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LAST WEEK IN the House of Commons Captain 
Cunningham-Reid moved a new clause in the Army 
and Air Force Bill to provide that ‘taking part in 
political controversy whilst off duty shall not be 
deemed conduct to the prejudice of gooc( order and 
military discipline’. The demand was a small one; 
as one M.P. put it, it was asking ‘that a soldier on 
seven days’ leave whose wife was living in a slum 
should be able to go to a political meeting to say that 
there should be an end to slumdom’.

But Parliament would take no risk. The idea 
that soldiers should be able for four weeks in a year 

f to express an opinion on political matters filled 
them with anxiety. So the amendment was defeated 
by votes to 33. Parliament has frankly and 
definitely stated that soldiers have the right to do 
the killing and dying, but that in no circumstances 
should they be allowed to find out what they are 
killing and dying for. M.P.’s even expressed the 
opinion that soldiers and airmen have never at any 
time the slightest wish to express any opinion on 
political matters and that therefore no opportunities 
of doing so should be given to them.

But the makers of the King’s Regulations have 
obviously not chosen to rely merely on the lack of 
political consciousness of the Army to prevent it 
from taking part in the political life of the country. 
They are much more precise than that. Major 
Henderson for the War Office pointed out that, 
according to King’s Regulations, ‘no officer or soldier 
was permitted to take any active part in the affairs 
of any political organisation or party ... If a sol­
dier went to a political party meeting at other times 
than elections and asked controversial questions he 

. might be regarded as taking an active part in the 
meeting and that would be forbidden’. 

Gallacher pointed out during the debate that 
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workers in factories are too tired to think about 
political matters (thanks in part to the Stakhanovite 
methods introduced by Mr. Gallacher’s associates). 
Millions of workers in factories are too doped with 
work to think, millions of people in the army are 
prevented from taking any interest apart from Army 
matters. What could suit our ruling class better? 
They can sleep on both ears, our M.P.’s can intrigue, 
renounce their pledges, betray without fear.

The King’s Regulations-are framed so that the 
life of the soldier in the army cuts him off from the 
rest of the population. When he dons a uniform the 
worker enters an artificial world which has no con­
nection with his ordinary life and the life of his. 
former comrades at work. The- problems of wages, 
food and clothing which affect his fellow workers 
do not affect him, or at least not in the same way. 

He cannot keep in touch with his former com­
rades as he is generally posted away from home and 
ceases to belong to his Trades Union. The Govern­
ment not only does its best to discourage any con­
nections being kept between soldiers and workers, 
but its propaganda has actually done its best to 
create hostility between them. The workers in the 
factories are always reminded of the low pay sol­
diers get, while soldiers are led to believe that 
factory workers enjoy a good life, earning big wages. 
When soldiers are used as cheap labour for fire­
watching or on the land, or when they are used as 
strike breakers, as in the Glasgow ’bus strike, the 
conflict becomes more evident.

The constitution of the army is not an acci­
dental development; on the contrary, it is designed 
to meet certain definite purposes. For the army is 
and always has been an instrument for maintaining 
class rule. Even in the midst of National wars, the 
ruling class constantly envisages the possibility of
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having to use the Army against the enemy at home 
—-the rebellious working class. For example, even 
in the midst of the German break-through and 
advance on Paris, General Weygand kept some 
divisions behind the front ‘to maintain order'.

Thus the Army is designed to be an instrument 
of class rule. But it is composed of workers. The 
problem of the ruling class is therefore how to ensure 
that workers in uniform will carry out their orders, 
how to prevent them acting in accordance with 
working class interests. Is it then surprising that 
they should segregate them from political life and 
isolate them from their fellow workers in overalls? 

From the point of view of the ruling class, 
soldiers must be puppets, so they are rigidly dis­
ciplined to the point of apparent absurdity/ ‘Their’s 
not to reason why, their’s but to do or die’, so they 
must not take part in current questions, not even in 
political tom-foolery. For our rulers bear always in 
mind the remark of Frederick the Great, the father 
of modern militarism: ‘The day the bayonets begin 
to think, we are lost’.

And the workers, what must their attitude to­

wards the Army be? As an instrument of class-rule 
Anarchists have always stressed the need of workers 
to refuse to enter ‘the armed forces of. the crown’. 
Anti-militarism is fundamental to Anarchism.

But there are to-day an enormous number of 
workers actually in uniform—cut off, as we have 
seen, from their fellows in overalls. Their class 
duty, clearly, is to see that they are not used to 
subserve the class interests of their masters against 
their comrades. They must refuse to act as scabs. 
The State seeks to divide the workers: men in the 
army should resist this attempt, should bear con­
stantly in mind the demands of their class loyalties. 

The gaining of political rights or any other 
reform in the Army will not change its fundamental 
function as an instrument of ruling class policy. 
The frustration of the ruling class is clearly to come 
from a clear realisation on the part of all soldiers 
and civilian workers of the unity of class interests 
that binds them together. This realisation of solid­
arity can prevent an armed section of the workers 
from fighting for the ruling class against their un­
armed class-comrades.

Glasgow Comrades 
Gaoled and Fined
On March 22nd, before Sheriff McDiarmid at Glasgow, 

Comrade Lewis Gordon was sentenced to twelve months’ 
imprisonment, for refusing to obey a court order to attend 
the Ministry of Labour for Medical Examination. He made 
the following speech from the dock: —

“ Justice is portrayed by a figure holding the scales but 
the figure is blindfolded. It was never more apt than in the 
present case. Justice as administered by this court with the 
assistance of the Ministry of Labour is concerned only with 
the simple fact that I have refused to comply with an order 
requiring me to submit myself for medical examination.

“ It does not concern itself with my reasons which are 
ethical, not legal. In this instance the reasons for my action 
are more important that the action itself.

“ As a conscientious objector I cannot take part in this 
Imperialist War. I refuse to murder my fellow-worker in 
Germany or, for that matter, in any part of the world.

“ Likewise as an Anarchist I do not recognise the author­
ity of this court, and I repudiate the right of the Ministry 
of Labour to decide whether I am to be medically examined 
or not.

“ In court last week I asked the Ministry’s representatives 
if they could find moral justification for their actions towards 
me. None. . . .”

At this point the Sheriff intervened, refusing to listen to 
any more, and pronounced the sentence. •• /

Here is the remainder of the speech Lewis intended to 
make: H None of them would accept responsibility, preferring 
to pass it on to some unknown person from whom they took 
orders. I think this showed that they could not justify this 
action and were ashamed of them.

“ This applies not only to them but to all servants of the 
state who help to subject their fellow man to such persecution 
and indignities.

“ If they were men and not mere cogs in a machine they 
would not continue to co-operate with the state, but would 
refuse to help enforce these regulations.

“ That is all I have to say.”
Our Glasgow Comrade, Eddie Fenwick, who conducted his 

own defence, was fined £5, or 30 days, on March 26th, for 
refusing to “ Firewatch ” at the workshop. In his defence he 
stated that “ As owners of private property had denied him 
the elementary rights of man, he was entitled to ftfuse to 
protect private property.” He also urged that there should 
be a “ Conscientious Objection ” clause in the Firewatching 
Order. He further claimed that, although his objections were 
moral and political, he nevertheless intended to assert his 
legal rights by seeking exemption within the terms of the 
order.

His fellow workers in the same workshop demonstrated an 
excellent example of class-solidarity by paying his fine.

MAY DAY RALLIES
SATURDAY, MAY 1st.

*

Meeting in Hyde Park. 
Speakers on the Anarchist Platform 

from 3 p.m. until dusk. 

CHURCH STREET, KINGSTON,
Meeting at 6 p.m.




