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Introduction 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 Engles’ 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.  

“Think over the Confession of Faith a bit. I believe we had better drop the catechism form and call the thing: 
Communist Manifesto. As more or less history has got to be related in it, the form it has been in hitherto is quite 
unsuitable. I am bringing what I have done here with me; it is in simple narrative form, but miserably worded, in 
fearful haste. ...”  

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. 
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(Last paragraph paraphrased from the 
Introduction by Pluto Press, London, 1971)  

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.  

 

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.  

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.  

(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.  

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.  

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 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.  

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.  
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