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Questions: 1. What do Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels mean by the term “class conflict?” What
historical examples of class conflict are provided?

According to the Manifesto, what role has the state played in the class conflict?

How does the Manifesto describe the condition of the working class under

capitalism?

4. According to the Manifesto, why is capitalism doomed? What conditions will bring
about the end of capitalism?

5. The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling class. What is
meant by this statement? Do you agree or disagree? Explain.

6. Have Marx’s predictions proven accurate? Explain your answer.

wn

BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS

The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles. Freeman and slave,
patrician and plebeian [aristocrat and commoner, in the ancient world}, lord and serf, guild-master
[master craftsman} and journeyman [who worked for a guild-master}, in a word, oppressor and oppressed,
stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open 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 [landowners pledged to lords}, 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 forms of struggle in place of the old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie [capitalist class}, possesses, however, this distinctive
feature; it has simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two
great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Proletariat [industrial
workers}.

From the serfs of the middle ages sprang the chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these
burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were developed. The discovery of America, the rounding of
the Cape, opened up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the
colonization of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange and in commodities
generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the
revolutionary element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development.

The feudal system of industry, under which industrial production was monopolized by closed guilds,
now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new market. The manufacturing system took its place.
The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the manufacturing middle class; division of labor between
the different corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of labor in each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. . . . Thereupon steam and
machinery revolutionized industrial production. The place of manufacture was taken by the giant. Modern
Industry, the place of the industrial middle class, by industrial millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial
armies, the modern bourgeois. Modern Industry has established the world's 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 mediaeval commune [town], ... the bourgeoisie has at last, since the
establishment of Modern Industry and of the world's 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 [link] between man and man than naked self-interest, than callous "cash
payment." It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, . . . 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. . . .

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion is the proletariat, the
modern working class, developed—a class of laborers, who live only so long as they find work, and who find
work only so long as their labor increases capital. These laborers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, are
a commodity, like every other article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of
competition, to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labor, the work of the proletarians has lost
all individual character, and, consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage of the
machine, and it is only the most simple, most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is required
of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence
that he requires for his maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price of a commaodity, and
therefore also of labor, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as the repulsiveness of the
work increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of machinery and division of labor
increases, in the same proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the working
hours, by increase of the work exacted in a given time, or by increased speed of the machinery, etc.

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into the great factory of the
industrial capitalist. Masses of laborers, crowded into the factory, are organized like soldiers. As privates of
the industrial army they are placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not
only are they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois state; they are daily and hourly enslaved
by the machine, by the over-looker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer himself. The
more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the
more embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labor, in other words, the more modern
industry develops, the more is the labor 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 labor, more or less
expensive to use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner has the laborer received his wages in cash, for the moment escaping exploitation by the
manufacturer, than he is set upon by the other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shop-keeper,
the pawnbroker, etc. ., .

But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes
concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various interests and
conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat are more and more equalized, in proportion as machinery
obliterates all distinctions of labor and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing
competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages of the workers ever
more fluctuating. The unceasing improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their
livelihood more and more precarious: the collisions between individual workmen and individual bourgeois
take more and more the character of collisions between two classes. Thereupon the workers begin to form
combinations (trade unions) against the bourgeoisie; 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 results, but in [their ever-expanding unity). . . .

This organization of the proletarians into a class, and consequently into a political party, is continually
being upset again by the competition between the workers themselves. But it ever rises up again, stronger,
firmer, mightier. It compels legislative recognition of particular interests of the workers, by taking advantage
of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the ten-hour bill in England was carried. . . .

In the conditions of the proletariat, those of the old society at large are already virtually swamped. The
proletarian is without property; his relation to his wife and children has no longer anything in common with
the bourgeois family relations; modern industrial labor, modern subjection to capital, the same in England as
in France, in America as in Germany, has stripped him of every trace of national character. Law, morality,
religion, are to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois
interests.

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

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the interest of minorities. The
proletarian movement is the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in the interest
of the immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise
itself up, without the whole super-incumbent [overlying] 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. . . .

The modern laborer . . . instead of rising with the progress of industry, sinks deeper and deeper below
the conditions of existence of his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly
than population and wealth. And here it becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the
ruling class in society and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as an overriding law. It is unfit
to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, because it cannot
help letting him sink into such a state that it has to feed him instead of being fed by him. Society can no
longer live under this bourgeoisie, in other words its existence is no longer compatible with society.

The essential condition for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the formation and
augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labor. Wage-labor rests exclusively on competition
between the laborers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the
isolation of the laborers, due to competition, by their revolutionary combination, due to association. The
development of modern industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation on which the
bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie therefore produces above all, are its
own gravediggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable. . . .

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 the other proletarian parties:
formation of the proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois supremacy, conquest of political power
by the proletariat. . . .

The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the abolition of property generally, but the abolition of
bourgeois property. But modern bourgeois private property is the final and most complete expression of the
system of producing and appropriating products, that is based on class antagonisms, on the exploitation of
the many by the few.

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

That culture, the loss of which he [the bourgeois] laments, is for the enormous majority, a mere
training to act as a machine.

But don't wrangle with us so long as you [the bourgeoisie) apply to our [the communists'] intended




abolition of bourgeois property, the standard of your bourgeois notions of freedom, culture, law, etc. 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. . . .

The charges against Communism made from a religious, a philosophical, and, generally, from an
ideological standpoint, are not deserving of serious examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that man's ideas, views, and conceptions, in one word,
man's consciousness changes with every change in the conditions of his material existence, in his social
relations and in his social life?

What else does the history of ideas prove than that intellectual production changes its character in
proportion as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of its
ruling class. . . .

... 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 historic 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, .put Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion and all morality, instead of
constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts as a 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 involves 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 the ruling class, to win the battle of democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie; to
centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organized as the
ruling class; and to increase the total of productive forces as rapidly as possible....

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared and all production has been
concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation, the public power will lose its political
character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the organized power of one class for oppressing
another.

If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to
organize itself as a class, if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, as such, sweeps
away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these conditions, have swept away the
conditions for the existence of class antagonism, and of classes generally, and will thereby have abolished
its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society with its classes and class antagonisms we shall have an
association in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all....

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their ends can be
attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a
communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win.

Working men of all countries, unite!

SOURCE: Excerpts from The Communist Manifesto by Karl Marx & Friedrich Engels, 1848.




Document 2

(Questions: 1. Why was Marxism so appealing during the early period of industrialization?

2. How does Ulam explain the apparent failure of Marxism to take hold in 20c¢ nations like
the United States?

3. What does Ulam mean when he calls Marx a child of rationalistic optimism?

4. How would a more pro-Marxist scholar respond to this interpretation?

Here, then, is a theory attuned even more closely than other parts of Marxism to The facts and
feelings of an early period of industrialization. The class struggle is the salt of Marxism, its most operative
revolutionary part. As a historical and psychological concept, it expresses a gross oversimplification, but it is
the oversimplification of a genius. The formula of the class struggle seizes the essence of the mood of a
great historical moment—a revolution in basic economy—and generalizes it into a historical law. It extracts
the grievances of groups of politically conscious workers in Western Europe, then a very small part of the
whole proletariat, and sees in it the portent and meaning of the awakening of the whole working class
everywhere. The first reaction of the worker to industrialization, his feelings of grievance and impotence
before the machine, his employer, and the state which stands behind the employer, are assumed by Marx to
be typical of the general reactions of the worker to industrialization. What does change in the process of the
development of industry is that the worker's feeling of impotence gives way to class consciousness, which in
turn leads him to class struggle and socialism. Marx's worker is the historical worker, but he is the historical
worker of a specific period of industrial and political development.

Even in interpreting the psychology of the worker of the transitional period, Marx exhibited a
rationalistic bias. The worker's opposition to the capitalist order is a total opposition to its laws, its factories,
and its government. But this revolutionary consciousness of the worker is to take him next to Marxist
socialism, where he will accept the factory system and the state, the only difference being the abolition of
capitalism. Why shouldn't the revolutionary protest of the worker flow into other channels: into rejection of
industrialism as well as capitalism, into rejection of the socialist as well as the capitalist state? It is here that
Marx is most definitely the child of his age, the child of rationalistic optimism: the workers will undoubtedly
translate their anarchistic protests and grievances into a sophisticated philosophy of history. They will
undoubtedly realize that the forces of industrialism and modern life, which strip them of property, status, and
economic security, are in themselves benevolent in their ultimate effects and that it is only capitalism and the
capitalists which make them into instruments of oppression. The chains felt by the proletariat are the chains
of the industrial system. The chains Marx urges them to throw off are those of capitalism. Will the workers
understand the difference? And if they do, will they still feel that in destroying capitalism they have a "world
to win"?

SECONDARY SOURCE: Excerpt from The Unfinished Revolution by Adam B. Ulam, 1960.




