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Abstract

This thesis analyses the nature of labour relations, particularly the exertion and extent
of authority, within Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries from 1870 to 1900.
Various issues are addressed: firstly, managerial hegemony and worker autonomy are
investigated in each industry. Although significant variations occurred, employers’
recurrent ascendancy within the pig iron industry contrasted with labour’s extensive
influence over work processes in the malleable iron and steel industries. Labour’s
greater independence in the malleable ironworks and steelworks correlates to higher
skill levels in comparison with pig ironworkers, reflected by more substantial wages
and more influential trade unions. These factors also produced a more equitable and
consensual relationship with capital, which was unable to exhibit the level of
authoritarianism wielded by pig ironmasters. The level of collectivisation amongst
capital and labour is also illustrated. Examination of production processes reveals
extensive labour sectionalism in each industry, which influenced the relationship
between different groups or sub-categories of worker and affected the development
of trade unionism. Similarly, the continuation of individualistic attitudes amongst
employers was a pronounced feature that curtailed the effectiveness of employer
organisations. This thesis reinforces the arguments of historians who stress the
continued influence of skilled, independent sections of labour and capital’s difficulty
in exercising significant levels of control. Alternatively, doubt is cast on hypothesis
promulgating the homogenisation of labour during the late 19" century. Indeed, little
evidence of the collectivisation of either capital or labour is apparent, whilst

individualism and heterogeneity characterised Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries

during this period.



Declaration of Author’s Rights.

The copyright of this thesis belongs to the author under the terms of the United
Kingdom Copyright Acts as qualified by University of Strathclyde Regulation 3.5.1.
Due acknowledgement must always be made of the use of any material in, or denved

from, this thesis.

Acknowledgements

[ wish to thank Dr. Arthur Mclvor for his help and support over many years, without
which this thesis would never have been completed. I would also like to express my
gratitude to various friends, family, fellow students and colleagues, particularly Matt
Hume, for their encouragement and tolerance. Finally, I would like to acknowledge
the assistance of North Lanarkshire Council, Museums and Heritage Section, for

permission to reproduce a small selection of their photographic and art collections.

11



Contents

ADSIPACE. «.occeanannnnnen i iirtteeieetetteesssansnnsssanssssssssssssssnssnnnnnonnns 1

Declaration of Author’s Rights............cceiieeeiiiiieneisioieiertivestsonnerossososnasnne 1
ACKHOWIEdGEMENIS. ...........nnneneeeeiriiiiiiiiiiiiieteteteteretseesssssssssosnssnsonennns 1
| 6110 €010 01 Tl 4 11) | DO PP 1

Chapter one. Masters of Iron and Steel.

1. Background
| B 0 T £ {0 o DO P 15
QY £:11 (72101 (0 £ (o) « DO U 21
2. The Iron and Steel Industnies, 1870-1900
P28 W 5 14 1 () « DO OO PP 25
P AR\Y B:11 (5110 (38 £ £0) o DO 29
0 T (- P 33
3. Power and Authority
3.1 ECONOMIC POW T e rtiiiiitiiiireeieieeeerieireseeeersueeecssessonccsonnnsesnsessns 39
3.2 Power in the Workplace...ovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirereeseseescsessosossossossnnns 49
3.3 Powerinthe CommunIty.....ooiviiiniiieriiieninenerereereeresesssssesnessneess 65
3.4 POWET 11 SO IO Y.t eeeierierereeteieeeieresosesenonecesessscessssasasnsanansaneesns 74
3.5 Co-operation and Competition. ....eeeririieiineenererersersosoesessesonssnnes 82
7 S 00 016 11 153 (o) o PP RN 104

Chapter two. Case study - William Baird & Company and the Steel Company
of Scotland.

1. The Firm

1.1 Willitam Baird and Company....cceeeeeiiiiietiiiiiiiiiiiineereeennnn 108

1.2 The Steel Company of Scotland........ccevvviiiiiiiiiiiereiriieriiinnnnnns 111
P ¥ 1 TR\ E: T (< ¢ T 114
3. ECOMNOMIC POW . . i iiiiiieieiiiiierenieeeeenrerereesssnsnsnesnsesssessssssssssonsasnes 120
4. Power In the Workplace. ..cuvvivviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirereiieieeeesieesescasonnnnens 127
5. Power in the CommUNILY.....ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiierereneeessammssnssessnnnen 142
6. Relationship with WoOrKmen. .ccvuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiirrieierreneaennn 167
281870} ¢ T 11 3 o) « D 176
Chapter three. Labour.
1. Background, 1830-1870. . .c..uuueieiiiiiiiieiiiiiieeeeesesianeeerereesessnsssssssssansans 182
2. Labour 1n Pig IrOnWOTKS. .vuueeriiiieiiiiiiiiereeirniererieererennacecrsnsnsessnnnseons 185
3. Labour in Malleable IronWoOrKS......coeevviiiiireenieriineeiiereiineeensnecenneeerens 200
4. LaboUr 1IN StEEIWOTKS. cuviiririiiiiirirrirreneiieteretereeenenerssesntissnnessnnsennnnns 216
D I Attt iiiiiiiiiiiiiesessssesnsasanesssocsecosssssssssossssnsssssssssnsossosassannessas 241
M - T (S B 1 T} o TS 247
7. The POWer 0f Labour....c.cvvirviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeieirtentireeerrnrrensesnseennns 257
I O00) 1T 1 S o) + DO EN 280

Chapter four. Case Study — Puddlers and Smelters.
1. The FUMACES. ...uiuiiiiiiieiiiiiieieieeeeeeeteerarnrarerarneeearancacesesummensasennnnens 285

111



I 0 g T | 1 o Y« SR 285

AN 11 1) L4 0¥ 287
2. WorKINg the FUIMACE. .c.uiiiiiiiiiiiiriiiiinennesessencscncnssssssssessssscssssssassonsns 290
3. Hours of Labour..ceeuiiiiieiriiiiiiiieiiieeieicerernietestiersaesessessnececncssessennnnes 300
G N A S . e e eieiierenneeeeeeeecsesesnsenesessasssesasanasssosssssssssssssonssssesacsssssssasenns 303
4.1 Puddlers’ Wages..uvuieeeiiereeeereeneriorossssonesessssesesassossscsssssssnss 303
4.2 SMeElters’ Wages. oviveeeiererererenneseseeeereraracancnsessssnnnccsossanancesss 307
S. The Body at WorK. . .coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirieictrieitestenierenerreentnieennnnnens 312
6. Relationships between Furnacemen.....cocoeveieevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeien o 318
7. Relationships with other Workmen.......cccoivviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieiiininnn.., 328
8. Relationship with Capital....cccoeieiniieiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiierieiireisssonmmiennsensse 340
S 00 0163 1 1] [0 o VU PPN 359
Chapter five. Industrial Relations.
1. Power Struggle
1.1 The Puddlers’ StriKe, 1870....ciiiritiiiinninieieiiierteenrarereerooseceerenssnceses 364
1.2 The Blast-furnacemen’s Strike, 1890-1891 .. civrvieiiiiirnieireinnecnnsenncnes 376
1.3 The Mossend Strike, 1899-1901......uuniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirriiiei e e aennns 395
PR L0\ o -1 011 T PP 411
2.1 The west of Scotland Manufactured Steel Trade Conciliation and Arbitration
8 Ta T (¢ PP 414
2.2 The Scottish Manufacturing Iron Trade Conciliation and Arbitration
8 70T 1 (s F PPN 424
2.3 The Board of Conciliation for the Regulation of Wages in the Pig Iron Trade
03 Q014 3 (o F0T 436
LI 070016311 1310 « DU 444
L0111 11T (1) 1 448
330 0] 10T e o ) 0 1)) 2 459
List Of tables.........cuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieieesnonetsesessssssncnsstmssssassssssssssnsones \
LISt Of fIQUFES ...t iiiiiiitsteeeisnneerersnsesessnnnsetesssnnsssesnnnns vi-Vil
LiSt Of 8raphis......ccovvviniiiiiiininieiieiiiieienirrnnenusssassssssssssesestsssesosssssones vil
ADDIEVIALIONS . oooeoeeeeenenneeeeeneeueentreetereseeetsseeesnessssssssssssssssssssonssons Vii-vill

1V



Tables

P 0o 15 o £:1 AN U o o | K P 12
2. Lanarkshire’s P1g Ironworks. ...uueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieiceir e eterereeeeeen e 16
3. Lanarkshire’s Malleable IronwWorks. ....ccccvvviiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiieteneriierenreenes 31
4. Lanarkshire’s Principal Steel Manufacturing FIrms.....covviiiiiiieiiiiiiiiierrennnnn. 35
5. Scottish Ironmasters’ Association Members, 1890, ..cuuiiiiiieierreereencsersensnnnnns 85
6. Payments to Geery &Martin, Subcontractors, Hallside, 1881....................... 137
7. Gartsherrie Co-operative Society Statement, EXtract....ccccvvvviiiinrrrerennnnnsen 156
8. Blast-furnacemen’s Wages, Clyde Ironworks, 1900.....ccccevvviiiiierieiinnnrecnn 187
0. Ladlemen’s Wage Rates, 1893-1001......uuuurrriiiiieiiiireeneeeeeeereeeesensonms 220
10. Heating Furnacemen’s Wages, 180 2. ..uuviiiiiiiiiirnntieiteeerennceenensorescesennons 226
L1, ROIIEIS” WaZes, 180 .. iiirtrertiiiiiieieieeiieessesceesessssnanssssssessnsssssseosannsns 228
12. Steelworkers’ Wages, Glasgow and Neighbourhood, 1883......cevvvvierenvnennns 242

13. Malleable Ironworkers’ Wages, Forge Department, Cleveland, 1883............244

14. SMITCAB’s Labour Representatives, Dispute Money, 1897-1900...............267

15. Disputes Brought before SMITCAB Standing Committee, 1897-1900...........274

16. Puddling Wage Rates, 1808....uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiierereeernenssessoceraecnnnnssmneens 304
17. Underhand Puddlers® Wage rates, December 1897..cuuviieiiiiiiinnnrescerrnennes 306
18. Smelter Deaths, 1892-1000. .. uuiiieiiiirreireeeeeeeeseneneseeeeosnsssessassssnsessnns 314
19. Weekly Payment, Chassett & Thomas, smelting Contractors, 1881............... 321
20. Effect of bi-monthly Audits on Wages, 1899....cccevvreeirereierinnrrennnenicncenes 358



Figures

1. Coltness P1g IronWorKs, C1805. . .cvuiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiirieereteerereesesececsessasenonnoness 20
2. Dalzell Steelworks, Motherwell, 1805, vviiiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiereneieiertrennesnesenns 36
3. John Colville’s Election card, 1805, .ccvuuiiiiiriiiiiriiieeretteeeneeesnscsossessonnes 78
4. Gartsherrie by Night, 1854 ... . nriiiiiiiiiiiiiiieitiiiiiiiertttereetesennnnnessnnns 109
5. William and James Baird. .....coveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i ceiirerciecener e cee e 115
6. Ironworkers’ Housing and Toilets, Coltness, 1900......ccccieiiirirerivrnniennnnnns 147

7. Parlhamentary Election Card, William Whitelaw, Conservative, 1895.............166

8. Preparing to tap a Blast-furnace, Coltness, c1890......c.ccvvvvvvirvriiiiiiienrninnen. 189
9. Furnace-fillers entering the Elevator, Coltness, C1890...ccvviiiiiiiiinennnreennneens 191
10. Charging the Furnace-top, Coltness, c1890......ccvvvirriiriiiiiiiiriiiiiiiiennnen. 193
11. Pig-lifting at Coltness, C1890. .. .cuiiiruuiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirinnersseenncncnnnnsens 195
12. Boys Making Pig-beds, Coltness, C1890...uuuuieiiiiiiiiiinnnrereereerenenonscnens 197
13. Shingling at Waverley, C1920......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirietieteeneneeresemeonenes 204
14. Rolling at Waverley, C1020. . uu iiriiiiiiiiiiiieiereiererensssenceeesannsnaosesnnnnns 207
15. Tapping Steel at Dalzell, C1805....uvriiiriiiiiiiiiiiiiietieieeieieeiernesennemmsasas 221
16. Mechanised Cogging Mill, Mossend Steelworks, c1895..ccvverrviirierennnneen. 225
17. No.2 Plate Mill, Dalzell, C1800 . ueuuuiieitiiiieeeeiieesesesnssesssssseeseennmsses 230
18. Plate-shears, MoSSend, C1890. .uuuuuiiiiiierererencecesocessesssscesosssnssesssnonnnsns 233
19. Charging-side of 50-ton furnaces, Clydesdale, c1905....ccccvvvrniiirriiierrnnnn.. 287
20. Pig 1ron stacked for charging, Dalzell, c1895......ccvvvvieiriiiiiiireireireennensn. 288
21. Puddler WorKing, C1950....cvuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeietiineeneseieeeeeenassonnnees 292
22. Fettling at the Lanarkshire, 1930....ccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienieennnennns 309
23. John Hodge, General Secretary, BSSAA.....ovvvviiireiirieneiiineineennrensens 346

Vi



24. Colonel James Ne1lson, 1900, ...cvvuuereiieeeeeneieenteenescreessenscssercsssacssesens 396

Graphs

1. Consumption of Scottish Pig Iron, 1895-1899.....cciviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeen 47

Abbreviations

AI&SWGB - Associated Iron and Steel Workers of Great Britain.
ASMS — Associated Steel Millmen of Scotland.

ASS&IW — Amalgamated Society of Steel and Iron Workers.
BSSAA - British Steel Smelters’ Amalgamated Association.

GIC - Glasgow Iron Company.

GI&SCo. — Glasgow Iron and Steel Company.

ILP — Independent Labour Party.

ISTC - Iron and Steel Trades Confederation.

L.CMU - Lanarkshire County Miners’ Union.

NABF — National Association of Blast-Furnacemen.

NAI — National Amalgamated Ironworkers.

NFLA - National Free Labour Association.

NUISW - National Union of Iron and Steel Workers.

SCS — Steel Company of Scotland.

SIA — Scottish [pig] Ironmasters’ Association.

SMITCAB - Scottish Manufactured Iron Trade Conciliation and Arbitration Board.

SMITA — Scottish Manufactured Iron Trade Association.

vii



SMSTCAB - Scottish Manufacturing Steel Trade Conciliation and Arbitration
Board.

SPMA - Steel Plate Makers’ Association.

SSMA — Scottish Steel Manufacturers’ Association.

SSIMA - Siemens Steel Ingot Makers’ Association.

SSPMA - Scottish Steel Plate Makers’ Association.

WB&Co. — William Baird and Company.

WSSA — West of Scotland Steelmasters’ Association.

Viil



Introduction.

The exertion of authority and the struggle for independence are central features of
human history. Although the distribution of power varies in every society,
inequalities are particularly acute under capitalism. Marx states the essence of the
capitalist labour process 1s control of the labourer and appropriation of the labourer’s
produce.! Further, Weber argues, ‘the great majority of all economic
organisations...reveal a structure of dominancy’.? Employers’ ability to impose
hegemony and labour’s capacity to maintain autonomy has provoked virulent
historiographical debate since the 1960s. Melling identifies the central issue of
labour history as, ‘the degree of control which employers and workmen could
exercise over the capitalist labour process.”> Moorhouse concludes, ‘capitalist
society 1s a system of hierarchical inequality’.* The study of labour history is
quintessential to consideration of Lanarkshire from 1870-1900. The manufacture of
iron and steel was the catalyst that transformed Lanarkshire from a rural backwater to
among the most industrialised areas in Victorian Britain. Indeed, Lanarkshire was
central to the Scottish economy and became a microcosm of industrialisation in
Lowland Scotland. The furnaces eagerly consumed Lanarkshire’s mineral wealth,
stimulating a vast expansion in mining from the 1830s and producing numerous
surrogate industries, including mechanical and structural engineering, brick-making

and tool manufacture. Lanarkshire’s ironworks and steelworks supplied the

' Karl Marx, Capital, Vol.1, (London, 1972), p.378.
* Max Weber, Economy and Society, Vol.3, (New York, 1968), p.942.

* Joseph Melling, ‘Non-commissioned Officers: British Employers and their Supervisory Workers,
1880-1920°, in Social History, 5 (1980), p.188.

* HF Moorhouse, ‘History, Sociology and the Quiescence of the British Working-class: a Reply to
Reid’, Social History Review, 4 (1979), p.482.



Clydeside shipyards’ raw materials, thus providing the essential link between the
coalfield and the sea. Consequently, Lanarkshire was affected by industrialisation to
an unparalleled degree and remains a fertile area to study historical hypotheses

regarding the power relationship between capital and labour. Before a detailed
analysis of the topic occurs, it is important to consider the wider historiographical
debate in order to place the social, industrial and economic experience of Lanarkshire

more firmly within the national context.

Marxist interpretations focus upon class formation and experience resulting from
developments in the labour process. Hobsbawm notes the rise in labour militancy in
the early 1870s and argues the period of the Great Depression, from 1873-1896,
witnessed the ‘radicalisation’ of the labour movement, particularly during the 1880s
and 1890s.> Competitive pressures from c1880 encouraged the intensification of
work, downward wage pressure, greater mechanisation and increased supervision of
labour.® Kirk states, ‘the 1ssue of power and control...assumed added...importance in
a period of worsening market conditions...employers in this period...intensified their
attempts aggressively and unilaterally to exert control over workplace matters’.” This
encouraged the creation of polarised class identities and radicalised labour, reflected
by the growth of a mass labour movement, the expansion of trade unions and the
emergence of the Labour Party, as well as the development of socialism by 1900.
Marxism provides an enduring interpretation. Foster and Price, who focus on labour

struggles 1n particular industries or localities, refined EP Thompson’s ‘class conflict’

> EJ Hobsbawm, Labouring Men, (London, 1964), pp.317-318, 329.
® Richard Price, Labour in British Society, (London, 1986), p.96.

T Neville Kirk, Change, Continuity and Class: Labour in British Society 1850-1920, (Manchester,



model of society in the 1970s and 1980s.* Knox and Kirk adapted Braverman’s de-
skilling thesis in the 1990s, and perceive the development of an increasingly
homogenised working-class from 1880. In 1994, Savage and Miles sought to,
‘defend a sophisticated approach to class analysis’, whilst in 2000, MacRaild and
Martin stated, ‘there remain strong arguments for maintaining a Marxist presentation

of class as an important aspect of the history of labour’."

However, such interpretations can be challenged on several points. Firstly, the level
of conflict between capital and labour is contentious. Revisionist arguments reject
the class conflict approach. Joyce places greater emphasis on paternalism,
accommodation and deference as characterising employers’ relationship with
workers. Joyce claims employers established an implicit ‘social contract’ with
employees, under which developed a personal relationship of altruism and
benevolence in return for loyalty and labour.!! Gospel states, ‘paternalism provided
an ideological dimension to the employment relationship, based on notions of
protection, reciprocal obligations and harmony.’** However, from 1880-1900 Joyce

and Mclvor observe the usurpation of individual contract bargaining between

1998), p.170.

® Richard Price, Masters, Unions and Men: Work Control in Building and the Rise of Labour, 1830-

1914, (Cambridge, 1980). John Foster, Class Struggle and the Industrial Revolution - Early
Industrial Capitalism in three English towns, (London, 1974).

? William Knox, Industrial Nation: Work, Culture and Society in Scotland, 1800-Present, (Edinburgh,
1999), p.129. Kirk, Change, pp.150-151, 156.

' Mike Savage and Andrew Miles, The Remaking of the British Working Class, 1840-1890, (London,
1994), p.1ix. Donald MacRaild and David Martin, Labour in British Society 1830-1914, (Basingstoke,
2000), pp.15-17.

"! Patrick Joyce, Work, Society and Politics: the Culture of the Factory in later Victorian England,
(London, 1980).

12 HF. Gospel, Markets, Firms and the Management of Labour in Modern Britain, (Cambridge, 1992),
p.25.



employer and worker by a collectivist, institutionalised phase of industrial relations."
Similarly, Christiansen and Philips observe increased bureaucracy as industries

matured, which curtailed personal relationships between employers and workers. '

Britain’s ironworks and steelworks are categorised as exemplifying co-operative
industrial relations. Burnham and Hoskins conclude from 1870-1930, ‘labour
relations throughout the period were on the whole good.’” Docherty maintains
steelworkers’ unions were, ‘industrially moderate’, and accommodating towards
capital.’® Fraser states unions generally adopted moderate policies and increasingly
advocated negotiation and conciliation rather than strike action, as part of a policy
intended to achieve acceptance and support from the middle-classes.!” Employers

also came to appreciate the benefits of discipline, restraint and collective bargaining

that arose from recognition of trade unions.” Altematively, Foster, Melling,

McKinlay, Mclvor and Morris regard the west of Scotland as a particularly militant
region, where industrial relations were especially acute. Indeed, ‘Clydeside
employers were more draconian and anti-union than their southern counterparts’.'
Further, Renfrew states Lanarkshire contained the, ‘most draconian of all employers’

organisations’.” However, Johnston challenged this view in 2000, maintaining the

' Joyce, Work, pp.336-340. See also Arthur Mclvor, Organised Capital - Employers’ Associations
and Industrial Relations in Northern England, 1880-1939, (Cambridge, 1996), pp.16-17.

'* Jens Christiansen and Peter Philips, ‘The Transition from Outwork to Factory Production in the

Boot and Shoe Industry, 1830-1880°’, in SM Jacoby and M Sanford (eds.), Masters to Managers,
(New York, 1991), p.18.

' TH Burnham and GO Hoskins, Iron and Steel in Britain 1870-1930, (London, 1943), p.245.
'° Charles Docherty, Steel and Steelworkers-the Sons of Vulcan, (London, 1983), pp.23-24.

'" Hamish Fraser, Trade Unions and Society - the Struggle for Acceptance, 1850-1880, (L.ondon,
1974), pp.58-60.

'® Ibid, pp.101-103.

" Arthur Mclvor, 4 History of Work in Britain, 1880-1950, (Basingstoke, 2001), p.209.
*® Sandy Renfrew, ‘Militant Miners? Strike Activity and Industrial Relations in West Scotland’, in



authoritarianism of Clydeside employers, including Lanarkshire’s iron and

steelmasters, is exaggerated.?!

Secondly, the nature and level of power wielded by capital and labour has provoked
debate. Many historians assume the forces of capital dominated labour.”” Mclvor

states, ‘labour and the unions...were invariably the inferior protagonist’, whilst Gray
claims, ‘the enormous relative strength of Victorian employers...accentuated the
inherent despotism of industrial capital.’® Fraser affirms, ‘discharge notes, blacklists
and evictions were among the principal weapons applied by employers’ associations
to intimidate unionists.’* However, Melling perceives capital’s adoption of subtler
methods of control; Melling argues throughout the Scottish economy there occurred,
‘tighter workplace controls, heavier workloads, fresh incentive systems,
mechanisation and rationalisation.”” Garside and Gospel categorise employers’
control within the workplace as, ‘personal’, through direct supervision,
‘administrative’, based on rules of acceptable behaviour and, ‘mechanical’,
embedded in machinery and the production process, and also note the extension of

welfare provision to enhance control.”

William Kenefick and Arthur Mclvor (eds.), The Roots of Red Clydeside, p.164.

*! Ronald Johnston, Clydeside Capital, 1870-1920: A Social History of Employers, (East Linton,
2000), p.181.

2 Patrick Joyce, ‘Work’, in F.M.L Thompson, The Cambridge Social History of Britain 1750-
1950,Vol.2, (Cambridge, 1990), p.177. Alistair Reid, ‘Politics and Economics in the Formation of the
British Working-class: a Response to HF. Moorhouse’, Social History, 3 (1978), p.361.

B Mclvor, Work, p.215. Robert Gray, ‘Bourgeois Hegemony in Victorian Britain’, in Jon Bloomfield,
(ed.), Class, Hegemony and Party, (London, 1997), p.84.

** Fraser, Trade, p.218.

% Joseph Melling, ‘Scottish Industrialists and the Changing Character of Class Relations in the Clyde
Region ¢.1880-1918°, in Tony Dickson (ed.), Capital and Class in Scotland, (Edinburgh, 1982),
pp.80, 96-101.

¢ WR. Garside and HF. Gospel, ‘Employers and Managers: their Organisational Structure and
Changing Industrial Strategies’, in Chnis Wrigley (ed.), A History of British Industrial Relations 1975-



However, the apparently omnipotent power possessed by Victorian industrnialists was
in many respects illusory. Reid maintains skilled workmen retained control of the
production process within the shipbuilding industry, whilst Zeitlin observes similar
circumstances within engineering works.” Littler and Phelps Brown argue skilled
workers possessed considerable autonomy, magnified by industrialists’ lack of
technical knowledge.” Indeed, it can be argued there existed sections of ironworkers
and steelworkers who dominated the workplace. Littler states, ‘a good example of
craft control is provided by the nineteenth century ironworks.’® Gospel and
McKinlay maintain technological knowledge was often the preserve of the shop floor

in the iron and steel industries.”® Labour’s hegemony was closely related to the
accumulation of skill, defined by More as, ‘any combination, useful to industry, of
mental and physical qualities, which require considerable training to acquire.’*!
Although skill levels varied, ‘process’ work was typical of ironworks and steelworks,
which generally required more mental than physical dexterity. It was nonetheless,
‘work of the highest skill’.”> Burgess notes ‘genuine’ skill could be amplified by

‘socially constructed’ skill, including apprenticeships and seniority rules that

1914, (Loughborough, 1982), pp.99-115.

%7 Alistair Reid, ‘Employers’ Strategies and Craft Production: the British Shipbuilding Industry, 1870-
1950°, in Steven Tolliday and Jonathan Zeitlin, (eds.), The Power to Manage? Employers and
Industrial Relations in Comparative Historical Perspective, (London, 1991), p.35. Jonathan Zeitlin,
‘From Labour History to the History of Industrial Relations’, Economic History Review, 40 (1987),
pp.170-174.

*® Craig Littler, The Development of the Labour Process in Capitalist Societies, (London, 1982), pp.8,
67. Harry Phelps Brown, Origins of Trade Union Power, (Oxford, 1983), p.131.

# Littler, Development, p.66.

*® Gospel, Markets, pp.22-23. Alan McKinlay, ‘Philosophers in Overalls? Craft and Class on
Clydeside, ¢.1900-1914°, in William Kenefick and Arthur Mclvor, (eds.), Roots of Red Clydeside,
1910-1914? - Labour Unrest and Industrial Relations in West Scotland, (Edinburgh, 1996), pp.88-89.
*! Charles More, Skill and the English Working Class, 1870-1914. (London, 1980), p.15.

32 Ibid, pp.160, 119.




restricted the labour supply.®® Trainor and Littler argue control of the production
process was also affected by the system of sub-contracting, which prevailed in iron
and steelworks during the 19" century.* Indeed, the power of skilled workers and
the sub-contracting system created an implicit loss of managerial control.* Gospel
notes, ‘in industries where skilled labour was crucial...it often continued to be crucial
and workers maintained considerable control.”*® Trainor, Reid, Burgess and Melling
also emphasise the importance of an intermediary or ‘foreman’ class of skilled
worker, who were pivotal figures in many industries. However, there remains
considerable argument over the loyalties of key workers. Garside and Gospel argue
foremen were direct agents of capital, whilst McGuffie claims subcontractors
performed similar functions.”” Alternatively, Littler highlights the ambiguities of
workplace influence, ‘the simple pairing of management/worker,
control/subordination and capital/labour is open to question: many labouring
occupations entailed supervisory functions and petty capitalist motivations.’**

Indeed, the heterogeneity of influence and identity will become a recurrent theme of

this thesis.

Thirdly the extent of collectivism amongst labour and capital i1s contestable. Many

>3 Keith Burgess, ‘Authority Relations and the Division of Labour in British Industry; with special
reference to Clydeside, ¢.1860-1930°, Social History, 11 (1986), pp.214-215. See also More, Skill,
p.107.

*# Richard Trainor, Black Country Elites. The Exercise of Authority in an Industrial Area 1830-1900,
(Oxford, 1993), p.139. Littler, Development, p.65.
*> William Knox, “The Political and Workplace Culture of the Scottish Working-class, 1832-1914’, in

Hamish Fraser and RJ Morris, (eds.), People and Society in Scotland, Vol.2, 1830-1914, (Edinburgh,
1990), p.143.

*® Gospel, Markets, pp.22-23.

*7 Garside &Gospel, ‘Employers’, pp.99-115. Chris McGuffie, Working in Metal - Management and
Labour in the Metal Industries of Europe and the USA, 1890-1914, (London, 1985), pp.69-70.
** Littler, Development, p.78.



employers initially regarded unions as a direct challenge to their authority and
resented the drive to, ‘independency’, unions embodied.” Ironically, whilst
employers condemned the principle of unionism, labour’s success encouraged
employers to imitate their workers and form employers’ organisations.*” The
increasingly formalised nature of workplace conflict is reflected by the development
of trade unions and employer organisations. Indeed, Price argues mid-Victonan
notions of independence and individualism, gave way to group representation and
organisation from 1880.*" Mclvor and Johnston argue from 1880, employers
increasingly organised in response to intensifying pressures from the marketplace, the
state and trade unions.* Burgess perceives greater class polarisation and observes,
‘general intensification of class conflict after 1890, involving an increasingly
aggressive response from organisations representing both capital and labour.’*
Finally, Gray argues the 1890s witnessed, ‘the emergence of the new labourist class

organisation and consciousness’.*

Capital’s ability to resist organised labour was affected by inter-relationships
between firms. Although employers banded together to increase their influence, the
potency of such organisations is questionable. Mclvor, Johnston and Gospel argue
employers’ organisations were vigorous. Indeed, Mclvor and Johnston maintain

employers became increasingly class-conscious; in north-west England Mclvor

*> H.I. Dutton and J.E. King, ‘The Limits of Paternalism: the Cotton Tyrants of North Lancashire,
1836-54°, Social History, 7 (1982), p.60.

¥ Andrew Yarmie, ‘Employers’ Organisations in Mid-Victorian England’, International Review of
Social History, 25 (1980), p.209.

! Price, Labour, pp.94-95.
*> Mclvor, Organised, p.90. Johnston, Clydeside, p.2.
> Keith Burgess, The Challenge of Labour, (London, 1980), p.86.



observes, ‘powerful and effective employers’, organisations championing class
interests as a defensive response to trade unionism.’* Gospel states,
‘employers...hoped to deal with unions from a position of collective strength and
acted in the knowledge that their competitors were in the same position.’*
Alternatively, Phelps Brown, Tolliday and Zeitlin maintain British employers’
organisations were weak, divided and ineffectual.” Although Zeitlin maintains the
primacy of, ‘institutional forces’, in shaping, ‘relationships between workers and
employers’, he argues such institutions were generally weak.*® Zeitlin states

employers failed to establish supervisory and managerial hierarchies or powerful
organisations to articulate their class interests.*” Phelps Brown states individualism

characterised the engineering employers, whilst Zeitlin notes the industry’s diversity
prevented employers obtaining unity.”® Reid notes similar restrictions on

shipbuilders, compounded by the skilled nature of their workforce.” Finally, Yarmie
observes internal conflicts of interest resulting from intense competition, whilst large

employers only combined effectively when entire industries were threatened.>

Similarly, Reid maintains the working-class were also characterised by sectionalist

divisions and highlights conflicting interests stemming from differing cultures,

* Robert Gray, The Labour Aristocracy in Victorian Edinburgh, (Oxford, 1976), p.186.

“ Mclvor, Work, p.208. See also Johnston, Clydeside, p.2.

* Gospel, Markets, p.32.

47 Phelps Brown, Origins, p.135. Steven Tolliday and Jonathan Zeitlin, Shop Floor Bargaining and
the State - Historical and Comparative Perspectives, (Cambridge, 1985).

48 Zeitlin, ‘From’, pp.159-184.

¥ Ibid.

*® Phelps Brown, Origins, p.135. Jonathan Zeitlin, “The Internal Politics of Employer Organisation,
The Engineering Employers’ Federation, 1896-1939°, in Tolliday &Zeitlin, Power, pp.52-80.

>! Reid, ‘Employers’, p.48.

*2 Andrew Yarmie, ‘Employers’ Organisations in mid-Victorian Britain®, International Review of
Social History, 25 (1980}, pp.209-235.
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occupations and wages, as being the normal features of working-class experience,
whilst instances of class solidarity and common experience are viewed as unusual
occurrences.”® Further, Sabel states, ‘the workforce was regularly split along skill
lines into distinct groups, perpetuating themselves in different ways.””* McGuffie
argues from 1890-1914, ‘far from the working-class becoming more homogeneous
and unified, it has in reality become more diversified, heterogeneous and disunited.’”

This perception refutes the increasingly homogenised, organised working-class

depicted by Price, Knox, Kirk, MacRaild and Martin.

Examination of Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries will clarify such issues.
Further, Gray, Mclvor and Dickson endorse regional studies’ significance, whilst
Burgess argues, ‘the focus for analysis needs to be more regionally as well as
industrially specific.”® Despite its pivotal role in Scotland’s economy, Lanarkshire’s
ferrous metals manufacturing industries have received scant attention from
historians. In 1986 Duncan wrote, ‘we know next to nothing about collective
bargaining and trade union representation among that most numerous body of
ironworkers...the blast-furnacemen.””’ In 1996, McKinlay admitted, ‘we know

relatively little about the labour process or trade unionism in Scottish steelworks.”*
Indeed, historians have traditionally concentrated on industries like coal-mining,

shipbuilding and engineering. This has encouraged the development of fundamental

*? Alistair Reid, ‘Marxism and Revisionism in British Labour History’, Bulletin of the Society for the
Study of Labour History, 52:3 (1987), pp.46-8. Kirk, Change, p10.

>4 Charles Sabel, Work and Politics: The Division of Labour in Industry, (Cambridge, 1982), p.xi.

> McGuffie, Metal, p.ix.

** Gray, Labour, p.8. Mclvor, Organised, p.4. Dickson, Capital, p.3. Burgess, ‘Authority’, p.232.

>’ Robert Duncan, Wishaw, Life and Labour in a Lanarkshire Industrial Community, 1790-1914,
(Motherwell, 1986), p.88.
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misconceptions; More refers to, ‘the iron and steel industry’, ‘iron and steel
manufacture’, and, ‘iron and steel workers’.” Such phraseology promotes the
perception of a solitary industry where analogous workmen toiled. However, 1in
Lanarkshire from 1870-1900, the production of iron and steel was not the function of
a single industry. There were three separate iron and steel manufacturing industnes,
in which independent firms produced particular commodities for distinct markets at
different works using divergent productive techniques. The singularity of
Lanarkshire’s pig iron, malleable iron and steel industries reflected the peculiarity of
local minerals and the available technology. Integrated iron and steelworks,
manufacturing both pig iron and steel, did occur in Lanarkshire during the 19™
century and became common during the 20™ century, but from 1870-1900,

Lanarkshire’s ironworks and steelworks typically produced separate commodities.

In order to assess the extent of collectivism, independence, authority and autonomy,
this thesis shall be divided into five chapters. Chapter one will analyse the growth of
each industry. The hegemony of individual firms together with the strengths and
weaknesses of each industry will be discussed, with particular attention placed upon
co-operative ventures between firms to illustrate the level of collectivism amongst
capital. The term, ‘master’, used by Victorians to describe the owner of a
manufacturing enterprise, incorporates assumptions regarding dominance and power.
Although this may reveal Victorian employers’ self-perception or the manner in

which they wished to be regarded, the term shall be employed here as

> McKinlay, ‘Philosophers’, p.87.
> More, Skill, pp.119, 121, 143.
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interchangeable with more neutral vocabulary such as ‘employer’. Therefore, its use
is not an endorsement of capital’s dominance. Chapter two is a case study,
examining two companies in greater detail and illustrating any similarities or
discrepancies between firms. There is little insight gleamed from examining

managerial hegemony without comparison with capital’s nemesis. Indeed, Knox

argues the relationship between capital and labour as well as the wage/effort bargain,
‘can only be understood by examining the labour process and the material conditions
of the workers’.* Consequently, chapter three analyses labour in each industry,
examining the comparative influence and autonomy of various workers.
Relationships between labour groups shall be discussed together with trade union
development and wages, the reward for labour. Pre-decimal monetary terminology
and British imperial weights and measures will be employed in the discussion on
wages and output. In the Victorian period, twelve pence (12d.) comprised one
shilling (1s.), with twenty shillings making one pound (£1). Similarly, for weights,
one metric tonne equals 2,200 pounds (1bs), and one kilogram equals 2.21bs.

Imperial weights are depicted below.

Table 1. Imperial Weights

]l ton= 2240 Ibs. = 1018.18 kg.
1 hundredweight (cwt.) = 112 lbs. = 50.91 kg.

1 quarter (qtr.) = 28 lbs. = 12.73 kg.

1 stone (stn.) = 14 1bs. = 6.36 kg

* William Knox, Hanging by a Thread; the Scottish Cotton Industry, c1850-1914, (Cambridge,
1995), p.38.
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Although this thesis will attempt to illustrate the experience of each labour section, it
should be noted that the available sources favour certain groups, especially skilled
workmen, to a greater extent than others. Chapter four is a case study delineating
two groups of workmen 1n detail to clarify the extent of labour’s autonomy. Finally,
chapter five will examine conflict and compromise between capital and labour,
highlighting significant strikes in each industry and illustrating the mechanisms
established for mitigating disputes. The methodology encompasses examination of
primary sources including the minutes of arbitration boards, employers’ associations
and trade union reports. Government papers and the Reports of Royal Commissions
on Trade Unions (1867), Truck (1871), Wages (1887), and Labour (1892), provide
useful testimony from industrialists and unionists. Trade journals such as
Engineering and The Engineer, provide interesting comment on market conditions
and trade developments, whilst Lanarkshire’s newspapers provide comprehensive

coverage of strikes, events and local 1ssues.

Analysis of capital’s influence within Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries together

with the manifestation of labour autonomy within the workplace from 1870-1900,

may explain some of the apparent paradoxes of labour relations and provide evidence

in support or refutation of various historical hypotheses. This thesis shall examine

the nature of labour relations, the application of power within each industry as well

as the extent and limitations of authority, whilst the development of collectivisation

amongst labour and capital will be assessed. In particular this thesis shall explore the

disparity of Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries, together with the resilience of

individualism and independence amongst capital and labour from 1870-1900.

13



Chapter 1. Masters of Iron and Steel.

In any analysis of labour history, the masters’ role is of crucial significance;
particularly where the central issue considered is the extent of authority and
independence. Renfrew and Mclvor note the draconian attitudes of Scottish
employers, whilst Reid states that in comparison with northern England, ‘the west of
Scotland employers were more authoritarian and more anti-union, keen to seize any
opportunity to weaken or even destroy labour organisations.”’ Knox notes a linkage
between authoritarianism and independence, ‘Scottish employers were raised on the
virtues of self-help and individualism and these values instilled in them a steel-like
attitude to challenges to their authority.’? Alternatively, Melling argues employers
shifted emphasis from crude expressions of capitalist power, such as evictions and
lockouts, towards subtler forms of control, whilst Joyce emphasises compromise and
co-operation in labour relations.” Finally, Johnston declares, ‘the notion of the

Clydeside autocratic employer is a myth.”

To fully appreciate the extent and direction of managerial hegemony, 1t 1s first
necessary to examine the rise and prominence of the firms and industries 1n this
period. Therefore, sections one and two shall illustrate the development of
Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries, highlighting notable individuals and firms. In

section three, the relative strength of capital in each industry will be analysed and the

! Renfrew, ‘Militant’, p.164. Mclvor, Organised, p.115. Reid, ‘Employers’, p.38.
? Knox, Industrial, pp.159-160.

* Melling, “Non-commissioned’, pp.183-221. Joyce, Labour, p.67.
* Johnston, Clydeside, p.181.

14




various expressions of capitalistic power discussed.

1. Background

1.1 Pig Iron.

Lanarkshire’s extensive mineral deposits were mined since the medieval period,
although ironworks were not established until the late 18" and early 19" centuries.
By the 1820s there were various pits around Coatbridge operated by masters
including William Dixon, James Merry and William Baird. Since 1792, the
Monkland Canal linked Lanarkshire’s coalfield with Glasgow, whilst from 1826 the
Monkland & Kirkintilloch Railway enhanced communications, reduced
transportation costs and was financed by local industrialists including Merry and
Dixon.” Despite the growth of coal-mining, the area was considered uneconomic for
iron manufacture until James Beaumont Neilson pioneered efficient utilisation of
local minerals at Calder in 1828. The ‘hot blast process’ achieved higher
temperatures and greater fuel efficiency, transforming Lanarkshire’s splint coal and
blackband ironstone into the 1deal fuel and raw material for pi1g iron production. This
new technology triggered the rapid industrialisation of Coatbridge, particularly after

Neilson’s patent expired in 1839.°

> Strathkelvin District Libraries and Museums, The Monkland and Kirkintilloch Railway,
(Strathkelvin, 1976), p 4.

® Engineering, 15 Jan.1875. PJ Riden, ‘The Iron Industry’, in Roy Church, (ed.), The Dynamics of
Victorian Business, Problems and Perspectives to the 1870s, (London, 1980), p.67.
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Table 2. Lanarkshire’s Pig Ironworks.’

No. of Blast-furnaces

1799| 1842 | |
Clyde, Dunlop& Wilson.  [Rutherglen | 1786 | 6] 5| S
Omoa, Robert Stuart Shotts 1789 1868 | |
Calder, Wm.Dixon. _ [Coatbridge |  1800] 1921] 8 6] 6
Shotts, ShottsIronCo.  [Shotts | 1801 1947 7} 5| 6
Chapelhall, Monkland Iron &Steel Co. [Chapelhall | 1825] 1886] 3| 3]
Gartsherrie, Wm. Baird &Co. _ [Coatbridge | 1828] 1967] 16| 14] 12
Dundyvan, Dunlop & Wilson. _ |Coatbridge |  1833] 1868] | | |
Calderbank, Monkland Iron &Steel Co. [Airdrie | 1835| 1887] 6] 6]
Summerlee, Summerlee &Mossend Co. 1”
Coltness, ColtnessIronCo.  |Newmains | 1837} 1927 12} 12| 9
Carnbroe, Merry &Cunninghame  |Coatbridge |~ 1838] 1921] 6] 6| 5
Castlehill, Shotts IronCo.  |Carluke |  1838]  1884] 3] 3]
Coatbridge | 1841 _1o19] 8] 7| 5
Wishaw,GI&SC.  |Wishaw |  1858] 1930 3| 3| 4
Quarter, Dunlop &Wilson Hamilton |  1865| 1887 4] 5|
Total Number of blast-furnaces _—_m

The ironworks depicted in table two were typically created in the early part of the
19™ century and often spawned large industrial conglomerates producing extensive
wealth and power for their owners. The Bairds of Gartsherrie became Scotland’s
largest pig iron manufacturer. (See chapter two.) In Airdrie, James Merry assumed

control of his father’s coal business in 1836. In 1838 he partnered Alexander

Cunninghame and briefly Alexander Allison, to construct Carnbroe ironworks.

Merry &Cunninghame expanded into Ayrshire forming Glengarnock Iron Company

in 1842 and creating Ardeer ironworks in 1854. After Cunninghame’s death, the

firm became a public limited company, Merry was chairman and JC Cunninghame,

Alexander’s nephew, became Managing Director. In 1871 the company’s profits

" George Thomson, (ed.), ‘The County of Lanark’, in, The Third Statistical Account of Scotland,
(Glasgow, 1960), p.47.
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totalled £277,000, having averaged over £125,000 annually since 1861.° By 1875 the
firm controlled twenty blast-furnaces, twenty-three collieries and twenty-six iron ore
mines, employing over 5,000 men. Following Merry’s death 1n 1877, JC
Cunninghame, his son John and Robert Muir managed the firm. John Cunninghame
became Chairman of the Scottish Coal Masters’ Association and Vice-President of

the Iron and Steel Institute, reflecting the firm’s importance.

William Dixon settled in Lanarkshire in 1770, becoming chief partner and ultimately
owner of Calder ironworks. His family erected Wilsontown ironworks, whilst WS
Dixon, (William’s grandson), built Govan ironworks 1n 1843 and partnered his father
at Calder by 1862. The firm held, ‘very extensive coal and ironstone mines’, in
Lanarkshire and several adjacent counties, and owned two steamships transporting
Spanish ironstone.” In 1873, Engineering stated, ‘William Dixon (Limited) has
become possessed of an immense business.””® In 1877, the firm employed from
5,000-6,000 hands and operated eleven blast-furnaces by 1886. WS Dixon’s death in

1880 terminated family involvement. Nevertheless, ‘the operations of this

company...have become very extensive and of great industrial and commercial

importance.’"!

The Neilson family had numerous industrial connections; Walter Neilson was
associated with Dixon at Govan ironworks, his son John ran Oakbank Engineering

works and James Beaumont Neilson was his second son. John Neilson’s sons,

® Engineering, 23 Aug.1872.
? Ibid, 11 Apr.1873.
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Walter and William, trained at Oakbank; Walter partnered his father, with George
and John Wilson in ‘Wilson & Company’, founders of Summerlee rronworks.
Another son, Hugh, had extensive interests in merchant shipping. In 1840 the
Neilsons founded Mossend ironworks to produce malleable 1iron. Around 1870,
Walter Neilson acquired Summerlee with his brother Hugh and two sons. By 1884
Summerlee Iron Company owned, ‘very extensive mining properties in Lanarkshire,
Stirlingshire, Dumbartonshire and Renfrewshire’, working coal and ironstone.'? The
firm produced 1,000 tons of coal daily, 85,000 tons of pig iron annually and their
steamship imported Spanish ore. William Neilson managed Mossend until 1882,
when his son James gained control. Finally, Walter and Hugh Neilson, with several

partners, formed Clydebridge Steel Company Ltd. in 1887 at Cambuslang. In 1896,

the Summerlee &Mossend Company were:

Iron and coalmasters, and iron and steel manufacturers, chemical manufacturers,
engineers, iron founders, brickmakers and manufacturers of products from
metals and minerals and other substances, shipowners, carriers, storekeepers,
traders and dealers in metals, minerals and in any other business the Company

may think capable of being convenient or advantageously carried out."

Lanarkshire contained various smaller pig ironmasters. In 1870, Monkland Iron

&Steel Company employed 2,000 men, produced 20,000 tons of pig and 10,000 tons

% Ibid.
"' Engineering, 25 June 1880.
> Engineering, 29 Aug.1884.

'* North Lanarkshire Archives, (henceforth NLA), Articles of Association, Summerlee &Mossend,
Iron &Steel Company Ltd., June 1896. COTSL87:020:1.
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of malleable iron annually, and owned various collieries." Robert Addie, Robert
Miller and Patrick Rankine established Langloan ironworks in 1841, but from 1860-
1897 Addie’s family had complete ownership.” In 1864, Robert Addie &Sons were
valued at £40,000 and controlled collieries at Rosehall and Viewpark." Henry
Houldsworth created Coltness Iron Company and erecting two blast-furnaces by 1839
and constructed Dalmellington ironworks in Ayrshire in 1849. By 1899, Coltness
had nine furnaces, an ammonia-recovery works, extensive mineral properties,
brickworks and a small steel foundry with capital estimated at £800,000."” Even the

smallest firms possessed numerous pits to fuel their ironworks; Clyde ironworks

owned Bogleshole No.2 and No.4 pits, Carmyle No.1, Easterhill, Newton No.1, No.2

and Kenmuir No.2 between 1879 and 1902.%

From the 1830s various Monklands ironmasters extended their financial enterprises
into the mid-Lanark mineral fields. The Bairds, Merry, the Neilsons and Dixon,

together with indigenous, landowners and industrialists including Lord Belhaven,

Henry Houldsworth and John Watson, financed the Wishaw &Coltness railway,
completed in 1844.” The new railway joined the Monkland &Kirkintilloch,
completing the link with Glasgow and accelerating industrialisation; 1in 1840,

Wishaw had three pits, but by 1851 there were fifteen and the population had

14 dirdrie Advertiser, 18 Dec.1869.
'3 Engineering, 8 Oct.1897.

' Andrew Miller, The Rise and Progress of Coatbridge and Surrounding Neighbourhood, (Glasgow,
1864), p.125.

'" Engineering, 21 July 1899.

' NLA, 1992/225, Wages of Furnacemen and Miners, Clyde Ironworks, 1879-1920.
'> Robert Duncan, Steelopolis, the Making of Motherwell, c.1750-1939, (Motherwell, 1991), pp.20-21.
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doubled.”

Figure 1. Coltness Pig Ironworks, ¢1890. The loaded railway wagons illustrate the importance of
transportation networks.

By financing the transportation infrastructure, pig ironmasters opened the area for
development and expanded their own commercial interests. Indeed, Lanarkshire’s
pig ironmasters owned 1ironworks and numerous pits throughout west central
Scotland.”’ Although smaller than certain foreign competitors, the geographical
expanse and scale of operations undertaken by even the smallest producer
emphasises the firms’ financial and economic strength, casting doubt upon Mclvor’s
assertion that, ‘British companies remained relatively fragmented and small in
scale.”” It also negated the development of a close personal relationship between

masters and employees. Consequently, 1f the paternalist relationship described by

Duncan, Wishaw, p.37.

*' Alan Campbell, The Lanarkshire Miners — a Social History of their Trade Unions, 1775-1874,
(Edinburgh, 1979), p.98.
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Joyce had existed, prior to 1870 it became weakened by the excessive size and

geographical extent of pig iron companies.

1.2 Malleable Iron.

By the 1840s a new branch of the iron industry developed; wrought iron, known in
Scotland as ‘malleable’ or ‘finished’ iron was used to construct bridges, ship-plates,
boiler-plates and rails. Thirteen malleable ironworks operated in the Monklands 1n
1870.2 Coatbridge also became the foremost Scottish producer of malleable iron
tubes following the foundation of the Caledonian works in 1844. Malleable
ironworks employed pig iron as a raw material, which encouraged some pig
ironmasters to diversify. Dundyvan and Calderbank contained malleable works,
whilst Mossend ranked among the largest producers in Scotland by 1876.** Although
pig iron manufacture constituted a simple refining operation, malleable iron
production required more sophisticated, capital-intensive production processes,
incorporating puddling, shingling and rolling operations. (See chapter three.)
Therefore, many firms remained within or, after initial diversification, reverted to
coal and pig iron markets; Merry &Cunningham and Bairds put Motherwell
malleable ironworks into liquidation in 1849, which was acquired by Glasgow Iron

Company, (GIC), together with Lord Belhaven’s Wishaw ironworks in the 1860s. In

1872, only the Bairds at Muirkirk, together with Dixon’s at Govan and Monkland

22 Mclvor, Organised, p.15.

% George Thomson, ‘The Iron Industry of the Monklands — an introduction’, Scottish Business
History, 5.2 (1982), p.32.

2% Thomson, ‘Iron’, p.37. Anthony Slaven, ‘John Neilson’, in Anthony Slaven and Sydney Checkland,

(eds.), Dictionary of Scottish Business Biography, Vol.l, the Staple Industries, (Aberdeen, 1986),
p.56.
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produced malleable and pig iron.”’

A new breed of ironmaster emerged within the malleable industry. Whilst many pig
ironmasters in the 1830s and 1840s were financially vigorous coalmasters integrating
forwards, most malleable ironmasters commencing business in the 1850s and 1860s
possessed limited wealth. Significantly less capital was required to found malleable
ironworks; in 1802, Calder pig ironworks, containing two blast-furnaces, cost around
£20,000 to create, compared with £4,000-£5,000 required for a malleable ironworks
in the 1860s.2* Gartcosh malleable ironworks, containing eight puddling and two
reheating furnaces, two forge trains, a merchant and guide mill, two steam hammers
and various tools, buildings and steam engines, was purchased in 1871 for £7,010.”
Some skilled ironworkers possessed the resources to become ironmasters. Miller
states, ‘those engaged in the trade, particularly the rollers and furnacemen, earned
such big money that it was mainly from their ranks that the future active partners
and/or executive directors were drawn to form new companies.”® Richard Dimnack,
an English roller, and Hugh Martin, a Scottish heater, founded Merryston ironworks
in 1851. In 1858 Dimnack also founded Drumpellier ironworks with Richard
Henderson.”” John McAra, a shingler at Gartness, co-founded Rochsolloch

ironworks, whilst George Garrett, a roller at Clifton, co-founded Waverley in 1881.%

James Kerr, a former puddler, became master of Etna ironworks.” Finally, Thomas

25 JC Carr & AEG Wright, History of the British Steel Industry, (London, 1962), p.82.

26 George Thomson, Iron Industry of the Monklands, unpublished manuscript, pp.18-19.

2 Engineering, 28 May 1869, 22 Dec.1871. Thomson, ‘Iron’, pp.36-37.

28 Thomas Miller, The Monkland Tradition, (Edinburgh, 1948), p.45.

> Thomson, ‘Iron’, pp.37-38.

* Ibid, p.38.

*! James Kerr, ‘The Manufacture of Wrought Iron’, Journal of the West of Scotland Iron and Steel
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Ellis worked as a puddler and roller in Shropshire. Ellis became a partner at Globe
and Phoenix 1ironworks and erected ironworks at Dundyvan around 18358, ‘since
grown to be the most extensive establishment of the sort in Scotland’.** Ellis
partnered his father-in-law, James Leonard, a former roller at Dundyvan, forming
North British ironworks in 1869.” Therefore, a significant portion of malleable
ironmasters’ originated from the shop-floor; further differentiating them from pig

ironmasters whose background generally lay in agriculture or mining.

The development of iron manufacture stimulated associated industrial enterprises
including mining, tool-making, engineering and foundry work. Widespread
economic activity triggered monumental changes to the environment and social
structure. In 1830 Lanarkshire was predominately agricultural with few substantial
towns. By 1870, the continued expansion of the iron and coal industries transformed
Lanarkshire and facilitated the growth of towns like Coatbridge, Wishaw and
Motherwell, whilst numerous villages including Newarthill, Mossend and Newmains
mushroomed around the pits and ironworks. Labour-intensive industries encouraged
immigration, creating an unparalleled increase of 1.25 million people in Lanarkshire
from 1801-1911.* Amenities lagged behind population growth, creating various
social problems including over-crowding, inadequate sanitation and insufficient
water supplies in Motherwell by 1887. In Coatbridge, ‘the ironworks vomit their

filth into the motionless stream, and the waters are red, black, or brown’.”

Institute’ [henceforth JWSISI), Vol.3, (Glasgow, 1896), p.206.

*2 Engineering, 1 Aug.1884.

> Thomson, ‘Iron’, p.38.

** Thompson, Cambridge, p.3.

3% John Stewart, The Iron Burgh and Other Sketches, (Coatbridge, 1912), p.11.
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Numerous works’ chimneys caused air pollution exacerbating poor levels of public

health. Coatbridge lay:

Within a crescent of blast-furnaces, and in the town are a large number of rolling
mills, forges and tube works, the hundred chimneys of which form quite a forest

of brickwork capped with fire...Dense clouds of smoke roll over 1t incessantly

and impart to all the buildings a particularly dingy aspect.*

To penniless immigrants arriving in search of work and opportunities, the
Lanarkshire ironmasters’ authority was both physical and psychological. Their works
commanded the landscape and overwhelmed the senses. Wherever the eye could see
it was confronted with the evidence of their energy, wealth and power. Pit bings and
chimneys towered over towns and villages. The various works produced an all-
pervasive noise and the numerous furnaces resulted in Lanarkshire becoming known
as, ‘the land of fire’.”” Clouds of smoke hung permanently over Coatbridge and
Motherwell, reducing visibility and choking lungs, whilst at night the glaring
furnaces illuminated the night-sky to the extent that newspapers could be read in
central Coatbridge, despite the absence of street-lighting.>® The most eloquent
testimony to the almost omnipotent power of the 19" century industrialist came from
Reverend Hamilton, who commented that Lanarkshire’s ironmasters, ‘turned day into

might and mght into day!’® However, it can be argued that much of the masters’

** David Bremner, The Industries of Scotland, their Rise, Progress, and Present Condition,
(Edinburgh, 1869), pp.35-36.

*’F. Groome, (ed.) Ordnance Gazeteer of Scotland. (Edinburgh, 1886), p.47.
*® Bremner, Industries, p.36.

*> William Hamilton, Work and Prayer, (Coatbridge, 1937).
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power was illusory. To accurately assess managerial hegemony, it is necessary to

analyse each industry from 1870-1900.

2. The Iron and Steel Industries, 1870-1900.

2.1 Pig Iron

Pig ironmasters’ authority was built upon the bedrock of financial might. By 1870,
Lanarkshire dominated the Scottish pig iron industry and ranked 1n the largest three
manufacturing districts in Britain. Output reached 1,080,000 tons 1n 1872, rising to
1,160,000 tons in 1899. Enormous stocks were placed 1n public warrant stores
administered by Connal &Co. in Glasgow, which amassed 1,034,427 tons in 1889.
Pig iron warrants were valued like currency and traded on the Glasgow Exchange, or,
‘iron ring’, by brokers. Successful brokers achieved massive profits; in January 1880
Alexander Donaldson left estate worth over £190,000 despite his youth. Conversely,
John Swan &Brothers Ltd. went into liquidation in 1890, when prices plummeted.
Such firms formed professional bodies including the Iron Brokers’ Association and
the Glasgow Association of Iron Merchants. Lanarkshire’s pig iron was desirable
because of, ‘superior quality...which renders it exceedingly serviceable for foundry
purposes’.*” Nonetheless, quality varied and individual ironworks’ produce was
valued at different rates. Lanarkshire’s prices were quoted in almost every industrial
market 1n the world and constituted a notable part of the global economy. Orders
from New York were cabled to Glasgow from 1882, whilst other British
manufacturing districts and foreign firms had resident representatives on the Glasgow

Exchange. However, Lanarkshire’s ironmasters did not possess economic
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dominance. The Cleveland area of north-eastern England was Lanarkshire’s
principal competitor, producing pig iron that was generally cheaper and inferior for
foundry work, but acceptable to Lanarkshire’s malleable producers, thus bolstering

their independence from Lanarkshire’s pig ironmasters.

Dickson highlights Scotland’s economic vulnerability to cyclical fluctuations,
apparent in the demand and profitability of Lanarkshire’s pig iron.*! In the early
1870s the industry experienced an unprecedented boom mainly fuelled by exports.
1872 was described as, ‘the most remarkable [year]...experienced in the whole
history of the iron trade of Scotland.’* In 1870, the average price per ton was fifty-
eight shillings, which accelerated to 101s. in 1872. Indeed, prices rose from ninety to
124s. in three weeks.*” However, by 1878, ‘the depression which now prevails in the
pig iron market is...quite unequalled at any time during the last thirty years.’* Trade
was re-invigorated from 1880 by American demand, before another slump in 1884.
The Monkland Iron Company went into liquidation and Quarter’s furnaces were
permanently extinguished in 1887. Trade revived in 1889 and slowly increased
during the 1890s, mainly resulting from steel manufacturers’ demand, whilst warrant
prices in 1899 were the highest for twenty-five years.** Carr and Wright argue

cyclical demand encouraged the development of arbitration procedures in Britain’s

“ Engineering, 16 Jan.1874.

*! Tony Dickson, Scottish Capitalism, Class State and Nation from before the Union to the Present.
(London, 1980), p.195.

‘> Engineering, 17 Jan.1873.
“ Ibid.

¢ Ibid, 29 Nov.1878.
¥ Ibid, 13 June 1890, 12 Jan.1900.
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iron and steel industries.* (See chapter five.) Although this failed to occur until 1900,
fluctuating profitability did produce varying levels of managerial hegemony, which

will be discussed in section three.

British pig ironworks were increasingly threatened by foreign competition; in 1880,
America equalled and by 1900 doubled Britain’s output.’” American prices
eventually dominated the Glasgow market, whilst German demand fell reflecting
Lanarkshire’s declining reputation for quality, as blackband ironstone diminished,
prompting several firms to purchase Spanish iron ore mines. In 1900 American
prices fuelled another Scottish boom with prices rising the furthest for twenty years.
Foreign competition reduced exports and increased pig ironmasters’ reliance upon
domestic markets. Indeed, Lanarkshire’s burgeoning steel industry became
increasingly important to pig ironmasters who augmented production of hematite
iron, which was the preferred iron for steel-making. In 1897, out of seventy-seven
blast-furnaces, six made basic 1ron, thirty-four made hematite iron and thirty-seven
worked hematite ore. Few pig tronmasters produced steel except those already
manufacturing malleable iron, although Merry &Cunninghame commenced
production at Glengarnock in 1885. This might reflect pig ironmasters’ inexperience
of the required techniques, the steel industry’s intensive competition, the greater
potential for industrial conflict with skilled labour, or simply a lack of foresight. The
Houldsworths considered steel-making around 1888, but the family’s iron-making

heritage and insufficient technical knowledge restricted Coltness to steel founding

% Carr &Wright, History, p.93.
*" Burnham &Hoskins, Iron, p.39.
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and ultimately a concentration on coal-mining as their pig iron business declined.*
Although Merry &Cunninghame integrated forwards, from 1870-1900, only the
Glasgow Iron Company (GIC) integrated backwards from malleable iron and steel to
pig iron production, constructing three blast-furnaces in 1884. The enormous
financial outlay dissuaded other malleable producers from manufacturing pig iron,

reinforcing the industries’ separation and ironmasters’ independent character.

Pig iron firms did diversify into the production of ammonia, recovered from blast-
furnace gases. This was pioneered at Gartsherrie in 1879, followed by Summerlee
and Langloan in 1882, and Govan in 1888.* By 1895, 95,503 tons of ammonia
sulphate was produced in Scotland, rising to 107,657 tons in 1896. Howeyver,
ironmasters often preferred to subcontract ammonia production. R&J Dempster, gas
engineers, leased ammonia plants at Carnbroe and Shotts. Dempster even bought
Langloan ironworks in 1899 to establish ammonia works.*® Consequently, at
Langloan pig iron became a by-product of ammonia production rather than vice
versa. The reluctance to diversify was mirrored by limited technical innovation.
Indeed, Burnham and Hoskins describe the pig iron industry as, ‘stationary’.”® From
1870-1900, there were fewer blast-furnaces, but size and fuel-efficiency increased.
In 1879 Summerlee had four of the largest furnaces in Scotland, seventy feet high,
with closed tops.”® Average furnace output rose from 182 tons per week 1n 1876 to

216 1n 1885, whilst the quantity in blast fell from 116 in 1876 to ninety in 1885.

*® John Carvel, The Coltness Iron Company, (Edinburgh, 1948), pp.61-71.

¥ 1. Gillespie, ‘Notes on the evolution of Blast Furnace Recovery Plant’, JW/SISI, Vol.XII, No.2,
(Jan.1905), pp.50-51.

>0 The Engineer, 6 Oct.1899.
°! Burnham &Hoskins, Iron &Steel, p.38.
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However, basic techniques altered imperceptibly, contradicting Littler’s claim that

iron and steel industries were, “at the forefront of industrial change’.”

Various firms adopted limited liability status, including Shotts in 1871, the
Monkland Company and Merry &Cunninghame in 1872.>* William Dixon Ltd. was
created in 1873; Addie &Sons altered status in 1892 and Coltness in 1899. However,
Dixons retained majority share-holdings, whilst the Coltness company’s, “first
directors will consist chiefly of members of the Houldsworth family and other
persons already interested in the concern’. Therefore, capital was generated without
relinquishing control and altered status made little difference to company policies,
contesting Joyce’s argument that paternalism’s demise partly resulted from the
growth of public limited companies.”® Consequently, Lanarkshire’s pig iron industry
was technically inanimate with limited alterations to managerial authority. Although
increasingly threatened by competitors from 1870-1900, pig ironmasters failed to

diversify, mechanise or re-organise management structures sufficiently to prevent

overall decline during the pertod.

2.2 Malleable Iron
In 1870 Britain was the world’s largest producer of malleable 1iron. The industry was

created, ‘under a regime of sturdy individualistic efforts’, and followed similar

> Engineering, 22 Aug.1879.
> Littler, Development, p.73.

** Engineering, 21 June 1872.
> Ibid, 30 May 1873, 21 July 1899.

*® Patrick Joyce, ‘Languages of Reciprocity and Conflict; a further Response to Richard Price’, Social
History, 9 (1984), p.225.
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cyclical peaks and troughs to pig iron.”” Few pig ironmasters entered the trade; Carr
and Wright note, ‘most of Scotland’s wrought iron was manufactured in independent
establishments.”® Like pig iron, malleable iron was graded for sale at different
prices, traded in the Glasgow market and Cleveland remained the keenest competitor.
However, whilst most pig iron was exported the domestic shipbuilding industry was
malleable iron’s greatest consumer, with a meagre export market. In 1871,
Engineering noted, ‘shipbuilding iron is in such great request that the Scotch makers
cannot overtake their orders.”” However, during the 1880s malleable 1iron was
displaced as the shipbuilders’ and engineers’ material of choice; British production of
malleable iron totalled 2.5 million tons in 1870, consuming 43.7% of pig iron
production, but only 23.5% in 1890 and 13% in 1900, as larger stocks were used to
manufacture steel.®® Although malleable iron declined nationally, in Scotland 1t
retained significance. In 1898, Engineering reported the continuing demand and in
1899 noted, ‘prices remain at the topmost pitch.’® The industry’s survival resulted

from the development of alternative products, including chain iron, hoops and tubes.

In 1895, James Kerr, Etna’s ironmaster observed:

Twelve or thirteen years ago anyone who ventured to express the opinion that
malleable iron was not doomed to be totally superseded by steel would have

been laughed at...Although steel has developed locally to an enormous extent,

still, in this district at the present moment there is a greater output of malleable

*’ Burnham &Hoskins, Iron &Steel, p.37.
*8 Carr &Wright, History, p.82.

*> Engineering, S May 1871.

*® Burnham &Hoskins, Iron &Steel, p.157.
°! Engineering, 7 Jan.1898, 29 Dec.1899.

30



iron than there ever was.%?

Table 3. Lanarkshire’s Malleable Ironworks.*

No. of Furnaces

Name  [Location _[Founded |Closed | 1864] 1888 1901
Coldetbank ____|Amdre | 1839 1889 8] 68|
Dundyvan ___|Coatbridge | 1839] 1868 6| _ |
Garmess || 1sao| tees| _1g] |
Mossend __|Mossend | 1840] __1o00] 28] 60|
Motherwall ___ |[Mofherwell | ___1845] __1o03] | 50| 33
Morryston ____|Coatbridge _|____ 1851 1sss| 10| |
Coats  |Coatordse | | iesa] 18] 31| 14
(Phosmx  [Coatoridge | 1857 | [ |
NormBrmsh | | | tees| | |
Globe | | ses| _iesa] | |
Seoti] | [ s weosl | |
Rochsolloch _|Awade | 1sss| | 1| 14| 36
Drampellier _ JAwdrie | 1858 _ 1502] _ 19] 18] 19
Excelior  [Wishaw | 1863 | 23| 34 20
Coatridge  [Coabridge | || | |
Tuplate __[Coatordge _|____1864] | 3| 13 14
Gartcosh _|Gartcosh _|____18es| | | 7 7
North Britshl _[Coatbridge | ____1868] _1o27] | 37| 34
Ciydesdale  [Mossend | 1870 | | | %
Dalzell  |Motherwell [ 1871 || 30
Milwood __ [Wishaw__ | 1s72] | [ ¢ 9o
Crown __|Coatoridge | 187 o3| | 11| 12
Milton Tinplate _ |Motherwell | 1877 1883 | |
Woodside ___|Coatbridge _|___1878] __1950] | 10| 11
Pater _ [Wishaw | 1sso _foss| | 12| 13
Waverley [Coatbridge | 1881 | | 16| 25
Dundyvan [Coatoridge | 1883 | | 10| 14
Globe Il |Motherwell | 13| _ to2i] | 12| 21
e I 1 T I R
By | [ s | [ 0] 1
Coatbridge ___[Craignek | 1855 __1o13] | 10| 10
Stenton______[Wishaw___[___ 1895 _to23] | | 18
Victoria______[Coatoridge | ___189s] ___ | | | 14
Total [ 11 ] 274 508 409

Note - Works bracketed represent the same site renamed by different owners.

This qualifies the arguments of Knox, Riden, Burn, Clegg, Fox and Thompson who

52 Kerr, ‘Manufacture’ pp.208-209.
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perceive malleable iron’s displacement during the 1880s.% Continued demand was

reflected by a net increase of eight new malleable ironworks from 1870-1900,

depicted in table three.®

There were various important differences between malleable and pig ironworks.
Although MacRaild and Martin claim the 1870s witnessed, ‘the erection of huge iron
and steel mills’, malleable ironworks were smaller, but more capital-intensive than
pig ironworks.® In 1884 Dundyvan contained nearly 500 steam engines, ‘forty
puddling furnaces, ten mill furnaces, two forge trains, four steam hammers and five
separate rolling mills’.*” Masters usually owned a single ironworks employing
several hundred workmen, although Coats employed 500 men in 1880 and Mossend
contained 2,000 in 1876.%° A similar process manufactured steel. Therefore,
malleable firms were ideally situated for diversification. Indeed, Victoria ironworks
was created to manufacture merchant iron bars with the option of diversifying into
steel production. Malleable ironmasters did not generally produce pig iron or coal
and purchased fuel externally. However, certain firms, including GIC, owned
malleable works at St. Rollox, Motherwell and Wishaw, in addition to various
collieries and brickworks. Like other malleable producers, GIC ultimately
manufactured steel, but its greater operating scale and larger financial reserves

uniquely facilitated pig iron production, making GIC the only malleable producer to

** Thomson, Third Statistical Account, p.31.

* Knox, Industrial, p.133. Riden, ‘Iron’, p.78. DL Burn, The Economic History of Steelmaking,
1867-1939, (1940), p.82. HA. Clegg, Allan Fox & AF Thompson, History of British Trade Unions
since 1889, Vol.1, 1889-1910, (Oxford, 1964), p.23.

% Thomson, Iron, p.32.

° MacRaild &Martin, Labour, p.8.
67 Engineering, 1 Aug.1884.
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erect blast-furnaces in Lanarkshire during the period.

2.3 Steel

Several ironworks produced limited quantities of steel since the early 19" century.
Whilst local industrialists swiftly realised steel’s advantages, technical difficulties
retarded the industry’s development. Although Henry Bessemer experimented at
Calder, Lanarkshire’s pig iron contained excessive sulphur and phosphorous causing
Bessemer’s abandonment of the process, which subsequently achieved success in
England during the 1850s. Consequently, steel production remained negligible and
Lanarkshire’s pig ironmasters encompassed significantly greater wealth and power

than malleable iron or steelmasters from 1830-1870.

During the 1870s steel became increasingly sought after. The Royal Navy’s senior

architect commented, ‘steel must eventually displace iron in shipbuilding’.” This
was reflected by the creation of Scotland’s first steelworks by the Steel Company of
Scotland, (SCS), at Hallside near Rutherglen in 1873. Rising demand from existing
maritime customers convinced various malleable producers to either completely
convert or add steel to their existing product. In 1881, Dalzell produced

Motherwell’s first commercial steel ingots and William Neilson adapted Mossend to

contain five Siemens twelve-ton steel furnaces.”

68 Engineering, 6 Feb.1880.
® Ibid, 25 June 1880.
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Scotland’s steel industry received further impetus in 1882 when Gilchrist introduced
h1s, ‘basic Bessemer process’, employing phosphoric pig iron to produce steel.

Merry &Cunninghame and GIC, which became the Glasgow Iron &Steel Company
(GI&SCo.), quickly adopted Gilchnist’s Basic Bessemer process, although both
subsequently converted to Siemens manufacture in 1893. In 1885, Merry
&Cunninghame’s guests at Glengarnock, ‘witnessed every stage of the
manufacturing of basic steel, from the tapping of the blast-furnace, on through the
Bessemer Converter, to the casting, hammering and rolling of the ingots into finished
plates’.”? In Coatbridge the Woodside Steel &Iron Company was formed in 1883. In

1886, Coats, Drumpellier and Phoenix commenced steel-making. Engineering

declared:

Scotland now bids fair to secure a position in the steel-making industry not

much, if at all, inferior to that long held by the Sheffield district. Coatbridge has
been for many years most extensively identified with the iron trade...it is only
now that it is beginning to go in for the steel trade; but the need for its doing so

has been abundantly demonstrated by recent experience.”

By 1887, Lanarkshire produced more Siemens steel than any other region. There

were six large works; Newton, Blochairn, Parkhead, Dalzell, Clydesdale and

Mossend, (see table four). Continuous expansion was fuelled by rising demand. In

0 Engineering, 2 Apr.1875.
" Ibid, 2 June 1882.

" Ibid, 14 Aug.1885.

B Ibid, 7 May 1886.
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1887, Engineering noted, ‘this extraordinary alteration in the condition of things - a
revolution, as it might almost be termed - has been brought about by the placing of
orders for an unlooked for large quantity of steel for shipbuilding and other
purposes.’’™ Finally, instead of converting malleable works, some firms specifically
established steelworks including Clydebridge and the Lanarkshire Steel Company.
The Bessemer process involved the integration of iron and steel manufacture and
incorporated the charging of molten pig iron into steel converters. Alternatively, the
Siemens process charged solidified pig iron. The predominance of Siemens over the
Bessemer process 1in Lanarkshire further encouraged steelmasters independence from
ironmasters. McGuffie notes, ‘steel could be economically produced in small plants

without the integration associated with the Bessemer process’.”

Table 4. Lanarkshire’s Principal Steel Manufacturing Firms.

Works/Principle owner Location Production Commenced

Newton, SCS Hallside 1873

Dalzell, David Colville &Sons.

Motherwell 1881

Blochairn, SCS

Glasgow 1880

Mossend, Neilson.

Mossend 1881 |

Clydesdale, Bain &Mc¢Corkindale

Mossend 1884

Parkhead, Beardmore.

Glasgow 1879

Clydebridge, Neilson Cambuslang | 1887

Lanarkshire, John Strain. Flemington 1889

Wishaw, GI&SCo.

Wishaw 1885

" Engineering, 9 Dec.1887.
” McGuffie, Metal, p.xxxii.
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By 1890, Lanarkshire was the heart of Scotland’s steel industry and among the UK’s
largest manufacturing districts. In 1892, Britain produced 2,916,640 tons including
1,418,830 tons of Siemens steel. ‘Scotland...occupies first place for open-hearth
steel, the make having been 461,967 tons’.” Steel furnaces developed from around

twelve to forty tons capacity from 1881-1900.

Figure 2. Dalzell steelworks, Motherwell, ¢1895. In 1881, Dalzell was the first of many malleable

ironworks to produce steel and became one of the largest steel manufacturers in Scotland by 1900.

Steel billets were propelled along these rollers (foreground) by teams of labourers.

By 1899, Colville’s emerged among the most powerful producers in Scotland.
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‘Colville &Sons...are apparently striving to gain the premier position in the kingdom
for the manufacture of open-hearth steel.””’ Colville’s were challenged by the
Lanarkshire Steel Company’s construction of, ‘five big melting furnaces...and a
powerful rolling mill’.”® By 1900, steelmasters accumulated personal wealth that

rivalled pig ironmasters; at his death in 1898, David Colville left over £225,000.”

However, like pig and malleable ironmasters, the steelmasters experienced
intensifying competition. The vast increase in productive capacity overtook demand,
which collapsed 1n 1892, revealing steelmasters’ lack of co-operation. The industry
was hampered further by English competition and industrial action at the points of
supply and demand. The miners’ strike in 1894 forced many steelworks to close
from insufficient fuel. Further, the Clydeside engineers’ dispute in 1895 slashed
consumption until 1896, when, ‘very extensive ship-building orders’, revived steel
production until 1900.*° In 1897 Jeremiah Head, President of the Iron and Steel
Institute, noted, ‘the severe competition between different districts and countries, has
compelled more and more attention to be paid to all expedients which promise to
save labour, time and other elements.”® Despite the industry’s expanded economic

significance by 1900, commercial pressures reinforced the importance of managerial

authority over labour,

'® Engineering, 7 Apr.1893.
"7 Ibid, 6 Jan.1899.

"® Ibid.

” Engineering, 2 Dec.1898.
*0 Engineering, 6 Nov.1896.
*! Engineering, 14 May 1897.
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The firms that composed Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries were not
homogenous. Iron manufacture encompassed two completely different products
competing in separate markets. Although several firms manufactured both
commodities, the majority concentrated upon a single product, underlining the
industries separation and reinforcing Payne’s point, ‘the ironmasters did not make
steel and the steelmasters did not make iron’.** Although the pig iron industry
remained static throughout the period, the malleable iron industry was in flux
throughout the 1880s as various firms converted to steel production, creating an
entirely new industry. Only four firms produced all three commodities during the
period; Summerlee &Mossend, Merry &Cunninghame, GI&SCo. and briefly Dunlop
&Co. However, even these firms did not integrate production, emphasised by the
abandonment of Gilchrist’s process in 1893. Indeed, GI&SCo. produced pig iron at
Wishaw that was transported to Motherwell for conversion into malleable iron for
much of the period. Similarly, Neilsons produced pig iron at Summerlee, but
malleable iron and steel at Mossend. Malleable iron and steelworks were more
capital-intensive and required more complex production processes than pig
ironworks. Indeed, technical diversity reinforced their separation. Finally, within
each industry, firms varied widely in size, productive capacity and financial
resources. Generally, pig ironmasters employed more workers and enjoyed greater
wealth than malleable iron or steelmasters, although differentials narrowed by 1900.
Some similarities existed; each industry experienced intensified competition resulting

In greater emphasis on efficiency and productivity. Therefore, despite their

°2 Peter Payne, ‘Industrialisation and Industrial Decline’, in Anthony Cooke, Ian Donnachie, Ann

McSween and Christopher Whatley, (eds.), Modern Scottish History, 1707 to the Present, Vol.2, (East
Linton, 1998), pp.82-83.
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uniqueness, every firm sought greater control over labour costs. The means by which

this control was exerted shall be examined in section three.

3. Power and Authority

In order to fully illustrate the masters’ hegemony, it 1s necessary to analyse the
various ways in which their power was employed, as well as considering the
boundaries to their authonty.

3.1 Economic Power

Rubinstein observes limitations upon British industrialists’ economic power, noting
the landed aristocracy’s greater wealth.” Nonetheless, the importance of foreign
exports, together with their prominent domestic position, gave Lanarkshire’s pig
ironmasters national and international significance. This stemmed from productive
power and the huge stocks retained at ironworks and especially Connal’s stores.
During the economic boom in 1872 Cleveland produced double Scotland’s output,
but held much smaller proportions of output as stock; Cleveland retained 40,000 tons
in stocks compared with 194,000 in Glasgow. Indeed, ‘the only stock of pig iron 1n
the world that is worthy of the name is in Glasgow.”* Even during economically
depressed periods, many ironmasters continued production in expectation of future
price rises. Following the depression during the late 1870s, ‘stock is far in excess of
the highest total ever reached at any former period in the history of the Scotch Iron
Trade.’® Storage diluted the derogatory effects of cyclical demand and provided

Lanarkshire’s masters with leverage on international prices. In 1875 Engineering

83 WD Rubinstein, Elites and the Wealthy in Modern British Society, (Sussex, 1987), p.68.
% Engineering, 17, 26 Jan.1872.
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declared:

Cleveland has hitherto failed to attain a worldwide commercial importance at all
proportionate to the extent of its great industry. But it is otherwise with
Scotland, partly from the fact that, owing to its large stocks, it very matenally
influenced the price of iron in all parts of the world, and partly because its No. 1

foundry iron...is in much request among founders in every iron-consuming town

in both hemispheres.®

The actions of Lanarkshire firms could affect Glasgow’s prices. Therefore, during
the early 1870s the influence of Lanarkshire’s ironmasters extended around the
globe; ‘the daily quotation for pig iron on the Glasgow Exchange practically

determines the prices of all the iron markets of England, the Continent, and

America.’®

However, the ironmasters’ economic power was only sustainable for limited periods.
Many other factors affected international demand and exerted greater influence on
prices. Dickson argues reliance upon exports made the Scottish economy particularly
vulnerable to demand fluctuations.* Indeed, demand for Lanarkshire’s pig iron was

adversely affected by Russia’s eastern policy in 1873 and, ‘an outbreak of cholera 1n

some Mediterranean ports’, in 1885.* Alternatively, Cleveland’s labour dispute in

®> Engineering, 20 May 1881.

% Ibid, 15 Jan.1875.

87 Ibid, 17 Jan.1873.

*® Dickson, Capitalism, p.195.

89 Engineering, 24 Jan.1873, 27 Feb.1885.
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1897 and the relief of the besieged town of Kimberley by British forces 1n 1900
boosted Glasgow’s prices.”® Lanarkshire’s ironmasters remained vulnerable to
cyclical depressions in world trade when Cleveland’s cheaper pig iron was often
acquired. Further, Glasgow’s importance declined as foreign competition increased.
By the 1880s and 1890s American pig iron prices generally determined Glasgow’s
prices, rather than vice versa. Therefore, for a short period Glasgow’s market
provided global influence for Lanarkshire’s ironmasters, but from 1880-1900 such
influence declined, corroborating Riden’s view, ‘prices...followed rather than led

market forces.”!

Similar opportunities and threats emanated from market speculation. Speculators
attempted to artificially raise prices in 1870, whilst depleted stocks in 1872 enabled
capitalists to rig the market. Rigging also forced up prices in 1873, 1874, 1875 and
various other periods including 1899.” Such activity had associated risks; in 1872,
‘the persons who were engaged 1n the late “rnig”...have sold at a considerable sacrifice
and “burned their fingers”.”” Whilst the perpetrators sought anonymity, some
Lanarkshire ironmasters colluded in market rigging. In 1873 one of the Neilson
family, ‘figured very prominently in Glasgow...in the famous “Iron Rig”.>**

Johnston regards price-fixing cartels as evidence of capitalists’ collectivisation.™

Similarly, Gospel notes the long tradition of price fixing and market sharing 1n

 Engineering, 27 Aug.1897, 23 Feb.1900.

’! Riden, “Victorian’, p.71.

** Engineering, 19 Sept.1873, 2 Jan. 1874, 26 June 1874, 10 Sept.1875, 15 Sept.1899.
? Ibid, 6 Dec.1872.

* Ibid, 24 Oct.1873.

> Johnston, Clydeside, p.74.
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Britain reduced competitive pressure on firms.”* However, such activity was
sectionalist behaviour that damaged other capitalists, such as excluded pig
rronmasters and customers including malleable iron and steelmasters. In 1872,
Engineering condemned, ‘the insensate speculative greed which operated in the

Glasgow market to such an extent as to cripple trade’.”” In 1874, ‘ironmasters,

colliers, miners, shippers and founders, have all suffered by the high range of prices

prevailing during the “rig”.”” Indeed, ironmasters were frequently victims of

speculative behaviour perpetuated by Connal’s stocks. By 1891 this persuaded

various ironmasters that vast stocks had become a liability:

Never before have the ironmasters of Scotland felt more keenly the weight of the
incubus created by these stores, and never previously has so earnest a desire
found expression with them for their utter abolition, so that they might be freed

form the at times all-powerful influence of outside and irresponsible

speculators.”

Consequently, there 1s little evidence of Johnston’s ‘shared capitalist class
consciousness’, evident in price-fixing.'” Increased storage charges from 1889 and
the ability to sell directly to consumers eventually caused the warrant stores’ decline.

During the boom in 1899, speculation was less evident than in previous booms in

%6 Gospel, Markets, p.16.

?7 Engineering, 17 Jan.1873.
*® Ibid, 3 July 1874.

* Ibid, 2 Jan.1891.
'% Johnston, Clydeside, p.75.
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1879 and 1889."" The trade in warrants declined so rapidly that by 1906 the Scottish
Ironmasters’ Association (SIA) considered abandoning the linkage between warrant-
sales and wages, fearing labour might rig markets to obtain unrepresentative wage
rises; ‘the men got an advance of 10% because of a single transaction in

warrants...[ironmasters] strongly suspected that this transaction had been engineered

by the men themselves.’'%

Although diminished stocks and foreign competition terminated ironmasters’
international influence, Lanarkshire’s pig ironmasters remained epicentral to
Scotland’s economic infrastructure. Their guests at Glengarnock convey the regional

economic importance of firms like Merry &Cunninghame in 1885:

Every phase of the 1ron and steel and allied branches of industry were
represented by prominent men - from wealthy mineral proprietors, leading

coalmasters, makers of pig iron, makers of malleable iron and of Siemens and

crucible steel, merchants in all the branches of raw and finished materials, to the

consumers, such as founders, boilermakers, tubemakers, civil and mechanical

engineers and shipbuilders...'”

Yarmie states large capitalists exercised direct control over smaller firms and

ancillary trades.™ Indeed, pig ironmasters’ charges or custom could significantly

"1 Engineering, 12 Jan.1900.

** Glasgow City Archives, (henceforth GCA) TD/171/1/1. Scottish Ironmasters’ Association
(henceforth SIA) minutes, 1899-1918, 29 May 1906, p.63.

103 Engineering, 14 Aug.1885.
'% Yarmie, ‘British’, p.145.
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affect industries ranging from coal and ironstone mining, malleable and foundry iron,
tube-making, steel, firebricks, transport, structural engineering and shipbuilding. For
example, pig ironmasters provided extensive business to the Caledonian Railway
Company, reflected by modest transportation costs with an average of 7/2d. per ton
paid in 1883, compared with 8/6d. in Cleveland and 16s. in South Wales.'”
Economic downturns encouraged ironmasters to reduce costs and 1n 1879, ‘railway

companies have agreed to make concessions.’'® Financial vigour promoted pig

ironmasters’ influence over other capitalists. However, this hegemony waned by

1900, reflecting pig ironmasters’ greater economic vulnerability.

Gospel contends there were few large-scale manufacturing firms before 1900 and
most iron and steel companies had little capital.'”” Although contradicted by certain
pig ironmasters, Gospel’s point is sustained by scrutiny of Lanarkshire’s malleable
iron and steelmasters, who generally possessed significantly less economic hegemony
than pig ironmasters. Although Johnston claims steelmasters, ‘operated in export-
oriented markets’, both the malleable iron and steel industries depended upon the
Clydeside shipbuilding industry for the bulk of their orders.'” Shipbuilding was
highly cyclical, reflected by short-term contracts, whilst particular specifications
required rendered stockpiling impossible, even during prosperous periods. Indeed,

the malleable iron industry operated under a, ‘hand to mouth’, existence during

certain periods.'” In 1901, James Hamilton, Crown’s master commented, ‘the orders

19 Burnham &Hoskins, Iron &Steel, p.140.
19 Engineering, 7 Feb.1879.

97 Gospel, Markets, p.17.

198 yohnston, Clydeside, p.24.

199 wishaw Press, 1 Mar.1879.
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were coming in from day to day and they were very glad to get them.”'"® International
events indirectly affected demand for malleable iron and steel by curtailing
shipbuilding orders. Clydeside’s industrial disputes also afflicted Lanarkshire’s
malleable ironworks and steelworks. In 1877, ‘should the threatened lock-out on the
Clyde take place there will doubtless be a stoppage of many of the rolling mills.”™"
Further, in 1891 Engineering noted Lanarkshire’s steelworks suffering during a strike
on Clydeside.!? This was a familiar position for masters formerly involved in
malleable iron. However, the displacement of malleable iron by steel for
shipbuilding gradually forced malleable ironmasters to source alternative markets.
Ironically, this reduced their dependency on Clydeside by 1891; “the steelworks are
worse off than the ironworks, as they are now more directly interested in
shipbuilding.’'® Malleable iron and steelmasters’ economic hegemony was curtailed
by their requirement for coal and pig iron. Few produced either commodity and
therefore price increases had adverse effects, particularly as intense competition
ensured that additional costs were rarely transferred to consumers. In 1872 reduced
orders and mounting fuel costs closed many malleable ironworks. Difficulties were
exacerbated by pig iron’s scarcity, as pig ironmasters restricted production to exploit
high coal prices. Malleable iron and steelmasters also suffered from the instability
caused by speculation and rigging in the pig iron market, further exposing the lack of

inter-industry co-operation with pig ironmasters and the inferior economic influence

of malleable iron and steelmasters.

''% Glasgow University Business Archive (henceforth GUBA), Scottish Manufacturing Iron Trade
Conciliation and Arbitration Board (henceforth SMITCAB), minutes, 4 June 1901, p.402.

"' Engineering, 18 May 1877.

"2 Engineering, 7 Aug.1891.

'8 Ibid, 21 Aug.1891.
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Accelerating productive capacity and regional competition also mitigated
steelmasters’ influence. This was exacerbated during economic depressions. In
1893, Engineering reported, ‘when prices begin to go up here a bit the North of
England comes in and cuts them down.’'* Malleable ironmasters possessed limited
economic leverage over local engineering firms who supplied steam engines and
machinery. During the conversion to steel production, new orders were placed with
local foundries and engineers. In 1883, Woodside placed orders with Dick
&Stevenson of Airdrie for their engines and rolling mill gear, Miller &Co. for their
heavy plate shears, and Murray &Paterson of Coatbridge for their steam hammer.
More enduring potency was exerted over customers during boom periods; in 1900,
‘the effect of such briskness in the steelworks is having an evil effect on the bridge-
building industry, material not being obtainable for months after the orders have been
lodged.”'” This resulted in bridge-works laying off labour, despite plentiful orders

accruing from the Boer War. However, the limited scale of operations and demand

ensured malleable ironmasters and steelmasters’ economic influence over suppliers

was commensurately limited, whilst intense competition restricted hegemony over

customers.

As the period progressed, changing market conditions altered the malleable iron and
steelmasters’ relationship with pig ironmasters. In the 1870s the malleable iron

industry was a relatively minor consumer of pig iron, most of which was exported.

4 Engineering, 10 Feb.1893.
'"'> Engineering, 13 Apr.1900.
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As consumers of pig iron, the malleable ironmasters and steelmasters suftfered when
pig ironmasters raised prices, although this potential source of weakness was diluted
by the availability of alternative supplies, usually from Cleveland. However,
burgeoning foreign competition, the growth of steel manufacture and continued
production of malleable iron, greatly increased the importance of domestic
consumption to pig iron producers. In 1886, 23.3% of Scottish blast-furnaces
produced hematite iron, whilst by 1898, 53.3% worked hematite ore intended for
consumption by steel manufacturers.''® The significance of annual domestic tonnage

consumption in malleable iron and steelworks is illustrated in graph one.

Graph 1. Consumption of Scottish Pig Iron, 1895-1899.
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Nonetheless, pig ironmasters retained leverage from their dual role as producers of
coal, required in bulk by malleable iron and steelworks. This also provided pig

ironmasters with alternative strategies during periods of increased coal prices, a

luxury most malleable iron and steelmasters did not possess:

The makers of pig iron are in a more advantageous position with
reference to the coal supply than the finished iron and steel
manufacturers. The latter have largely to purchase their coals, while the
former invariably are the owners of coalfields. The blast-furnace owners,
therefore, regulate their operation in such a way as to earn the best return.
They have been known to put out iron furnaces in order to sell their coals

in the open market, just because this course paid them best.!"

Alternative suppliers existed, but transportation costs restricted most masters to local

coal; in August 1893 the malleable 1iron and steel manufacturers were, ‘practically

idle for want of coals’, whilst by December, ‘makers cannot afford to keep their

furnaces and rolling mills going...they have in many cases brought their

manufacturing operations to a standstill.’''® In 1887, Milnwood’s directors
emphasised, ‘the absolute necessity of a further reduction’, in coal consumption, the

manager was, ‘instructed to stop the works at once if coal could not be got owing to
the miners’ strikes.’”'"” Gas-producers were introduced as an alternative fuel, but

ultimately proved expensive and were abandoned in favour of old-fashioned, dross-

""" The Engineer, 6 July 1900.
118 Engmeerfng, 25 Allg., 1 D601393

' GCA, Milnwood Iron &Steel Company Ltd., Directors and Shareholders minutes, 27 Jan.1887.
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fired puddling furnaces at Milnwood in 1889.'

Economic power facilitated hegemony over other capitalists and labour. From 1870-
1900, pig ironmasters generally enjoyed significantly greater economic influence
than malleable ironmasters or steelmasters. However, in each industry economic
influence varied throughout the period resulting from factors including international
demand, market speculation and intensifying competition. Pig ironmasters’
dominance was usually restricted to other firms of pig iron, malleable iron and steel
producers or transportation companies. However, by 1900 their economic hegemony
was circumscribed and ultimately eclipsed by steelmasters c1914. The gradual
retreat from iron production and consolidation within coal mining by firms including
Coltness, Dixons, Summerlee and Addies, reflected pig iron’s fragility.'*' Economic
influence facilitated greater profitability, which increased the capacity to withstand
protracted labour struggles. Carr and Wright note, ‘by fixing the prices of iron the
masters were indirectly fixing wage levels’.'? However, the correlation between
prices and wages resulted 1n labour costs increasing proportionately to income.

Therefore, capital’s influence within the workplace requires greater examination.

3.2 Power In the Workplace

Many historians claim economic pressures, noted in sections 2.1 to 3.1, intensified

capital’s desire for effective authority over labour. Mclvor states, from 1875-1885,

" Ibid, 14 Dec.1888, 1 Mar.1889.
! Slaven &Checkland, Biographies, p.11.
‘22 Carr &Wright, History, p.64.
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high labour costs and increased competition produced a crisis in profitability that
prompted re-organisation, modernisation, tightened discipline and supervisory
structures, as well as work intensification.'” Alternatively, Kirk maintains,
‘traditionalism was...the dominant feature of British capitalism’s response’,
expressed by attempts to cheapen and intensify labour.'** Knox observes, ‘the
sharpening of relationships between capital and labour’, during the late 1890s when
‘stricter codes of industrial discipline fractured reciprocity...heightening class
antagonisms in industry’.'* Price also asserts economic pressures mainly caused the
abandonment of paternal social relations in industry.'”* However, the ability to
enforce tightened labour controls depended upon product and labour market
developments. Gospel argues the market chiefly determined labour management
policy, whilst Melling states employers made more concessions under favourable
economic conditions.'”’ Further, Mclvor insists, ‘general shifts in labour and product
market circumstances influence the power balance between capital and labour,
determining, to a large degree, fluctuations between offensive and defensive strategic
modes’.'”® Similarly, Cronin observes greater managerial hegemony during periods
of economic depression, whilst labour generally gained influence during economic
prosperity.'” Finally, Garside and Gospel argue most employers maintained, ‘that

selling prices and market conditions (but not profits) should be the principal

'%3 Mclvor, Organised, p.70.

%4 Kirk, Change, p.165.

'% Knox, ‘Political’, pp.145, 151.
126 Price, Labour, p.149.

'*’ Gospel, Markets, p.6. Melling, ‘Industrialists’, p.62.
'*® Mclvor, Organised, p.21.

> James Cronin, ‘Strikes 1870-1914°, in Wrigley, Industrial, pp.74-98.
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determinants of an employer’s ability to concede wage demands.’"

In Lanarkshire’s iron and steel industries, the correlation between economic
fluctuations and workplace hegemony was particularly acute due to the direct linkage
between prices and wage levels. Customarily, in the iron industries, wage increases
of 1s. accompanied price increases of £1 per ton. However, the pig iron industry had
no general, automatic sliding-scale from 1870-1900. When prices rose, blast-
furnacemen at ironworks demanded wage rises, but when prices fell ironmasters
justified wage cuts; in 1879, ‘labour, which was so arbitrary in its demands, has been
brought to feel the necessity of being more reasonable.’”! The linkage mitigated the
effectiveness of incentive payments, diluting a means of managerial control enjoyed
in other industries."? Indeed, during prosperous periods ironmasters often felt
compelled to grant wage rises before blast-furnacemen demanded increases, for
example at Shotts in 1879."* Significantly, individual firms negotiated sliding-scales
separately with their workmen. Shotts ironworks agreed a new scale with their blast-
furnacemen in 1880."* Pig ironmasters’ concentration on wage rates supports Kirk’s

view of capital’s traditionalism, but contradicts Melling’s perception of evolving

methods of control.

Joyce believes ‘paternalism thrived best’ in stable economic environments." Whilst

pig ironmasters’ tendency to stockpile aided stability, their readiness to curtail

' Garside &Gospel, ‘Employers’, pp.99-115.
U Engineering, 7 Feb.1879.

12 Reid, ‘Employers’, p.44.

133 Wishaw Press, 4 Oct.1879.

14 Ibid, 10 Jan.1880.
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production in response to reduced prices or labour unrest was unlikely to solicit
labour reciprocity. In 1870, a blast-furnace at Shotts was damped, ‘as from the

present low price of pig iron they cannot carry on the manufacture remuneratively.’™

Blast-furnaces were damped even in periods when, ‘neither miners nor furnacemen
[are] proving in any way unreasonable or obstreperous in any demands.’"’ Reid
argues cyclical demand was, ‘a major obstacle to managerial rationalisation’, and
encouraged greater dependency on disposable manual labour rather than capital
investment."”® This is endorsed by pig ironmasters’ limited technological innovation.
Fraser states, ‘to blow out a blast-furnace...was expensive and the large employer
found it cheaper to make concessions than to risk a stoppage.’’” However, when
blast-furnacemen were, ‘obstreperous’, pig ironmasters could temporarily damp
blast-furnaces whilst furnaces were only blown-out during prolonged disputes. This
policy was facilitated by large stocks, which maintained profitability until the
dispute’s termination, encouraging managerial obduracy towards labour. During the
depression in 1878 James Dunlop announced a wage reduction at Clyde. Dunlop,
‘accompanied the announcement with the threat that if there is any hesitation on the
part of the men about accepting they will blow all the furnaces out.’'*® This evidence
validates the perception of authoritarian masters and substantiates Dutton and King’s

observation that industries subject to cyclical demand had reduced stability of

employment, which hindered the development of a personalised relationship between

1% Joyce, Work, p.xxi.

18 Engineering, 19 Aug. 1870.
Y%7 Ibid, 13 Jan 1882,

18 Reid, ‘Employers’, p.42.

' Fraser, Unions, p.119.

140 Engineering, 4 Jan.1878.
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capital and labour.'

Similarly, when faced with miners’ strikes 1n 1874 and 18735, ironmasters agreed to

damp furnaces, which reduced coal consumption until the dispute terminated. In
1880, eighty furnaces were damped for over a month in response to miners’ action.
Consequently, capital’s response to miners’ militancy victimised ironworkers.
Conversely, stock values generally increased mitigating capital’s suffering. During
the miners’ strike in 1872, curtailed iron production directly increased prices and
warrants values. In 1894, Engineering noted, ‘if the miners resolve on striking, the
ironmasters would be compelled to close down their blast-furnaces, and thus cause an
advance in the values of the iron in store.’'*>* Even threatened strikes increased
prices; ‘the market derives its strength at present from the extraordinary position of
the labour market...there are disputes pending which excite much anxiety in the iron
trade.’'* Consequently, blast-furnacemen were more vulnerable to the miners’ action

than pig rronmasters, who frequently viewed industrial disputes with equanimity,

contradicting Fraser.

During the economic depression from the mid-1870s, pig ironmasters were
noticeably aggressive. In 1877, ‘considerable numbers of blast-furnaces were
damped down... owing to the wages dispute with the furnacemen’, but re-lit when

cuts were accepted.'** This was repeated at Calder in 1878, Clyde in 1879, and

! Dutton &King, ‘Limits’, p.62.

142 Engineering, 15 June 1894.
"> Ibid, 23 May 1873.
1% Ibid, 6-20 Apr.1877.
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Dalmellington in 1883.'* Furnaces were also damped for economic gain when coal
prices surpassed pig iron; in 1879 ironmasters damped furnaces and sold their coal to
profit from soaring prices, throwing over 2,000 blast-furnacemen out of work. '
Similarly, in 1893, ‘some eighteen blast-furnaces have been damped down...The
ironmasters are now in a position to put their coal on the market and get the benefit
of the high prices that have lately been reached.’'*’ Therefore, ironworkers’ welfare
was subservient to short-term profitability. The bitterness engendered reinforces
Reid’s assertion that regular lay-offs prevented an effective paternalistic relationship
occurring.'® Finally, wage cuts generally succeeded when prices fell, but when
prices rose wages advanced steadily. Therefore, pig ironmasters’ authority fluctuated
along with the economic pendulum, endorsing Mclvor’s correlation of product

market developments and industrial power.

Joyce maintains that accommodation was more typical than conflict.'’ Alternatively,
Melling maintains that by emphasising personal contacts with labour, industrialists’
opposition to trade unionism was exacerbated.” Further, Campbell notes the,
‘contradictory nature of paternalism which sought simultaneously to preserve
traditional, hierarchical relationships in which employer authority was legitimised in

a highly personalised form, and also to define these relationships as a co-operative

> Ibid, 4 Oct.1878, 1 Aug.1879, 30 Nov.1883.
146 Engineering, 19 Jan.1879.
7 Ibid, 1 Sept.1893.

1% Reid, ‘Employers’, p.43.

'#> Patrick Joyce, ‘Labour Capital and Compromise: a Response to Richard Price’, Social History, 9
(1984), p.70.

19 Melling, ‘Industrialists’, p.102.
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partnership.’”' Indeed, pig ironmasters consistently displayed hostility towards
labour organisations, which were perceived as a threat to managerial autonomy and a

barrier to masters’ personal relationship with workers. Slaven and Checkland note

that Lanarkshire’s ironmasters were notoriously aggressive, employing tactics
including evictions, lockouts, blacklisting and the importation of replacement labour
to break strikes.”* James Merry was, ‘autocratic’, and achieved, ‘an unenviable
reputation for aggressive management and conservative, even harsh, labour relations.
Friction was common at his works, strikes frequent, and strike breaking by importing
Irish and Highland labour a repeated feature.’'** Although such reputations were
established around mid-century, they induced a corporate culture that was reiterated
and reinforced by subsequent managers from 1870-1900. Despite Merry’s death in
1877, his firm recruited Welsh ‘blackleg’ labour as strikebreakers in 1880 and,
‘Russian Poles’, in 1887."* Similarly, Summerlee continued its staunch anti-union
policy until 1913." Further, the SIA refused to negotiate with the blast-
furnacemen’s union until October 1899. Even when the SIA finally met labour
representatives they resolved, ‘to make it clear at the outset...that freedom of labour
would be insisted on.”™ Alternatively, Carvel argues it was, ‘difficult to find another
industrial organisation in which employers and employees pulled together with such

co-operation and sense of esprit de corps as they did in the Coltness Iron Company’s

b Allan Campbell, The Scottish Miners, 1874-1939, Vol.1, Industry, Work and Community,
(Cornwall, 2000), p.257. |

132 Slaven &Checkland, Biographies, pp.20-23, 49-57.
'3 Anthony Slaven, ‘James Merry MP’, 1n, Biographies, p.33.

** Engineering, 6 Feb.1880. Motherwell Times, 26 Nov.1887.
> Renfrew, ‘Militant’, pp.163-164.
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Works’."”" However, Carvel concedes this partially resulted from a generous bonus
system that was, ‘hotly criticised by competitors whose approach to labour problems
were not so progressive’.””® Even if accurate, co-operative relationships at Coltness

contrasted with bitter relations at other ironworks, including, ‘dastardly outrages’,

such as the attempted sabotage of Dixons ironworks in 1874."”

Joyce notes that large-scale operations negated paternalism.'” Consequently, smaller
malleable iron or steel firms should have been more paternalistic than pig
ironmasters. Indeed, Fitzgerald contends paternalism, ‘existed quite naturally among
the large number of small and medium-sized businesses in the steel industry’, in
1900.'" Further, Johnston argues employers enjoyed better relations with skilled
labour; ‘skill...was held in high esteem, and this was reinforced by the fact that many
employers represented by the employers associations were themselves skilled
craftsmen’.’ Certainly, malleable ironworks and steelworks contained higher
proportions of skilled labour and various malleable ironmasters were former
workmen. Indeed, James Riley, GI&SCo.’s manager and a former steelworker, was
recognised for his humanity and trade unionists admitted, ‘relations...had been of the
kindest.”' However, when labour transgressed by stopping work without due notice,

Riley reacted aggressively, threatening to bring workmen before the Sheriff and

"*7 Carvel, Coltness, p.55.

"% Ibid.

' Wishaw Press, 19 Dec.1874.
19 Joyce, Work. p.336.
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56



successfully claimed damages against the men’s union.'* Further, at Blochairn,
‘when trade was bad and the managers and employers not in a good temper, the men
would not go near them.’'® Payne describes David Colville &Sons as paternalistic,
humanitarian employers.'® David Colville’s, ‘daily progress from the railway station
to the works was apt to be lengthy, delayed as he was by the numbers who
intercepted him, to receive kindly greetings, good advice, and very often monetary
aid in their difficulties.’'*” Company publications endorse this perception stating,
‘the principals of the Company prided themselves upon their personal acquaintance
with and interest in each man at the Works.”'*® However, John Hodge (Snr.) the
ironworkers’ union leader was sacked and black-listed by Colville, forcing Hodge to
leave the area following a strike in 1872. Trainor argues paternalism legitimised
employers’ power, whilst, ‘businesses which had expensive benefits or which
courted their workforces with timely and ritualistic treats often enjoyed relatively
harmonious relationships with their workforces.’'” However, Trainor’s conclusion is
questionable. In 1886, Colville’s conducted excursions to Dumfries for 1,000
employees.'” Later that year Colville’s sacked striking smelters and attempted to
import Welsh replacement labour by railway, provoking the, ‘Motherwell riots’,

when 3,000-5,000 people forcibly prevented blacklegs entering the works and fought

with police.'” In the violence that followed, Archibald Colville was assaulted and

14 Ibid, p.397.
'®> NLA, SMSTCAB minutes, 25 Jan.1895, p.45.

'°® Peter Payne, ‘David Colville’ in Slaven &Checkland, Biographies, p.98.
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had a tooth knocked out.'” John Hodge (Jnr.) blamed Colville for provoking the riot;
‘one of the partners of the firm got onto the footboard of the carriage and brandished
a revolver and was going to shoot all hands.’'” Therefore, steelmasters’ paternalism

had obvious limitations, undermining Fitzgerald, Joyce and Johnston’s arguments.

Malleable ironmasters also exhibited authoritarian attitudes. Many firms reduced the
workmen’s notice from the customary fortnight, to a week, or even a day in periods
of economic uncertainty. Firms also used this power to intimidate labour. Mr.
Carrol, a workman with sixty years experience in malleable ironworks stated, ‘it was
not unusual to give the men notice to leave when it was not the intention to stop the
works.’'* In 1867, John Kane, the ironworkers’ union leader, testified strikers at
Dundyvan were evicted and John Matthews, a union activist, was blacklisted; there
were, ‘many instances of that kind’.'” In 1873, Blochaim gave workmen a day’s
notice even though the company had plentiful orders, ‘reason being that they will be
in an easier condition to deal with when it shall be resolved to reduce the wages.”'"
Some firms, including John Williams &Co. were aggrieved when generosity did not
engender reciprocal goodwill. The firm, ‘complained of the treatment received at the
hands of their workmen, notwithstanding that the firm has sufficiently paid higher
wages than any other firm. A strike has existed among the puddlers of the
establishment for six or seven weeks.’'”’ The firm evicted strikers in December 1873

after millmen joined the dispute, which continued for three months until the strike

Y12 Motherwell T imes, 29 Jan.1887.
' RC, Labour, 1892, Vol.36,(16,571), p.398.
' GUBA, SMITCAB minutes, 4 June 1901, p.403.
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failed and the strike-leaders were sacked.'” Indeed, Williams aggressive relationship

with labour resulted in David Forrest, a puddler, assaulting Williams in 1890.'”

Dutton and King argue paternalist pretensions could aggravate disputes, as masters

perceived trade unions as a barrier to their personal relationship with labour. '
Dutton and King’s argument is supported by examination of Thomas Ellis, who
refused to join the Ironmasters’ Association or participate in co-ordinated action

against labour.'

Ellis valued personal ties with labour and rejected any external
organisations hindering its continuance. ‘Mr. Ellis was honourable in all his
dealings, and his workmen had the highest esteem and regard for him. Rarely, if
ever, did a wages strike arise amongst them.’*** However, Ellis paid 6d. extra per
shift above standard rates. Therefore, like Coltness, immunity from industrial
conflict arose from generous wages reciprocated by worker loyalty. Although

elements of Joyce’s ‘social contract’ are evident, they possessed a greater fiscal

element than Joyce acknowledges.'” When reciprocity broke down, Ellis was as

ruthless as any Victorian capitalist. In 1879 Ellis discovered trade unionists at his

works who refused to renounce their membership. Consequently, the unionists were

served with eviction notices and Ellis stated:

All puddlers and ball furnacemen who are connected with the trades’ union will

"7 Ibid, 13 June 1873.

'"® Wishaw Press, 6 Dec.1873. Engineering, 23 Jan.1874.
' Wishaw Press, 11 Oct.1890.
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not be required, in order to give place to more sensible men. And be it known
once for all that as I have no connection myself with any masters’ union, I will

not, upon any consideration whatever, employ any men connected with the

trades’ union.'®*

Puddlers who did not comply were sacked and evicted. Such actions undermine
Johnston’s perception of exaggerated employer authoritarianism and Melling’s

emphasts on subtler methods of managerial control before 1900.

Campbell claims that presentations to employers were symptomatic of good
relations.” Indeed, when Colonel Neilson’s son George was married the Bellshill
Speaker reported, ‘Mr. Neilson, who 1s general manager of the works and highly
respected by the employees, was presented with a handsome set of silver plate...and
his bride a very handsome diamond appendage.’'*® However, this occurred in the
middle of a long-term dispute and the presentation was made by blacklegs recruited
to replace sacked stnkers. (See chapter five.) Workmen also received presentations

from labour; John Docherty, a hammer-man at Dalzell, received moleskin trousers

and a waistcoat as a wedding present from levermen and hammer-drivers."’ Further,
capital made presentations to labour; in 1886 Dalzell’s manager, William Cuthill,

presented John Brassington, roller, with a clock for his marriage, although

Brassington was labour activist and ultimately served as labour representative on the

'** Engineering, 20 May 1870.

'*> Campbell, Scottish, pp.259-260.
'% Bellshill Speaker, 28 Apr.1900.
'*7 Motherwell Times, 14 Apr.1888.
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steel industry’s arbitration board.'® Therefore, whilst presentations might

authenticate good relations, deference should not be implied.

Industnal relations 1n the malleable trade were more adversarial than the pig iron
industry as malleable ironmasters were unable to dominate their workforce. This
occurred for various reasons. Generally, malleable ironmasters were financially
weaker than most pig ironmasters. Fluctuating demand, restricted financial reserves,
smaller stocks and greater capital costs combined to increase malleable masters’

vulnerability. They also had more skilled and fractious employees and complained:

The workmen were very unstable and the least interruption of work became

aggravated by the men putting on their coats and leaving the works...with these
matters cropping up almost daily...The least suspension of work with all the

oncost going on, increased the cost of manufacture.'®

The wages question was of central importance to industrial relations and usually
indicated where the balance of power lay. Reid observes capital’s continuing
reliance on skilled labour; “at the level of the individual firm...there were real
difficulties involved in reducing work-group autonomy.’'” Reid affirms in response
to competitive pressures, masters’ only option was to attempt wage cuts.” Although
there was no formal mechanism in Scotland for fixing wages rates, since the 1870

strike, (see chapter five), changes advocated by Cleveland’s Arbitration Board were

%8 Ibid, 28 Aug. 1886.
'* GUBA, SMITCAB minutes, 9 Feb.1900, p.255.
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adopted 1n Scotland. In 1872, Lanarkshire’s puddlers, shinglers and millmen
received wage rises, ‘without any need for a movement on the part of the men’, as
Iincreases in England, ‘determined the course of procedure of the Scotch
ironmasters.’'” Similarly, in 1873 Engineering reported that English wage
settlements, ‘will also regulate the rate of wages among the ironworkers of
Scotland.”™ This also occurred in J anuary 1880."”* However, malleable ironworkers
often opposed such cuts. Despite the economic slump in May 1873, Excelsior’s
millmen struck against wage cuts, resulting in Williams &Co. imposing eviction
notices after a courtroom battle."” Garside and Gospel state, ‘sliding-
scales...provided employers with the ability to secure long-term wage
agreements...without being obliged to discuss anything outside the realm of wages
and prices which might encroach upon their authority.” Indeed, they perceive sliding-
scales as, ‘concessions obtained from employees...secured largely through their
surrender of a separate or special interest in the determination of wages’.'® Indeed,
in eighteen months during 1874 and 1875, Lanarkshire’s malleable masters reduced
wages for all workmen by 42.5%."" In 1880, ‘malleable iron firms throughout
Lanarkshire have reduced the wages...there is a large amount of dissatisfaction

amongst the men, but they are quietly submitting to it, as they find that tradeisina

very unsatisfactory condition.”'”® Further, during the ‘Great Depression’, ironmasters
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felt that wage reductions obtained via the sliding-scale were insufficient and in 1874

announced they would, ‘no longer be bound’, by the Cleveland Board’s decisions on

wages.'”

However, malleable ironmasters were forced to abandon this position once trade and
their workmen'’s influence revived. The linkage to prices also provided large wage
increases during periods of economic prosperity. Indeed, Garside and Gospel
underplay masters’ inability to prevent wage increases provided by sliding-scales, for
example in 1879.2% Further, the adoption of the Cleveland Arbitration Board’s
decisions reduced friction, but resulted in Lanarkshire’s malleable ironmasters
possessing little pro-active ability in wage determination. Economic fluctuations
rather than managenal policy determined wages, further supporting Mclvor.
However, the timing of wage alterations remained contentious. Masters maintained
individual policies at each ironworks over other issues, such as fuel quality and
charge weights, which ultimately affected wages. This caused disputes at solitary
ironworks including Clydesdale in 1878 and Stenton in 1896.*°' Further, when
Crown’s forge rollers complained that puddlers’ irregular working lowered their
output and wages, James Hamilton declared, ‘that was the fault not of the employers
but of their fellow workmen, and the employers could not be made to pay for what
was no fault of theirs.’®® This tacitly encouraged sectionalism within individual

ironworks reducing the likelihood of combined labour action.

" Ibid, 11 Sept.1874.
20 Wishaw Press, 29 Nov.1879.
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The steelmasters possessed similar levels of influence to malleable ironmasters. The
skilled work{orce, cyclical demand and intense competition restricted steelmasters’

hegemony. Such limitations were exacerbated by the development of trade unions,

including the British Steel Smelters’ Association, (BSSAA) from 1886. Although
most steelmasters recognised the unions shortly after their creation, FW Paul,
Blochairn’s master stated he, ‘had always considered that unions were desirable
provided they were conducted in a business-like way’, certain employers refused to
employ union labour.”” In 1888 Bain &McCorkindale opposed the BSSAA’s
presence.” Further, Williams &Co. evicted fifty-five families in 1897 following a
strike resulting from the sacking of a union official.*® However, the union provided
alternative accommodation and the firm conceded defeat a month later.?®® Finally,
the Neilson family who managed Mossend and Clydebridge, ranked among the
staunchest opponents of organised labour. Significantly, the Neilson family’s

managerial style developed within the pig iron industry at Summerlee.

Capital 1n each industry was intolerant of organised labour. Although pig
ironmasters displayed more authoritarianism than malleable ironmasters or
steelmasters, this mainly reflected the pig ironmasters greater dominance of their
workforce, rather than attitudinal discrepancies amongst capital. Indeed, Yarmie
argues, ‘power rather than negotiation was the determining factor in labour

relations...The choice of tactics generally depended on whether the union or the

! Engineering, 30 Aug.1878. Wishaw Press, 4 Apr. 1896.
*** GUBA, SMITCAB minutes, 23 Mar.1900, p.281.

*%> SMSTCAB minutes, 18 May 1894, p.34.

*“ MRC, MSS36/BS1, BSSAA, Financial Statement, 30 June 1888.
2 Wishaw Press, 6 Feb.1897.



employer held the superior bargaining position.’®’ Johnston also notes, ‘attitudes
towards unskilled labour took the longest to change...the further down the skills
ladder we go, the more likely we are to find employer intolerance turning into
employer authoritarianism.’*® Indeed, pig ironworkers possessed fewer skills than
malleable iron or steelworkers. Nevertheless, authority relations between masters
and workmen were not restricted to the workplace and it is necessary to examine the

masters’ hegemony in the wider community.

3.3 Power in the Community

Industrialists frequently adopted philanthropic or welfare policies within the
community around their works. Howe alleges capital’s philanthropy provided more
effective welfare provision than the state in the middle of the 19™ century.?® Slaven
and Doon-Wong argue, ‘characteristic of these men of business was their close
identification with their local communities, their civic and philanthropic roles’.?"
Similarly, Knox notes paternalist and philanthropic strategies extended to,
‘encompass the complete locality’.*"' Capitalists’ welfarism was related to issues of
dependency and Searle claims employers were motivated more by pragmatism than
idealism.?'? Indeed, Joyce emphasises the importance of, ‘community building’ in

facilitating capital’s, ‘possibilities for control’.*” Joyce argues the social

*% Ibid, 6 Mar.1897.

27 Yarmie, ‘Employers’, p.233.

*% Johnston, Clydeside, p.174, 205.

*® Anthony Howe, The Cotton Masters, (Oxford, 1984), p224.

*!% Anthony Slaven & Kim Dong-Woon, “The Origins and Economic and Social Roles of Scottish
Business Leaders, 1860-1960°, T.M. Devine, (ed.) Scottish Elites, (Edinburgh, 1994), p.162.
211 Knox, ‘Political’, p.143.

*1 Searle, Entrepreneurial Politics, p.289.
23 Joyce, Work, p.144.
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manifestation of managerial power included the construction of houses, churches and
schools, which encouraged a culture of subordination and deference towards
capital.’’* Melling argues industrialists attempted to create stable communities to,
‘complement the framework of managerial authority’.?”® Similarly, Knox contends
that policies including the provision of company housing or public philanthropy
ensured a higher degree of control over labour.?'® Alternatively, Garrard is sceptical

of employers’ ability to engineer ‘social control’ within the workplace or the

217

community.”’ Indeed, Dutton and King argue for effective paternalism, ‘operatives

had to be willing to accept the masters’ benevolence’.?’®* There is evidence this did

not occur in Lanarkshire.

Knox and Johnston argue paternalism was most effective in small towns.?** Coltness
Iron Company, based in Newmains, exemplifies the contradictions inherent in pig
rronmasters mode of welfare policies. Carvel states, ‘Henry Houldsworth and his
assoclates were actuated by a genuine desire to improve the general condition of the
working-class’.**® This was manifest in the construction of company housing, stores,

schools and churches as well as the sponsorship of a penny savings bank and a Good

Templars® band. However, deductions were made from labour’s wages for rent,
medical attendance, fuel, contributions to friendly societies or savings banks and

school fees, regardless of whether workmen had children or not. Further, workmen

2% Ibid, p.xvi.
21> Melling, ‘Industrialists’, p.132.
216 Knox, Hanging, pp.122-140.

27 JA. Gerrard, Leadership and Power in Victorian Industrial Towns, 1830-1880, (Manchester,
1983), p.222.

218 Dutton &King, ‘Limits’, p.72.
*' Knox, Hanging, p.122. Johnston, Clydeside, p.202.
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were expected to spend their advance in the company store or else their advances
were stopped.”! Ultimately company power was enshrined in a contract containing

twenty-one clauses.???

Various pig iron companies supplied housing for their workforce, although quality
varied enormously. In 1875 the Glasgow Herald reported, ‘the most wretched hovels
that I ever saw...were at Calder, belonging to Messrs. Dixon.’** Alternatively, at
Addie’s housing, ‘for the first time in my experience, I found tenants speaking well
of their landlord.’*** Rent generated income, whilst eviction proved a potent weapon
against labour militancy. In 1877, blast-furnacemen at Quarter ironworks struck:
‘they were at once legally warned out of the houses which they occupied belonging to
the employer.’** Malleable ironmasters also provided housing and evicted workmen
for union membership at North British in 1870 and striking at Dalzell in 1872.
Although many malleable firms had insufficient resources for construction, firms
including Milnwood sub-let housing.*** In 1873, GIC’s engine-keepers, firemen and
steam-hammermen at Motherwell struck for several weeks demanding equal pay with
their counterparts in Glasgow; GIC served eviction notices on strikers, breaking
resistance within several days.*” Further, at Shieldmuir workmen who sheltered

evicted strikers had their rents raised from 3/6d. to 7s. per week.”® Economic

220 Carvel, Coltness, p.35.

2! RC, Truck, 1871,(16,488, 16,507), p.76.
*22 Carvel, Coltness, pp.56-38.

*® Glasgow Herald, 13 Jan.1875.

24 Ibid.

225 Engineering, 6 Apr.1877.

26 GCA, Milnwood minutes, 20 Dec.1888.
227 Engineering, 15 Aug.1873.

28 Wishaw Press, 12 June 1873.
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rationale also caused evictions; during a trade depression in 1884, ‘at Mossend
Ironworks, upwards of 200 men are dispensed with, and most of them were wamed
out of the company’s houses.””” However, many workers were housed by
subcontractors, (see chapter two), who held the power of eviction and solicited the

resultant hegemony instead of masters.

Company stores further enhanced ironmasters’ authority. In 1867, Alexander
MacDonald, the Lanarkshire miners’ union leader, stated, ‘all large ironworks and
pits have truck shops and one firm [Merry &Cunninghame] have eleven truck shops’,
around one-third of the total operated by Scottish ironmasters.”® John Cunninghame
admitted workmen were pressurised into using the stores.”' In 1871, the Royal
Commission on Truck noted Lanarkshire’s ironworks’ advanced wages on condition
it was spent in the company store.”* Those who spent their advance elsewhere were
marked down as ‘slopers’, whilst ‘poundage’ or interest was charged on loans and
workmen who did not take advances were most likely to be dismissed during
economic depression.”’ John Kane testified Dundyvan’s ironworkers struck for
fourteen weeks and abolished truck, although it was reinstated.”* Summerlee also
employed truck, provoking a strike in 1870 demanding its abolition.*> Some
malleable firms including Milnwood found their company’s constitution did not

cover operating a store, but decided, ‘any of the directors as individuals might do

23 Motherwell Times, 8 Mar.1884.

29 RC, Unions, 1868-1869, Vol.31,(15,526), p.294.
#! Slaven, ‘Merry’, p.53.

22 RC, Truck, 1871, Part I, Special Report, p.1xxi.
3 Ibid, (4308-4309, 9585-9659), pp.11-75.

£4 RC, Unions, 1868-1869, Vol.3 1,(8423), p.14.
23 Engineering, 22 July 1870.
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so’.?% Kane derided the stores’ quality; ‘at Mossend...cheese was supplied which
was more like soap’.*’ Various companies sold alcohol in an area within their store,
called the, ‘cage’. Motherwell malleable ironworks had a cage where, ‘workmen
were supplied with...liquor in exchange for the lines they received at the office’.**
In 1871, a manager described Calderbank’s cage; ‘it was not safe. They were like
wild beasts. There was a mixture of all sorts - furnacemen and colliers: and the
different grades would be casting up to one another and there were often fights
ensued.’*” Drumpellier and Calder supplied alcohol, whilst Summerlee’s public
house sold 2,895 gallons of spirits and 3,865 gallons of malt whisky in 1870.%*°
Globe ironworks’ store sold, ‘porter and ale’, and prevented retailers’ vans delivering
goods to company houses.?*' Mr. Gordon, a storekeeper, testified the system had, ‘a
degrading and demoralising tendency’.*** Indeed, the combination of long pay runs,
high prices and easy credit in company stores, encouraged workmen’s indebtedness
binding labour to the firm and fostering subservience. The stores reflected and
reinforced workplace authority; a workman’s wife testified although ‘gaffers’
families were treated respectfully, ‘when they give you your article they pitch it to
you as though you were a dog. They are sure of their money and know you must

have your line.’** Various strikes were motivated by labour’s desire to destroy
company stores including Mossend in 1870. From 1873-1896, falling prices raised

working-class living standards by 30-50%, whilst the huge expansion of the co-

236 GCA, Milnwood minutes, 11 Aug.1887.
27 RC, Unions, 1868-1869, Vol.31,(8442).
28 T Johnston, Motherwell Memories, (Hamilton, 1938), p.105.

29 RC, Truck, 1871,Vo0l.36,(3214), p.82.
49 Ibid, 1.86.

“ Motherwell Times, 1 May 1886.
2 RC, Truck, 1871,Vol.36,(4679), p.87.
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operative movement throughout the period capped the power of the works’ store.**
In 1874 malleable ironworkers at Shieldmuir, ‘advocated the starting of a co-
operative society...which would render them independent of the masters.”** The
truck stores’ operational procedures undermined any welfarist pretensions ascribed to

malleable and pig ironmasters and embittered industrial relations.

Despite the stores’ proliferation, Howe notes masters’, ‘wide range of cultural and
philanthropic activities’, and their widespread, ‘contribution to welfare’, in the mid-
19" century.2® Indeed, Dalzell closed each Sunday, ‘largely due to the Sabbatarian
views of John Colville.”®*” David Colville provided work for 350 unemployed
steelworkers during the 1894 miners’ strike stating, ‘it was for them, as employers, to
find work for the necessitous cases.’*® Philanthropy reinforced the masters’ moral
standing and reflected a desire to gain social respectability. However, philanthropy
extended beyond the immediate community; Lanarkshire ironmasters subscribed
generously to Glasgow University’s construction at Gilmorehill in 1867.**° From
£28,500 subscribed by industrialists, £11,500 emanated from ironmasters; Bairds
provided £5,000, whilst Houldsworth gave £2,000 and Robert Addie, James Merry
and two branches of the Neilson family each contributed £1,000. Such benevolence

reflected ironmasters’ status within Scottish society and reinforced their standing as

prominent regional personalities, but hardly affected the lives of their employees.

23 Ibid, p.83.

244 James Hinton, “The Rise of a Mass Labour Movement: Growth and Limits’, in Wrigley, Industrial,
pp.20-46.

285 Wishaw Press, 17 Jan.1874.
%6 Howe, Cotton, p.271.

47 Arthur Pugh, Men of Steel, (London, 1951), p.108.
248 SMSTCAB minutes, 20 July 1894, p.38.
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Labour regularly contributed to various charities that directly promoted their welfare;
for example blast-furnacemen and malleable ironworkers provided funds to Glasgow
Royal Infirmary in 1870 and steelworkers contributed to various hospitals and
children’s charities in 1894.%° Therefore, it is questionable if capital’s egalitarianism
bolstered their moral authority over labour or induced dependency within the
workplace. Indeed, Gray maintains the importance of ‘self-help’ concepts to artisan
culture was not conducive to acceptance of the passive, deferential or child-like role

assigned to them by paternalist industrialists.”"

Labour resistance to various ‘welfarist’ measures from capital vindicates Gray’s
perception. The creation of works’ schools providing philanthropic kudos for capital
and created an educated, disciplined, future workforce. Knox states, ‘the habits
instilled...1n the classroom were designed to make them amenable to the disciplines
of the work rhythm of the factory...as well as to the authority of those above them.’*?
Addie &Sons had a school at Rosehall 1n 1875, whilst the Houldsworths built a
church that acted as a school and Sabbath school.** Malleable firms also provided
schoolrooms, including Motherwell ironworks, which also ran a Sabbath School in
1873. Although most works’ schools had good accommodation compared with
parochial schools, almost all had large numbers of pupils under a single master.**

Trade unionists rejected philanthropic motivations and claimed the schools

249 Engineering, 11 Oct.1867.

% dirdrie Advertiser, 1 Jan.1870, Motherwell Times, 2 Oct.1894.
»1 Gray, Labour, p.185.

#2 Rnox, Industrial, p.100.
3 Glasgow Herald, 13 Jan.1875.
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Original and Contemporary Sources’, Glasgow University PhD thesis, 1968, p.462.
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camouflaged financial gain. Alexander McDonald claimed that Merry

&Cunninghame:

In addition to school fees, charge every workman for the building and the
maintenance of the school... I have estimated the cost of building one of the
schools for which they have taken that penny per pound over eight years; and I

can find that they could have built the school twelve times over.*>

Mossend’s ironworkers were also forced to contribute whether they had children or
not.”¢ Dutton and King contend that labour placed limits on the effectiveness of
paternalist strategies.”®” Indeed, Mossend’s workmen resented the imposition of a
works doctor and expressed a wish, ‘that the men should be allowed to elect their
own doctor.”*® Similarly, in Shotts in 1882, ‘in connection with the recent medical
agitation at Shotts ironworks’, a meeting of ironworkers appointed Dr. Duncan,
‘independent medical practitioner for the district.”®” This supports Melling’s
argument that the term ‘paternalism’ is misleading, as industrialists’ welfare
decisions were often, ‘reached after deliberate calculation of economic costs and
benefits or with an overtly strategic purpose in mind’.*® The culture of the skilled
working-class with emphasis on self-help promoted independence from capital’s

charitable initiatives. Further, ‘workmen bitterly resented any suggestion of

»> Select Committee on Mines, Report, 1866, (6888), cited by Mackintosh, PhD thesis, p.462.
#% RC, Truck, 1871,(4965), p.84.

27 Dutton &King, ‘Limits’, p.69.
2% RC, Truck, 1871,(4968), p.84.
2 Wishaw Press, 22 July 1882.
260 Melling, ‘Industrialists’, p.101.
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paternalism or deference in their industrial relationships’.*' Indeed, each capitalist’s
primary concern remained the pursuit of profit; David Colville admitted, ‘we are not

philanthropists, and we do not carry on our business solely to give employment to the

men 2262

Melling argues paternalism represents a ‘set of ideas concerning the hierarchical
ordering of society and the authoritarian tendencies of certain practices and
principles’.** This is corroborated by Grierson’s analysis of the Volunteer
movement, which revealed the value placed on social leadership by capital.®* James
Merry was Lieutenant-Colonel in the volunteers, whilst some pig ironmasters
recruited their own companies of Lanarkshire Rifle Volunteers, including
Summerlee’s 32™ Company and Gartsherrie’s 43™ Company. Other pig ironmasters
became officers included Captain John Neilson, and Ensigns James<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>