 65) 
“But even if it were as true as it is false that the average income of every class of 
society has increased, the income-differences and relative income-distances may 
nevertheless have become greater and the contrasts between wealth and poverty 
accordingly stand out more sharply. For just because total production rises — and 
in the same measure as it rises — needs, desires and claims also multiply and thus 
relative poverty can increase whilst absolute poverty diminishes. The Samoyed 
living on fish oil and rancid fish is not poor because in his secluded society all 
have the same needs. But in a state that is forging ahead, which in the course of a 
decade, say, increased by a third its total production in proportion to the 
population, the worker who is getting as much at the end of ten years as at the 
beginning has not remained as well off, but has become poorer by a third.” (Ibid. 
pp. 65-66) 

But political economy knows the worker only as a working animal — as a beast reduced to the 
strictest bodily needs. 

“To develop in greater spiritual freedom, a people must break their bondage to 
their bodily needs — they must cease to be the slaves of the body. They must, 
above all, have time at their disposal for spiritual creative activity and spiritual 
enjoyment. The developments in the labor organism gain this time. Indeed, with 
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new motive forces and improved machinery, a single worker in the cotton mills 
now often performs the work formerly requiring a hundred, or even 250 to 350 
workers. Similar results can be observed in all branches of production, because 
external natural forces are being compelled to participate to an ever-greater degree 
in human labor. If the satisfaction of a given amount of material needs formerly 
required a certain expenditure of time and human effort which has later been 
reduced by half, then without any loss of material comfort the scope for spiritual 
activity and enjoyment has been simultaneously extended by as much.... But again 
the way in which the booty, that we win from old Kronos himself in his most 
private domain, is shared out is still decided by the dice-throw of blind, unjust 
Chance. In France it has been calculated that at the present stage in the 
development of production an average working period of five hours a day by 
every person capable of work could suffice for the satisfaction of all the material 
interests of society.... Notwithstanding the time saved by the perfecting of 
machinery. the duration of the slave-labor performed by a large population in the 
factories has only increased.” (Schulz, op. cit., pp. 67, 68.) 
“The transition from compound manual labor rests on a break-down of the latter 
into its simple operations. At first, however, only some of the uniformly-recurring 
operations will devolve on machines, while some will devolve on men. From the 
nature of things, and from confirmatory experience, it is clear that unendingly 
monotonous activity of this kind is as harmful to the mind as to the body; thus this 
combination of machinery with mere division of labor among a greater number of 
hands must inevitably show all the disadvantages of the latter. These 
disadvantages appear, among other things, in the greater mortality of factory 
workers.... Consideration has not been given ... to this big distinction as to how far 
men work through machines or how far as machines.” (Ibid. p. 69) 
“In the future life of the peoples, however, the inanimate forces of nature working 
in machines will be our slaves and serfs.” (Ibid. p. 74) 
“The English spinning mills employ 196,818 women and only 158,818 men. For 
every 100 male workers in the cotton mills of Lancashire there are 103 female 
workers, and in Scotland as many as 209. In the English flax mills of Leeds, for 
every 100 male workers there were found to be 147 female workers. In Dundee 
and on the east coast of Scotland as many as 280. In the English silk mills ... many 
female workers; male workers predominate in the wool-mills where the work 
requires greater physical strength. In 1833, no fewer than 38,927 women were 
employed alongside 18,593 men in the North American cotton mills. As a result 
of the changes in the labor organism, a wider sphere of gainful employment has 
thus fallen to the share of the female sex.... Women now occupying an 
economically more independent position ... the two sexes are drawn closer 
together in their social conditions.” (Ibid. pp. 71, 72) 
“Working in the English steam- and water-driven spinning mills in 1835 were: 
20,558 children between the ages of eight and twelve; 35,867 between the ages of 
twelve and thirteen; and, lastly, 108,208 children between the ages of thirteen and 
eighteen.... Admittedly, further advances in mechanization, by more and more 
removing all monotonous work from human hands, are operating in the direction 
of a gradual elimination of this evil. But standing in the way of these more rapid 
advances is the very circumstance that the capitalists can, in the easiest and 
cheapest fashion, appropriate the energies of the lower classes down to the 
children, to be used instead of mechanical devices.” (Ibid. pp. 70-71) 
“Lord Brougham’s call to the workers — ‘Become capitalists’. ... This is the evil 
that millions are able to earn a bare subsistence for themselves only by strenuous 

 



9 Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. First Manuscript 

labor which shatters the body and cripples them morally and intellectually; that 
they are even obliged to consider the misfortune of finding such work a piece of 
good fortune.” (Ibid. p. 60) 
“In order to live, then, the non-owners are obliged to place themselves, directly or 
indirectly, at the service of the owners — to put themselves, that is to say, into a 
position of dependence upon them.” (Pecqueur, Théorie nouvelle d’économie soc., 
etc., p. 409) 
“Servants — pay: workers — wages; employees — salary or emoluments.” (Ibid. 
pp. 409-410) 
“To hire out one’s labor”, “to lend one’s labor at interest”, “to work in another’s 
place.” 
“To hire out the materials of labor”, “to lend the materials of labor at interest”, “to 
make others work in one’s place.” (Ibid. p. 411) 
“Such an economic order condemns men to occupations so mean, to a degradation 
so devastating and bitter, that by comparison savagery seems like a kingly 
condition.... (Ibid. pp. 417, 418) “Prostitution of the non-owning class in all its 
forms.” (Ibid. p. 421f) “Ragmen.” 

Charles Loudon in the book Solution du problème de la population, etc., Paris, 18428, declares 
the number of prostitutes in England to be between sixty and seventy thousand. The number of 
women of doubtful virtue is said to be equally large (p. 228). 

“The average life of these unfortunate creatures on the streets, after they have 
embarked on their career of vice, is about six or seven years. To maintain the 
number of sixty to seventy thousand prostitutes, there must be in the three 
kingdoms at least eight to nine thousand women who commit themselves to this 
abject profession each year, or about twenty-four new victims each day — an 
average of one per hour; and it follows that if the same proportion holds good over 
the whole surface of the globe, there must constantly be in existence one and a 
half million unfortunate women of this kind”. (Ibid. p. 229) 
“The numbers of the poverty-stricken grow with their poverty, and at the extreme 
limit of destitution human beings are crowded together in the greatest numbers 
contending with each other for the right to suffer.... In 1821 the population of 
Ireland was 6,801,827. In 1831 it had risen to 7,764,010 — an increase of 14 per 
cent in ten years. In Leinster, the wealthiest province, the population increased by 
only 8 per cent; whilst in Connaught, the most poverty-stricken province, the 
increase reached 21 per cent. (Extract from the Enquiries Published in England on 
Ireland, Vienna, 1840.)” (Buret, De la misère, etc., t. 1, pp. 36, 37) 
Political economy considers labor in the abstract as a thing; “labor is a 
commodity.” If the price is high, then the commodity is in great demand; if the 
price is low, then the commodity is in great supply: “the price of labor as a 
commodity must fall lower and lower.” (Buret, op. cit.) This is made inevitable 
partly by the competition between capitalist and worker, partly by the competition 
amongst the workers. “The working population, the seller of labor, is necessarily 
reduced to accepting the most meager part of the product.... Is the theory of labor 
as a commodity anything other than a theory of disguised bondage?” (Ibid. p. 43) 
“Why then has nothing but an exchange-value been seen in labor?” (Ibid. p. 44) 
The large workshops prefer to buy the labor of women and children, because this 
costs less than that of men. (Op. cit.) “The worker is not at all in the position of a 
free seller vis-à-vis the one who employs him.... The capitalist is always free to 
employ labor, and the worker is always forced to sell it. The value of labor is 
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completely destroyed if it is not sold every instant. Labor can neither be 
accumulated nor even be saved, unlike true [commodities]. 
“Labor is life, and if life is not each day exchanged for food, it suffers and soon 
perishes. To claim that human life is a commodity, one must, therefore, admit 
slavery.” (Ibid. pp. 49, 50) If then labor is a commodity, it is a commodity with 
the most unfortunate attributes. But even by the principles of political economy it 
is no commodity, for it is not the “free result of a free transaction.” The present 
economic regime “simultaneously lowers the price and the remuneration of labor; 
it perfects the worker and degrades the man.” (Ibid. pp. 52, 53) “Industry has 
become a war, and commerce a gamble.” (Ibid. p. 62) 
The cotton-working machines (in England) alone represent 84,000,000 manual 
workers. (Ibid. p. 193) 
Up to the present, industry has been in a state of war, a war of conquest: “It has 
squandered the lives of the men who made up its army with the same indifference 
as the great conquerors. Its aim was the possession of wealth, not the happiness of 
men.” (Buret, op. cit., p. 20) “These interests” (that is, economic interests), “freely 
left to themselves ... must necessarily come into conflict; they have no other 
arbiter but war, and the decisions of war assign defeat and death to some, in order 
to give victory to the others.... It is in the conflict of opposed forces that science 
seeks order and equilibrium: perpetual war, according to it, is the sole means of 
obtaining peace; that war is called competition.” (Ibid. p. 23) 
“The industrial war, to be conducted with success, demands large armies which it 
can amass on one spot and profusely decimate. And it is neither from devotion nor 
from duty that the soldiers of this army bear the exertions imposed on them, but 
only to escape the hard necessity of hunger. They feel neither attachment nor 
gratitude towards their bosses, nor are these bound to their subordinates by any 
feeling of benevolence. They do not know them as men, but only as instruments of 
production which have to yield as much as possible with as little cost as possible. 
These populations of workers, ever more crowded together, have not even the 
assurance of always being employed. Industry, which has called them together, 
only lets them live while it needs them, and as soon as it can get rid of them it 
abandons them without the slightest scruple; and the workers are compelled to 
offer their persons and their powers for whatever price they can get. The longer, 
more painful and more disgusting the work they are given, the less they are paid. 
There are those who, with sixteen hours’ work a day and unremitting exertion, 
scarcely buy the right not to die.” (Ibid. pp. 68-69) 
“We are convinced ... as are the commissioners charged with the inquiry into the 
condition of the hand-loom weavers, that the large industrial towns would in a 
short time lose their population of workers if they were not all the time receiving 
from the neighboring rural areas constant recruitments of healthy men, a constant 
flow of fresh blood.” (Ibid. p. 362) 

Profit of Capital 
1. Capital 
What is the basis of capital, that is, of private property in the products of other men’s labor? 

“Even if capital itself does not merely amount to theft or fraud, it still requires the 
cooperation of legislation to sanctify inheritance.” (Say, Traité d’economie 
politique, t. I. P. 136, footnote)9
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[Estranged Labor] 
||XXII| We have proceeded from the premises of political economy. We have accepted its 
language and its laws. We presupposed private property, the separation of labor, capital and land, 
and of wages, profit of capital and rent of land – likewise division of labor, competition, the 
concept of exchange value, etc. On the basis of political economy itself, in its own words, we 
have shown that the worker sinks to the level of a commodity and becomes indeed the most 
wretched of commodities; that the wretchedness of the worker is in inverse proportion to the 
power and magnitude of his production; that the necessary result of competition is the 
accumulation of capital in a few hands, and thus the restoration of monopoly in a more terrible 
form; and that finally the distinction between capitalist and land rentier, like that between the 
tiller of the soil and the factory worker, disappears and that the whole of society must fall apart 
into the two classes – property owners and propertyless workers. 
Political economy starts with the fact of private property; it does not explain it to us. It expresses 
in general, abstract formulas the material process through which private property actually passes, 
and these formulas it then takes for laws. It does not comprehend these laws – i.e., it does not 
demonstrate how they arise from the very nature of private property. Political economy throws no 
light on the cause of the division between labor and capital, and between capital and land. When, 
for example, it defines the relationship of wages to profit, it takes the interest of the capitalists to 
be the ultimate cause, i.e., it takes for granted what it is supposed to explain. Similarly, 
competition comes in everywhere. It is explained from external circumstances. As to how far 
these external and apparently accidental circumstances are but the expression of a necessary 
course of development, political economy teaches us nothing. We have seen how exchange itself 
appears to it as an accidental fact. The only wheels which political economy sets in motion are 
greed, and the war amongst the greedy – competition. [After this paragraph the following 
sentence is crossed out in the manuscript: “We now have to examine the nature of this material 
movement of property.” – Ed.] 
Precisely because political economy does not grasp the way the movement is connected, it was 
possible to oppose, for instance, the doctrine of competition to the doctrine of monopoly, the 
doctrine of the freedom of the crafts to the doctrine of the guild, the doctrine of the division of 
landed property to the doctrine of the big estate – for competition, freedom of the crafts and the 
division of landed property were explained and comprehended only as accidental, premeditated 
and violent consequences of monopoly, of the guild system, and of feudal property, not as their 
necessary, inevitable and natural consequences. 
Now, therefore, we have to grasp the intrinsic connection between private property, greed, the 
separation of labor, capital and landed property; the connection of exchange and competition, of 
value and the devaluation of man, of monopoly and competition, etc. – the connection between 
this whole estrangement and the money system. 
Do not let us go back to a fictitious primordial condition as the political economist does, when he 
tries to explain. Such a primordial condition explains nothing; it merely pushes the question away 
into a grey nebulous distance. The economist assumes in the form of a fact, of an event, what he 
is supposed to deduce – namely, the necessary relationship between two things – between, for 
example, division of labor and exchange. Thus the theologian explains the origin of evil by the 
fall of man – that is, he assumes as a fact, in historical form, what has to be explained.  
We proceed from an actual economic fact. 
The worker becomes all the poorer the more wealth he produces, the more his production 
increases in power and size. The worker becomes an ever cheaper commodity the more 
commodities he creates. The devaluation of the world of men is in direct proportion to the 
increasing value of the world of things. Labor produces not only commodities; it produces itself 
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and the worker as a commodity – and this at the same rate at which it produces commodities in 
general. 
This fact expresses merely that the object which labor produces – labor’s product – confronts it as 
something alien, as a power independent of the producer. The product of labor is labor which has 
been embodied in an object, which has become material: it is the objectification of labor. Labor’s 
realization is its objectification. Under these economic conditions this realization of labor appears 
as loss of realization for the workers;18 objectification as loss of the object and bondage to it; 
appropriation as estrangement, as alienation.19

So much does labor’s realization appear as loss of realization that the worker loses realization to 
the point of starving to death. So much does objectification appear as loss of the object that the 
worker is robbed of the objects most necessary not only for his life but for his work. Indeed, labor  
itself becomes an object which he can obtain only with the greatest effort and with the most 
irregular interruptions. So much does the appropriation of the object appear as estrangement that 
the more objects the worker produces the less he can possess and the more he falls under the sway 
of his product, capital. 
All these consequences are implied in the statement that the worker is related to the product of his 
labor as to an alien object. For on this premise it is clear that the more the worker spends himself, 
the more powerful becomes the alien world of objects which he creates over and against himself, 
the poorer he himself  – his inner world – becomes, the less belongs to him as his own. It is the 
same in religion. The more man puts into God, the less he retains in himself. The worker puts his 
life into the object; but now his life no longer belongs to him but to the object. Hence, the greater 
this activity, the more the worker lacks objects. Whatever the product of his labor is, he is not. 
Therefore, the greater this product, the less is he himself. The alienation of the worker in his 
product means not only that his labor becomes an object, an external existence, but that it exists 
outside him, independently, as something alien to him, and that it becomes a power on its own 
confronting him. It means that the life which he has conferred on the object confronts him as 
something hostile and alien. 
||XXIII| Let us now look more closely at the objectification, at the production of the worker; and 
in it at the estrangement, the loss of the object, of his product.  
The worker can create nothing without nature, without the sensuous external world. It is the 
material on which his labor is realized, in which it is active, from which, and by means of which 
it produces. 
But just as nature provides labor with [the] means of life in the sense that labor cannot live 
without objects on which to operate, on the other hand, it also provides the means of life in the 
more restricted sense, i.e., the means for the physical subsistence of the worker himself. 
Thus the more the worker by his labor appropriates the external world, sensuous nature, the more 
he deprives himself of means of life in two respects: first, in that the sensuous external world 
more and more ceases to be an object belonging to his labor – to be his labor’s means of life; and, 
second, in that it more and more ceases to be means of life in the immediate sense, means for the 
physical subsistence of the worker. 
In both respects, therefore, the worker becomes a servant of his object, first, in that he receives an 
object of labor, i.e., in that he receives work, and, secondly, in that he receives means of 
subsistence. This enables him to exist, first as a worker; and second, as a physical subject. The 
height of this servitude is that it is only as a worker that he can maintain himself as a physical 
subject and that it is only as a physical subject that he is a worker. 
(According to the economic laws the estrangement of the worker in his object is expressed thus: 
the more the worker produces, the less he has to consume; the more values he creates, the more 
valueless, the more unworthy he becomes; the better formed his product, the more deformed 
becomes the worker; the more civilized his object, the more barbarous becomes the worker; the 
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more powerful labor becomes, the more powerless becomes the worker; the more ingenious labor 
becomes, the less ingenious becomes the worker and the more he becomes nature’s servant.)  
Political economy conceals the estrangement inherent in the nature of labor by not considering 
the direct relationship between the worker (labor) and production. It is true that labor produces 
for the rich wonderful things – but for the worker it produces privation. It produces palaces – but 
for the worker, hovels. It produces beauty – but for the worker, deformity. It replaces labor by 
machines, but it throws one section of the workers back into barbarous types of labor and it turns 
the other section into a machine. It produces intelligence – but for the worker, stupidity, 
cretinism. 
The direct relationship of labor to its products is the relationship of the worker to the objects of 
his production. The relationship of the man of means to the objects of production and to 
production itself is only a consequence of this first relationship – and confirms it. We shall 
consider this other aspect later. When we ask, then,  what is the essential relationship of labor we 
are asking about the relationship of the worker to production. 
Till now we have been considering the estrangement, the alienation of the worker only in one of 
its aspects , i.e., the worker’s relationship to the products of his labor. But the estrangement is 
manifested not only in the result but in the act of production, within the producing activity, itself. 
How could the worker come to face the product of his activity as a stranger, were it not that in the 
very act of production he was estranging himself from himself? The product is after all but the 
summary of the activity, of production. If then the product of labor is alienation, production itself 
must be active alienation, the alienation of activity, the activity of alienation. In the estrangement 
of the object of labor is merely summarized the estrangement, the alienation, in the activity of 
labor itself. 
What, then, constitutes the alienation of labor? 
First, the fact that labor is external to the worker, i.e., it does not belong to his intrinsic nature; 
that in his work, therefore, he does not affirm himself but denies himself, does not feel content 
but unhappy, does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies his body and 
ruins his mind. The worker therefore only feels himself outside his work, and in his work feels 
outside himself. He feels at home when he is not working, and when he is working he does not 
feel at home. His labor is therefore not voluntary, but coerced; it is forced labor. It is therefore 
not the satisfaction of a need; it is merely a means to satisfy needs external to it. Its alien 
character emerges clearly in the fact that as soon as no physical or other compulsion exists, labor 
is shunned like the plague. External labor, labor in which man alienates himself, is a labor of self-
sacrifice, of mortification. Lastly, the external character of labor for the worker appears in the fact 
that it is not his own, but someone else’s, that it does not belong to him, that in it he belongs, not 
to himself, but to another. Just as in religion the spontaneous activity of the human imagination, 
of the human brain and the human heart, operates on the individual independently of him – that 
is, operates as an alien, divine or diabolical activity – so is the worker’s activity not his 
spontaneous activity. It belongs to another; it is the loss of his self. 
As a result, therefore, man (the worker) only feels himself freely active in his animal functions – 
eating, drinking, procreating, or at most in his dwelling and in dressing-up, etc.; and in his human 
functions he no longer feels himself to be anything but an animal.  What is animal becomes 
human and what is human becomes animal. 
Certainly eating, drinking, procreating, etc., are also genuinely human functions. But taken 
abstractly, separated from the sphere of all other human activity and turned into sole and ultimate 
ends, they are animal functions. 
We have considered the act of estranging practical human activity, labor, in two of its aspects. (1) 
The relation of the worker to the product of labor as an alien object exercising power over him. 
This relation is at the same time the relation to the sensuous external world, to the objects of 
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nature, as an alien world inimically opposed to him. (2) The relation of labor to the act of 
production within the labor process. This relation is the relation of the worker to his own activity 
as an alien activity not belonging to him; it is activity as suffering, strength as weakness, 
begetting as emasculating, the worker’s own physical and mental energy, his personal life – for 
what is life but activity? – as an activity which is turned against him, independent of him and not 
belonging to him. Here we have self-estrangement, as previously we had the estrangement of the 
thing. 
||XXIV| We have still a third aspect of estranged labor to deduce from the two already 
considered. 
Man is a species-being,20 not only because in practice and in theory he adopts the species (his 
own as well as those of other things) as his object, but – and this is only another way of 
expressing it – also because he treats himself as the actual, living species; because he treats 
himself as a universal and therefore a free being. 
The life of the species, both in man and in animals, consists physically in the fact that man (like 
the animal) lives on organic nature; and the more universal man (or the animal) is, the more 
universal is the sphere of inorganic nature on which he lives. Just as plants, animals, stones, air, 
light, etc., constitute theoretically a part of human consciousness, partly as objects of natural 
science, partly as objects of art – his spiritual inorganic nature, spiritual nourishment which he 
must first prepare to make palatable and digestible – so also in the realm of practice they 
constitute a part of human life and human activity. Physically man lives only on these products of 
nature, whether they appear in the form of food, heating, clothes, a dwelling, etc. The universality 
of man appears in practice precisely in the universality which makes all nature his inorganic body 
– both inasmuch as nature is (1) his direct means of life, and (2) the material, the object, and the 
instrument of his life activity. Nature is man’s inorganic body – nature, that is, insofar as it is not 
itself human body. Man lives on nature – means that nature is his body, with which he must 
remain in continuous interchange if he is not to die. That man’s physical and spiritual life is 
linked to nature means simply that nature is linked to itself, for man is a part of nature. 
In estranging from man (1) nature, and (2) himself, his own active functions, his life activity, 
estranged labor estranges the species from man. It changes for him the life of the species into a 
means of individual life. First it estranges the life of the species and individual life, and secondly 
it makes individual life in its abstract form the purpose of the life of the species, likewise in its 
abstract and estranged form. 
For labor, life activity, productive life itself, appears to man in the first place merely as a means of 
satisfying a need – the need to maintain physical existence. Yet the productive life is the life of 
the species. It is life-engendering life. The whole character of a species, its species-character, is 
contained in the character of its life activity; and free, conscious activity is man’s species-
character. Life itself appears only as a means to life. 
The animal is immediately one with its life activity. It does not distinguish itself from it.  It is its 
life activity. Man makes his life activity itself the object of his will and of his consciousness. He 
has conscious life activity. It is not a determination with which he directly merges. Conscious life 
activity distinguishes man immediately from animal life activity. It is just because of this that he 
is a species-being. Or it is only because he is a species-being that he is a conscious being, i.e., that 
his own life is an object for him. Only because of that is his activity free activity. Estranged labor 
reverses the relationship, so that it is just because man is a conscious being that he makes his life 
activity, his essential being, a mere means to his existence.  
In creating a world of objects by his personal activity, in his work upon inorganic nature, man 
proves himself a conscious species-being, i.e., as a being that treats the species as his own 
essential being, or that treats itself as a species-being. Admittedly animals also produce. They 
build themselves nests, dwellings, like the bees, beavers, ants, etc. But an animal only produces 
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what it immediately needs for itself or its young. It produces one-sidedly, whilst man produces 
universally. It produces only under the dominion of immediate physical need, whilst man 
produces even when he is free from physical need and only truly produces in freedom therefrom. 
An animal produces only itself, whilst man reproduces the whole of nature.  An animal’s product 
belongs immediately to its physical body, whilst man freely confronts his product. An animal 
forms only in accordance with the standard and the need of the species to which it belongs, whilst 
man knows how to produce in accordance with the standard of every species, and knows how to 
apply everywhere the inherent standard to the object.  Man therefore also forms objects in 
accordance with the laws of beauty. 
It is just in his work upon the objective world, therefore, that man really proves himself to be a 
species-being. This production is his active species-life. Through this production, nature appears 
as his work and his reality. The object of labor is, therefore, the objectification of man’s species-
life: for he duplicates himself not only, as in consciousness, intellectually, but also actively, in 
reality, and therefore he sees himself in a world that he has created. In tearing away from man the 
object of his production, therefore, estranged labor tears from him his species-life, his real 
objectivity as a member of the species and transforms his advantage over animals into the 
disadvantage that his inorganic body, nature, is taken from him. 
Similarly, in degrading spontaneous, free activity to a means, estranged labor makes man’s 
species-life a means to his physical existence. 
The consciousness which man has of his species is thus transformed by estrangement in such a 
way that species [-life]  becomes for him a means.   
Estranged labor turns thus: 
(3) Man’s species-being, both nature and his spiritual species-property, into a being alien to him, 
into a means of his individual existence. It estranges from man his own body, as well as external 
nature and his spiritual aspect, his human aspect.  
(4) An immediate consequence of the fact that man is estranged from the product of his labor, 
from his life activity, from his species-being, is the estrangement of man from man. When man 
confronts himself, he confronts the other man. What applies to a man’s relation to his work, to the 
product of his labor and to himself, also holds of a man’s relation to the other man, and to the 
other man’s labor and object of labor.  
 In fact, the proposition that man’s species-nature is estranged from him means that one man is 
estranged from the other, as each of them is from man’s essential nature.  
The estrangement of man, and in fact every relationship in which man [stands] to himself, is 
realized and expressed only in the relationship in which a man stands to other men.  
Hence within the relationship of estranged labor each man views the other in accordance with the 
standard and the relationship in which he finds himself as a worker.  
||XXV| We took our departure from a fact of political economy – the estrangement of the worker 
and his production. We have formulated this fact in conceptual terms as estranged, alienated 
labor. We have analyzed this concept – hence analyzing merely a fact of political economy.  
Let us now see, further, how the concept of estranged, alienated labor must express and present 
itself in real life. 
If the product of labor is alien to me, if it confronts me as an alien power, to whom, then, does it 
belong? 
To a being other than myself. 
Who is this being? 
The gods? To be sure, in the earliest times the principal production (for example, the building of 
temples, etc., in Egypt, India and Mexico) appears to be in the service of the gods, and the 
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product belongs to the gods. However, the gods on their own were never the lords of labor. No 
more was nature. And what a contradiction it would be if, the more man subjugated nature by his 
labor and the more the miracles of the gods were rendered superfluous by the miracles of 
industry, the more man were to renounce the joy of production and the enjoyment of the product 
to please these powers.  
The alien being, to whom labor and the product of labor belongs, in whose service labor is done 
and for whose benefit the product of labor is provided, can only be man himself. 
If the product of labor does not belong to the worker, if it confronts him as an alien power, then 
this can only be because it belongs to some other man than the worker. If the worker’s activity is 
a torment to him, to another it must give satisfaction and pleasure. Not the gods, not nature, but 
only man himself can be this alien power over man. 
We must bear in mind the previous proposition that man’s relation to himself becomes for him 
objective and actual through his relation to the other man. Thus, if the product of his labor, his 
labor objectified, is for him an alien, hostile, powerful object independent of him, then his 
position towards it is such that someone else is master of this object, someone who is alien, 
hostile, powerful, and independent of him. If he treats his own activity as an unfree activity, then 
he treats it as an activity performed in the service, under the dominion, the coercion, and the yoke 
of another man. 
Every self-estrangement of man, from himself and from nature, appears in the relation in which 
he places himself and nature to men other than and differentiated from himself. For this reason 
religious self-estrangement necessarily appears in the relationship of the layman to the priest, or 
again to a mediator, etc., since we are here dealing with the intellectual world.  In the real 
practical world self-estrangement can only become manifest through the real practical 
relationship to other men. The medium through which estrangement takes place is itself practical.  
Thus through estranged labor man not only creates his relationship to the object and to the act of 
production as to powers [in the manuscript Menschen (men) instead of Mächte (powers). – Ed.] 
that are alien and hostile to him; he also creates the relationship in which other men stand to his 
production and to his product, and the relationship in which he stands to these other men. Just as 
he creates his own production as the loss of his reality, as his punishment; his own product as a 
loss, as a product not belonging to him; so he creates the domination of the person who does not 
produce over production and over the product. Just as he estranges his own activity from himself, 
so he confers upon the stranger an activity which is not his own. 
We have until now considered this relationship only from the standpoint of the worker and later 
on we shall be considering it also from the standpoint of the non-worker. 
Through estranged, alienated labor, then, the worker produces the relationship to this labor of a 
man alien to labor and standing outside it. The relationship of the worker to labor creates the 
relationship to it of the capitalist (or whatever one chooses to call the master of labor). Private 
property is thus the product, the result, the necessary consequence, of alienated labor, of the 
external relation of the worker to nature and to himself. 
Private property thus results by analysis from the concept of alienated labor, i.e., of alienated 
man, of estranged labor, of estranged life, of estranged man. 
True, it is as a result of the movement of private property that we have obtained the concept of 
alienated labor (of alienated life) in political economy. But on analysis of this concept it becomes 
clear that though private property appears to be the reason, the cause of alienated labor, it is rather 
its consequence, just as the gods are originally not the cause but the effect of man’s intellectual 
confusion.  Later this relationship becomes reciprocal. 
Only at the culmination of the development of private property does this, its secret, appear again, 
namely, that on the one hand it is the product of alienated labor, and that on the other it is the 
means by which labor alienates itself, the realization of this alienation.  
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This exposition immediately sheds light on various hitherto unsolved conflicts. 
 (1) Political economy starts from labor as the real soul of production; yet to labor it gives 
nothing, and to private property everything. Confronting this contradiction, Proudhon has decided 
in favor of labor against private property21. We understand, however, that this apparent 
contradiction is the contradiction of estranged labor with itself, and that political economy has 
merely formulated the laws of estranged labor.  
We also understand, therefore, that wages and private property are identical. Indeed, where the 
product, as the object of labor, pays for labor itself, there the wage is but a necessary consequence 
of labor’s estrangement. Likewise, in the wage of labor, labor does not appear as an end in itself 
but as the servant of the wage.  We shall develop this point later, and meanwhile will only draw 
some conclusions. ||XXVI| 22

An enforced increase of wages (disregarding all other difficulties, including the fact that it would 
only be by force, too, that such an increase, being an anomaly, could be maintained) would 
therefore be nothing but better payment for the slave, and would not win either for the worker or 
for labor their human status and dignity.  
Indeed, even the equality of wages, as demanded by Proudhon, only transforms the relationship of 
the present-day worker to his labor into the relationship of all men to labor. Society is then 
conceived as an abstract capitalist. 
Wages are a direct consequence of estranged labor, and estranged labor is the direct cause of 
private property. The downfall of the one must therefore involve the downfall of the other. 
(2) From the relationship of estranged labor to private property it follows further that the 
emancipation of society from private property, etc., from servitude, is expressed in the political 
form of the emancipation of the workers; not that their emancipation alone is at stake, but 
because the emancipation of the workers contains universal human emancipation – and it contains 
this because the whole of human servitude is involved in the relation of the worker to production, 
and all relations of servitude are but modifications and consequences of this relation.  
Just as we have derived the concept of private property from the concept of estranged, alienated 
labor by analysis, so we can develop every category of political economy with the help of these 
two factors; and we shall find again in each category, e.g., trade, competition, capital, money only 
a particular and developed expression of these first elements. 
But before considering this phenomenon, however, let us try to solve two other problems. 
(1) To define the general nature of private property, as it has arisen as a result of estranged labor, 
in its relation to truly human and social property. 
(2) We have accepted the estrangement of labor, its alienation, as a fact, and we have analyzed 
this fact. How, we now ask, does man come to alienate, to estrange, his labor? How is this 
estrangement rooted in the nature of human development? We have already gone a long way to 
the solution of this problem by transforming the question of the origin of private property into the 
question of the relation of alienated labor to the course of humanity’s development. For when 
one speaks of private property, one thinks of dealing with something external to man. When one 
speaks of labor, one is directly dealing with man himself. This new formulation of the question 
already contains its solution. 
As to (1): The general nature of private property and its relation to truly human property. 
Alienated labor has resolved itself for us into two components which depend on one another, or 
which are but different expressions of one and the same relationship. Appropriation appears as 
estrangement, as alienation; and alienation appears as appropriation, estrangement as truly 
becoming a citizen.23

We have considered the one side – alienated labor in relation to the worker himself, i.e., the 
relation of alienated labor to itself. The product, the necessary outcome of this relationship, as we 
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have seen, is the property relation of the non-worker to the worker and to labor. Private property, 
as the material, summary expression of alienated labor, embraces both relations – the relation of 
the worker to work and to the product of his labor and to the non-worker, and the relation of the 
non-worker to the worker and to the product of his labor. 
Having seen that in relation to the worker who appropriates nature by means of his labor, this 
appropriation appears as estrangement, his own spontaneous activity as activity for another and as 
activity of another, vitality as a sacrifice of life, production of the object as loss of the object to an 
alien power, to an alien person – we shall now consider the relation to the worker, to labor and its 
object of this person who is alien to labor and the worker.  
First it has to be noted that everything which appears in the worker as an activity of alienation, of 
estrangement, appears in the non-worker as a state of alienation, of estrangement. 
Secondly, that the worker’s real, practical attitude in production and to the product (as a state of 
mind) appears in the non-worker who confronting him as a theoretical attitude. 
||XXVII| Thirdly, the non-worker does everything against the worker which the worker does 
against himself; but he does not do against himself what he does against the worker. 
Let us look more closely at these three relations. |XXVII|| 
[First Manuscript breaks off here.] 
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The factors we have to consider are: Firstly, the propensity to exchange – the basis of which is 
found in egoism – is regarded as the cause or reciprocal effect of the division of labor. Say 
regards exchange as not fundamental to the nature of society. Wealth – production – is explained 
by division of labor and exchange. The impoverishment of individual activity, and its loss of 
character as a result of the division of labor, are admitted. Exchange and division of labor are 
acknowledged as the sources of the great diversity of human talents – a diversity which in its turn 
becomes useful as a result of exchange. Skarbek divides man’s essential powers of production – 
or productive powers – into two parts: (1) those which are individual and inherent in him – his 
intelligence and his special disposition, or capacity, for work; and (2) those derived from society 
and not from the actual individual – division of labor and exchange. 
Furthermore, the division of labor is limited by the market. Human labor is simple mechanical 
motion: the main work is done by the material properties of the objects. The fewest possible 
operations must be apportioned to any one individual. Splitting-up of labor and concentration of 
capital; the insignificance of individual production and the production of wealth in large 
quantities. Meaning of free private property within the division of labor. |XXXVIII|| 

[The Power of Money in Bourgeois Society] 
 ||XL| 42 If man’s feelings, passions, etc., are not merely anthropological phenomena in the 
[narrower] [This word cannot be clearly deciphered in the manuscript. – Ed.] sense, but truly 
ontological43 affirmation of being (of nature), and if they are only really affirmed because their 
object exists for them as a sensual object, then it is clear that: 
1. They have by no means merely one mode of affirmation, but rather that the distinct character 
of their existence, of their life, is constituted by the distinct mode of their affirmation. In what 
manner the object exists for them, is the characteristic mode of their gratification. 
2. Wherever the sensuous affirmation is the direct annulment of the object in its independent form 
(as in eating, drinking, working up of the object, etc.), this is the affirmation of the object. 
3. Insofar as man, and hence also his feeling, etc., is human, the affirmation of the object by 
another is likewise his own gratification. 
4. Only through developed industry – i.e., through the medium of private property – does the 
ontological essence of human passion come into being, in its totality as well as in its humanity; 
the science of man is therefore itself a product of man’s own practical activity. 
5. The meaning of private property – apart from its estrangement – is the existence of essential 
objects for man, both as objects of enjoyment and as objects of activity. 
By possessing the property of buying everything, by possessing the property of appropriating all 
objects, money is thus the object of eminent possession. The universality of its property is the 
omnipotence of its being. It is therefore regarded as an omnipotent being.  Money is the procurer 
between man’s need and the object, between his life and his means of life. But that which 
mediates my life for me, also mediates the existence of other people for me. For me it is the other 
person. 

“What, man! confound it, hands and feet 
And head and backside, all are yours! 
And what we take while life is sweet, 
Is that to be declared not ours? 
Six stallions, say, I can afford, 
Is not their strength my property? 
I tear along, a sporting lord, 
As if their legs belonged to me.” 
Goethe: Faust (Mephistopheles) 
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Shakespeare in Timon of Athens: 
“Gold? Yellow, glittering, precious gold? No, Gods,  
I am no idle votarist! ... Thus much of this will  
make black white, foul fair, 
Wrong right, base noble, old young, coward valiant. 
... Why, this 
Will lug your priests and servants from your sides, 
Pluck stout men’s pillows from below their heads: 
This yellow slave 
Will knit and break religions, bless the accursed; 
Make the hoar leprosy adored, place thieves 
And give them title, knee and approbation 
With senators on the bench: This is it 
That makes the wappen’d widow wed again; 
She, whom the spital-house and ulcerous sores 
Would cast the gorge at, this embalms and spices 
To the April day again. Come, damned earth, 
Thou common whore of mankind, that putt’s odds 
Among the rout of nations.” 

And also later: 
“O thou sweet king-killer, and dear divorce 
Twixt natural son and sire! thou bright defiler 
Of Hymen’s purest bed! thou valiant Mars! 
Thou ever young, fresh, loved and delicate wooer, 
Whose blush doth thaw the consecrated snow 
That lies on Dian’s lap! Thou visible God! 
That solder’s close impossibilities, 
And makest them kiss! That speak’st with every tongue, 
||XLII| To every purpose! O thou touch of hearts! 
Think, thy slave man rebels, and by thy virtue 
Set them into confounding odds, that beasts 
May have the world in empire!” 

Shakespeare excellently depicts the real nature of money. To understand him, let us begin, first of 
all, by expounding the passage from Goethe. 
That which is for me through the medium of money – that for which I can pay (i.e., which money 
can buy) – that am I myself, the possessor of the money. The extent of the power of money is the 
extent of my power. Money’s properties are my – the possessor’s – properties and essential 
powers. Thus, what I am and am capable of is by no means determined by my individuality. I am 
ugly, but I can buy for myself the most beautiful of women. Therefore I am not ugly, for the 
effect of ugliness – its deterrent power – is nullified by money. I, according to my individual 
characteristics, am lame, but money furnishes me with twenty-four feet. Therefore I am not lame. 
I am bad, dishonest, unscrupulous, stupid; but money is honored, and hence its possessor. Money 
is the supreme good, therefore its possessor is good. Money, besides, saves me the trouble of 
being dishonest: I am therefore presumed honest. I am brainless, but money is the real brain of 
all things and how then should its possessor be brainless? Besides, he can buy clever people for 
himself, and is he who has [In the manuscript: “is”. – Ed.] power over the clever not more clever 
than the clever? Do not I, who thanks to money am capable of all that the human heart longs for, 
possess all human capacities? Does not my money, therefore, transform all my incapacities into 
their contrary? 
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If money is the bond binding me to human life, binding society to me, connecting me with nature 
and man, is not money the bond of all bonds? Can it not dissolve and bind all ties? Is it not, 
therefore, also the universal agent of separation? It is the coin that really separates as well as the 
real binding agent – the [...] [In the manuscript one word cannot be deciphered. – Ed.] chemical 
power of society. 
Shakespeare stresses especially two properties of money: 
1. It is the visible divinity – the transformation of all human and natural properties into their 
contraries, the universal confounding and distorting of things: impossibilities are soldered 
together by it. 
2. It is the common whore, the common procurer of people and nations. 
The distorting and confounding of all human and natural qualities, the fraternization of 
impossibilities – the divine power of money – lies in its character as men’s estranged, alienating 
and self-disposing species-nature. Money is the alienated ability of mankind. 
That which I am unable to do as a man, and of which therefore all my individual essential powers 
are incapable, I am able to do by means of money. Money thus turns each of these powers into 
something which in itself it is not – turns it, that is, into its contrary. 
If I long for a particular dish or want to take the mail-coach because I am not strong enough to go 
by foot, money fetches me the dish and the mail-coach: that is, it converts my wishes from 
something in the realm of imagination, translates them from their meditated, imagined or desired 
existence into their sensuous, actual existence – from imagination to life, from imagined being 
into real being. In effecting this mediation, [money] is the truly creative power. 
No doubt the demand also exists for him who has no money, but his demand is a mere thing of 
the imagination without effect or existence for me, for a third party, for the [others], ||XLIII| and 
which therefore remains even for me unreal and objectless. The difference between effective 
demand based on money and ineffective demand based on my need, my passion, my wish, etc., is 
the difference between being and thinking, between the idea which exists within me merely as an 
idea and the idea which exists as a real object outside of me. 
If I have no money for travel, I have no need – that is, no real and realizable need – to travel. If I 
have the vocation for study but no money for it, I have no vocation for study – that is, no 
effective, no true vocation. On the other hand, if I have really no vocation for study but have the 
will and the money for it, I have an effective vocation for it. Money as the external, universal 
medium and faculty (not springing from man as man or from human society as society) for 
turning an image into reality and reality into a mere image, transforms the real essential powers 
of man and nature into what are merely abstract notions and therefore imperfections and 
tormenting chimeras, just as it transforms real imperfections and chimeras – essential powers 
which are really impotent, which exist only in the imagination of the individual – into real 
powers and faculties. In the light of this characteristic alone, money is thus the general distorting 
of individualities which turns them into their opposite and confers contradictory attributes upon 
their attributes. 
Money, then, appears as this distorting power both against the individual and against the bonds of 
society, etc., which claim to be entities in themselves. It transforms fidelity into infidelity, love 
into hate, hate into love, virtue into vice, vice into virtue, servant into master, master into servant, 
idiocy into intelligence, and intelligence into idiocy. 
Since money, as the existing and active concept of value, confounds and confuses all things, it is 
the general confounding and confusing of all things – the world upside-down – the confounding 
and confusing of all natural and human qualities. 
He who can buy bravery is brave, though he be a coward. As money is not exchanged for any one 
specific quality, for any one specific thing, or for any particular human essential power, but for 
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the entire objective world of man and nature, from the standpoint of its possessor it therefore 
serves to exchange every quality for every other, even contradictory, quality and object: it is the 
fraternization of impossibilities. It makes contradictions embrace. 
Assume man to be man and his relationship to the world to be a human one: then you can 
exchange love only for love, trust for trust, etc. If you want to enjoy art, you must be an 
artistically cultivated person; if you want to exercise influence over other people, you must be a 
person with a stimulating and encouraging effect on other people. Every one of your relations to 
man and to nature must be a specific expression, corresponding to the object of your will, of your 
real individual life. If you love without evoking love in return – that is, if your loving as loving 
does not produce reciprocal love; if through a living expression of yourself as a loving person you 
do not make yourself a beloved one, then your love is impotent – a misfortune. |XLIII|| 
 

 



 

Notes 
 

1. The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 is the first work in which Marx tried to 
systematically elaborate problems of political economy from the standpoint of his maturing 
dialectical-materialist and communist views and also to synthesize the results of his critical review of 
prevailing philosophic and economic theories. Apparently, Marx began to write it in order to clarify 
the problems for himself. But in the process of working on it he conceived the idea of publishing a 
work analysing the economic system of bourgeois society in his time and its ideological trends. 
Towards the end of his stay in Paris, on February 1, 1845, Marx signed a contract with Carl Leske, a 
Darmstadt publisher, concerning the publication of his work entitled A Critique of Politics and of 
Political Economy. It was to be based on his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 and 
perhaps also on his earlier manuscript Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law. This 
plan did not materialize in the 1840s because Marx was busy writing other works and, to some extent, 
because the contract with the publisher was cancelled in September 1846, the latter being afraid to 
have transactions with such a revolutionary-minded author. However, in the early 1850s Marx 
returned to the idea of writing a book on economics. Thus, the manuscripts of 1844 are connected with 
the conception of a plan which led many years later to the writing of Capital. 

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is an unfinished work and in part a rough draft. A 
considerable part of the text has not been preserved. What remains comprises three manuscripts, each 
of which has its own pagination (in Roman figures). The first manuscript contains 27 pages, of which 
pages I-XII and XVII-XXVII are divided by two vertical lines into three columns supplied with 
headings written in beforehand: “Wages of Labor,” “Profit of Capital” (this section has also 
subheadings supplied by the author) and “Rent of Land.” It is difficult to tell the order in which Marx 
filled these columns. All the three columns on p. VII contain the text relating to the section “Wages of 
Labor.” Pages XIII to XVI are divided into two columns and contain texts of the sections “Wages of 
Labor” (pp. XIII-XV), “Profit of Capital” (pp. XIII-XVI) and “Rent of Land” (p. XVI). On pages 
XVII to XXI, only the column headed “Rent of Land” is filled in. From page XXII to page XXVII, on 
which the first manuscript breaks off, Marx wrote across the three columns disregarding the headings. 
The text of these pages is published as a separate section entitled by the editors according to its 
content “Estranged Labor.” 

Of the second manuscript only the last four pages have survived (pp. XL-XLIII). 

The third manuscript contains 41 pages (not counting blank ones) divided into two columns and 
numbered by Marx himself from I to XLIII (in doing so he omitted two numbers, XXII and XXV). 
Like the extant part of the second manuscript, the third manuscript has no author’s headings; the text 
has been arranged and supplied with the headings by the editors. 

Sometimes Marx departed from the subject matter and interrupted his elucidation of one question to 
analyze another. Pages XXXIX-XL contain the Preface to the whole work which is given before the 
text of the first manuscript. The text of the section dealing with the critical analysis of Hegel’s 
dialectic, to which Marx referred in the Preface as the concluding chapter and which was scattered on 
various pages, is arranged in one section and put at the end in accordance with Marx’s indications. 

In order to give the reader a better visual idea of the structure of the work, the text reproduces in 
vertical lines the Roman numbers of the sheets of the manuscripts, and the Arabic numbers of the 
columns in the first manuscript. The notes indicate where the text has been rearranged. Passages 
crossed out by Marx with a vertical line are enclosed in pointed brackets; separate words or phrases 
crossed out by the author are given in footnotes only when they supplement the text. The general title 
and the headings of the various parts of the manuscripts enclosed in square brackets are supplied by 
the editors on the basis of the author’s formulations. In some places the text has been broken up into 
paragraphs by the editors. Quotations from the French sources cited by Marx in French or in his own 
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translation into German, are given in English in both cases and the French texts as quoted by Marx are 
given in the footnotes. Here and elsewhere Marx’s rendering of the quotations or free translation is 
given in small type but without quotation marks. Emphasis in quotations, belonging, as a rule, to 
Marx, as well as that of the quoted authors, is indicated everywhere by italics. 

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 was first published by the Institute of Marxism-
Leninism in Moscow in the language of the original: Marx/Engels, Gesamtausgabe, Abt. 1, Bd. 3, 
1932. 

In English this work was first published in 1959 by the Foreign Languages Publishing House (now 
Progress Publishers), Moscow, translated by Martin Milligan. 

2. This refers to Bruno Bauer’s reviews of books, articles and pamphlets on the Jewish question, 
including Marx’s article on the subject in the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher, which were 
published in the monthly Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung (issue No. 1, December 1843, and issue No. 
IV, March 1844) under the title “Von den neuesten Schriften über die Judenfrage.” Most of the 
expressions quoted are taken from these reviews. The expressions “utopian phrase” and “compact 
mass” can he found in Bruno Bauer’s unsigned article, “Was ist jetzt der Gegenstand der Kritik?” 
published in the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung, issue No. VIII, July 1844. A detailed critical appraisal 
of this monthly was later on given by Marx and Engels in the book Die heilige Familie, oder Kritik 
der kritischen Kritik (see this edition, Vol. 4, The Holy Family, or Critique of Critical Criticism). 

3. Marx apparently refers to Weitling’s works: Die Menschheit, wie sie ist und wie sie sein sollte, 
1838, and Garantien der Harmonic und Freiheit, Vivis, 1842. 

Moses Hess published three articles in the collection Ein-und-zwanzig Bogen aus der Schweiz 
(Twenty-One Sheets from Switzerland), Erster Teil (Zürich und Winterthur, 1843), issued by Georg 
Herwegh. These articles, entitled “Sozialismus und Kommunismus,” “Philosophie der Tat” and “Die 
Eine und die ganze Freiheit,” were published anonymously. The first two of them had a note – 
“Written by the author of ‘Europäische Triarchie’.” 

4. The term “element” in the Hegelian philosophy means a vital element of thought. It is used to stress 
that thought is a process, and that therefore elements in a system of thought are also phases in a 
movement. The term “feeling” (Empfindung) denotes relatively low forms of mental life in which no 
distinction is made between the subjective and objective. 

5. Shortly after writing this Preface Marx fulfilled his intention in The Holy Family, or Critique of 
Critical Criticism, written in collaboration with Engels (see Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, 
Collected Works, Vol. 4). 

6. The expression “common humanity” (in the manuscript in French, “simple humanity”) was 
borrowed by Marx from the first volume (Chapter VIII) of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, which he 
used in Garnier’s French translation (Recherches sur la nature et les causes de la richesse des nations, 
Paris, 1802, t. I, p. 138). All the subsequent references were given by Marx to this publication, the 
synopsis of which is contained in his Paris Notebooks with excerpts on political economy. This 
edition is reproduced on the MIA and Marx’s citations are linked to the text. 

7. Marx uses the German term “Nationalökonomie” to denote both the economic system in the sense 
of science or theory, and the economic system itself. 

8. Loudon’s work was a translation into French of an English manuscript apparently never published 
in the original. The author did publish in English a short pamphlet - The Equilibrium of Population 
and Sustenance Demonstrated, Leamington, 1836. 

9. Unlike the quotations from a number of other French writers such as Constantin Pecqueur and 
Eugéne Buret, which Marx gives in French in this work, the excerpts from J. B. Say’s book are given 
in his German translation. 
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10. From this page of the manuscript quotations from Adam Smith’s book (in the French translation), 
which Marx cited so far sometimes in French and sometimes in German, are, as a rule, given in 
German. In this book the corresponding pages of the English edition are substituted for the French by 
the editors and Marx’s references are given in square brackets (see Note 6). 

11. The text published in small type here and below is not an exact quotation from Smith but a 
summary of the corresponding passages from his work. Such passages are subsequently given in small 
type but without quotation marks. 

12. The preceding page (VII) of the first manuscript does not contain any text relating to the sections 
“Profit of Capital” and “Rent of Land” (see Note 1). 

13. The whole paragraph, including the quotation from Ricardo’s book in the French translation by 
Francisco Solano Constancio: Des principes de l’économie politique, et de 1’impôt, 2-e éd., Paris, 
1835, T. II, pp. 194-95 (see the corresponding English edition On the Principles of Political Economy, 
and Taxation, London, 1817), and from Sismondi’s Nouveaux principes d’économie politique..., Paris, 
1819, T. II., p. 331, is an excerpt from Eugéne Buret’s book De la misère des classes laborieuses en 
Angleterre et en France.... Paris, 1840, T. I, pp. 6-7, note. 

14. The allusion is to the following passage: “In a perfectly fair lottery, those who draw the prizes 
ought to gain all that is lost by those who draw the blanks. In a profession where twenty fail for one 
that succeeds, that one ought to gain all that should have been gained by the unsuccessful twenty.” 
(Smith, Wealth of Nations, Vol. 1, Bk. 1, p. 94.) 

15. See Note 12. 

16. The Corn Laws – a series of laws in England (the first of which dated back to the 15th century) 
which imposed high duties on imported corn with the aim of maintaining high prices on it in the home 
market. In the first third of the 19th century several laws were passed (in 1815, 1822 and so on) 
changing the conditions of corn imports, and in 1828 a sliding scale was introduced, which raised 
import duties on corn while lowering prices on the home market and, on the contrary, lowered import 
duties while raising prices. 

In 1838 the Manchester factory owners Cobden and Bright founded the Anti-Corn Law League, which 
widely exploited the popular discontent at rising corn prices. While agitating for the abolition of the 
corn duties and demanding complete freedom of trade, the League strove to weaken the economic and 
political positions of the landed aristocracy and to lower workers’ wages. 

The struggle between the industrial bourgeoisie and the landed aristocracy over the Corn Laws ended 
in their repeal in 1846. 

17. Pages XIII to XV are divided into two columns and not three like the other pages of the first 
manuscript; they contain no text relating to the section “Rent of Land.” On page XVI, which also has 
two columns, this text is in the first column, while on the following pages it is in the second. 

18. Marx, still using Hegel’s terminology and his approach to the unity of the opposites, counterposes 
the term “Verwirklichung” (realization) to “Entwirklichung” (loss of realization). 

19. In this manuscript Marx frequently uses two similar German terms, “Entäusserung” and 
“Entfremdung,” to express the notion of “alienation.” In the present edition the former is generally 
translated as “alienation,” the latter as “estrangement,” because in the later economic works (Theories 
of Surplus-Value) Marx himself used the word “alienation” as the English equivalent of the term 
“Entäusserung.” 

20. The term “species-being” (Gattungswesen) is derived from Ludwig Feuerbach’s philosophy 
where it is applied to man and mankind as a whole. 

21. Apparently Marx refers to Proudhon’s book Qu’est-ce que la propriété?, Paris, 1841. 
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22. This passage shows that Marx here uses the category of wages in a broad sense, as an expression 
of antagonistic relations between the classes of capitalists and of wage-workers. Under “the wages” he 
understands “the wage-labor,” the capitalist system as such. This idea was apparently elaborated in 
detail in that part of the manuscript which is now extant. 

23. This apparently refers to the conversion of individuals into members of civil society which is 
considered as the sphere of property, of material relations that determine all other relations. In this 
case Marx refers to the material relations of society based on private property and the antagonism of 
different classes. 

24. The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 deprived poor people considered able to work (including 
children) of any public relief except a place in the workhouse, where they were compelled to work. 

25. In the manuscript “sein für sich selbst,” which is an expression of Hegel’s term “für sich’ (for 
itself) as opposed to “an sich” (in itself). In the Hegelian philosophy the former means roughly 
explicit, conscious or defined in contrast to “an sich,” a synonym for immature, implicit or 
unconscious. 

26. This refers to Revolutions de France et de Brabant, par Camille Desmoulins. Second Trimestre, 
contenant mars, avril et mai, Paris, l’an 1ier, 1790, N. 16, p. 139 sq.; N. 23, p. 425 sqq.; N. 26, p. 580 
sqq. 

27. This refers to Georg Ludwig Wilhelm Funke, Die aus der unbeschrdnklen Theilbarkeit des 
Grundeigenthums hervorgehenden Nachtheile, Hamburg und Gotha, 1839, p. 56, in which there is a 
reference to Heinrich Leo, Studien und Skizzen zu einer Vaturlehre des Slaates, Halle, 1833, p. 102. 

28. The third manuscript is a thick notebook the last few pages of which are blank. The pages are 
divided into two columns by a vertical line, not for the purpose of dividing the text according to the 
headings but for purely technical reasons. The text of the first three sections comprises pp. I-XI, XIV-
XXI, XXXIV-XXXVIII and was written as a supplement to the missing pages of the second 
manuscript. Pages XI-XIII, XVII, XVIII, XXIII, XXIV, XXVI, XXXIV contain the text of the 
concluding chapter dealing with the criticism of Hegel’s dialectic (on some pages it is written 
alongside the text of other sections). In some places the manuscript contains the author’s remarks 
testifying to his intention to unite into a single whole various passages of this section separated from 
each other by the text of other sections. Pages XXIX-XL comprise the draft Preface. Finally, the text 
on the last pages (XLI-XLIII) is a self-contained essay on the power of money in bourgeois society. 

29. The manuscript has “als für sich seiende Tätigkeit.” For the meaning of the terms “für sich” and 
“an sich” in Hegel’s philosophy see Note 25. 

30. Marx refers to the rise of the primitive, crude equalitarian tendencies among the representatives of 
utopian communism at the early stages of its development. Among the medieval religious 
communistic communities, in particular, there was current a notion of the common possession of 
women as a feature of the future society depicted in the spirit of consumer communism ideals. In 
1534-35 the German Anabaptists, who seized power in Münster, tried to introduce polygamy in 
accordance with this view. Tommaso Campanella, the author of Civitas Solis (early 17th century), 
rejected monogamy in his ideal society. The primitive communistic communities were also 
characterized by asceticism and a hostile attitude to science and works of art. Some of these primitive 
equalitarian features, the negative attitude to the arts in particular, were inherited by the communist 
trends of the first half of the 19th century, for example, by the members of the French secret societies 
of the 1830s and 1840s (“worker-egalitarians,” “humanitarians,” and so on) comprising the followers 
of Babeuf (for a characterization of these see Engels, “Progress of Social Reform on the Continent” 
(Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Collected Works, Volume 3, pp. 396-97)). 

31. This note is given by Marx on page V of the manuscript where it is separated by a horizontal line 
from the main text, but according to its meaning it refers to this sentence. 
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32. This part of the manuscript shows clearly the peculiarity of the terminology used by Marx in his 
works. At the time he had not worked out terms adequately expressing the conceptions of scientific 
communism he was then evolving and was still under the influence of Feuerbach in that respect. 
Hence the difference in the use of words in his early and subsequent, mature writings. In the Economic 
and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 the word “socialism” is used to denote the stage of society at 
which it has carried out a revolutionary transformation, abolished private property, class antagonisms, 
alienation and so on. In the same sense Marx used the expression “communism equals humanism.” At 
that time he understood the term “communism as such” not as the final goal of revolutionary 
transformation but as the process of this transformation, development leading up to that goal, a lower 
stage of the process. 

33. This expression apparently refers to the theory of the English geologist Sir Charles Lyell who, in 
his three-volume work The Principles of Geology (1830-33), proved the evolution of the earth’s crust 
and refuted the popular theory of cataclysms. Lyell used the term “historical geology” for his theory. 
The term “geognosy” was introduced by the 18th-century German scientist Abraham Werner, a 
specialist in mineralogy, and it was used also by Alexander Humboldt. 

34. This statement is interpreted differently by researchers. Many of them maintain that Marx here 
meant crude equalitarian communism, such as that propounded by Babeuf and his followers. While 
recognizing the historic role of that communism, he thought it impossible to ignore its weak points. It 
seems more justifiable, however, to interpret this passage proceeding from the peculiarity of terms 
used in the manuscript (see Note 32). Marx here used the term “communism” to mean not the higher 
phase of classless society (which he at the time denoted as “socialism” or “communism equalling 
humanism”) but movement (in various forms, including primitive forms of equalitarian communism at 
the early stage) directed at its achievement, a revolutionary transformation process of transition to it. 
Marx emphasized that this process should not be considered as an end in itself, but that it is a 
necessary, though a transitional, stage in attaining the future social system, which will be 
characterized by new features distinct from those proper to this stage. 

35. Page XI (in part) and pages XII and XIII are taken up by a text relating to the concluding chapter 
(see Note 28). 

36. The greater part of this page as well as part of the preceding page (XVII) comprises a text relating 
to the concluding chapter (see Note 28). 

37. Apparently Marx refers to a formula of the German philosopher Johann Fichte, an adherent of 
subjective idealism. 

38. A part of this page of the manuscript is ripped off, about three lines are missing. – Ed. 
39. See this work, pp. 20-23. – Ed. 

40. The preceding pages starting from p. XXI, which is partly taken up by a text relating to this 
section, contain the text of the concluding chapter. 

41. In some of his early writings Marx already uses the term “bürgerliche Gesellschaft” to mean two 
things: (1) in a broader sense, the economic system of society regardless of the historical stage of its 
development, the sum total of material relations which determine political institutions and ideology, 
and (2) in the narrow sense, the material relations of bourgeois society (later on, that society as a 
whole), of capitalism. Hence, the term has been translated according to its concrete meaning in the 
context as “civil society” in the first case and “bourgeois society” in the second. 

42. The two previous pages of the manuscript contain the draft Preface to the whole work, which is 
published on pages 1-2. 

43. Ontology – in some philosophic systems a theory about being, about the nature of things. 
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Manifesto of the Communist Party 

A spectre is haunting Europe – the spectre of communism. All the powers of old Europe have 
entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, 
French Radicals and German police-spies.  
Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic by its opponents in 
power? Where is the opposition that has not hurled back the branding reproach of communism, 
against the more advanced opposition parties, as well as against its reactionary adversaries?  
Two things result from this fact:  

I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a
power.
II. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world,
publish their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the
Spectre of Communism with a manifesto of the party itself.

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

I. Bourgeois and Proletarians*

The history of all hitherto existing society† is the history of class struggles.  
Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master‡ and journeyman, in a 
word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an 
uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary 
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.  

* 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]
† That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-history of society, the social organisation existing previous to recorded 
history, all but unknown. Since then, August von Haxthausen (1792-1866) discovered common ownership of land in 
Russia, Georg Ludwig von Maurer proved it to be the social foundation from which all Teutonic races started in history, 
and, by and by, village communities were found to be, or to have been, the primitive form of society everywhere from 
India to Ireland. The inner organisation of this primitive communistic society was laid bare, in its typical form, by 
Lewis Henry Morgan's (1818-1861) crowning discovery of the true nature of the gens and its relation to the tribe. With 
the dissolution of the primeval communities, society begins to be differentiated into separate and finally antagonistic 
classes. I have attempted to retrace this dissolution in The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State, second 
edition, Stuttgart, 1886. [Engels, 1888 English Edition and 1890 German Edition (with the last sentence omitted)] 
‡ Guild-master, that is, a full member of a guild, a master within, not a head of a guild. [Engels, 1888 English Edition]  

http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1884/origin-family/index.htm
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Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinct feature: it has 
simplified class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great 
hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other – Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.  
From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these 
burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed.  
The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the rising 
bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, trade with the 
colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, 
to navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the revolutionary 
element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development.  
The feudal system of industry, in which industrial production was monopolised by closed guilds, 
now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets. The manufacturing system 
took its place. The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the manufacturing middle class; 
division of labour between the different corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of labour 
in each single workshop.  
Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even manufacturer no longer 
sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionised industrial production. The place of 
manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern Industry; the place of the industrial middle class by 
industrial millionaires, the leaders of the 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*: here independent urban republic (as in 
Italy and Germany); there taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as in France); afterwards, in the 
period of manufacturing proper, serving either the semi-feudal or the absolute monarchy as a 
counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, cornerstone 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 

                                                      
* This was the name given their urban communities by the townsmen of Italy and France, after they had purchased or 
conquered their initial rights of self-government from their feudal lords. [Engels, 1890 German edition] “Commune” 
was the name taken in France by the nascent towns even before they had conquered from their feudal lords and masters 
local self-government and political rights as the “Third Estate.” Generally speaking, for the economical development of 
the bourgeoisie, England is here taken as the typical country, for its political development, France. [Engels, 1888 
English Edition]  
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fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical 
calculation. It has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and in place of the numberless 
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 honoured 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 labourers.  
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 vigour in the Middle 
Ages, which reactionaries 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 revolutionising 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 revolutionising 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 entire 
surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connexions 
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 civilised 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 
inter-dependence 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.  
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 civilisation. 
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 civilisation into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. 
In one word, it creates a world after its own image.  
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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 
civilised ones, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois, the East on the West.  
The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of the population, of 
the means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated population, centralised the means 
of production, and has concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this 
was political centralisation. 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, canalisation 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?  
We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose foundation 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 organisation of agriculture and manufacturing industry, in one 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 in it, and 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 bourgeois and of its rule. It is enough to mention the commercial crises that 
by their periodical return put the existence of the entire bourgeois society on its trial, each time 
more threateningly. In these crises, a great part not only of the existing products, but also of the 
previously created productive forces, are periodically destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out 
an epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity – the epidemic of over-
production. Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism; it appears 
as if a famine, a universal war of devastation, had cut off the supply of every means of 
subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too much 
civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, too much commerce. The 
productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the development of the 
conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become too powerful for these 
conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon 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.  
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The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground are now turned against 
the bourgeoisie itself.  
But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also called 
into existence the men who are to wield those weapons – the modern working class – the 
proletarians.  
In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the 
proletariat, the modern working class, developed – a class of labourers, who live only so long as 
they find work, and who find work only so long as their labour increases capital. These labourers, 
who must sell themselves 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 the division of labour, the work of the 
proletarians has lost all individual character, and, consequently, all charm for the workman. He 
becomes an appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most monotonous, and 
most easily acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is 
restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he requires for maintenance, and for 
the propagation of his race. But the price of a commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal to 
its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the 
wage decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of machinery and division of labour 
increases, in the same proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the 
working hours, by the increase of the work exacted in a given time or by increased speed of 
machinery, etc.  
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 organised like 
soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they are placed under the command of a perfect 
hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the 
bourgeois State; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by the overlooker, and, above 
all, 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 labour, in other words, the more 
modern industry becomes developed, the more is the labour of men superseded by that of women. 
Differences of age and sex have no longer any distinctive social validity for the working class. 
All are instruments of labour, more or less expensive to use, according to their age and sex.  
No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer 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 
specialised 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 labourers, then by the workpeople 
of a factory, then by the operative 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 labour, they smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they 
seek to restore by force the vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages.  
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At this stage, the labourers 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 is moreover yet, for a time, 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 bourgeois. 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 equalised, in 
proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of labour, and nearly everywhere reduces 
wages to the same low level. The growing competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting 
commercial crises, make the wages of the workers ever more fluctuating. The increasing 
improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and more 
precarious; the collisions between individual workmen and individual bourgeois take more and 
more the character of collisions between two classes. Thereupon, the workers begin to form 
combinations (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 centralise 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 proletarian, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years.  
This organisation 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 further, in many ways, 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 time with the bourgeoisie of foreign 
countries. In all these battles, it sees itself compelled to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for 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 class are, by the advance of 
industry, precipitated into the proletariat, 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 progress 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. Just as, therefore, at an earlier 
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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 only so 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”, [lumpenproletariat] 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 condition of the proletariat, those of old society at large are already virtually swamped. The 
proletarian is without property; his relation to his wife and children has no longer anything in 
common with the bourgeois family relations; modern industry labour, modern subjection to 
capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in Germany, has stripped him of every 
trace of national character. Law, morality, religion, are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, 
behind which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois interests.  
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 the feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois. 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 
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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 conditions for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois class is the formation 
and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests 
exclusively on competition between the labourers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary 
promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by the 
revolutionary combination, due to association. The development of Modern Industry, therefore, 
cuts from under its feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates 
products. What the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall 
and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.  
 



II. Proletarians and Communists 

In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole? 
The Communists do not form a separate party opposed to the other working-class parties.  
They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a whole.  
They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape and mould the 
proletarian movement.  
The Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties 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 
various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie has 
to pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of the movement as a whole.  
The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, practically, the most advanced and resolute 
section of the working-class parties of every country, that section which pushes forward all 
others; on the other hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of the proletariat the 
advantage of clearly understanding the line of march, the conditions, and the ultimate general 
results of the proletarian movement.  
The immediate aim of the 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 theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way based on ideas or principles that 
have been invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be universal reformer.  
They merely express, in general terms, actual relations springing from an existing class struggle, 
from a historical movement going on under our very eyes. The abolition of existing property 
relations is not at all a distinctive feature of communism.  
All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical change consequent 
upon the change in historical conditions.  
The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favour of bourgeois property.  
The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition of property generally, but the 
abolition of bourgeois property. But modern bourgeois private property is the final and most 
complete expression of the system of producing and appropriating products, that is based on class 
antagonisms, on the exploitation of the many by the few.  
In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition 
of private property.  
We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing the right of personally 
acquiring property as the fruit of a man’s own labour, which property is alleged to be the 
groundwork of all personal freedom, activity and independence.  
Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you mean the property of petty artisan and of 
the small peasant, a form of property that preceded the bourgeois form? There is no need to 
abolish that; the development of industry has to a great extent already destroyed it, and is still 
destroying it daily.  
Or do you mean the modern bourgeois private property?  
But does wage-labour create any property for the labourer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e., that 
kind of property which exploits wage-labour, and which cannot increase except upon condition of 
begetting a new supply of wage-labour for fresh exploitation. Property, in its present form, is 
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based on the antagonism of capital and wage labour. Let us examine both sides of this 
antagonism.  
To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal, but a social status in production. Capital 
is a collective product, and only by the united action of many members, nay, in the last resort, 
only by the united action of all members of society, can it be set in motion.  
Capital is therefore not only personal; it is a social power.  
When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into the property of all members of 
society, personal property is not thereby transformed into social property. It is only the social 
character of the property that is changed. It loses its class character.  
Let us now take wage-labour.  
The average price of wage-labour is the minimum wage, i.e., that quantum of the means of 
subsistence which is absolutely requisite to keep the labourer in bare existence as a labourer. 
What, therefore, the wage-labourer appropriates by means of his labour, merely suffices to 
prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by no means intend to abolish this personal 
appropriation of the products of labour, an appropriation that is made for the maintenance and 
reproduction of human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith to command the labour of 
others. All that we want to do away with is the miserable character of this appropriation, under 
which the labourer lives merely to increase capital, and is allowed to live only in so far as the 
interest of the ruling class requires it.  
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.  
In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in Communist society, the present 
dominates the past. In bourgeois society capital is independent and has individuality, while the 
living person is dependent and has no individuality.  
And the abolition of this state of things is called by the bourgeois, abolition of individuality and 
freedom! And rightly so. The abolition of bourgeois individuality, bourgeois independence, and 
bourgeois freedom is undoubtedly aimed at.  
By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions of production, free trade, free 
selling and buying.  
But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and buying disappears also. This talk about free 
selling and buying, and all the other “brave words” of our bourgeois about freedom in general, 
have a meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted selling and buying, with the fettered 
traders of the Middle Ages, but have no meaning when opposed to the Communistic abolition of 
buying and selling, of the bourgeois conditions of production, and of the bourgeoisie itself.  
You are horrified at our intending to do away with private property. But in your existing society, 
private property is already done away with for nine-tenths of the population; its existence for the 
few is solely due to its non-existence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You reproach us, 
therefore, with intending to do away with a form of property, the necessary condition for whose 
existence is the non-existence of any property for the immense majority of society.  
In one word, you reproach us with intending to do away with your property. Precisely so; that is 
just what we intend.  
From the moment when labour can no longer be converted into capital, money, or rent, into a 
social power capable of being monopolised, i.e., from the moment when individual property can 
no longer be transformed into bourgeois property, into capital, from that moment, you say, 
individuality vanishes.  
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You must, therefore, confess that by “individual” you mean no other person than the bourgeois, 
than the middle-class owner of property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the way, and 
made impossible.  
Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of society; all that it does 
is to deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriations.  
It has been objected that upon the abolition of private property, all work will cease, and universal 
laziness will overtake us.  
According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to have gone to the dogs through sheer 
idleness; for those of its members who work, acquire nothing, and those who acquire anything do 
not work. The whole of this objection is but another expression of the tautology: that there can no 
longer be any wage-labour when there is no longer any capital.  
All objections urged against the Communistic mode of producing and appropriating material 
products, have, in the same way, been urged against the Communistic mode of producing and 
appropriating intellectual products. Just as, to the bourgeois, the disappearance of class property 
is the disappearance of production itself, so the disappearance of class culture is to him identical 
with the disappearance of all culture.  
That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the enormous majority, a mere training to act as 
a machine.  
But don’t wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our intended abolition of bourgeois property, 
the standard of your bourgeois notions of freedom, culture, law, &c. Your very ideas are but the 
outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois production and bourgeois property, just as your 
jurisprudence is but the will of your class made into a law for all, a will whose essential character 
and direction are determined by the economical conditions of existence of your class.  
The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of nature and of reason, 
the social forms springing from your present mode of production and form of property – 
historical relations that rise and disappear in the progress of production – this misconception you 
share with every ruling class that has preceded you. What you see clearly in the case of ancient 
property, what you admit in the case of feudal property, you are of course forbidden to admit in 
the case of your own bourgeois form of property.  
Abolition [Aufhebung] of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this infamous proposal of 
the Communists.  
On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based? On capital, on private 
gain. In its completely developed form, this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this 
state of things finds its complement in the practical absence of the family among the proletarians, 
and in public prostitution.  
The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its complement vanishes, and both 
will vanish with the vanishing of capital.  
Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by their parents? To this crime 
we plead guilty.  
But, you say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, when we replace home education by 
social.  
And your education! Is not that also social, and determined by the social conditions under which 
you educate, by the intervention direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, &c.? The 
Communists have not invented the intervention of society in education; they do but seek to alter 
the character of that intervention, and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling class.  
The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and education, about the hallowed co-relation of parents 
and child, becomes all the more disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern Industry, all the 
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family ties among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their children transformed into simple 
articles of commerce and instruments of labour.  
But you Communists would introduce community of women, screams the bourgeoisie in chorus.  
The bourgeois sees his wife a mere instrument of production. He hears that the instruments of 
production are to be exploited in common, and, naturally, can come to no other conclusion that 
the lot of being common to all will likewise fall to the women.  
He has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed at is to do away with the status of women as 
mere instruments of production.  
For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the virtuous indignation of our bourgeois at the 
community of women which, they pretend, is to be openly and officially established by the 
Communists. The Communists have no need to introduce community of women; it has existed 
almost from time immemorial.  
Our bourgeois, not content with having wives and daughters of their proletarians at their disposal, 
not to speak of common prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other’s wives.  
Bourgeois marriage is, in reality, a system of wives in common and thus, at the most, what the 
Communists might possibly be reproached with is that they desire to introduce, in substitution for 
a hypocritically concealed, an openly legalised community of women. For the rest, it is self-
evident that the abolition of the present system of production must bring with it the abolition of 
the community of women springing from that system, i.e., of prostitution both public and private.  
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.  
The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United action, of the 
leading civilised countries at least, is one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the 
proletariat.  
In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another will also be put an end to, the 
exploitation of one nation by another will also be put an end to. In proportion as the antagonism 
between classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to another will come to an 
end.  
The charges against Communism made from a religious, a philosophical and, generally, from an 
ideological standpoint, are not deserving of serious examination.  
Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man’s ideas, views, and conception, in one 
word, man’s consciousness, changes with every change in the conditions of his material 
existence, in his social relations and in his social life?  
What else does the history of ideas prove, than that intellectual production changes its character 
in proportion as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the 
ideas of its ruling class.  
When people speak of the ideas that revolutionise society, they do but express that fact that 
within the old society the elements of a new one have been created, and that the dissolution of the 
old ideas keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old conditions of existence.  
When the ancient world was in its last throes, the ancient religions were overcome by 
Christianity. When Christian ideas succumbed in the 18th century to rationalist ideas, feudal 
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society fought its death battle with the then revolutionary bourgeoisie. The ideas of religious 
liberty and freedom of conscience merely gave expression to the sway of free competition within 
the domain of knowledge.  
“Undoubtedly,” it will be said, “religious, moral, philosophical, and juridical ideas have been 
modified in the course of historical development. But religion, morality, philosophy, political 
science, and law, constantly survived this change.”  
“There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, Justice, etc., that are common to all states of 
society. But Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all morality, 
instead of constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts in contradiction to all past historical 
experience.”  
What does this accusation reduce itself to? The history of all past society has consisted in the 
development of class antagonisms, antagonisms that assumed different forms at different epochs.  
But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is common to all past ages, viz., the exploitation 
of one part of society by the other. No wonder, then, that the social consciousness of past ages, 
despite all the multiplicity and variety it displays, moves within certain common forms, or general 
ideas, which cannot completely vanish except with the total disappearance of class antagonisms.  
The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional property relations; no 
wonder that its development involved the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.  
But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to Communism.  
We have seen above, that the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the 
proletariat to the position of ruling class to win the battle of democracy.  
The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the 
bourgeoisie, to centralise all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the 
proletariat organised as the ruling class; and to increase the total productive forces as rapidly as 
possible.  
Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads on the 
rights of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois production; by means of measures, 
therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in the course of the 
movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are 
unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionising the mode of production.  
These measures will, of course, be different in different countries.  
Nevertheless, in most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally applicable.  

1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public 
purposes.  
2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.  
3. Abolition of all rights of inheritance.  
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.  
5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the state, by means of a national bank 
with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.  
6. Centralisation of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the 
State.  
7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the State; the 
bringing into cultivation of waste-lands, and the improvement of the soil generally 
in accordance with a common plan.  
8. Equal liability of all to work. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for 
agriculture.  
9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of 
all the distinction between town and country by a more equable distribution of the 
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populace over the country.  
10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children’s 
factory labour in its present form. Combination of education with industrial 
production, &c, &c.  

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all production has 
been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation, the public power will 
lose its political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the organised power of 
one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is 
compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organise itself as a class, if, by means of a 
revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, as such, sweeps away by force the old conditions 
of production, then it will, along with these conditions, have swept away the conditions for the 
existence of class antagonisms and of classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own 
supremacy as a class.  
In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an 
association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of 
all.  
 



IV. Position of the Communists in Relation to the 
Various Existing Opposition Parties 

Section II has made clear the relations of the Communists to the existing working-class parties, 
such as the Chartists in England and the Agrarian Reformers in America.  
The Communists fight for the attainment of the immediate aims, for the enforcement of the 
momentary interests of the working class; but in the movement of the present, they also represent 
and take care of the future of that movement. In France, the Communists ally with the Social-
Democrats* against the conservative and radical bourgeoisie, reserving, however, the right to take 
up a critical position in regard to phases and illusions traditionally handed down from the great 
Revolution.  
In Switzerland, they support the Radicals, without losing sight of the fact that this party consists 
of antagonistic elements, partly of Democratic Socialists, in the French sense, partly of radical 
bourgeois.  
In Poland, they support the party that insists on an agrarian revolution as the prime condition for 
national emancipation, that party which fomented the insurrection of Cracow in 1846.  
In Germany, they fight with the bourgeoisie whenever it acts in a revolutionary way, against the 
absolute monarchy, the feudal squirearchy, and the petty bourgeoisie.  
But they never cease, for a single instant, to instil into the working class the clearest possible 
recognition of the hostile antagonism between bourgeoisie and proletariat, in order that the 
German workers may straightway use, as so many weapons against the bourgeoisie, the social 
and political conditions that the bourgeoisie must necessarily introduce along with its supremacy, 
and in order that, after the fall of the reactionary classes in Germany, the fight against the 
bourgeoisie itself may immediately begin.  
The Communists turn their attention chiefly to Germany, because that country is on the eve of a 
bourgeois revolution that is bound to be carried out under more advanced conditions of European 
civilisation and with a much more developed proletariat than that of England was in the 
seventeenth, and France in the eighteenth century, and because the bourgeois revolution in 
Germany will be but the prelude to an immediately following proletarian revolution.  
In short, the Communists everywhere support every revolutionary movement against the existing 
social and political order of things.  
In all these movements, they bring to the front, as the leading question in each, the property 
question, no matter what its degree of development at the time.  
Finally, they labour everywhere for the union and agreement of the democratic parties of all 
countries.  
The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their ends can 
be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes 
tremble at a Communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They 
have a world to win.  
Working Men of All Countries, Unite!5 
 

                                                      
* The party then represented in Parliament by Ledru-Rollin, in literature by Louis Blanc, in the daily 
press by the Réforme. The name of Social-Democracy signifies, with these its inventors, a section of 
the Democratic or Republican Party more or less tinged with socialism. [Engels, English Edition 
1888]  



The Principles of Communism* 

In 1847 Engels wrote two draft programmes for the Communist League in the form of a catechism, 
one in June and the other in October. The latter, which is known as Principles of Communism, was 
first published in 1914. The earlier document “Draft of the Communist Confession of Faith”, was only 
found in 1968. It was first published in 1969 in Hamburg, together with four other documents 
pertaining to the first congress of the Communist League, in a booklet entitled Gründungs Dokumente 
des Bundes der Kommunisten (Juni bis September 1847) [Founding Documents of the Communist 
League]. 
At the June 1847 Congress of the League of the Just, which was also the founding conference of the 
Communist League, it was decided to issue a draft “confession of faith” to be submitted for discussion 
to the sections of the League. The document which has now come to light is almost certainly this 
draft. Comparison of the two documents shows that Principles of Communism is a revised edition of 
this earlier draft. In Principles of Communism, Engels left three questions unanswered, in two cases 
with the notation “unchanged” (bleibt); this clearly refers to the answers provided in the earlier draft. 
The new draft for the programme was worked out by Engels on the instructions of the leading body of 
the Paris circle of the Communist League. The instructions were decided on after Engels’ sharp 
criticism at the committee meeting, on October 22, 1847, of the draft programme drawn up by the 
“true socialist“ Moses Hess, which was then rejected. 
Still considering Principles of Communism as a preliminary draft, Engels expressed the view, in a 
letter to Marx dated November 23-24 1847, that it would be best to drop the old catechistic form and 
draw up a programme in the form of a manifesto.  
At the second congress of the Communist League (November 29-December 8, 1847) Marx and Engels 
defended the fundamental scientific principles of communism and were trusted with drafting a 
programme in the form of a manifesto of the Communist Party. In writing the manifesto the founders 
of Marxism made use of the propositions enunciated in Principles of Communism. 
Engels uses the term Manufaktur, and its derivatives, which have been translated “manufacture”, 
“manufacturing”, etc., Engels used this word literally, to indicate production by hand, not factory 
production for which Engels uses “big industry”. Manufaktur differs from handicraft (guild production 
in mediaeval towns), in that the latter was carried out by independent artisans. Manufacktur is carried 
out by homeworkers working for merchant capitalists, or by groups of craftspeople working together 
in large workshops owned by capitalists. It is therefore a transitional mode of production, between 
guild (handicraft) and modern (capitalist) forms of production. 

                                                      
* Written: October-November 1847; Source: Selected Works, Volume One, p. 81-97, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 
1969; first published: 1914, by Eduard Bernstein in the German Social Democratic Party’s Vorwärts!; translated: Paul 
Sweezy; Transcribed: Zodiac, MEA 1993; marxists.org 1999; proofed and corrected by Andy Blunden, February 2005. 
Footnotes are from the Chinese Edition of Marx/Engels Selected Works Peking, Foreign Languages Press, 1977, with 
editorial additions by marxists.org. 
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The Principles of Communism 

– 1 –  
What is Communism? 

Communism is the doctrine of the conditions of the liberation of the proletariat.  

– 2 –  
What is the proletariat? 

The proletariat is that class in society which lives entirely from the sale of its labor and does not 
draw profit from any kind of capital; whose weal and woe, whose life and death, whose sole 
existence depends on the demand for labor – hence, on the changing state of business, on the 
vagaries of unbridled competition. The proletariat, or the class of proletarians, is, in a word, the 
working class of the 19th century.6  

– 3 –  
Proletarians, then, have not always existed? 

No. There have always been poor and working classes; and the working class have mostly been 
poor. But there have not always been workers and poor people living under conditions as they are 
today; in other words, there have not always been proletarians, any more than there has always 
been free unbridled competitions.  

– 4 –  
How did the proletariat originate? 

The Proletariat originated in the industrial revolution, which took place in England in the last half 
of the last (18th) century, and which has since then been repeated in all the civilized countries of 
the world.  
This industrial revolution was precipitated by the discovery of the steam engine, various spinning 
machines, the mechanical loom, and a whole series of other mechanical devices. These machines, 
which were very expensive and hence could be bought only by big capitalists, altered the whole 
mode of production and displaced the former workers, because the machines turned out cheaper 
and better commodities than the workers could produce with their inefficient spinning wheels and 
handlooms. The machines delivered industry wholly into the hands of the big capitalists and 
rendered entirely worthless the meagre property of the workers (tools, looms, etc.). The result was 
that the capitalists soon had everything in their hands and nothing remained to the workers. This 
marked the introduction of the factory system into the textile industry.  
Once the impulse to the introduction of machinery and the factory system had been given, this 
system spread quickly to all other branches of industry, especially cloth- and book-printing, 
pottery, and the metal industries.  
Labor was more and more divided among the individual workers so that the worker who 
previously had done a complete piece of work now did only a part of that piece. This division of 
labor made it possible to produce things faster and cheaper. It reduced the activity of the 
individual worker to simple, endlessly repeated mechanical motions which could be performed 
not only as well but much better by a machine. In this way, all these industries fell, one after 
another, under the dominance of steam, machinery, and the factory system, just as spinning and 
weaving had already done.  
But at the same time, they also fell into the hands of big capitalists, and their workers were 
deprived of whatever independence remained to them. Gradually, not only genuine manufacture 
but also handicrafts came within the province of the factory system as big capitalists increasingly 
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displaced the small master craftsmen by setting up huge workshops, which saved many expenses 
and permitted an elaborate division of labor.  
This is how it has come about that in civilized countries at the present time nearly all kinds of 
labor are performed in factories – and, in nearly all branches of work, handicrafts and 
manufacture have been superseded. This process has, to an ever greater degree, ruined the old 
middle class, especially the small handicraftsmen; it has entirely transformed the condition of the 
workers; and two new classes have been created which are gradually swallowing up all the others. 
These are:  

(i) The class of big capitalists, who, in all civilized countries, are already in almost 
exclusive possession of all the means of subsistence and of the instruments 
(machines, factories) and materials necessary for the production of the means of 
subsistence. This is the bourgeois class, or the bourgeoisie.  
(ii) The class of the wholly propertyless, who are obliged to sell their labor to the 
bourgeoisie in order to get, in exchange, the means of subsistence for their 
support. This is called the class of proletarians, or the proletariat.  

– 5 –  
Under what conditions does this sale of the 

labor of the proletarians to the bourgeoisie take place? 
Labor is a commodity, like any other, and its price is therefore determined by exactly the same 
laws that apply to other commodities. In a regime of big industry or of free competition – as we 
shall see, the two come to the same thing – the price of a commodity is, on the average, always 
equal to its cost of production. Hence, the price of labor is also equal to the cost of production of 
labor.  
But, the costs of production of labor consist of precisely the quantity of means of subsistence 
necessary to enable the worker to continue working, and to prevent the working class from dying 
out. The worker will therefore get no more for his labor than is necessary for this purpose; the 
price of labor, or the wage, will, in other words, be the lowest, the minimum, required for the 
maintenance of life.  
However, since business is sometimes better and sometimes worse, it follows that the worker 
sometimes gets more and sometimes gets less for his commodities. But, again, just as the 
industrialist, on the average of good times and bad, gets no more and no less for his commodities 
than what they cost, similarly on the average the worker gets no more and no less than his 
minimum.  
This economic law of wages operates the more strictly the greater the degree to which big 
industry has taken possession of all branches of production.  

– 6 –  
What working classes were there before the industrial 

revolution? 
The working classes have always, according to the different stages of development of society, 
lived in different circumstances and had different relations to the owning and ruling classes.  
In antiquity, the workers were the slaves of the owners, just as they still are in many backward 
countries and even in the southern part of the United States.  
In the Middle Ages, they were the serfs of the land-owning nobility, as they still are in Hungary, 
Poland, and Russia. In the Middle Ages, and indeed right up to the industrial revolution, there 
were also journeymen in the cities who worked in the service of petty bourgeois masters. 
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Gradually, as manufacture developed, these journeymen became manufacturing workers who 
were even then employed by larger capitalists.  

– 7 –  
In what way do proletarians differ from slaves? 

The slave is sold once and for all; the proletarian must sell himself daily and hourly.  
The individual slave, property of one master, is assured an existence, however miserable it may 
be, because of the master’s interest. The individual proletarian, property as it were of the entire 
bourgeois class which buys his labor only when someone has need of it, has no secure existence. 
This existence is assured only to the class as a whole.  
The slave is outside competition; the proletarian is in it and experiences all its vagaries.  
The slave counts as a thing, not as a member of society. Thus, the slave can have a better 
existence than the proletarian, while the proletarian belongs to a higher stage of social 
development and, himself, stands on a higher social level than the slave.  
The slave frees himself when, of all the relations of private property, he abolishes only the 
relation of slavery and thereby becomes a proletarian; the proletarian can free himself only by 
abolishing private property in general.  

– 8 –  
In what way do proletarians differ from serfs? 

The serf possesses and uses an instrument of production, a piece of land, in exchange for which 
he gives up a part of his product or part of the services of his labor.  
The proletarian works with the instruments of production of another, for the account of this other, 
in exchange for a part of the product.  
The serf gives up, the proletarian receives. The serf has an assured existence, the proletarian has 
not. The serf is outside competition, the proletarian is in it.  
The serf liberates himself in one of three ways: either he runs away to the city and there becomes 
a handicraftsman; or, instead of products and services, he gives money to his lord and thereby 
becomes a free tenant; or he overthrows his feudal lord and himself becomes a property owner. In 
short, by one route or another, he gets into the owning class and enters into competition. The 
proletarian liberates himself by abolishing competition, private property, and all class differences.  

– 9 –  
In what way do proletarians differ from handicraftsmen? 

In contrast to the proletarian, the so-called handicraftsman, as he still existed almost everywhere 
in the past (eighteenth) century and still exists here and there at present, is a proletarian at most 
temporarily. His goal is to acquire capital himself wherewith to exploit other workers. He can 
often achieve this goal where guilds still exist or where freedom from guild restrictions has not 
yet led to the introduction of factory-style methods into the crafts nor yet to fierce competition 
But as soon as the factory system has been introduced into the crafts and competition flourishes 
fully, this perspective dwindles away and the handicraftsman becomes more and more a 
proletarian. The handicraftsman therefore frees himself by becoming either bourgeois or entering 
the middle class in general, or becoming a proletarian because of competition (as is now more 
often the case). In which case he can free himself by joining the proletarian movement, i.e., the 
more or less communist movement.7  
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– 10 –  
In what way do proletarians differ from manufacturing 

workers? 
The manufacturing worker of the 16th to the 18th centuries still had, with but few exception, an 
instrument of production in his own possession – his loom, the family spinning wheel, a little plot 
of land which he cultivated in his spare time. The proletarian has none of these things.  
The manufacturing worker almost always lives in the countryside and in a more or less 
patriarchal relation to his landlord or employer; the proletarian lives, for the most part, in the city 
and his relation to his employer is purely a cash relation.  
The manufacturing worker is torn out of his patriarchal relation by big industry, loses whatever 
property he still has, and in this way becomes a proletarian.  

– 11 –  
What were the immediate consequences of the industrial 
revolution and of the division of society into bourgeoisie 

and proletariat? 
First, the lower and lower prices of industrial products brought about by machine labor totally 
destroyed, in all countries of the world, the old system of manufacture or industry based upon 
hand labor.  
In this way, all semi-barbarian countries, which had hitherto been more or less strangers to 
historical development, and whose industry had been based on manufacture, were violently 
forced out of their isolation. They bought the cheaper commodities of the English and allowed 
their own manufacturing workers to be ruined. Countries which had known no progress for 
thousands of years – for example, India – were thoroughly revolutionized, and even China is now 
on the way to a revolution.  
We have come to the point where a new machine invented in England deprives millions of 
Chinese workers of their livelihood within a year’s time. 
In this way, big industry has brought all the people of the Earth into contact with each other, has 
merged all local markets into one world market, has spread civilization and progress everywhere 
and has thus ensured that whatever happens in civilized countries will have repercussions in all 
other countries.  
It follows that if the workers in England or France now liberate themselves, this must set off 
revolution in all other countries – revolutions which, sooner or later, must accomplish the 
liberation of their respective working class.  
Second, wherever big industries displaced manufacture, the bourgeoisie developed in wealth and 
power to the utmost and made itself the first class of the country. The result was that wherever 
this happened, the bourgeoisie took political power into its own hands and displaced the hitherto 
ruling classes, the aristocracy, the guildmasters, and their representative, the absolute monarchy.  
The bourgeoisie annihilated the power of the aristocracy, the nobility, by abolishing the 
entailment of estates – in other words, by making landed property subject to purchase and sale, 
and by doing away with the special privileges of the nobility. It destroyed the power of the 
guildmasters by abolishing guilds and handicraft privileges. In their place, it put competition – 
that is, a state of society in which everyone has the right to enter into any branch of industry, the 
only obstacle being a lack of the necessary capital.  
The introduction of free competition is thus public declaration that from now on the members of 
society are unequal only to the extent that their capitals are unequal, that capital is the decisive 
power, and that therefore the capitalists, the bourgeoisie, have become the first class in society.  
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Free competition is necessary for the establishment of big industry, because it is the only 
condition of society in which big industry can make its way.  
Having destroyed the social power of the nobility and the guildmasters, the bourgeois also 
destroyed their political power. Having raised itself to the actual position of first class in society, 
it proclaims itself to be also the dominant political class. This it does through the introduction of 
the representative system which rests on bourgeois equality before the law and the recognition of 
free competition, and in European countries takes the form of constitutional monarchy. In these 
constitutional monarchies, only those who possess a certain capital are voters – that is to say, only 
members of the bourgeoisie. These bourgeois voters choose the deputies, and these bourgeois 
deputies, by using their right to refuse to vote taxes, choose a bourgeois government.  
Third, everywhere the proletariat develops in step with the bourgeoisie. In proportion, as the 
bourgeoisie grows in wealth, the proletariat grows in numbers. For, since the proletarians can be 
employed only by capital, and since capital extends only through employing labor, it follows that 
the growth of the proletariat proceeds at precisely the same pace as the growth of capital.  
Simultaneously, this process draws members of the bourgeoisie and proletarians together into the 
great cities where industry can be carried on most profitably, and by thus throwing great masses 
in one spot it gives to the proletarians a consciousness of their own strength.  
Moreover, the further this process advances, the more new labor-saving machines are invented, 
the greater is the pressure exercised by big industry on wages, which, as we have seen, sink to 
their minimum and therewith render the condition of the proletariat increasingly unbearable. The 
growing dissatisfaction of the proletariat thus joins with its rising power to prepare a proletarian 
social revolution.  

– 12 –  
What were the further consequences of the industrial 

revolution? 
Big industry created in the steam engine, and other machines, the means of endlessly expanding 
industrial production, speeding it up, and cutting its costs. With production thus facilitated, the 
free competition, which is necessarily bound up with big industry, assumed the most extreme 
forms; a multitude of capitalists invaded industry, and, in a short while, more was produced than 
was needed.  
As a consequence, finished commodities could not be sold, and a so-called commercial crisis 
broke out. Factories had to be closed, their owners went bankrupt, and the workers were without 
bread. Deepest misery reigned everywhere.  
After a time, the superfluous products were sold, the factories began to operate again, wages rose, 
and gradually business got better than ever.  
But it was not long before too many commodities were again produced and a new crisis broke 
out, only to follow the same course as its predecessor.  
Ever since the beginning of this (19th) century, the condition of industry has constantly fluctuated 
between periods of prosperity and periods of crisis; nearly every five to seven years, a fresh crisis 
has intervened, always with the greatest hardship for workers, and always accompanied by 
general revolutionary stirrings and the direct peril to the whole existing order of things.  

– 13 –  
What follows from these periodic commercial crises? 

First:  
That, though big industry in its earliest stage created free competition, it has now 
outgrown free competition;  
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that, for big industry, competition and generally the individualistic organization of 
production have become a fetter which it must and will shatter;  
that, so long as big industry remains on its present footing, it can be maintained 
only at the cost of general chaos every seven years, each time threatening the 
whole of civilization and not only plunging the proletarians into misery but also 
ruining large sections of the bourgeoisie;  
hence, either that big industry must itself be given up, which is an absolute 
impossibility, or that it makes unavoidably necessary an entirely new organization 
of society in which production is no longer directed by mutually competing 
individual industrialists but rather by the whole society operating according to a 
definite plan and taking account of the needs of all.  

Second: That big industry, and the limitless expansion of production which it makes possible, 
bring within the range of feasibility a social order in which so much is produced that every 
member of society will be in a position to exercise and develop all his powers and faculties in 
complete freedom.  
It thus appears that the very qualities of big industry which, in our present-day society, produce 
misery and crises are those which, in a different form of society, will abolish this misery and 
these catastrophic depressions.  
We see with the greatest clarity:  

(i) That all these evils are from now on to be ascribed solely to a social order 
which no longer corresponds to the requirements of the real situation; and  
(ii) That it is possible, through a new social order, to do away with these evils 
altogether.  

– 14 –  
What will this new social order have to be like? 

Above all, it will have to take the control of industry and of all branches of production out of the 
hands of mutually competing individuals, and instead institute a system in which all these 
branches of production are operated by society as a whole – that is, for the common account, 
according to a common plan, and with the participation of all members of society.  
It will, in other words, abolish competition and replace it with association.  
Moreover, since the management of industry by individuals necessarily implies private property, 
and since competition is in reality merely the manner and form in which the control of industry 
by private property owners expresses itself, it follows that private property cannot be separated 
from competition and the individual management of industry. Private property must, therefore, be 
abolished and in its place must come the common utilization of all instruments of production and 
the distribution of all products according to common agreement – in a word, what is called the 
communal ownership of goods.  
In fact, the abolition of private property is, doubtless, the shortest and most significant way to 
characterize the revolution in the whole social order which has been made necessary by the 
development of industry – and for this reason it is rightly advanced by communists as their main 
demand.  
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– 15 –  
Was not the abolition of private property possible at an 

earlier time? 
No. Every change in the social order, every revolution in property relations, is the necessary 
consequence of the creation of new forces of production which no longer fit into the old property 
relations.  
Private property has not always existed.  
When, towards the end of the Middle Ages, there arose a new mode of production which could 
not be carried on under the then existing feudal and guild forms of property, this manufacture, 
which had outgrown the old property relations, created a new property form, private property. 
And for manufacture and the earliest stage of development of big industry, private property was 
the only possible property form; the social order based on it was the only possible social order.  
So long as it is not possible to produce so much that there is enough for all, with more left over 
for expanding the social capital and extending the forces of production – so long as this is not 
possible, there must always be a ruling class directing the use of society’s productive forces, and 
a poor, oppressed class. How these classes are constituted depends on the stage of development.  
The agrarian Middle Ages give us the baron and the serf; the cities of the later Middle Ages show 
us the guildmaster and the journeyman and the day laborer; the 17th century has its 
manufacturing workers; the 19th has big factory owners and proletarians.  
It is clear that, up to now, the forces of production have never been developed to the point where 
enough could be developed for all, and that private property has become a fetter and a barrier in 
relation to the further development of the forces of production.  
Now, however, the development of big industry has ushered in a new period. Capital and the 
forces of production have been expanded to an unprecedented extent, and the means are at hand 
to multiply them without limit in the near future. Moreover, the forces of production have been 
concentrated in the hands of a few bourgeois, while the great mass of the people are more and 
more falling into the proletariat, their situation becoming more wretched and intolerable in 
proportion to the increase of wealth of the bourgeoisie. And finally, these mighty and easily 
extended forces of production have so far outgrown private property and the bourgeoisie, that 
they threaten at any moment to unleash the most violent disturbances of the social order. Now, 
under these conditions, the abolition of private property has become not only possible but 
absolutely necessary.  

– 16 –  
Will the peaceful abolition of private property be possible? 

It would be desirable if this could happen, and the communists would certainly be the last to 
oppose it. Communists know only too well that all conspiracies are not only useless, but even 
harmful. They know all too well that revolutions are not made intentionally and arbitrarily, but 
that, everywhere and always, they have been the necessary consequence of conditions which were 
wholly independent of the will and direction of individual parties and entire classes.  
But they also see that the development of the proletariat in nearly all civilized countries has been 
violently suppressed, and that in this way the opponents of communism have been working 
toward a revolution with all their strength. If the oppressed proletariat is finally driven to 
revolution, then we communists will defend the interests of the proletarians with deeds as we now 
defend them with words.  
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– 17 –  
Will it be possible for private property to be abolished at 

one stroke? 
No, no more than existing forces of production can at one stroke be multiplied to the extent 
necessary for the creation of a communal society.  
In all probability, the proletarian revolution will transform existing society gradually and will be 
able to abolish private property only when the means of production are available in sufficient 
quantity.  

– 18 –  
What will be the course of this revolution? 

Above all, it will establish a democratic constitution, and through this, the direct or indirect 
dominance of the proletariat. Direct in England, where the proletarians are already a majority of 
the people. Indirect in France and Germany, where the majority of the people consists not only of 
proletarians, but also of small peasants and petty bourgeois who are in the process of falling into 
the proletariat, who are more and more dependent in all their political interests on the proletariat, 
and who must, therefore, soon adapt to the demands of the proletariat. Perhaps this will cost a 
second struggle, but the outcome can only be the victory of the proletariat.  
Democracy would be wholly valueless to the proletariat if it were not immediately used as a 
means for putting through measures directed against private property and ensuring the livelihood 
of the proletariat. The main measures, emerging as the necessary result of existing relations, are 
the following:  

(i) Limitation of private property through progressive taxation, heavy inheritance 
taxes, abolition of inheritance through collateral lines (brothers, nephews, etc.) 
forced loans, etc.  
(ii) Gradual expropriation of landowners, industrialists, railroad magnates and 
shipowners, partly through competition by state industry, partly directly through 
compensation in the form of bonds.  
(iii) Confiscation of the possessions of all emigrants and rebels against the 
majority of the people.  
(iv) Organization of labor or employment of proletarians on publicly owned land, 
in factories and workshops, with competition among the workers being abolished 
and with the factory owners, in so far as they still exist, being obliged to pay the 
same high wages as those paid by the state.  
(v) An equal obligation on all members of society to work until such time as 
private property has been completely abolished. Formation of industrial armies, 
especially for agriculture.  
(vi) Centralization of money and credit in the hands of the state through a national 
bank with state capital, and the suppression of all private banks and bankers.  
(vii) Increase in the number of national factories, workshops, railroads, ships; 
bringing new lands into cultivation and improvement of land already under 
cultivation – all in proportion to the growth of the capital and labor force at the 
disposal of the nation.  
(viii) Education of all children, from the moment they can leave their mother’s 
care, in national establishments at national cost. Education and production 
together.  
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(ix) Construction, on public lands, of great palaces as communal dwellings for 
associated groups of citizens engaged in both industry and agriculture and 
combining in their way of life the advantages of urban and rural conditions while 
avoiding the one-sidedness and drawbacks of each.  
(x) Destruction of all unhealthy and jerry-built dwellings in urban districts.  
(xi) Equal inheritance rights for children born in and out of wedlock.  
(xii) Concentration of all means of transportation in the hands of the nation.  

It is impossible, of course, to carry out all these measures at once. But one will always bring 
others in its wake. Once the first radical attack on private property has been launched, the 
proletariat will find itself forced to go ever further, to concentrate increasingly in the hands of the 
state all capital, all agriculture, all transport, all trade. All the foregoing measures are directed to 
this end; and they will become practicable and feasible, capable of producing their centralizing 
effects to precisely the degree that the proletariat, through its labor, multiplies the country’s 
productive forces.  
Finally, when all capital, all production, all exchange have been brought together in the hands of 
the nation, private property will disappear of its own accord, money will become superfluous, and 
production will so expand and man so change that society will be able to slough off whatever of 
its old economic habits may remain.  

– 19 –  
Will it be possible for this revolution to take place in one 

country alone? 
No. By creating the world market, big industry has already brought all the peoples of the Earth, 
and especially the civilized peoples, into such close relation with one another that none is 
independent of what happens to the others.  
Further, it has co-ordinated the social development of the civilized countries to such an extent 
that, in all of them, bourgeoisie and proletariat have become the decisive classes, and the struggle 
between them the great struggle of the day. It follows that the communist revolution will not 
merely be a national phenomenon but must take place simultaneously in all civilized countries – 
that is to say, at least in England, America, France, and Germany.  
It will develop in each of the these countries more or less rapidly, according as one country or the 
other has a more developed industry, greater wealth, a more significant mass of productive forces. 
Hence, it will go slowest and will meet most obstacles in Germany, most rapidly and with the 
fewest difficulties in England. It will have a powerful impact on the other countries of the world, 
and will radically alter the course of development which they have followed up to now, while 
greatly stepping up its pace.  
It is a universal revolution and will, accordingly, have a universal range.  

– 20 –  
What will be the consequences of the 

ultimate disappearance of private property? 
Society will take all forces of production and means of commerce, as well as the exchange and 
distribution of products, out of the hands of private capitalists and will manage them in 
accordance with a plan based on the availability of resources and the needs of the whole society. 
In this way, most important of all, the evil consequences which are now associated with the 
conduct of big industry will be abolished.  
There will be no more crises; the expanded production, which for the present order of society is 
overproduction and hence a prevailing cause of misery, will then be insufficient and in need of 
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being expanded much further. Instead of generating misery, overproduction will reach beyond the 
elementary requirements of society to assure the satisfaction of the needs of all; it will create new 
needs and, at the same time, the means of satisfying them. It will become the condition of, and the 
stimulus to, new progress, which will no longer throw the whole social order into confusion, as 
progress has always done in the past. Big industry, freed from the pressure of private property, 
will undergo such an expansion that what we now see will seem as petty in comparison as 
manufacture seems when put beside the big industry of our own day. This development of 
industry will make available to society a sufficient mass of products to satisfy the needs of 
everyone.  
The same will be true of agriculture, which also suffers from the pressure of private property and 
is held back by the division of privately owned land into small parcels. Here, existing 
improvements and scientific procedures will be put into practice, with a resulting leap forward 
which will assure to society all the products it needs.  
In this way, such an abundance of goods will be able to satisfy the needs of all its members.  
The division of society into different, mutually hostile classes will then become unnecessary. 
Indeed, it will be not only unnecessary but intolerable in the new social order. The existence of 
classes originated in the division of labor, and the division of labor, as it has been known up to 
the present, will completely disappear. For mechanical and chemical processes are not enough to 
bring industrial and agricultural production up to the level we have described; the capacities of 
the men who make use of these processes must undergo a corresponding development.  
Just as the peasants and manufacturing workers of the last century changed their whole way of 
life and became quite different people when they were drawn into big industry, in the same way, 
communal control over production by society as a whole, and the resulting new development, will 
both require an entirely different kind of human material.  
People will no longer be, as they are today, subordinated to a single branch of production, bound 
to it, exploited by it; they will no longer develop one of their faculties at the expense of all others; 
they will no longer know only one branch, or one branch of a single branch, of production as a 
whole. Even industry as it is today is finding such people less and less useful.  
Industry controlled by society as a whole, and operated according to a plan, presupposes well-
rounded human beings, their faculties developed in balanced fashion, able to see the system of 
production in its entirety.  
The form of the division of labor which makes one a peasant, another a cobbler, a third a factory 
worker, a fourth a stock-market operator, has already been undermined by machinery and will 
completely disappear. Education will enable young people quickly to familiarize themselves with 
the whole system of production and to pass from one branch of production to another in response 
to the needs of society or their own inclinations. It will, therefore, free them from the one-sided 
character which the present-day division of labor impresses upon every individual. Communist 
society will, in this way, make it possible for its members to put their comprehensively developed 
faculties to full use. But, when this happens, classes will necessarily disappear. It follows that 
society organized on a communist basis is incompatible with the existence of classes on the one 
hand, and that the very building of such a society provides the means of abolishing class 
differences on the other.  
A corollary of this is that the difference between city and country is destined to disappear. The 
management of agriculture and industry by the same people rather than by two different classes 
of people is, if only for purely material reasons, a necessary condition of communist association. 
The dispersal of the agricultural population on the land, alongside the crowding of the industrial 
population into the great cities, is a condition which corresponds to an undeveloped state of both 
agriculture and industry and can already be felt as an obstacle to further development.  
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The general co-operation of all members of society for the purpose of planned exploitation of the 
forces of production, the expansion of production to the point where it will satisfy the needs of 
all, the abolition of a situation in which the needs of some are satisfied at the expense of the needs 
of others, the complete liquidation of classes and their conflicts, the rounded development of the 
capacities of all members of society through the elimination of the present division of labor, 
through industrial education, through engaging in varying activities, through the participation by 
all in the enjoyments produced by all, through the combination of city and country – these are the 
main consequences of the abolition of private property.  

– 21 –  
What will be the influence of communist society on the 

family? 
It will transform the relations between the sexes into a purely private matter which concerns only 
the persons involved and into which society has no occasion to intervene. It can do this since it 
does away with private property and educates children on a communal basis, and in this way 
removes the two bases of traditional marriage – the dependence rooted in private property, of the 
women on the man, and of the children on the parents.  
And here is the answer to the outcry of the highly moral philistines against the “community of 
women”. Community of women is a condition which belongs entirely to bourgeois society and 
which today finds its complete expression in prostitution. But prostitution is based on private 
property and falls with it. Thus, communist society, instead of introducing community of women, 
in fact abolishes it.  

– 22 –  
What will be the attitude of communism to existing 

nationalities? 
The nationalities of the peoples associating themselves in accordance with the principle of 
community will be compelled to mingle with each other as a result of this association and thereby 
to dissolve themselves, just as the various estate and class distinctions must disappear through the 
abolition of their basis, private property.8 

– 23 –  
What will be its attitude to existing religions? 

All religions so far have been the expression of historical stages of development of individual 
peoples or groups of peoples. But communism is the stage of historical development which 
makes all existing religions superfluous and brings about their disappearance.9  

– 24 –  
How do communists differ from socialists? 

The so-called socialists are divided into three categories.  

[ Reactionary Socialists: ]  
The first category consists of adherents of a feudal and patriarchal society which has already been 
destroyed, and is still daily being destroyed, by big industry and world trade and their creation, 
bourgeois society. This category concludes, from the evils of existing society, that feudal and 
patriarchal society must be restored because it was free of such evils. In one way or another, all 
their proposals are directed to this end.  
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This category of reactionary socialists, for all their seeming partisanship and their scalding tears 
for the misery of the proletariat, is nevertheless energetically opposed by the communists for the 
following reasons:  

(i) It strives for something which is entirely impossible.  
(ii) It seeks to establish the rule of the aristocracy, the guildmasters, the small 
producers, and their retinue of absolute or feudal monarchs, officials, soldiers, and 
priests – a society which was, to be sure, free of the evils of present-day society 
but which brought it at least as many evils without even offering to the oppressed 
workers the prospect of liberation through a communist revolution.  
(iii) As soon as the proletariat becomes revolutionary and communist, these 
reactionary socialists show their true colors by immediately making common 
cause with the bourgeoisie against the proletarians.  

[ Bourgeois Socialists: ]  
The second category consists of adherents of present-day society who have been frightened for its 
future by the evils to which it necessarily gives rise. What they want, therefore, is to maintain this 
society while getting rid of the evils which are an inherent part of it.  
To this end, some propose mere welfare measures – while others come forward with grandiose 
systems of reform which, under the pretense of re-organizing society, are in fact intended to 
preserve the foundations, and hence the life, of existing society.  
Communists must unremittingly struggle against these bourgeois socialists because they work for 
the enemies of communists and protect the society which communists aim to overthrow.  

[ Democratic Socialists: ]  
Finally, the third category consists of democratic socialists who favor some of the same measures 
the communists advocate, as described in Question 18, not as part of the transition to 
communism, however, but as measures which they believe will be sufficient to abolish the misery 
and evils of present-day society.  
These democratic socialists are either proletarians who are not yet sufficiently clear about the 
conditions of the liberation of their class, or they are representatives of the petty bourgeoisie, a 
class which, prior to the achievement of democracy and the socialist measures to which it gives 
rise, has many interests in common with the proletariat.  
It follows that, in moments of action, the communists will have to come to an understanding with 
these democratic socialists, and in general to follow as far as possible a common policy with them 
– provided that these socialists do not enter into the service of the ruling bourgeoisie and attack 
the communists.  
It is clear that this form of co-operation in action does not exclude the discussion of differences.  

– 25 –  
What is the attitude of the communists to the 

other political parties of our time? 
This attitude is different in the different countries.  
In England, France, and Belgium, where the bourgeoisie rules, the communists still have a 
common interest with the various democratic parties, an interest which is all the greater the more 
closely the socialistic measures they champion approach the aims of the communists – that is, the 
more clearly and definitely they represent the interests of the proletariat and the more they depend 
on the proletariat for support. In England, for example, the working-class Chartists10 are infinitely 
closer to the communists than the democratic petty bourgeoisie or the so-called Radicals.  
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In America, where a democratic constitution has already been established, the communists must 
make the common cause with the party which will turn this constitution against the bourgeoisie 
and use it in the interests of the proletariat – that is, with the agrarian National Reformers.11  
In Switzerland, the Radicals, though a very mixed party, are the only group with which the 
communists can co-operate, and, among these Radicals, the Vaudois and Genevese are the most 
advanced.  
In Germany, finally, the decisive struggle now on the order of the day is that between the 
bourgeoisie and the absolute monarchy. Since the communists cannot enter upon the decisive 
struggle between themselves and the bourgeoisie until the bourgeoisie is in power, it follows that 
it is in the interest of the communists to help the bourgeoisie to power as soon as possible in order 
the sooner to be able to overthrow it. Against the governments, therefore, the communists must 
continually support the radical liberal party, taking care to avoid the self-deceptions of the 
bourgeoisie and not fall for the enticing promises of benefits which a victory for the bourgeoisie 
would allegedly bring to the proletariat. The sole advantages which the proletariat would derive 
from a bourgeois victory would consist  

(i) in various concessions which would facilitate the unification of the proletariat 
into a closely knit, battle-worthy, and organized class; and  
(ii) in the certainly that, on the very day the absolute monarchies fall, the struggle 
between bourgeoisie and proletariat will start. From that day on, the policy of the 
communists will be the same as it now is in the countries where the bourgeoisie is 
already in power.  
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Endnotes 

 
1 The first Russian translation of the Manifesto of the Communist Party was made by Bakunin, who 
despite being one of Marx and Engels’ most pronounced opponents in the working class movement, 
saw the great revolutionary importance contained within the Manifesto. Published in Geneva in 1869 
(printing it in Russia was impossible due to state censorship), Bakunin’ s translation was not 
completely accurate, and was replaced a decade later by Plekhanov’s translation in 1882, for which 
both Marx and Engels wrote a preface.  
2 A reference to the events that occurred in Russia after the assassination, on March, 1, 1881, of 
Emperor Alexander II by Narodnaya Volya members. Alexander III, his successor, was staying in 
Gatchina for fear of further terrorism.  
3 This preface was written by Engels on May 1, 1890, when, in accordance with the decision of the 
Paris Congress of the Second International (July 1889), mass demonstrations, strikes and meetings 
were held in numerous European and American countries. The workers put forward the demand for an 
8 hour working day and other demands set forth by the Congress. From that day forward workers all 
over the world celebrate the first of May as a day of international proletarian solidarity.  
4 A reference to the movement for an electoral reform which, under the pressure of the working class, 
was passed by the British House of Commons in 1831 and finally endorsed by the House of Lords in 
June, 1832. The reform was directed against monopoly rule of the landed and finance aristocracy and 
opened the way to Parliament for the representatives of the industrial bourgeoisie. Neither workers nor 
the petty-bourgeois were allowed electoral rights, despite assurances they would.  
5 The famous final phrase of the Manifesto, “Working Men of All Countries, Unite!”, in the original 
German is: “Proletarier aller Länder, vereinigt euch!” Thus, a more correct translation would be 
“Proletarians of all countries, Unite!” 
“Workers of the World, Unite. You have nothing to lose but your chains!” is a popularisation of the 
last three sentences, and is not found in any official translation. Since this English translation was 
approved by Engels, we have kept the original intact. 
6 In their works written in later periods, Marx and Engels substituted the more accurate concepts of 
“sale of labour power”, “value of labour power” and “price of labour power” (first introduced by 
Marx) for “sale of labour”, “value of labour” and “price of labour”, as used here. 
7 Engels left half a page blank here in the manuscript. The “Draft of the Communist Confession of 
Faith,” has the answer shown for the same question (Number 12). 
8 Engels’ put “unchanged” here, referring to the answer in the June draft under No. 21 as shown. 
9 Similarly, this refers to the answer to Question 23 in the June draft. 
10 The Chartists were the participants in the political movement of the British workers which lasted 
from the 1830s to the middle 1850s and had as its slogan the adoption of a People’s Charter, 
demanding universal franchise and a series of conditions guaranteeing voting rights for all workers. 
Lenin defined Chartism as the world’s “first broad, truly mass and politically organized proletarian 
revolutionary movement” (Collected Works, Eng. ed., Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1965, Vol. 29, p. 
309.) The decline of the Chartist movement was due to the strengthening of Britain’s industrial and 
commercial monopoly and the bribing of the upper stratum of the working class (“the labour 
aristocracy”) by the British bourgeoisie out of its super-profits. Both factors led to the strengthening of 
opportunist tendencies in this stratum as expressed, in particular, by the refusal of the trade union 
leaders to support Chartism.  
11 Probably a references to the National Reform Association, founded during the 1840s by George H. 
Evans, with headquarters in New York City, which had for its motto, “Vote Yourself a Farm”. 
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BOOK I. 

CAPITALIST PRODUCTION. 

PART I. 

COMMODITIES AND MONEY. 

CH.APTER I. 

COMMODITIES. 

SEOTION 1.--'l'HE TWO l1'AOTOBS 011' A CO!,DlODITY: USJ!>-VA.LUE 

AND VALUE (THE SUBSTANCE OF VALUE A.ND THE 

:MAGNITUDE OF VALUE). 

THE wealth of those societies in which the capitalist mode 
of production prevails, presents itself as "an immense 

accumulation of commodities," 1 its unit being a single com
modity. Our investigation must therefore begin with the 
analysis of a commodity. 

A commodity is, in the first place, an object outside us, a 
thing that by its properties satisfies human wants of some sort 
or another. The nature of such wants, whether, for instance, 
they spring from the stomach or from fancy, makes no differ-

1 Karl Marx "A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy," J 8fi9, 
London, p. 111. 
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ence.1 Neither are we here concerned to know how the object 
satisfies these wants, whether directly as means of subsistence, 
or indirectly as means of production. 

Every useful thing, as iron, paper, &c., may be looked at 
from the two points of view of quality and quantity. It is 
an assemblage of many properties, and may therefore be of 
use in various ways. To discover the various use of things is 
the work of history. 2 So also is the establishment of socially
recognised standards of measure for the quantities of these 
useful objects. The diversity of these measures has its origin 
partly in the diverse nature of the objects to be measured, 
partly in convention. 

The utility of a thing makes it a use-value.8 . But this 
utility is not a thing of air. Being limited by the physical 
properties of the commodity, it bas no existence apart from 
that commodity. A commodity, such as iron, corn, or a 
diamond, is therefore, so far as it is a material thing, a use
value, something useful. This property of a commodity ie 
independent of the amount of labour required to appropriate 
its useful qualities. When treating of use-value, we always 
assume to be dealing with definite quantities, such as dozens 
of watches, yards of linen, or tons of iron. The use-values of 
commodities furnish the material for a special study, that 
of the commercial knowledge of commod.ities.4 Use-values 
become a reality only by use or consumption: they also con• 

1 " Dwre impli:a want; it ii the appetite of the mlad, and as natural as hun,a
to the body. • • • The createct number (of things) have their ·ulue from aupplJ• 
Ing the wantll of the mind." Nicolas Barbon: "A Diacoune OD coiaiag the ACW 

moae, lighter, in 1111Swer to Mr. Locke's CoasideraJiou," &c. Loadoa, UH. p. 
I, II. 

• "Tbiap hne aa lntrinalck virtae" (this is Barboa'a special term for •alue ha 
aae) "which la all places l.:ive the same 'rirtue; as the loadatone to attract iroa" 
0. c., p. 8). The propertJ which the magnet poueues of attracting iron, beame 
of use onlr after by means of that property the polaritJ of the mapet bad hem 
discovered. 

• "The natural worth of anJthiag conaiata in its 6taeaa to eupplr the 11cceasitiea, 
or aerve the connaieacea of humaa life." (John Locke, "Some coaaideratioaa on 
the con1cquencc1 of the lowering of iotcrCJt, 1691," iJI Works EdiL London, 1717, 
VoL II., p. 28.) Ia English writera of the 17th century we freque11tJy 6Dd "worth" 
in the aeaae of value la use, and "value" ia the ICDae of exchaap Ylllue. Thia 
ii quite in accordance with the spirit of a laaguqe that likca to me a Teutoale 
word for the actual thiziJ, and a Romance word for itt rellwon, 

• ta "bour~11 so6etiea t11e economical tu:tio ;wa .we,,aila, that nery one, u a 
burn-, poases,e1 an encyclopaedic knowledge of commodibea. 
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stitute the substance of all wealth, whatever may be the social 
form of that wealth. In the form of society we are about ro 
consider, they are, in addition, the material depositories of 
exchange value. 

Exchange value, at :first sight, presents itself as _a quantitative 
relation, as the proportion in which values in use of one sort 
are exchanged for those of another sort, 1 a relation constantly 
changing with time and place. Hence exchange value appears 
ro be something accidental and purely relative, and conse
quently an intrinsic value, i. e., an exchange value that is 
inseparably connected with, inherent in commodities, seems a 
contradiction in terms.~ Let us consider the matter a little 
more closely. 

A given commodity, e. g., a quarter of wheat is exchanged 
for x blacking, y silk, or z gold, &:e.-in short, for other com
modities in the most different proportions. Instead of one 
exchange value, the wheat has, therefore, a great many. But 
since x blacking, y silk, or z gold, &c., each represent the 
exchange value of one quarter of wheat, x blacking, y silk, 
z gold, &.c., must as exchange values be replaceable by each 
other, or equal ro each other. Therefore, first: the valid 
exchange values of a given commodity express something 
equal; secondly, exchange value, generally, is only the mode 
of expression, the phenomenal form, of something contained 
in it, yet distinguishable from it. 

Let us take two commodities, e.g., corn and iron. ·The pro
portions in which they are exchangeable, whatever those pro
portions may be, can always be represented by an equation in 
which a given quantity of corn is. equated to some quantity of 
iron: e. g., 1 quarter com=x cwt. iron. What does this equa
tion tell us¥ It tells us that in two different things-in 1 
quarter of com and x cwt. of iron, there exists in equal quan
tities something common t.o both. The two things must there-

1 ''La nleur conalllte dam le rapport d'lcbange qui se troun entre telle chose et 
telle autrc, entre telle meaarc: d'une production, et tclle mcsurc d'une autre." (Le 
Troaie: De 1' Int&et Social. Ph,siocratea, Ed. Daire. Paris, 18'6. P. 889.) 

1 "Nothinl' can hue an intrinsick value." (N. Barbon, 1. c., p. e); or aa llut• 
~rA,- . 

" The -..alue of a thing 
h Juat u much at it will bring." 
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fore be equal to a third, which in itself is nejther the one no1 
the other. Each of them, so far as it is exchange value, must 
therefore be reducible to this third. 

A simple geometrical illustration will make this clear. In 
order to calculate and compare the areas of rectilinear figures, 
we decompose them into triangles. But the area of the tri
angle itself is expressed by something totally different from its 
visible figure, namely, by half the product of the base into 
the altitude. In the same way the exchange values of com
modities must be capable of being expressed in terms of some
thing common to them all, of which thing they re11resent ll. 
greater or less quantity. 

This common "something'' cannot be either a geometrical, 
a chemical, or any other natural property of commodities. 
Such properties claim our attention only in so far as they 
affect the utility of those commodities, make them use-valuee. 
But the exchange of commodities is evidently an act character
ised by a total abstraction from use-value. Then one use
value is just as good as another, provided only it be present in 
sufficient quantity. Or, as old Barbon says, "one sort of 
wares are as good as another, if the values be equal There is 
no difference or distinction in things of equal value • • • . 
An hundred pounds' worth of lead or iron, is of as great value 
as one hundred pounds' worth of silver or gold." 1 As uee
values, commodities are, above all, of different qualities, but as 
exchange values they are merely different quantities, and con
sequently do not contain an atom of use-value. 

If then we leave out of consideration the use-value of com• 
modities, they have only o~ common property left, that of 
being products of labour. But even the product of labour 
itself has undergone a change in our bands. If we make 
abstraction from its use-value, we m·ake abstraction at the 
same time from the material elements and shapes that make 
the product a use-value; we see in it no longer a table, a house, 
yarn, or any other useful thing. Its existence as a material 
thing is put out of sight. Neither can it any longer be re
garded as the product of the labour of the joiner, the mason, 

1 N. Barbon, 1. c. p. 68 1111d 'f. 
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the spinner, or of any other definite kind of productive 
labour. Along with the useful qualities of the products them
selves, we put out of sight both the useful character of the 
various kinds of labour embodied in them, and the concrete 
forms of that labour; there is nothing left but what is common 
to them all; all are reduced to one and the same sort of 
labour, human labour in the abstract. 

Let us now consider the residue of each of these products; 
it consists of the same unsubstantial reality in each, a mere 
congelation of homogeneous human labour, of labour-power ex
pended without regard to the mode of its expenditure. All 
that these things now tell us is, that human labour-power has 
been expended in their production, that human labor is em
bodied in them. When looked at as crystals of this social 
substance, common to them all, they are--V alues. 

We have seen that when commodities are exchanged, their 
exchange value manifests itself as something totally independ
ont of their use-value. But if we abstract from their use-value, 
there remains their Value as defined above. Therefore, the 
common substance that manifests itself in the exchange value 
of commodities, whenever they are exchanged, is their value. 
The progress of our investigation will show that exchange 
value is the only form in which the value of commodities can 
manifest itself or be expressed. For the present, however, we 
have to consider the nature of value independently of this, its 
form. 
, A use-value, or useful article, therefore, has value only be
cause human labour in the abstract bas been embodied or ma· 
terialised in it. How, then, is the magnitude of this value to 
be measured i Plainly, by the quantity of the 'value-creating 
substance, the labour, contained in the article. The quantity 
of labour, however, is measured by its duration, and labour· 
time in its turn finds its standard in weeks, days, and hours. 

Some people might think that if the value of a commodity 
is determined by the quantity of labour spent on it, the more 
idle and unskilful the labourer, the more valuable would bis . 
commodity be, QOOause more time would be required in its · 
production. The labour, however, that· forms the substance of 
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value, is homogeneous human labour, expenditure of one uni
form labour-power. The total labour-power _of society, which 
is embodied in the sum total of the values of all commodities 
produced by that society, counts here as one homogeneous mass 
of human labour-power, composed though it be of innumerable 
individual units. Each of these units is the same as any other, 
so far as it has the character of the average labour-power of 
society, and takes effect as such; that is, so far as it requires for 
producing a commodity, no more time than is need!3d on an 
average, no more than is socially necessary. The labour-time 
socially necessary is that required to produce an article under 
the normal conditions of production, and with the average 
degree of skill and intensity prevalent at the time. The intro
duction of power looms inf.? England probably reduced by one 
half the labour required to weave a given quantity of yarn into 
cloth. The hand-loom weavers, as a matter of :fact, continued 
to require the same time as before; but for all that, the pro
duct of one hour of their labour represented aft.er the change 
only half an hour's social labour, and consequently fell to one
half its former value. 

We see then that that which determines the magnitude of 
the value of any article is the amount of labour socially necea· 
sary, or the labour-time socially necessary for ita production.1 

Each individual commodity, in this connexion, is to be con
sidered as an average sample of its class. 2 Commodities, there- ~ 
fore, in which equal quantities of labour are embodied, or 
which can be produced in the same time, have the same value. 
The value of one commodity is to the value of any other, ae the , 
labour-time necessary for the production of the one is to that 
necessary for the production of the other. "As values, all com
moclities are only definite masses of congealed labour-time." • 

1 Tbe yaJae of them (the neceuarle. of li(e), when they are exchanged the 
one for another, i• regulated by I.be quantity of labour necessarily required, and 
commOGly takea in proc1<1ciag them." (Some Tboughi. on the Interest of Moue,, 
m general, and particularly in the Publick Funcb, &c., Land., p. 84.) Thia re
mubble aOOllJi:110111 work, writtea iD the Jut century, bears no date. It ia 
daor, however, frotA iz11ernal evidence, that it appeared bi the relsn of Geo~ 
II. about 1780 or 11-60, 

•" Touta la productiona d'un mane renre ne fonneut proprcment qu'une maue, 
clout le priz 1e d~termine en ru~ral et 1a111 fprd •= circomlallcea particulib-ea.,. 
(Le Tro111~ I. c. p. 898.) 1 Jt. Kan, L c. · p. H, 
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The value of a commodity would therefore remain constant, 
- if the labour-time required for its production also remained 

constant. But the latter changes with every variation in the 
productiveness of labour. This productiveness is det.ermined 
by various circumstances, amongst others, by the average 
amount of skill of the workmen, the state of science, and the 
degree of its practical application, the social organisation of 
production, the extent and capabilities of the means of pro
duction, and by physical conditions. For example, the 
same amount of labour in favourable seasons is embodied 
in 8 bushels of corn, and in unfavourable, only in four. 
The same labour extracts from rich mines more metal than 
from poor mines. Diamonds are· of very rare occurrence on 
the earth's surface, and hence their discovery costs, on an aver
age, a great deal of labour-time. Consequently much labour 
is represented in a small compass. Jacob doubts whether gold 
has ever been paid for at its full value. This applies still 
more to diamonds. According to Eschwege, the total produce 
of the Brazilian diamond mines for the eighty years, ending 
in 1823, had not realised the price of one-and-a-half years' 
average produce of the sugar and coffee plantations of the 
same country, although the diamonds cost much more labour, 
and therefore represented more value. With richer mines, the 
same quantity of labour would embody it.self in more diamonds 
and their value would fall. If we could succeed at a small 
expenditure of labour, in converting carbon into diamonds, 
their value might fall below that of bricks. In general, the 
great.er the productiveness of labour, the less is the labour-time 
required for the production of an article, the less is the amount 
of labour crystallised in that article, and the less is its value; 
and vise versG, the less the productiveness of labour, the greater 
is the labour-time required for the production of an article, 
and the greater is its value. The value of a commodity, them
fore, varies directly as the quantity, and inversely as the 
productiveneas, of the labour inoorporatoo in it. 

A thing can be a use-value, without having·value. This is 
the ease whenever its utility to lDJln is not due to labour. 
Such are air1 virgin soi~ natural meadows, &,c. A thing can 
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be useful, and the product of human labour, without being .1 

commodity. Whoever directly satisfies his wants with the 
produce of his own labour, creates, indeed, use-values, but not 
commodities. In order to produce the latter, he must not only 
produce use-values, but use-values for others, social use-values. 
Lastly, nothing can have value, without being an object of 
utility. If the thing is useless, so is the labour contained in 
it; the labour does not count as labour, and therefore creates 
no value. 

SECTION 2.--THE TWOFOLD CHARACTER OF THE LABOtra. EH

BODIED IN COMMODITIES. 

At first sight a commodity presented itself to us as a complex 
of two things-use-value and exchange-value. Later on, we 
saw also that labour, too, possesses the same two-fold nature; 
for, so far as it finds expression in value, it does not possess the 
same characteristics that belo:og to it .as a creator of use-values. 
I was the first to point out and to examine critically this two
fold nature of the labour contained in commodities. As this 
point is the pivot on which a clear comprehension of political 
economy turns, we must go more into detail. 

Let us take two commodities such as a coat and 10 yards of 
linen, and let the former be double the value of the latter, so 
that, if 10 yards of linen W, the coat==2W. 

The coat is a use-value that satisfies a particular want. Its 
existence is the result of a special sort of productive activity, 
the nature of which is determined by its aim, mode of opera
tion, subject, means, and result. The labour, whose utility is 
thus represented by the value in use of its product, or which 
manifests itself by making its product a use-value, we call 
useful labour. In this connexion we consider only its useful 
effect. 

As the coat and the linen are two qualitatively different ue&
values, so also are the two forms of labour that produce them, 
tailoring and weaving. Were these two objects not quali• 
tatively different, not produced respectively by labour . oi 
,Jifferent quality, they could not stand to each other in the 
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relation of commodities. Coats are not exchanged for coat.a, 
one use-value is not exchanged for another of the same kind. 

To all the different varieties of value.s in use there correspond 
as many different kinds of useful labour, classified according to 
the order, genus, species, and variety to which they belong in 
the social division of labour. This division of labour is a neces
sary condition for the production of commodities, but it does 
not follow conversely, that the production of commodities is a 
necessary condition for the division of labour. In the primitive 
Indian community there is social division of labour, without 
production 0£ commodities. Or, t,o take an example nearer 
home, in every factory the labour is divided according to a 
system, but this division is not brought about by the operatives 
mutually exchanging their individual products. Only such 
products can become commodities with regard to each other, as 
result from different kinds of labour, each kind being carried 
on independently and for the account of private individuals. 

To resume, then: In the use-value of each commodity there 
is contained useful labour, i. e., productive activity of a definite 
kind and exercised with a definite aim. Use-values cannot 
confront each other as commodities, unless the useful labour 
embodied in them is qualitatively different in each of them. 
In a community, the produce of which in general takes the 
form of commodities, i. e., in a community of commodity pro
ducers, this qualitative difference between the useful forms of 
labour that are carried on independently by ' individual pro
ducers, each on their own account, develops int-0 a complex 
system, a social division of labour. 

Anyhow, whether the coat be worn by the tailor or by his 
customer, in either case it operates :as a use-value. Nor is the 
relation between the coat and the labour that produced it 
altered by the circumstance that tailoring may have become a 
~cial trade, an independent branch o:f the social division of 
labour. Wherever the want of clothing forced them to it, tho 
human race made clothes for thousands of years, without a 
single man becoming a tailor. But coats and linen, like every 
other element of material wealth that is not the spontaneous 
produce of nature, must invariably owe their existence to a. 

D 
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special productive activity, exercised with a definite aim, an 
activity that appropriates particular nature-given materials to 
particular human wants. So far therefore as labour is a 
creator of use-value1 is useful labour, it is a necessary con
dition, independent of all forms of society, for the-existence of 
the human race; it is an eternal nature-imposed necessity, 
without which there can be no material exchanges between 
man and Nature, and therefore no life. 

The use-values, coat, linen, &c., i. e., the bodies of commodi
ties, are combinations of two elements-matter and labour. 
If we take away the useful labour expended upon them, a 
material substratum is always left, which is furnished by 
Nature without the help of man. The latter can work only as 
Nature does, that is by changing the form of matter.1 Nay 
more, in this work of changing the form he is constantly helped 
by natural forces. We see, then, that labour is not the only 
source of material wealth, of use-values produced by labour. 
As William Petty puts it, labour is its father and the earth it:B 
mother. 

Let us now pass from the commodity considered as a use. 
value to the value of commodities. 

By our assumption, the coat is worth twice as much as the 
linen. But this is a mere quantitative difference, which for the 
present does not concern us. We bear in mind, however, that 
if the value of the coat is double that of 10 yds. of linen, 20 
yds. of linen must have the same value as one coat. So far 
as they are values, the coat and the linen are things of a like 
substance, objective expressions of essentially identical labour. 
But tailoring and weaving are, qualitatively, different kinds of 
labour. There are, however, states of society in which one and 

1 Tutti i fcnomcni dell' univcrso, sicno casi prodotti dclla mano, dell' uomo, ovvero 
dclle universali lcggi dclla nsica, non ci danno idea di attualc crcuionc, ma 
unicamcntc di una modificazionc dclla matcria. Accoatare e 1epararc 10no gli unicl 
clcmcnti cbc l'ingcgno umano ritrova analizzando !'idea dclla tiproduz.ionc: c tanto l: 
riproduz.ionc' di valore (value in use, although Vcrri in this passage of his contro
versy with the Physiocrats is not himself quite certain of the kind of value be Is 
spcakiui of) e di ticchezzc sc la tcrra !'aria e l'acqua nc' campi al traamutino in 
rirano, come sc colla mano dell' uomo ii elutine di un insctto si trumuti in vclluto 
ovvero alcuni pezzctti di metallo Ii organinino a formarc una ripctizione."
Pictro Vcrri. "Mcditazioni sulla Economia Politica" {first printed in 1778) 
in Custodi'a edition of the I~lian Economists, Partc :Modcrna, t. xv. p. 22. 
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the same man does tailoring and weaving alternately, in which 
case these ~o forms of labour are mere modifications of the 
labour of the same individual, and not special and fixed func
tions of different persons; just as the coat which our tailor 
makes one day, and the trousers which he makes another day, 
imply only 1!- variation in the labour of one and the same indi
vidual. Moreover, we see at a glance that, in our capitalist 
society, a given portion of human labour is, in accordance with 
the varying demand, at one time supplied in the form of tailor
ing, at another in the form of weaving. This change may 
possibly not take place without friction, but take place it must. 

Productive activity, if we leave out of sight its special form, 
viz., the useful character of the labour, is nothing but the ex
penditure of human labour-power. Tailoring and weaving, 
though qualitatively different productive activitjes, are each a 
productive expenditure of human brains, nerves, and muscles, 
and in this sense are human labour. They are but two 
different modes of expending human labour-power. Of course, 
this labour-power, which remains the same under all its modi
ncations, must have attained a certain pitch of development 
before it can be expended in a multiplicity of modes. But the 
value of a commodity represents human labour in the abstract, 
the expenditure of human labour in general. And just as in 
society, a general or a banker plays a great part, but mere 
man, on the other hand, a very shabby part, 1 so here with 
mere human labour. It is the expenditure of simple labour
power, i.e., of the labour-power which, on an average, apart 
from any special development, exists in the organism of every 
ordinary individual. Simple average labour, it is true, varies 
in character in different countries and at different times, but 
in a particular society it is given. Skilled labour counts only 
as simple labour intensified, or rather, as multiplied simple 
labour, a given quantity of skilled being considered equal to a 
greater quantity of simple labour. Experience shows that this 
reduction is constantly being made. A commodity may be the 
product of the most skilled labour, but its value, by equating 
it to the product of simple unskilled labour, represents a 

1 Comp, Heaet, Philosophic des Rechts. • Berlin, 1840, p. 260 I 190. 

., 
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definite quantity of the latter labour alone. 1 The different 
proportions in which different sorts of labour are reduced to 
unskilled labour as their standard, are established by a social 
process that goes on behind the backs of the producers, and, 
consequently, appear to be fixed by custom. For simplicity's 
sake we shall henceforth account every kind of labour to be 
unskilled, simple labour; by this we do no more than save 
ourselves the trouble of making the reduction. 

Just as, therefore, in viewing the coat and linen as values, 
we abstract from their different use-values, so it is with the 
labour represented by those values: we disregard the difference 
between its useful forms, weaving and tailoring. As the use
values, coat and linen, are combinations of special productive 
activities with cloth and yarn, while the values, coat and linen, 
are, on the other hand, mere homogeneous congelations of 
indifferentiated labour, so the labour embodied in these latter 
values does not count by virtue of its productive relation to 
cloth and yarn, but only as being expenditure of human 
labour-power. Tailoring and weaving are necessary factors in 
the creation of the use-values, coat and linen, precisely because 
these two kinds of labour are of different qualities; but only 
in so far ·as abstraction is made from their special qualities, 
only in so far as both possess the same quality of being human 
labour, do tailoring and weaving form the substance of the 
values of the same articles. 

Coats and linen, however, are not merely values, but values 
of definite magnitude, and according to our assumption, the 
coat is worth twice as much as the ten yards of linen. Whence 
this difference in their values? It is owing to the fact that 
the linen contains only half as much labour as the coat, 
and consequently, that in the production of the latter, labour
power must have been expended during twice the time neoos
sary for the production of the former. 

While, therefore, with reference to use-value, the labour con
tained in a commodity counts only qualitatively, with refer-

• The reader must note that we are not speaking here of the wares or nlue 
that the labourH get!< for a given labour time, but of tbe value of tbe com• 
modity in wbicb that labour time is materialised. Wages is a category that, as 
yet, bas no existence at tbe present stare of our investiration. 
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ence to value it counts only quantitatively, and must first be 
reduced to human labour pure and simple. In the former 
case, it is a question of How and What, in the latter of How 
much ? How long a time i Since the magnitude of the value of 
a commodity· represents only the quantity of labour embodied 
in it, it follows that all commodities, when taken in certain 
proportions, must be equal in value. 

If the productive power of all the different sorts of useful 
labour required for the production of a coat remains unchanged, 
the sum of the values of the coat produced increases with 
their number. If one coat represents x days' labour, t.wo 
ooats represent 2x days' labour, and so on. But assume that 
the duration of the labour necessary for the production of a 
coat becomes doubled or halved. In the first case, one coat is 
worth as much as two coats were before; in the second case, 
two coats are only worth as much as one was before, although 
in both cases one coat renders the same service as before, and 
the useful labour embodied in it remains of the same quality. 
But the quantity of labour spent on its production has altered. 

An increase in the quantity of use-values is an increase of 
material wealth. With two coats two men can be clothed, 
with one coat only one man. Nevertheless, an increased quan
tity of material wealth may correspond to a simultaneous 
fall in the magnitude of its value. This antagonistic move
ment has its origin in the two-fold character of labour. 
Productive power has reference, of course, only to labour of 
some useful concrete form ; the efficacy of any special produc
tive activity during a given time being dependent on its 
productiveness. Useful labour becomes, therefore, a more or 
less abundant source of products, in proportion to the rise or 
fall of its productiveness. On the other hand, no change in this 
productiveness affects the labour represented by value. Since 
productive power is an attribute of the concrete useful forms 
of labour, of course it can no longer have any bearing on that 
labour, so soon as we make abstraction from those concrete 
useful forms. However then productive power may vary, the 
same labour, exercised during equal periods of time, always 
yields equal amounts of value. But it will yield, during equal 
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periods of time, different quantities of values in use; inore, if 
the productive power rise, fewer, if it fall. The same change 
in productive power, which increases the fruitfulness of labour, 
and, in consequence, the quantity of use-values produced by 
that labour, will diminish the total value of this increased 
quantity of use-values, provided such change shorten the total 
labour-time necessary for their production; and vice versa. 

On the one hand all labour is, speaking physiologically, an 
expenditure of human labour-power, and in its character of 
identical abstract human labour, it creates and forms the value 
of commodities. On the other band, all labour is the expendi
ture of human labour-power in a special form and with a 
definite aim, and in this, its character of concrete useful labour, 
it produces use-values. 1 

SECJTION 3.---THiE FORM OF VALUE OR EXCHANGE VALUE. 

Commodities come into the world in the shape of use-values, 
articles, or goods, such as iron, linen, corn, &e. This is their 
plain, homely, bodily form. They are, however, commodities, 

• In order to prove that labour alone is that all-sufficient and real measure, 
by which at all times the value of all commodities can be estimated and com• 
pared, Adam Smith says, "Equal quantities of labour must at all times and in all 
places have the same value for the labourer. In bis normal state of health, streagtb 
and activity, and with tlie average degree of akill that be may possess, be mmt 
:always give up the same portion of his rest, bis freedom, and hia happiness." 
(Wealth of Nations, b. I. ch. v.) On the one band, Adam Smith hen (but not 
everywhere) confuses the determination of velue by means of the quantity of 
labour expended in the production of commodities, with the determination of the 
nlues of commodities by means of the value of labour, and seeks in consequence 
to prove that equal quantities of labour bav,e always the same value. On the 
other band, he bas a presentiment, that labo11r, ao far as it manifeata itself in 
the nlue of commodities, counta only l>S CXJ1ft!diture of labour pown, but he 
treats thi5 expenditure as the mere sacrifice of rest, freedom, and bappine65. not u 
the Allie time the normal activity of li'ling beinp. But then, be bas the mod. 
em -ge-labourer in his eye. Much more ai:tly, the anonymous predecasor of 
Adam Smith, quoted above in Note 1, p. 6, says, "-<me man has employed him
eelf a week ia prondiug thiJJ nec-ry of life • • • and he that gives him 
some other in exchange, cannot make a better estimate of what is a proper 
equivale.nt. than by computing what cost him just as much labour and time; 
which in effect is no more than exchanging one man's labour in one thing for 
a time certain, for another man's labour in another thing for the aame time." 
(I. c. p. 89.) [The English language bu the advantage of posses.sing different 
word• for the two upecu of labour hen considered. The labour which createa 
Use-Value, and counts qualitatively, ill Wort, as distinguished from Labour; tha1 
which crutea Value and 00anb quantitatively, is La!>owr u diatingimhed frollll 
Work.-ED.] 

' 11 
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Gold is now money with reference to all other commodities 
only because it was previously, with reference to them, a 
simple commodity. Like all other commodities, it was also 
capable of serving as an equivalent, either as simple equivalent 
in isolated exchanges, or as particular equivalent by the side 
of others. Gradually it began to serve, within varying limits, 
as universal equivalent. So soon as it monopolises this posi
tion in the expression of value for the world of commodities, 
it becomes the money commodity, and then, and not till then, 
does form D become distinct from form C, and the general 
form of value become changed into the money form. 

The elementary expression of the relative value of a single 
commodity, such as linen, in terms of the commodity, such as 
gold, that plays the part of money, is the price form of that 
commodity. The price form of the linen is therefore 
20 yards of linen=2 ounces of gold, or, if 2 ounces of gold 

when coined are £2, 20 yards of linen=£2. 
The difficulty in forming a concept of the money form, con

sists in clearly comprehending the universal equivalent form., · 
and as a necessary corollary, the general form of value, form C. 
The latter is deducible from form B, the expanded form of 
value, the essential component element of which, we saw, is 
form A, 20 yards of linen=l coat or .x commodity A=y com
modity B. The simple commodity form is therefore the germ 
of the money form. 

SECTION 4.-THE FETISIDSM OF COMMODITIES AND THE 

SEORET THEREOF. 

A commodity appears, at first sight, a very trivial thing, and 
easily understood. 11:8 analysis shows that it is, in reality, a 
very queer thing, abounding in metaphysical subtleties and 
theological niceties. So far as it is a value in use, there is 
nothing mysterious about it, whether we consider it from the 
point of view that by its properties it is capable of satisfying 
human wan"t:8, or from the point that those properties are the 
product of human labour, It is as clear as noon-day, that man, 
by his industry, changes the forms of the materials furnished 
by nature, in such a way as to IDBke· them useful to him. The 

F 
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form of wood, for instance, is altered, by making a table out 
of it. Yet, for all that the table continues to be that common, 
every-day thing, wood. But, so soon as it steps forth as a 
commodity, it is changed into something transcendent. It not 
only stands with its feet on the ground, but, in relation to all 
other commodities, it stands on its head, and evolves out of its 
wooden brain grotesque ideas, far more wonderful than "table
turning'' ever was. 

The mystical character of commodities does not originate, 
therefore, in their use-value. Just as little does it proceed 
from the nature of the determining factors of value. For, in 
the first place, however varied the useful kinda of labour, or 
productive activities, may be, it is a physiological fact, that 
they are functions of the human organism, and that each such 
function, whatever may be it.s nature or form, is essentially the 
expenditure of human brain, nerves, muscles, &c. Secondly, 
with regard to that which forms the ground-work for the quan
titative determination of value, namely, the duration of that 
expenditure, or the quantity of labour, it is quite clear that 
there is a palpable difference between its quantity and quality. 
In all states of society, the labour-time that it costs to produce 
the means of subsistence must necessarily be an object of inter
est to mankind, though not of equal interest in different stages 
of development. 1 And lastly, from the moment that men in 
any way work for one another, their labour assumes a social 
form. 

Whence, then, arises the enigmatical character of the product 
of labour, so soon as it assumes the form of commodities i 
Clearly from this form itself. The equality of all sorts of 
human labour is expressed objectively by their products all 
being equally values; the measure of the expenditure of labour
power by the duration of that expenditure, takes the form of 
the quantity of value of the products of labour; and .finally, 
the mutual relations of the producers, within which the social 

1 Among the ancient Germana the unit for measuring land was what could be 
harvested in a day, and wa.s called Tagwerk, Tagwanne (jurnale, or terra jumalis, 
or diornalis) , Mannsmaad, &c. (See G. L. von Maurer Einleitung zur Gescbicbte 
der Mark-, &c. Verfassung, Miincbeo, 1859, p. 129-59.) 
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character of their labour affirms itself, take the form of a 
social relation between the products. 

A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply because 
in it the social character of men's labour appears to them as an 
objective character stamped upon the product of that labour; 
because the relation of the producers to the sum total of their 
own labour is presented to them _as a social relation, existing 
not between theIDBelves, but between the products of their 
labour. This is the reason why the products of labour become 
commodities, social things whose qualities are at the same time 
perceptible and imperceptible by the senses. In the same way 
the light from an object is perceived by us not as the subjective 
excitation of our optic nerve, but as the objective form of 
something outside the eye itself. But, in the act of seeing, 
there is at all events, an actual passage of light from one thing 
to another, from the external object to the eye. There is a 
physical relation between physical things. But it is different 
with commodities. There, the existence of the things qua 
commodities, and the value relation between the products of 
labour which stamps them as commodities, have absolutely no 
connection with their physical properties and with the material 
relations arising therefrom. There it is a definite social rela
tion between men, that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic 
form of a relation between things. In order, therefore, to find 
an analogy, we must have recourse to the mist-enveloped re
gions of the religious world. In that world the productions of 
the human brain appear as independent beings endowed with 
life, and entering into relation both with one another and the 
human race. So it is in the world of commodities with the 
products of men's hands. This I call the Fetishism which at
taches itself to the product<, of labour, so soon as they are pro
duced as commodities, and which is therefore inseparable from 
the production of commodities. 

This Fetishism of commodities has its origin, as the fore
going analysis has already shown, in the peculiar sociaJ 
character of the labour that produces them. 

AI!i a general rule, articles of utility become commodities, 
only because they are products of the labour of private individ-
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uals or groups of individuals who carry on their work inde
pendently of each other. The sum total of the labour of all 
these private individuals forms the aggregate labour of society. 
Since the producers do not come into social contact with each 
other until they exchange their products, the specific social 
character of each producer's labour does not show itself except 
in the act of exchange. In _other words, the labour of the in
dividual asserts itself ru; a part of the labour of society, only 
by means of the relations which the act of exchange establishes 
directly between the products, and indirectly, through them, 
between the producers. To the latter, therefore, the relations 
connecting the labour of one individual with that of the rest ap
pear, not as direct social relations between individuals at work, 
but as what they really are, .material relations betw~en persons 
and social relations between things. It is only by being ex
changed that the products of labour acquire, as values, one uni
form social status, distinct from their varied forms of existence 
as objects of utility. This division of a product into a useful 
thing and a value becomes practically important, only when ex
change has acquired such an extension that useful articles nre 
produced for the purpose of being exchanged, and their char
acter as values has therefore to be taken into account, before
hand, during production. From this moment the labour of the 
individual producer acquires socially n twO:fold character. 
On the one hand, it must, as a definite useful kind of labour, 
satisfy a definite social want, nnd thus hold its place as part 
and parcel of the collective labour of all, as a branch of a social 
division of labour that has sprung up spontaneously. On the 
other hand, it can satisfy the manifold wants of the individual 
producer himself, only in so far as the mutual exchangeability 
of all kinds of useful private labour is an established social 
fact, and therefore the private useful labour of each producer 
ranks on an equality with that of all others. The equalization 
of the most different kinds of labour can be the result only of 
an abstraction from their inequalities, or of reducing them to 
their common denominator, '7iz., expenditure of human labour 
power or human labour in the abstract. The tw~fold social 
character of the labour of the individual appears to him, when 
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reflected in his brain, only under those forms which are im
pressed upon that labour in everyday practice by the exchange 
of products. In this way, the character that his own labour 
possesses of being socially useful takes tpe form of the condi
tion, that the product must be not only useful, but useful for 
others, and the social character that his particular labour has of 
being the equal of all other particular kinds of labour, takes the 
form that all the physically different articles that are the pro
ducts of labour, have one common quality, viz, that of having 
value. 

Hence, when we bring the products of our labour into rela
tion with each other as values, it is not because we see in these 
articles the material receptacles of homogeneous human labour. 
Quite the contrary; whenever, by an exchange, ·we equate as 
values our different products, by that very act, we also equate, 
as human labour, the different kinds of labour eXJ?Cnded upon 
them. We are not aware of this, nevertheles.s we do it. 1 

Value, therefore, does not stalk about with a label describing 
what it is. It is value, rather, that converts every product 
into a social hieroglyphic. Later on, we try to decipher the 
hieroglyphic, to get behind the secret of our own social pro
ducts; -!or t-0 stamp an object of utility as a value, is just as 
much a social product as language. The recent scie1;1tific dis
covery, that the products of labour, so far as _ they are values, 
are but material expressions of the human labour spent in 
their production, marks, indeed, an epoch in the history of the 
development of the human race, but, by no means, dissipates 
the mist through which the social character of labour appears 
to us to be an objective character of the products themselves. 
The fact, that in the particular form of production with which 
we are de_aling, viz., the production of commodities, the specific 
social character of private labour carried on independently, 
consists in the equality of every kind of that labour, by virtue 
of its being human labour, which character, therefore, assumes 

'When, therefore, Galiani says: Value is a relation between persons-"La 
Riccheua e una ragione tra due pcraone,"-he ought to have added: a relation be
tween persona expreacd u a relation between things. (Galimi: Della Moncta. p. 
121, V. III. of Custodi'• collection of "Scrittori Classici Italiani di Econom.ia 
Politic:ia." Partc Modcrna, Milano, 1803.) 
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in the product the form of value-this fact appears to the 
producers, notwithstanding the discovery above referred to, 
to be just as real and final, as the fact, that, after the discovery 
by science of the component gases of air, the atmosphere itself 
remained unaltered. 

What, first of all, practically concerns producers when they 
make an exchange, is the question, how much of some other 
product they get for their own? in what proportions the pro
ducts are exchangeable? When these proportions have, by 
custom, attained a certain stability, they appear to result from 
the nature of the products, so that, for instance, one ton of iron 
and two ounces of gold appear as naturally to be of equal value 
as a pound of gold and a pound of iron in spite of their 
different physical and chemical qualities appear to be of equal 
weight. The character of having value, when once impressed 
upon products, obtains fixity only by reason of their acting and 
re-acting upon each other as quantities of value. These 
quantities vary continually, independently of the will, fore
sight and action of the producers. To them, their own social 
action takes the form of the action of objects, which rule the 
producers instead of being ruled by them. It requires a fully 
developed production of commodities before, from accumulated 
experience alone, the scientific conviction springs up, that all 
the different kinds of private labour, which are carried on in
dependently of each other, and yet as spontaneously developed 
branches of the social d~vision of labour, are continually being 
reduced to the quantitive proportions in which society re
quires them. And why 1 Because, in the midst of all the 
accidental and ever fluctuating exchange-relations between 
the products, the labour-time socially necessary for their prcr 
duction forcibly asserts itself like an over-riding law of nature. 
The law of gravity thus asserts itself when a house falls about 
our ears.1 The determination of the magnitude of value by 
labour-time is therefore a secret, hidden under the apparent 

s " What are we to think of a law that as,eru itself only by periodical revolu• 
tion1? It is ju,t nothing but a law of Nature, founded on the want of knowledge of 
those whose action is the subject of it." (Friedrich Engels: Umrisae zu einer 
Kritik der Nationa lokonomie," in the "Deutsch-franz6aische Jahrbiicher," edited by 
Arnold Ru1e and Karl Marx. Parla, 18". 
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fluctuations in the relative values of commodities. Its dis
covery, while removing all appearance of mere accidentality 
from the determination of the magnitude of the values of 
products, yet in no way alters the mode in which that . 
determination takes place. 

Man's reflections on the forms of social life,a.nd consequently, 
also, his scientific analysis of those forms, take a course directly 
opposite to that of their actual historical developn1ent. He 
begins, post festum, with the results of the proce&3 of develop
ment ready to hand before him. The characters that stamp 
products as commodities,and whose establishment is a necessary 
preliminary to the circulation of commodities, have already 
acquired the stability of natural,self-understood forms of social 
life, before man seeks to decipher, not their historical character, 
for in his eyes they are immutable, but their meaning. Con
sequently it was the analysis of the prices of commodities 
that alone led to the determination of the magnitude of value, 
and it was the common expression of all commodities in money 
that alone led to the establishment of their characters as values. 
It is, however, just this ulimate money form of the world of 
commodities that actually conceals, instead of disclosing, the 
social character of private labour, and the social relations 
between the individual producers. When I state that coats or 
boots stand in a relation to linen, because it is the universal 
incarnation of abstract human labour, the absurdity of the 
statement is self-evident. Nevertheless, when the producers of 
coats and boots compare those articles with linen, or, what is 
the same thing with gold or silver, as the universal equivalent, 
they express the relation between their own private labour and 
the collective labour of society in the same absurd form. 

The categories of bourgeois economy consist of such like 
forms. They are forms of thought expressing with social 
validity the conditions and relations of a definite, historically 
determined mode of production, viz., the production of com
modities. The whole mystery of commodities, all the magic 
and necromancy -that surrounds the products of labour as long 
as they take the form of commodities, vanishes therefore, so 
soon as we come to other forms of production. 
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Since Robinson Crusoe's experiences are a favorite theme 
with political economists,1 let us take a look at him on his 
island. Moderate though he be, yet some few wants he has to 
satisfy, and must therefore do a little useful work of various 
sorts, such as making tools and furniture, taming goats, :fish
ing and hunting. Of his prayers and the like we take no ac
count, since they are a source of p1easure to him, and he looks 
upon them as so much recreation. In spite of the variety of 
his work, he knows that his labour, whatever its form, is but 
the activity of one and the same Robinson, and consequently, 
that it consists of nothing but different modes of human 
labour. Necessity itself compels him to apportion his time 
accurately between his different kinds_ of work. Whether one 
kind occupies a greater space in his general activity than an
other, depends on the difficulties, greater or less as the case 
may be, to be overcome in attaining the useful effect aimed 
at. This our friend Robinson soon learns by experience, and 
having rescued a watch, ledger, and pen and ink from the 
wreck, commences, like a true-born Brit.on, t.o keep a set of 
books. His st.ock-book contains a list of the objects of utility 
that belong to him, of the operations necessary for their pro
duction; and lastly; of the labour time that definite quantities 
of those objects have, on an average, cost him. All the rela
tions between Robinson and the objects that form this wealth 
of his own creation, are here so simple and clear as to be in
telligible without exertion, even to Mr. Sedley Taylor. And 
yet those relations contain all that is essential to the deter
mination o'f value. 

Let us now transport ourselves from Robinson's island 
bathed in light t.o the European middle ages shrouded in dark
ness. Here, instead of the independent man, we find every-

1 Even Ricardo has his stories a la Robinson. "He makes the primitive hunter 
and the primitive fisher straightway, u owners of commodities, exchange fish and 
game in the proportion in which labour-time is incorporated in these exchange 
values. On this occasion be commits the anachronism of making these men apply to 
the calculation, so far as their implements have to be taken into account, the 
annuity tables in current use on the London Exchanee in the year 1847. 'The par
allelograms of Mr. Owen' appear to be the only form of aociety, besides the bour
geois form, with which be was acquainted." (Karl Marx: "Critique," &c., 
p. 69-70,) 
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one dependent, serfs and lords, vassals and suzerains, lay
men and clergy. Personal dependence here characterises the 
social relations of production just as much as it does the other 
spheres of life organized on the basis of that production. But 
for the very reason that personal dependence forms the ground
work of society, there is no necessity for labour and its prod
ucts to assume a fantastic form different from their reality. 
They take the shape, in the transactions of society, of services 
in kind and payments in kind. Here the particular and natu
ral form of labour, and not, as in a society based on production 
of commodities, its general abstract form is the immediate 
social form of labour. Compulsory labour is just as properly 
measured by time, as commodity-producing labour; but every 
serf knoWB that what he expends in the service of his lord, is 
a definite quantity of his own personal labour-power. The 
tithe to be rendered to the priest is more matter of fact than 
his blessing. No matter, then, what we may think of the 
parts played by the different classes of people themselves in 
this society, the social relations between individuals in the 
performance of their labour, appear at all events as their 
own mutual personal relations, and are not disguised under 
the shape of social relations between the products of labour. 

For an example of labour in commQD or directly associated 
labour, we have no occasion to go back to that spontaneously 
developed form which we find on the threshold of the history 
of all civilized races. 1 We have one close at hand in the 
patriarchal industries of a peasant family, that produces corn, 
cattle, yarn, linen, and clothing for home use. These differ
ent articles are, as regards the family, so many productB of its 
labour, but as between themselves, they are not commodities. 
The different kinds of labour, such as tillage, cattle tending, 

1 "A ridiculoaa preau111ptioa ha Jatterl7 irot abroad that common property in 
ita primitive form it apeci6ca!ly a Slavon.ian, or even exclusively Russian 
form. It it the primitive form that ,..e can prove to have existed amongst 
Romao., Teuton,, and Celts, and evai to this day we find numerous examples, 
rum, though they be, in India. A 1Dore exhaustive study of Asi&tic, and 
eapecially of Indian fonns of common property, would show bow from the different 
forma of primltivc common property, different forms of its dissolution have been 
developed. Thue, for in1ta.nce, the nrioUJ original types of Roman and Teutonic 
private prJ)peny are deducible froru di ffercnt forms of Indian common property," 
{lµtl Marx. "Critique," &c., p. 29, footnote,) 
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spinning, weaving and making clothes1 which result in the 
various products, are in themselves, and such as they are, 
direct social functions, because functions of the family, which 
just as much as a society based on the production of commod
ities, possesses a spontaneously developed system of division 
of labour. The distribution of the work within the family, 
and the regulation of the labour-time of the several members, 
depend as well upon differences of age and sex as upon nat
ural conditions varying with the seasons. The labour-power 
of each individual, by its very nature, operates in this case 
merely as a definite portion of the whole labour-power of the 
family, and therefore, the measure of the expenditure of in
dividual labour-power by its duration, appears here by its 
very nature as a social character of their labour. 

Let us now picture to ourselves, by way of change, a com
munity of free individuals, carrying on their work with the 
means of production in common, in which the labour-power of 
all the different individuals is consciously applied as the 
combined labour-power of the community. All tbe charac
teristics of Iwbinson's labour are here repeated, but with this 
difference, that they are social, instead of individual. Every
thing produced by him was exclusively the result of his own 
personal labour, and therefore simply an object of use :for 
himself. The total product of our community is a social 
product. One portion serves as fresh means of production 
and remains sooial. But another portion is consumed by the 
members as ~eans of subsistence. A distribution of this 
portion amongst them is consequently necessary. The mode 
of this distribution will vary with the productive organization 
of the community, and the degree of historical development 
attained by the producers. We will assume, but merely for 
the sake of a parallel with the production of commodities, that 
the share of each individual producer in the means of subsis
tence is determined by his labour-time. Labour-time would, 
in that case, play a double part. Its apportionment in accord
ance with a definite social plan maintains the proper propor-

. tion between the different kinds of work to be done and the 
various wants of the community. On the other hand, it also 
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eerves as a measure of the portion of the common labour borne 
by each individual and of his share in the part of the total 
product destined for individual consumption. The social re
lations of the individual producers, with regard both to their 
labour and to its products, are in this case perfectly simple 
and intelligible, and that with regard not only to production 
but also to distribution. 

The religious world is but the reflex of the real world. And 
for a society based upon the production of commodities, in 
which the producers in general enter into social relations with 
one another by treating their products as commodities and 
values, whereby they reduce their individual private labour to 
the standard of homogeneous human labour-for such a soci
ety, Christianity with its cultm of abstract man, more espec
ially in its bourgeois developments, Protestantism, Deism, &.c., 
is the most fitting form of religion. In the ancient Asiatic 
and other ancient modes of production, we find that the con
version of products into commodities, and therefore the con
version of men into producers of commodities, holds a subor
dinate place, which, however, increases in importance as the 
primitive communities approach nearer and nearer to their 
dissolution. Trading nations, properly so called, exist in the 
ancient world only in its interstices, like the gods of Epicurus 
in the Intermundia, or like Jews in the pores of Polish soci
ety. Those ancient social organisms of production are, as 
compared with bourgeois society, extremely simple and trans
parent. But they are founded either on the immature devel
opment of man individually, who has not yet severed the um
bilical cord that unites him with his fellow men in a primi
tive tribal community, or upon direct relations of subjec
tion. They can arise and axist only when the development of 
the productive power of labour bas not risen beyond a low 
stage, and when, therefore, the social relations within the 
sphere of material life, between man and man, and between 
man and Nature, are correspondingly narrow. This narrow
ness is reflected in the ancient worship of Nature, and in the 
other element.a of the popular religions. The religious reflex 
of the real world can, in any case, only then finally vanish, 
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when the practical relations of everyday life offer to man none 
but perfectly intelligible and reasonable relations with re
gard to his fellowmen and to nature. 

The life-process of society, which is based on the process of 
material production, does not strip off its mystical veil until it 
is treated as production by freely associated men, and is con
sciously regulated by them in accordance with a settled plan. 
This> however, demands for society a certain material ground
work or set of conditions of existence which in their turn are 
the spontaneous product of a long and painful process of 
development. 

Political economy has indeed analysed, however incom
pletely, 1 value and its magnitude, and has discovered what 
lies beneath these forms. But it has never once asked the 
question why labour is represented by the value of its product 

l The insufficiency of Ricardo's analysis of the magnitude of value, and his an• 
alysis is by far tbe best, will appear from the Srd and ftb book of this work. As 
regards values in general, it is the weak point of the clusical school of political 
economy that it nowhere, expressly and ""itb full consciousncs,, distinguishes be
tween labour, as it appears in tbc value of a product and tbc same labour, a9 it ap
pears in the use-value of that product. Of coune the distinction is practically snade 
since this &cbool treats labour, at one time under its quantitative aspect, at another 
under its qualitative aspect. But it bas not the least idea, that when the 
difference between various kinds of labour is treated as purely quantitative, 
their qualitative unity or equality, and therefore their reduction to abstract bumatt 
labour, is implied. For instance, Ricardo declares that be agrees with Oc,tutt 
de Trac7 In this proposition: "As it is certain that .our physical and moral 
!acuities are a.lone our original riches, the e111ploy111ent of those faculties, lahow· 
of son>e kind, is our only original treasure, and it ii alwa7s from tbia employment 
that all those things arc created, which we u.11 riches. • • • It is certaio, too, 
tbat all those things only represent the labour which has cr~ted tbein, and if theJ 
have a value, or even two distinct values, they can only derive them froin that 
(the value) of the labour from ""bich Ibey emanate." (Ricardo, The Principles 
of Pol . Econ. 3 Ed. Lond. 1821, p. 384.) We would here only point out that 
Ricardo puts his own more profound interpretation upon the words of DatutL 
What the latter really uys is, that on the one hand all things which constitui. 
wealth represent the labour that creata tbea,, but !bat on the other hand, they 
acquire their "two djft"erent values" (use-value and exchange-value) from "the 
value of labour." He thus falls into the commonplace error of the vulgar ccono• 
miste, who assume the value of one commodity (in this callC Jabour) in order to deter• 
mine the values of the rest. But Ricardo reads him as if be had said, that labour 
(not tbe nlue of labour) is embodied both in use-value and exchange-value. 
Nevertheless, Ricardo himself ~ys so little attention to the two-fold character 
of the · labour wbicb has a two-fold embodiment, that he devotes the "'hole of bis 
chapter 011 "Value and Riches, Their Distinctive Properties," to a laborious elt• 

aatlnation of the trivialitiea of a J. B. Say. And at the finish be is quite 
utoaisbed to find that Destutt oo the one band agrea with him u to labour being 
the 10urcc of value, and oa the other band with J. B. SaJ u to the notion of 
value. 
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and labour time by the magnitude of th.at value. 1 These for
mulre, which bear stamped upon them in unmistakeable let
ters, that they belong to a state of society, in which the process 
of production has the mastery over man, instead of being con
trolled by him, such formulre appear to the bourgeois intellect 
to be as much a self-evident necessity imposed by nature as 
productive labour itself. Hence forms of social production 
that preceded the bourgeois form, are treated by the bour
geoisie in much the same way as the Fathers of the Church 
treated pre-Christian religions.2 

1 It i9 one of the chief fauling, of classical economy that it bas never succeeded, 
by means of its analysis of commodities, and, in particular, of their value, in dis
coverina that form under which value becomes exchange-value. Even Adam 
Smith aud Ricardo, the bait representatives of the school, treat the form of value 
u a thing of no importance, u having no connection with the inherent nature 
of commodities. The reason for this i9 not solely because their attention is en• 
tirely abaorbed in the analysis of the magnitude of value. It lies deeper. The 
nlue form of the product of labour is not only the most abstract, but is also the 
most universal form, taken by the product in bourgeoi• production, and &tamps 
that production as a particular species of social production, and thereby gives 
it its •pecial historical character. If then we treat this mode of production as one 
eternally fixed by nature for every atate of society, we necessarily overlook that 
which ia the differentia apecifica of the value-form, and consequently of the 
commodity-form, and of its further developments, money-form, capita.I-form, &c. 
We consequently !ind that economists, who are thoroughly agreed as to labour time 
beinr the measure of the magnitude of value, have the most i;trange and con
tradictory ideas of money, the perfected form of the general equivalent. This 
is aeen in a striking manner when they treat of ba.nk:ing, where the common• 
pla~ definitions of money will no longer bold water. This led to the rise of 
a raitored mercantile sy• tem (Ganilh, &c.), which aces in value nothing but a 
•ocial form, or rather tbe unsubstantial ghost of that form. Once for all I may 
here 1tate, that by classical political economy, I understand that eronomy which, 
aince the time of W. Petty, haa investigated the real relations of production in 
boureeois society, in contradistinction to vulp.r economy, which deals with appear
ances only, ru111inatca without ceasing on tbe materials long •ince provided by 
acientific economy, and there aecka plausible explanations of the most obtrusive 
pbenomena. for boureeois daily use, but for the rest, confines iue\f to systcma• 
tizing in a pedantic way, and proclaimina; for everlasting truths, the trite ideas 
held by the self-complacent bourgeoisie with Tegard to their own world, to them 
the beat of all possible worlds. 

1 "The ecooomi1t1 have a i;ingular manner of proceeding, There are for them 
only two kinds of iDstitutions, tho•e of art and tbose of nature. Feudal institu
tion, are artificial in&titutions, those of the bourgeoisie ue natural institutions. 
In this they resemble tbe tbcoloa;iant, who also establish two kinds of religion. 
ETC!'J religion but tbeir own is an invention of men, while their own religion is 
an emanation from God. • , • Thus tbere bas been hi•tory, but there is no 
longer any." Karl Marx, The Poverty of Pbilo•opby, A Reply to 'La Philosophic 
de la Milcre' by Mr. Proudhon. 1847, p. 100. Truly comical is M. Bastiat, who 
imagines that the ancient Greeb and Romans JiV'Cd b1 plunder alone. But when 
people plunder for centurie•, there must alway, be aomelbing at band for them to 
ICize; the object, of plunder mu1t be continually reproduced. It would thus appear 
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To what extent some economists are misled by the Fetishism 
inherent in commodities, or by the objective appearance of 
the social characteristics of labour, is shown, amongst other 
ways, by' the dull and tedious quarrel over the part played by 
Nature in the formation of- exchange value. Since exchange 
value is a definite social manner of expressing the amount of 
labour bestowed upon an object, Nature has no more to do 
with it, than it bas in fixing the course of exchange. 

The mode of production in which the product takes the 
form of a commodity, or is produced directly for exchange, is 
the most general and most embryonic form of bourgeois pro
duction. It therefore makes its appearance at an early date 
in hist.ory, though not in the same predominating and charac
teristic manner as now-a-days. Hence its Fetish character is 
comparatively easy to be seen through. But when we come 
to more concrete forms, even this appearance of simplicity 
vanishes. Whence arose the illusions of the monetary sys
tem 1 To it gold and silver, when serving as money, did not 
represent a social relation between producers, but were nat· 

that eveu Greekl and Romana had 1ome process of production, consequently, an 
economy, which just u much constituted the material basis of their world, as bour• 
geois economy constitutes that of our moderu world, Or perhap, Bastiat muns, 
that a mode of J)'l"oduction hased on alavery is based on a •ystem of plunder. In 
that CAie he treada on dangerous ground. If a giant thillker like Aristotle erred in 
bis appreciation of slave labour, why should a dwarf economist like Bastiat be right 
in his appreciation of wage bbour? - I seize this opportunity of shortly answering 
an objection taken by a Germart paper in America, to my work, "Critique of 
Political Economy, 1859." In the estimation of that paper, my view that each 
1pecial mode of production and the social relations corresponding to it, in llhort, 
that the economic structure of society, is the real basi1 on which the juridical 
and political aupentructure i1 raised, and to which definite social forms of 
thought c:orre1pond; that the mode of production detenJJines the chancier of the 
10eial, po\itieal, and intellectual life gcuerall7, all thi1 i1 very true for our own 
times, in which material interesu preponderate, but not for the middle ages, in 
which Catholicism, nor for Athens and Rome, where politics, reigned supreme. 
In tbe first place it atrikes one as an odd thing for any one to suppose that these 
well-worn phraaca about the middle ages and the ancient world are unknown to 
anyone else. This much, however, is clear, that the middle ages could not live 
on Catholicism, nor tbe ancient world on politics. On the contrary, it ia the 
mode in which they gained a livelihood that explains why here politics, and 
there CatholicisPl, played t he chief part. For the rest, it requires but a alight 
acquaintance with the history of the Ro111an republic, for uample, to be 
aware that its secret history is the history of its landed property. On the other 
hand, Don Quixote long aio paid the penalt7 for wrongly imagining that knight 
e1Tantry was compatible with all economical forms of society, • 
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ural objects with strange social properties._ And modern 
economy, which looks down with such disdain on the monetary 
system, does not its superstition come out as clear as noon-day, 
whenever it treats of capital? How long is it since economy 
discarded the physiocratic illusion1 that rents grow out of the 
soil and not out of society? 

But not to anticipate, we will content ourselves with yet 
another example relating to the commodity form. Could com
modities themselves speak, they would say: Our use-value may 
be a thing that interests men. It is no part of us as objects. 
What, however, does belong to us as objects, is our value. Our 
natural intercourse as commodities proves it. In the eyes of 
each other we are nothing but exchange values. Now listen 
bow those commodities speak through the mouth of the econo
mist. "Value"-( i.e., exchange value) "is a property of things, 
riches"-( i.e., use-value) "of man. Value, in this sense, neces
sarily implies exchanges, riches do not." 1 "Riches" ( use
value) "are the attribute of men, value is the attribute of com
modities. A man or a community is rich, a pearl or a dia
mond is valuable. . . A pearl or a diamond is valuable" as a 
pearl or diamond. 2 So far no chemist has ever discovered ex
change value either in a pearl or a diamond. The economical 
discoverers of this chemical element, who by-the-bJe lay special 
claim to critical acumen, find however that the use-value of 
objects belongs to them independently of their material pro
perties, while their value, on the other hand, forms a part of 
them as objects. What confirms them in this view, is the 
peculiar circumstances that the use-value of objeets is realised 
without exchange, by means of a direct relation between the 

1 Observatioaa oii certai11 verbal disputes ill Pol. Econ., particularly rclatiDg to 
value and to demand and supply. Load., 1821, p. 16. 

1 S. Bailey, I. c., p. 165. 
• Tbc autbor of " Observation, " aiid S. Bailey accuse Ricardo of convcrtiDg ex

change value from sometbing relative into sometbing absolute. Tbe opposite is the 
fact. He bu explained the apparent relation between objecta, sucb as diamonds 
and pearls, ia wbicb relation they appear II exchange values, and disclosed the 
true relation bidden bebind the appeara nces, namely, their relation to eacb other 
&I mere expressioi:is of human labour. If the followers of Ricardo answer Bailey 
somewhat rudely, and by no means convincingly, the reason is to be sougbt in 
tbi1, that they were unable to 6nd in Ricardo's own works any key to tbe bidden 
relations existing between value and its for111, excban&e value. 
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objects and man, while, on the other hand, their value is real
ised only by exchange, that is, by means of a social process. 
Who fails here to call to mind our good friend, Dogberry, who 
informs neighbour Seacoal, that, "To be a well-favoured man 
is tl1e gift of fortune; but reading and writing comes by 
nature." 

CHAPTER IL 

EXCHANGE. 

IT is plain that commodities cannot go to market and make, 
exchanges of their own account. We must, therefore, have 
recourse to their guardians, who are also their owners. Com
modities are things, and therefore without power of resistance 
against man. If they are wanting in docility he can use force; 
in other words, he can tuke possession of them. 1 In order that 
these objects may enter into relation with each other as com
modities, their guardians must place themselves in relation 
to one another, as persons whose will resides in those objects, 
and must behave in such a way that each does not appropriate 
the commodity of the other, and part with his own, except by 
means of an· act done by mutual consent. They must, there
fore, mutually recognise in each other the right of private 
proprietors. This juridical relation, which thus expresBes it
self in a contract, whether such contract be part of a developed 
legal system or not, is a relation between two wills, and is but 
the reflex of the real economical relation between the two. It 
is this economical relation that determines the subject matter 
compri~d in each such juridical act.2 The persons exist for 

1 Ia 1be 12tb century, so rmowaed for its piety, they included amoapt COID• 

modities some very delicate 1biag1. Thus a Frmcb poet of the period enumerates 
amongat the goods to be fund in the market of Landit, not only clothing, •hoes, 
lcathtr, agTicultural implements, &c., but also " femm~ follcs de ltur corps," 

• Proudhon begins by taking his ideal of justice, of "justice ~temtlle," from tbe 
juridical relations that correspond to tbt production of cornmodiliea : thereby, 
it 1,iay be noted, he proves, to tbe consolation of all good citiztnt, that the 
production of commodities ia a form of production as nerlasting •• justl~. 
Tbtn be turns round and seeks to reform !ht actual production of eommoditiei, 
and the actual legal system corresponding thereto, in accordance with this ideal. 




