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Three separate periods must l»e distinguished in the history of the 
Commune : the first week before the elections; the two months of 
Communal rule; and the last ten days of popular rising—“the 
bl oody w^ek.” During the first and last we see the people at work. 
The middle is a period of Parliamentary government.

The first week is a period of great enthusiasm. The Government is 
overthrown. Paris is free. She will follow her own lines of develop­
ment. If the country follow her, so much the lietter; but if not, 
she will organise herself as she likes.

The greatest hopes are roused in the down trodden masses by the 
new conditions. It is a popular movement, without orders from above, 
without direction. One of the most radical revolutions in history has 
been accomplished.

The revolutionary leaders, however, do not believe in the movement. 
They follow it because they are leaders, but without putting Mctrfoar/x 
into it. They will remain true to it, to the last, to the bitter end. 
They will die like heroes. But they do not share the hopes of the 
masses, and what makes the movement great, like a great festival of 
emancipation, is the part taken in it by the whole population—that 
intelligent, artistic populace full of hope.

For the next two months the people disappear. They have their 
government and leave it to arrange everything.

The government is the most democratic imaginable. Workers, 
working-class leaders, political revolutionists well known for their 
hatred of the Imperial rule and the rule of Versailles, are gathered in 
the ('ounsel of the Commune. They are honest, they are devoted to 
the Revolution.

But what a frightful confusion in this heterogenous assemblage 
gathered in the Hotel de Ville ! Like all revolutionary governments, 
be they elected or self-nominated—the Government of the Commune 
stands with one foot in the past, and the other in the future. Even 
those who look into the future do not trust it, they are timid, and. 
what is worse, they are overpowered by those who belong to the past.

The city is without work. The workshops are silent, food is scarce 
and prices high. What must they do ?

Think of the million or so of people who have trusted their destinies 
to them! Feed them ! Lodge them ! Think of food supplies when 
those in stock are exhausted ! But the majority of the government 
are men of the past, and they never have thought of that great 
problem, the problem of bread for the masses. They have fought in 
politics. They have fought against Imperial oppression, against forms 
of government. They never have once thought how one million 
people live, work, produce and consume. Political liberty is all they 
know about. Food with them is a secondary question.

And when the minority intends doing something to push forward the 
social problem, they are told by the majority : “ Not now ! not udder 
the Prussian guns! Not in the face of a Versailles army ! ” But 
when then if not precisely at this moment 1 And the minority spend 
the precious days ami weeks in trying to convert the majority. Or 
they discuss the political measures which the majority presses upon 
them. Majority rule overrules them in the Council of the Commune.

Remark, 1 do not criticise the majority or the minority. If I speak 
it is for the future. The question is not whether the Commune was 
right or not, but what we shall have to do if we are in a similar 
movement.

Wo know what the Authoritarian Socialist would say. He would 
say that the minority ought to have made a new coup d'etat, a new 
change of Government within the Commune ; called the people to arms, 
overthrown the majority of politicians, arrested them, taken their place. 
So the Jacobins did in 1793, when they overthrew the Girondists.

But that was impossible. That would have meant war within the 
Commune in the face of the German and Versailles enemies—ready to 
take advantage of any dissention within the walls.

Our answer is quite different. What men of initiative have to do 
when a like opportunity occurs is to remain with the people. They 
have no business in a Council. Among the masses their initiative 
will be a thousand times more powerful than if they had been 
mewed up in a Revolutionary Government. The masses, as I just said, 
were during the first weeks, inspired by some vague foresight of the

future. They expected from the Commune a new move, an attempt at 
least at solving the great problem of Bread for All. It was to aid the 
masses to make this next move that the energies of any man of initia­
tive ought to have been devoted ; to provoke in the masses a conception 
of what must l>e done to solve that question ; and leaving unnoticed 
the rulers in the Communal House, the men with the red scarf, to 
start amidst the masses and within the masses the work which might 
have been a new departure towards a Socialist future.

They did not do it. They did not feel the necessity of the move. 
They had not yet parted with the idea of (Government. They were not 
Anarchist enough to be revolutionary. They weTe not Socialist enough 
to care for the Bread for All above all grand and beautiful things.
They were children of the last century’s Great Revolution, th« 
Middle-Class Revolution, not of the Revolution of the Nineteenth 
Century, not of the popular Revolution of our times. That Revolution 
itself had not sufficiently ripened in men’s minds.

The defeat of the Commune was certain. She could not conquer, 
surrounded as sho was by two armies, Prussian and French, joining 
hands before the common enernv—the Hydra of Socialism.

But the defeat might have been less crushing. But the legacy of th'- 
Commune might have been greater than it was.

If the defeat was so crushing and the legacy to future generations so 
small, as we must frankly admit it was, this was because the Commune 
was not Comuiunigtic enough, liecause the Commune was not Anarchist 
enough.

Socialist she was to a certain extent ; but her Socialism was that
Socialism which is now jiatronized by the middle-classes, the Socialism 
which simply works to diminish the hours of labour and to increase 
the wages of labour, without attacking capitalist rule at the root the 
Wage System.

Anarchist she was to some extent—against the State. She did not 
recognise the supremacy of a National Parliament. She was Anarchist 
too in the manner in which the people undertook her defence. Some 
free scope to popular initiative was left; and the battalions of the 
Federalists when they went to the fortifications, were simply a popula­
tion in arms.

But the Commune was not Communist. She had not risen to the
idea that everyone has the right to live, to have food and shelter.
And she was not Anarchist enough to understand that the onh 
salvation of the great eity was in the popular initiative.

France had been defeated by the Germans, not because of tin- 
superiority of the German organisation, as State Socialists say, but be­
cause she had no lighters to oppose the German millions of invaders, n>> 
inspiration amongst her defenders.

The Commune repeated the same error. She had no fighters and not 
the inspiration which might have trebled the numbers. She had to 
fight the Versailles bands : but there are two methods of warfare. 
The warfare organised from above, by officers and chiefs, and popular 
warfare.

The Commune took to the first, she only tolerated the second. But 
even when the people did go and fight, their improvised military 
commanders were meddling all the time, and paralysing the popular 
efforts.

The months of Communal rule are the dullest, and most unproductive 
in revolutionary history. Not one single great idea coming to the front. 
Not one act of greatness. The government of the Commune hardlv 
differs from any government engaged in the military defence of a city. 
And if it were not for the last week of the life of the Commune, 
when the people of Paris rose again with the same enthusiasm as during 
the first week, we should never have come together to celebrate the 
Anniversary of the Commune.

You know what that last week was. As son as the news spread that 
the Versailles army had entered Paris, the people undertook themselves 
the defence of the citv in their own suburbs.

“ Enough of galoons I ” Delescluse wrote in his memorable proclama­
tion. “ Enough of gold embroidered military caps ! Place for the 
people! ”

And the people took their place. The big barricades erected in the 
centre of Paris by the would-be military geniuses of the Commune 
were abandoned. They could not be defended at all. And the workers, 
with their wives and children, fought like lions behind improvised bar­
ricades not higher than a man’s breast.

This was again the people of Paris in their desperate battle against 
the middle classes ; and were it not for this fight, unorganised, free, full
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of personal initiative and heroism, without chiefs and without gold- 
embroidered caps, we should never have come together to commemorate 
that Revolution.

It is considered good taste not to speak of the horrors which the 
middle-classes perpetrated when they retook Paris; of the pools, the 
ponds of workers’ blood, which they did shed, of the cold-blooded 
sacres of thousands of prisoners by means of the mitrailleuse; of 
they shot the wounded in their beds.

But we miut speak of that. We must remember it, because you, 
workers, must know that if you make the most insignificant rising, you 
will be shot and murdered ami tortured in the same way if you do not 
succeed in altolishing middle-class rule.

Remember well, that in case of your defeat, the middle-olasses will 
revenge upon you—not what you will have done, but wliat they will 
have feared that you might have done.

Seize their property or not, you will be treated as it you had seized 
it. Destroy their wealth or not, you will be shot down as if you had 
destroyed it.

So the future Commune had better seize that property at once. Seize 
it and use it for the common well-being ; for giving to all human beings 
without exception, a road to the great harmonious development of 
mankind which they will find in common work, in common organisa­
tion of labour, in full freedom—in Anarchist Communism, in a word.
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and leave millions of hard-working men and women in abject, hopeless 
misery, whilst much of the enormous wealth they are creating finds its 
way into the hands of persons producing nothing! IIow is it that wo see 
one member of a producing group get a share of the produce of the common 
labour of that group so wholly ami ludicrously out of proportion to that of 
his fellow-workers, that ho and his descendants in alter generations live 
in splendour and frequently in absolute idleness, as far as production is 
concerned, whilst his fellow-producers and their descendants continue to 
toil laboriously and live hardly I How is it that whilst our popular 
morality and common sense acknowledge the justice of the claim of the 
producer to ownership in the produce, we have continued until now to 
acquiesce in a system whereby the greater part ol the producers have 
nothing at all to do with the disposal of their productions I

The individual worker, of course, submits because, whether or no In* 
realises that he is being wronged, he cannot resist the mon who having 
monopolised land and capital, are proteotod in thoir monopoly by the 
armed force of the Government; hut why have the community at large 
quietly sat down under such flagrant public in justice, when, if they had 
seen this monstrous inequality in its true light, not all the vested inter­
ests and class prejudices in Society could have hindered a violent and 
successsul agitation against so gross a form of robbery I

Wo believe the main cause has been the dust thrown in honest men’s 
eyes by the wage-system. The wage-workers themselves have been so 
mystified ami confused by the jugglery of this abominable device that 
they have lost sight altogether of the fact that they are producers of 
things to which/ if they had not contracted themselves out of their 
freedom, they would have a personal claim. They have grown to look 
on the condition of a hand-worker as necessarily that of a hireling en­
gaged to do the bidding of a master at so much the hour. They have 
grown so accustomed to work, not for the sake of making some­
thing they or some one else wants, but only for the sake of money 
wages, that finally they have come to imagine that their wages actually 
do represent the produce of their labour or some part of it, and their 
one aim is not to be their own master, but merely to increase the 
amount falling to their lot. A point of view agreeable to the wage­
pavers, who, as a class, have always aimed at securing the assistance of 
obedient slaves rather than intelligent co-operators in their industrial 
enterprises. Herein lies the initial wrong of the capitalist system ; the 
wrong which every man commits when, desiring the assistance of 
another human being for any purpose, he takes advantage of that per­
son’s necessities to induce him to sell his bodily energies to him, instead 
of asking his voluntary co-operation and sharing with him as a brother 
the advantages and disadvantages of the undertaking.

For wages do not represent the ■wage-receiver’s claim to what he 
produces. They are the bribe lie receives to induce him to resign that 
claim. They are the price paid at the market rate for so much applied 
human activity, just the same as it might be paid for steam power or 
machinery. Wages are not a share of the finished product, they are an 
advance made by the monopolist of the means of production from the 
store of social wealth he has appropriated; an advance of much the 
same nature as Jacob made to Esau when, being himself well supplied 
with provisions, he found his elder brother starving in the desert and 
persuaded him to sell his birthright for an immediate mess of potage. 
Like Esau, the wage-slave sells his birthright as a free worker, his 
claim to what he produces, that lie may supply his immediate necessities, 
and the bargain is a disgrace to wage-giver and wage-receiver. We look 
upon it as a disgraceful bargain when a woman sells her body to work 
the will of another person, disregarding her own
inclinations ; we cry shame 011 the man who, taking 
desperate needs of a fellow-creature, is the buyer of such a commodity. 
He may pay his slave ill or well, but whatever he pays, the transaction 
is essentially inhuman and vile, a degradation to the common humanity 
of both parties. But we have lost, or have not yet gained, the feeling 
that a hireling, a man or woman who sells their labour force is also 
concluding a shameful bargain, is selling their birthright of freedom, 
is selling their own creative power of brain, nerve, and muscle, to work 
the will of another ; is selling, in fine, their claim as producers to all 
they produce during the term of the contract. A wage-slave has no 
control over tin* articles he makes, no voice in their disposal. For the 
nonce, he is merely a motor and a self-adjusting machine, not a man, 
not a distinct free human personality, gifted with will and initiative 
and a capacity for shaping his own activity to fulfil his own desiresand 
work out his own purposes.

This shameful system of bondage has assumed such gigantic propor­
tions during the last hundred years, and laid such paralysing hands 
upon the initiative, the dignity, the sense of personal responsibility of 
the workers, has imposed so arbitrary and unnatural a relation between 
the worker and his work and vitiated to so terrible a degree the sense 
of justice between man and man, that it is absolutely needful to tear 
down its flimsy pretexts and lay it bare for what it really is, before 
approaching the discussion of the claim of the producer to the produce, 
as it would appear to free men in a free society.

1)'!;
dross :

FREEDOM AND PROPERTY.
hi.

We have glanced at the claims to the personal ownership of things con­
ferred bv need and by use, there remains yet for consideration the 
claim bestowed by creation, the claim of the producer to the produce, of 
the maker to the work of his hand and brain. In the true nature of 
this claim and its relation to the other two lies the whole crux of the 
property question, in so far as it is to be determined by justice rather 
than by brute force. We agreed that the claims of need and use would 
lie admitted by free men in a free society ; hut is it not the merest mockery 
to speak of freedom and not to recognise to the full the ownership of the 
creator in his creation! As individuality has grown with human devel- 
opment, and men have learned to recognise themselves as distinct 
personalities rather than sections of a tribe or family, the claim of the 
individual producer to dispose of what he has himself produced has 
grown up into a generally recognised right, one of the axioms of fair 
dealing lietween man and man. Such commonplace phrases as “ A man 
has a right to what he can get by his work,” “ He has fairly earned so- 
and-so,” and the hundred similiar expressions in every day use, all ring 
the changes, inure or less ambiguously, on the same generally accepted 
idea, t.e., that if a man makes a thing he has a right to have it. If we 
look closely at the disputed points in the question of economic distribu­
tion in England during the last thousand years, we shall observe that 
the matterat issue between the dominant and subject classes was not 
whether the producer had a genuine claim to the produce, but who took 
the most important share in the existence of the produce to be divided. 
“ We,” said the feudal lords to the craftsmen and burghers and serfs, 
“ without our protection you could produce nothing, or, at least, could 
keep none of it for yourselves; therefore, we claim the lion’s share.” 
“ We,” say the capitalists of to-day to their wage-slaves, “ for if we 
had not risen up and taken the initiative in utilising the discoveries 
and inventions of the last two hundred and fifty years, if we had not 
ventured upon striking out new methods of working, and taking the 
risks of untried industrial enterprises ; further, if we had not organised 
and controlled your labour you could never produce one-thousandth 
part of what you do ; therefore we take the lion’s share.” And if there 
had not been a grain of truth in both these pretentions, if feudal lords 
and capitalist employers had always been simply and wholly robbers, 
taking from the producers the greater part of what they produced by 
sheer violence or mere fraud, then the mass of the English people under 
feudalism and under capitalism would have been nothing but a subject 
population, crushed and ground down under the heel of a conquering and 
better-armed minority, like the people of Ireland have been, or those of 
Egypt under the Turkish Suzerainty, or those of Poland under Russia. 
But bad as our social conditions have been, and are, they have not 
paralleled the degradation of a conquered race under a despotism, for 
they have been founded, to a certain extent, upon mutual agreement; 
so that while there is scarcely a true-born Irish Celt who would not turn 
every English ruler out of his country to-day, if he could, there are 
an enormous number of British workmen who do not yet see, or only are 
beginning to have the faintest inkling, how the nation could get on 
without employers of labour; very much as, at one time, a large number 
of peacefully-inclined producers did not see how they could get on with­
out putting themselves under the wing of some lighting baron. By the 
way, the same timorousness of spirit still survives, without the same 
excuse, in those persons who in our more civilised days cannot be happy 
without paying taxes to support a Government to protect them. But 
to return.

If a theoretical recognition of the claim of the producer to what he 
produces is, and has for a long time been, general amongst, all fair- 
minded men, so that it has become a truism of our everyday morality, 
and is even traceable in such a relation as that between employer and 
employed, how does it happen that we have not already seen this claim 
in its true bearing upon the social problem? How is it that we still 
calmly submit to a system of distribution so unequal and unfair as to 
deprive the mass of the producers of all the higher enjoyments of life 
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hand, the man who does not work takes his
way ; he is looked up to ami esteemed; all men and all pleasures are 
at his service. Even amongst working men, those who do least and 
whose work is the least disagreeable earn most and are thought more 
of than the others. Is it to be wondered at that folks are disgusted 
with work and are eager to seize any opportunity to do nothing I 
But when work is done under conditions tit for human beings, for a 
reasonable time and according to the laws of health ;
worker knows that he is working for the well-being
and of all men ; when every one who wishes to be

us talk about useful work and not u 
the expense of one’s neighbours ; otherwise we might count the 
burglar as a worker: he often lias plenty of exertion. Now-a-dny- 
we prefer one trade to another not because it is more or less in ac­
cordance with our tastes and faculties, but because it is easier to 
learn, because we earn, or hope to earn, more by it, or because we 
think we shall run the best chance of employment in that line; it i- 
onlv in the second place that we consider if such and such work is 
more disagreeable than another sort. In fine, the choice of a trade 
is mostly imposed upon us by our birth, by chance and by social 

.prejudice. The work of an agricultural labourer for instance, would 
not please even the poorest townsman. And yet there is nothing 
repulsive in agriculture in itself, and life in the fields is not without 
its pleasures. Ven much the contrary ; if you read the poet? you 
will see that they are enthusiastic about country life. But the truth • • 
is that the poets who write books have very seldom tilled the soil, 
whilst the farm labourers are worn out with work and half starved, 
live worse than the beasts and are treated as nobodies, until the 
poorest wretch in a town would hardly change places with them. 
How can you expect people to like to be agricultural labourers .* 
Even we who were born in the country, leave it as soon as we can. w *
because whatever we do, we are better off and thought more of elst*- 
where. But how many of us would wish to leave the country, if we • • 
were working there on our own account and could find comfort, 
fix?dom and respect in our work! It is just the same in all trader, 
because as things are now. the harder and the more necessary anv 
work is, the worse it is {mid, the more it is despised and the more 
inhuman are the conditions under which it must be done. Go. for 
example, into a goldsmith's shop and you will find that, in com­
parison with the wretched holes we live in, the place is clean, well 
ventilated and warmed, that the working hours are not very long 
and that though the men are ill {mid, for the employer takes the 
best part of what they produce, still they are well off compared to 
other workers ; they can amuse themselves in the evening ; when 
they take oft their working jackets, they can go where they like, 
with no fear of being stared or sneered at. But if you go into a 
cutler’s workshop, you will see poor fellows knife-grinding there for 
a miserable wage, in a poisonous atmosphere, which will destroy 
their lives in a few years, and if, after their work, they take the 
liberty of going where gentlemen are. they will be lucky if they are 
not made to feel themselves ridiculous. It will not be surprising if. 
under such circumstances, a man prefers gold working to cutlery. 
To say nothing of the workers who use no tool but a pen. Just 
think ; a man who only writes bad newspaper articles earns ten 
times more than a farm labourer and is thought of much more 
highly. When journalists, engineers, doctors, artists, professors, 
are in work and know their business well, they live in comfort ; but 
compositors, bricklayers, shoemakers, all sorts of hand-workers, and 
some poor teachers and other brain-workers too. an half-starred, 
whilst they are worked to death. 1 don’t mean to imply that the 
oulv useful work is manual work ; on the contrary, study is the

SUPPLEMENT TO “ FREEDOM."

(Continued from previous number.)
Jack. You're right, William, to think the machines one cause of 

noverty and loss of work ; but that happens because they belong to 
the rich. If they belonged to the workers, it would be just the other 
wav; they would lie the principal cause of human comfort. For 
after all. machines only work in our place and faster than we do. 
Thanks to machinery man will not be obliged to toil for long hours 
to satisfy his needs, will not Im* condemned to painful exertion ex­
ceeding his physical strength. This is why, if machinery were ap­
plied to al) branches of production and belonged to every one, a few 
hours of light and easy work would suffice for all the needs of con­
sumption and each worker would have time to gain knowledge, to 
keep up social relations, in a word, to live and enjoy life, profiting 
by all the conquests of science and civilisation. Remember that 
what we have to do is to take possession of the machines, not destroy 
them. You may Im* sure the owners will do just as much to defend 
their machines against those who want to destroy as against those 
who try to take possession of them ; therefore, as there will Im* the 
same effort to make and the same risk to run in either case, it will 
Im? a downright folly to break rather than take the machines. •F
Would you destroy corn and houses if they could be shared bv all? 
Surely not! Well, we must do the same with the machines; for if in 
the hands of employers they are instrumental to our poverty and 
servitude, in our hands they will become instrumental to weaitli ami 
freedom.

William. But if things an* to go well under such a system, every­
body must lie willing to work.

Jack. Of course.
William. And supjmse there* an* some folks that would like to live 

without working ? Toil is a hardship, even dogs don’t like it.
Jack. You confuse society as it is to-day with society as it will lx* • * «r

after the Revolution. You sav that even dogs don’t enjoy toil ; 
could.you spend whole days doing nothing ?

William. I I No, because I’m accustomed to work. When 
nothing to do mv hands seem to itch to be after something;
there are folks who would stay all day long at the public house 
playing cards or lounge about with their hands in their pockets.

jack. Now-a-days, but not after the Revolution, and I will tell you 
whv. Now-a-days work is disagreeable, ill-paid and looked down _ •
upon. Now-a-days the working man must fag himself nearly to 

a lMiast of burden, 
has no hope ; he knows that ten to one he will 
work house. He can't attend to his family as he 
scarcely any enjoyment in his life, while he 
ill-treatment and humiliation. On the other 
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and of all men ; when every one who wishes to be respected must 
necessarily be a workt*r and the lazy areas much despised as aie spies 
and procuresses to-day ; who will then wish to forego the joy of 
knowing himself useful and beloved, that he mav live in an idleness 
disastrous alike to his Ixidv and his mind ? Even now-a-davs. every • *
body, apart some rare exceptions, instinctively loathes the idea of 
being a spy or a procuress. Ami yet by these vile railings more can 
In' gained than by digging the ground ; there is little or no work and 
more* or less State protection. But as these trades are' reckoned 
abominable, nearly every one prefers poverty to the infamy of 
following them. There are exceptions, there* an* weak, degraded 
creatures who prefer infamy, but this is because their choice lies 
hetwren infamy and poverty. But who would choose an infamous 
and contemptible life when by working he could secure comfort and 
public esteem I Certainly such a man would be mad. And there is 
no doubt that this public reprobation of idleness would arise and 
make itself felt, for work is essentially needful to society. Idle 
folks would not onh harm everyone by living on what others 
produced without contributing their own work to supply the wants 
of the communitv, but also break the harmony of the new order of 
t hings and become the elements of a discontented part} . who might 
desire a return to the past. Collective bodies are like individuals ; 
they love and admire what is or what they think of use, and hate 
and despise what the) know or believe to be hurtful. They may be 
deceived and too often they are ; but in the case before us no 
mistake is possible, for it is clear as daylight that the person who 
doos not work, eats and driuks at the expense of others and is 
wronging everybody. Why. suppose you join a party of men to do

T A
ABOUT

A N A R CIII 8 T C 0 M M UNIS M 
BETWEEN TWO WORKERS. 

By Enrico Malatesta.

some work all together and share and share alike in the produce; of 
course you will be considerate to any of your mates who may lx* weak 
or unskillful, but as for a mere shirker will he not be led such a life 
that he will take himself off or else feel inclined to set his shouhler 
to the wheel ! Tliat is just what will happen in the community at 
large if the laziness of some of its members threatens to b i«iu<* a 
senous danger. If we could not go ahead because of those who 
would not work, which to me seems very unlikely, the remedy would, 
after all. not Im? far to seek ; they would simply be turned out of the 
community. Then, as they would have a right to nothing Hut raw 
material and the instruments of labour, they would be forced to work 
if they wished to live.

William. You are beginning to convince me; but tell me, will 
everybody have to work in the fields 1

Jack. Whv should they J Men do not need onlv bread and beer 
ami meat. We want houses, and clothes and books ami all the 
things that workers of all sorts of trades produce and no one can 
bv himself supply all his own needs. Even to till the soil, do we not 
want the help of the blacksmith and the implement maker for our 
tools, and consequently of th? miner who unearths the iron, the 
mason who builds houses and shops and so forth f It does not 
follow, therefore, that all must till the ground, only that all must 
do some useful work. Besides the variety of trades will allow each 
[>erson to choose what suits him lx?st, and thus, as far as possible, 
work will Im* nothin*' more than exercise, and an ardently desired 
enjoyment.

William. Then every one will be free to choose any trade he 
likes ?

Jack. Of course. Onlv we must Im? careful that some trades are 
not overstocked, whilst others want hands. As we shall be working 
for the public interest, we must arrange so that everything really 
necessary is produced whilst individual preferences are consulted. 
But you will see that will come right when we have no masters to 
force us to toil for a crust of bread, without knowing what is the 
object or use of our work.

IFiTZtdm. You say it will all come light, but I don’t see it. I 
think that no one will do disagreeable work ; they will all be lawyers 
and doctors. Who will work in the fields ? Who will risk his life 
and health in a mine ? Who will go down into the black man-hole> 
of the sewers or clean out ceswpools ?

Jack. Oh. you may leave out the lawyers. Lawyers and priests 
are a sort of gangrene in society that the revolution will cure. Let 
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