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The problem of the relationship betveen .profits earmed in the col-
onial trades and Scottish indusirial change bas, in recent years, prov-
oked stimulating debate among scholars. .Professor Henry Hamilton in .
his piloneering study of the Scottish Industrial Revolution, published

in 1932, stated vhat vas by then a fairly traditional and orthodox viev.l

Many of them (i{.e. Glasgow tebacco.merchants) reslising
the profitadble nature of manufacturing industry, turned
their attention and capital to the nev cotton industry,

Hamilton's authority lent acadenic respectability to this theory2 until -
1956 when Miss M.L. Robertson, during a general study of the American Var
of Independence suggested a much more tentative conclulion.?

It is posaible, though there is little evidence te support
the assunption, that there may have been some financial connect-
ion between the one time tobacco merchants and the nev indus-
trial dovalopuontl.
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Since then the uight of critieal comnt has moved clowly but increasingly

uniformly tovards a more lcoptictl viev of the rolatlomhip bctweon colonial
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trade and tho domestic oeonouy . Prufunor Hamilton hinulf, in 1963.
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took up Bobertson'l emphuin on tho vide gape in the documntary mterial

essential for any final appreciltion of the jpl'»blmn,5 gy
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..There is little ovidonco of tob-ceo urchlntl onpging o
dlroctly in the flotation of cotton<mille nlthough out-"
lets in other directions would naturally have been wught

for funds acemlnted in comerco with the old Amrlcan
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1. H. Hamilton, The Industrial Revolution in Scotland (Oxford, 1932), 121.

b. Sn, for example, Laurence’J. -Saunders, Scottish Democracy 1815-40
(Edinburgh, :11950), 98; J.,Cunnison and J.B.S. Gilfillan (eda) The Third
Statistical:Account of Snotlandmelugw Roglon (Glu;w, 19585, '103.

D Robertson. loe. clt., 130. R S

&; The nljor thcoreﬂeal eritiquo vas’ eontninod in K; Berrill *Internat-

ional Trade and the Rate of Econonic Growth!, Econ,.Hist. Rev.,'2nd ser.
x11 (1960), 35159, e

5. Hamilton, Economic History, 168.
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Although writers on wmore general themes continued to cite liamilton's
G

thesis of 1032 and the rather fragmentary evidence quoted in support of it,
scholars in the more localised field of eighteenth century Scottish economic
bhistory were swinging to an'oppoaite point of view. - Reviewing llamilton's
1963 book, Professor R.H. Campbell broadened the attack on the *traditional
viev' by desoribing the connection betveen the early growth of industry and

trade as ‘questionable' and concluded ina striking sentence that *the

Scottish economy in much of the eighteenth century may be considered to
- .

This assertion vas to form the basis

of Caumpbell?s controversial critique.B It might well be said indeed that

consist of tvo distinct sectors.?

Professor Cawphell's theails has become the new orthodoxy; Jjust as the
late Professor Pares and Mr. D.,A. Farnie diacwered9 little connection
betveen the West Indies trade and the English Industrial Bevolution, so
recent vriters basing thelr ergtmentu on those of Professor Ce-pbell, hwe
found little reletionahip between Glasgovw's colonhl commerce aud econemic
chl:lgel in Scotlend.m h | . I

The aim of this present chapter is to attempt a reeppreieel o} the

role of colonial merchant capital in the various industries of the West

6. See, for example, Eric Villiem, Capitalism and Slewq (Loudon, 1944),
and Seymour Shapiro, Capital and the Cotton industry in the Industrial Revol-
ution, (New York, 1967), where Scotland {s taken as the classic example of

an economy which owed muich of its impetus in t-he leter eighteenth century
to flov of capital from the colonial trades,

e R.H, Clnpbell. "An Eeenouie History of Scotland in the Eighteenth
Century?', S.J.P.E., XI (1964), 19,

8. R.H, Campbell, 'The Anglo-Scottish Union of 1707 II The Economic
Consetuences', Econ. Hist. Rev.), 2ud ser., XVI (196&), 4723 Scotland

since 1707 (0xford, 1965), k07 ‘The" Industrial’ Revolution in Scotland: a
Revision Article', SHR, 46 (1967), 47.

9. R, Pares, "Economic Factors in the History of the Empire?, Feon. Hist.
Rev, lst ser., VII (1937); D.A, Farnie, 'The Commercial hplre of the
A‘_t*lantie' Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser., XV (1962),.205. ...

10. VW.E. Minchinton (ed.,), The Growth of Inglish Overseas Trade in 17th

and 18th Centuries (London,- 1969), k&3 M.V, Flinn, The Origins of the
Industrial Revolution; (London, 1966). 97
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of Scotland in the period 1770-1815. The investigation will not only
exauine the flow of funds to the cotton industry ~ the aspect of the
problem which bas stimlated most discussion over the past decade -~ bhut
will attempt a full scale examination of merchant involvement in all sect-
ors of manufacturing and extractive industry. It is thus proposed to

consider the various industries in three groups:

(1) Miscellaneous manufacturing {glass, sugar, ropeworks,
breveries etc.)

(2) 'Hoavy’ industries (iron-smelting, refining and coal-
- mining)

(3) Textile industries (linen, wool, cotton and the finishing
‘processes)

Contemponriu dilplayed an interelting nmninity of viw on the in-
vestment of colonhl merchants in indnltry. Ten years after tho onding
of the American ¥War of Independenco, Colonel willian Pullarton cansidered

that,

) - % ‘ i bl "
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Vhen the separation of Awerica from England put an end to
the great profits-arising from the’tobacco trade’...'the mer~
chants withdrev from a concern no longer profitable and the
habits of manufacture formerly established in the country®'™ =
enabled them to apply their capitals to the various branches
of iron, glass, inkle , linen, woollen, gauze and particul-
arly te cotton, which in a few years they had extended to

an ‘extraordinary dogru. 11
-t T } R T .

Jamﬂ Denholu, vritiﬂ; in 180&, vas luro thnt -

. ‘Many' of tho mrchantn vho mburkod on tho .Auorican trade G
rr iwere -ruined, yet there wvere others ... whe -vere enabled to
branch out into othor ‘branches of tndo. notably mnufuturora. 12
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ii. Wllliau mllarton. Gencral Vlew of the Agriculture of the County of
Ayr, (1793)5 130, - % xS ey A
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David Macpherson vas equally certain, asserting that,

. A considerable number.of merchants.withdrew their capitals

 from foreign trade and shipping in order to employ them in
menufactures, 13

Similarly the Merchants House of Glasgow in 1812 pointed out hov the c¢ity
vas indebted to those vho had carried on the pre-1776 tobacco trade not

only for 'the extension of cosmmerce?, but 'for the establisbhment and, for
a considerable time, the suppert.of its manufactures now so highly advan-
tageous to this Kingdom at large’ .“

It would be unwise to come to any definite conclusion on the basis of

these opinions; hovever, as the amalysis which follows demonstrates, vhat-
ever the naivety of linking the expansion of Scottish industry after 1783
with the collapse of the tobacco trade, it must be said the degree of integ-

ration betveen external coumerce and domeatic manufactures. throughout the

eighteenth century vas very extensive., DBefore the 17708 solid linkages

had. been established betwveen the two sectors in angnr-procouin;.15 rope-

\\u:n-larl,16 tanvorkl,l? llitting-nlllu.w textile-finishing proceuu.w

and
hottloqorkl.?o The last forty years of the eighteenth century sav a
marked expansion in these existing interests,

Modern cozmentators have to a large cxtont qulckly dismissed mercan-,

tilc inveltmont in luch vonturu as tanning and glau mnufactnro u“

L 'tl":-n
- . bt "

o

i’l“ Hﬂcpherlon, _E. cit-. III' 5930 L ,
1k, - GCA, rumm ‘Book of Merchants:House of . Glnlpw, Iv (1790-1826). 21.5.

15. T. C. &out. "l'ho hrly Scottish Sugnr Hon-u. 1660-1720'. Econ., Hist,
Rev., 2nd ser., XIv (1961), 240-253; McCure, op. cit., 170, 227-"'2'3"""‘""""‘;
Glugow Jouml, 31 Octobcr. 17&8; J.Co Mltqboll. ‘0P cit.. 377, ‘010,

16_.5 HeOnrc. _g. clt.. 229; Gourlay. Provosts of“(nup_!l 55, 59. 63.
17, McCure, op, eit., 229, .

18. Brovs, ep.-eit., BX III, 286-7.

19, Hamilton, Economic History, 164,

20, !. Ronwick (ed): Extracts from the Records of Burgh
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involvement in 'small-scale activities. Such an approach is much based,
hovever, on an exaggerated hindsight viev of the fixed capital require-
wents of the early cotton mills and by corollary‘on an inaccurate assess-~
ment of the physical size of the bottle-houses, ropevorks and tannoriol.el

Bell's ‘Tannerie' in 1780 was employing over 300 men: few cotton mills,

apart from New Lanark, could better thh.22 Contemporaries attached the

adjectives ‘vastt, 'great! and "magnificent' to these 'smll-scale! con-

ccmn.23 The main Glasgow tannery, the Glasgov Tanwork Co. wvas, accord-

ing to David Loch, the greatest in Europe, except for one at Cologne.%

Cuantitative analysis of some of the capital strustures involved adds

veight to these comsents (Table 30). Some effort has been made to
present a fair sample of various company assets in this table. There
were concerns which -eperated on much slighter capital bases -~ .a-smll
tanverlt established in 1768, unrelated to Dell's Tannery and the Glasgow
Tanwork Co., bad a total stock of £2,400 and the breving and distilling
firm of Andrev BDuchanan sen and Co. bad an initial subscription of:£550
divided among sixteen porlons.25 Yet as table 30 indicates, it would

-F r

21. ' For an important discussion of this point see M.M. Edvards; The Growth
of the British Cotton Trade (Mancheater, 1907), Ch,IX, passim., Only six

Scottish cotton mills in 1795 were valued at more than £10,000; - twenty-
five valued at more than £5,000: total number at that date was adbout fifty-

five, S.D. Chapman, *'Fixed Capital Formation in the British Cotton Indus-
try, 1770-1815¢, Econ. Hist, Rev., 2nd ser., XXIII (1970), 262-3. See
Campbell ‘Anglo-Scottish Union', loc, cit,, 472, for his emphasis on the
soall-scale nature of the miscellancous manufactures, The revolutionary
aspect of the cotton industry was, of course, not size but the massive
gains in productivity as a result of the series of technical advances.

22, J. Clelland, Statistical and Population Tablas relative to the City

of Glasgow (Glasgow,- 1828)3 J. Batt, The Industrial AmEeolon of Se;i:ltnd,
(Newton Abbot, 1967), 70.

Loch, op. eit,, I,: 263 Lettice, Letters on a Tour throu

sy Sl "

23,
parts of Scotland in the Year 1792, 82,

s L -

gh various. #

"

24, LOC_h. OPp. Eia. I| 21,
25, GCA, Reg, of Deeds, B.10/5/81030, Contract of Coparinery, Alex.

Speirs and Others, 24 Aug., 1778; B.10/5/7651, Contract of Copartnery
betwixt Francis Hamilton and others, 27 January, 1773.
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TABLE 30
Cagital Etock of some Glasgow Hnnufactariu,
1770 - 1815 | |
Company , Capital Stock Date

Glasgow Bottlevark Co. £12,000 178626
Dumbarton Glasswork Co. £20,000 179'&27
Dumbarton Glasswork Co. = £84,050 18130
South Sugar House * £8,000 177729
Greenock Bopevork Co | £40,000 178530
King St, Sugar House £6,000 177631

be entirely wrong to dismiss the various firms involved in tanning, rope-
making and sugar-processing as *fly by night' concerns making little demand
on the tovn of Glasgow's pool of available capital,

In 1777 James Gibson estimated that the value of the boot and shoe
trade of Glasgow approached £23,000 per annum, while including saddlery
and tanned leather it was nearer £B5,000.32 Pach of the three companies
concerned with the tanning of leather existing in the city in the 17708 and
80s vas substantially doainated by colonial merchant capital.

The cream

of the tobacco aristocracy vere partners in the 1780s in Bell's Tannery -
Jobn Coats Campbell, John Bowman, Laurence Dinwiddie, John Campbell of

26, SL, CSP 422/5%, Answers for J. Geddes fa Petition of G. Hamilt&n.
F.th». 18. 1801,

27. SRO, Adama Mack Misc., Balance Bk. of Dumbarton Glass Co., 1804-153
Day Book of Dumbarton Glasswork Co., 1793—1803. |

280 Ibiﬂ. .;* , i y o YR S

29, SRO, (+1 237/139, Hinntu of Hnting of Partmrl ot South Sugar House,
5 Nﬁ"-b.r, 1777-

%0. SR80, Beg, of Deeds, 2&6/1/530 DAL.
J1. 8RO, GD237/143/4. e L
32, Giblon. P_nc S_!_E:. ’ . - 1
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Clathic, James Dunlop and Alex. Speirs.”>. Throughout the period 1770-1802
the more sizeable Glasgow Tanvork Co., which eventually took over Dell's,
vas capitalised by tobacco, Weast India merchants or the sons of these,

and managed by persons experienced in tanning, The first extant contract
of copartnery, that for 1771, shows that about ninety per cent of the capi-
tal atock was subscribed by six of the partners in Baell's Tannery - John
Bowman, Alexander Speirs, John Campbell, Robert Bogle and Walter Monteath,
The enterprise was managed by two Glasgow saddlers, Robert Marshall and

34

John Macfarlane, Twenty years later Speirs's name had disappeared - he

died in 1783 - but he had been succeeded by his son Archibald. Bogle and
Monteath had also gone, but William Coats had joined Bowman and Campbell.35
Again the managing partner vas skilled in the actual manufacture: this
vas Ephraim Gardner, ‘tanner in Glasgow'.36 Dy 1802 the same partners

37

vere still in control,

A much smaller concern had been set up in 1768 with £ifty per cent
of the £2,400 capital taken up by two tobacco merchants, Hugh Wylie and
Frencis Hamilton, Significantly they bad been approached by three persons,
including one, John Steven 'shoemaker and tanner' whe since 1702 had been
carrying on a trade of tanning, dressing, currying and buying leather }and
making of gloves. They had experience and skill in the process and trade
of tanning but probably lacked the necessary capital f91; the extension of
their bmlnou.’s

It seems feasible to suggest that much of the stimulus which led

3. Senex, I, 4603 Gourlay, A Glasgov Miscellany, 97.

4. SRO, Reg. of Deeds, 232/317 MACK; cm, Reg. of s-sms. 10/30-1,
14 HB!‘Ch. 1777‘ e

35. GCA. Reg. of &linﬁl' 10/198-202. 6 D"cuber, 17930
36, Ibid
37. GCA’ R.‘o Of &llnﬂ.' 11/297.8’ 2 An‘“.t’ 1802,

38, GCA, Reg. of Deeds, B.10/15/7651, Contract of Copartnery betwixt
Francis Hamilton and Others, reg. 21 January, 1773.




merchants to supply capital to tanners is to be found in their need to

establish a viable, secure and relatively cheap source of supply (by

cutting out middleman profit) for thelir customers in colonial North Amer-
ica and in the islands of the Caribbean. ~ That Virginia and Maryland were
twvo of the main outlets for the products of such concerns is made obvious
' the customs records and also {n a report of the Glasgow Tanwork Co. :n
17781 Dbocause of the outbreak of rebellion and the virtual collapse of

the tobacco trade, the Company,

bad on hand goods, manufactured and unmanufactured, to a
great value which they have no irmediate prospect of selling
«ss by reason of the present unhappy contest with Azerica. 39

Despite this, the Company attempted to continue exporting through New York

and through more circuitous routes via Halifax, Nova Scotia, C(uebec and

Charleltown.ho

The coaleacence of mercantile funds and technical ingenuity was evi-

dent also in brewing., Dy contracts of copartnery signed in February and

Mareh, 1763, Jobn Glassford, William Bogle and Peter Murdech and three

East of Scotland werchants joined with two ‘brevers in Edinburgh' and
agreed 'to carry on a joint business of brewing and selling of strong beer,
strong ale and szall beer in a brevhouse ... to be erected at Anderston

near Gllsgov'.hl In 1771 James Hopkirk, Jobhn MeCall and Jawes Gordon -~

the latter two Glassford's partners in the tobacco-importing firms of
Glassford, Gordon, Monteith and Co. and Henderson, McCall and Co - enter-
ed the company. James Warroch, a brever, became joint manager with John

Cmminglm.me.."2 At some point in the later 17708 James Murdoch and

39. SRO, Reg. of Deeds, 232/617 MACK, Azreement between partners of the
Glasgow Tanwork Co., 3 Saptember, 1778.

L0, SRO, Collector's Cuarterly Accountn. Groenock. E.50h/15/26—31.

1. 5RO, Tieg. of Deeds, 216/902194Lc Obligation, John Glassford and
others to John Cunninghame, reg. 23 October, 1774.

42, GCA, Town Court Books of Glasgow, entry 2 December, 1790,
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Hopkirk's son, Thomas became partners,

The Custorms Records of Port Glasgow and Greenock, 1773-84 reveal an
interesting penetration of the products of this firm into the markets of
the West Tndies and North America. A sanmpling of cargoes outwards in
April-August 1778 from Greenock, reveals that the Company's ‘'strong ale'
was being carried by three out of the five vessels bound for Dalifax
(Nova Scotfa), Philadelphia and New York. Two of the seven vessels bound
b4

for destinations in the West Indies also transported the firm's product.

Merchant involvement in one concern in a particular industry, once

established, could easily extend into others. Thus James Hopkirk and
James Gordon, partners in Murdoch, ¥Warroch and Co., were two of the six
partners in Jamwes flervey and Co., hrevers and distillers at Paialey.l"j
The firm of Andrev Buchanan sen. and Co numbered twelve merchants involv-
ed in colonial trade out of the sixteen persons who subscribed to the cap-
{tal stock of €550 in 1778. Of this amount £450 came from colonial mer-
cantile sl:mrt'ml...!‘6

Two soap and candle manufactories in Glasgow enjoyed the patronage
of colonial merchants. Robert Uouston Rae and James McDowall (both of
the West India concern of Alex. Houston and Co.) and Richard Dennistoun
vere partners in Walter Buchanan and Co. and John Hay and Cn.w The
Vest India firm of Hamilton, Gordon and Co. were alsc interested in this

48
venture.

h% SRQ. RQE of Deeds, 216/802 DAL.
44, SBO, E.504/1%5/29, Jan., 1778 -~ July, 1779.
A5. Glasgow Courier, 6 April, 1799.

46. GCA, B.10/3/8103, Contract of Copartnery, Alex. Speirs and others,
24 Aug., 1778. The merchants econcerned vwere Alexander Speirs, John
Cravford, George Buchanan, Archibald Coats, John Robertson, Alexander

Donald, George Kippen, Jamwes Murdoch, Andrev Stirling, John Stirling,
Thomas Donald, Andrew Buchanan jun. .

47. Glasgow Courier, 26 September, 1795,
ny.  Ihid. i
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Rope and safilcloth manufacture had been prominent among the indus-
tries of Glasgow since:the end of the seventeenth centnry.kg In the
folloving century, vwith an increasingly wassive investment in foreign
commerce; this necessary ancillary industry to any thriving port was
capitalised by coclonial merchants just as it bhad been since the earl-
jest days. In the-1770s James Corbett and Co., 'the Rope Manufactory

of Glasgow', had fifteen partners. Ten of them were men involved in

50

the city'a colonial trades, Vhen this establishment wvas sold to new

ovners in 1786, Robert Dunmore and James Dunlop had taken over their' -~

51

fathers' shares. Geérge Buchanan jun., James Somervell, James

McDovall and James Denniatoun were the principal "partners, during the

17808, of a separate firm, the Glasgow Bopework 'Co.sg SEEEREE (N

At Greenock, Glasgow colonial merchants dominated the co-partnery

of the Greenock Ropework Co. ' The two Ritchie brothers, James and Henry,

together with Michael Bogle, ovned seventy-five per cent of the ahnros.53

Details are sparse on the post-1790 partnership structure of this concern
but certainly Glasgov ivterest in it continued- into the nineteenth century:
at his death in 1817, Alexander Campbell of Hallyards had a £1,000 share:
in the firm.sr‘ The Port Glasgow Hopework Co. inithe early 17808 was™~ "
partly capitalised by Alexander Speirs and Thomas Hopkirk and as late‘as

1791 James Somervell had mno'less than £3,000 in the ‘fim'i'stock.*ﬁ L

T - b
ﬂ?i::’; RN o

49. ' W.R. Soott, The Constitution of English, Scottish and Irish Joint™.
Stock Companies to 1720 (London, 1911), 1II, 174%=5. o J

r

50. ~ GCA, Reg. of Sasines, 23 October, 1789, F.4l-3.

1. SRO, GD1/532/1, Disposition snd Assignation, the partners of the
Glasgow Ropevorks to John Hay and Others (1786).

52. Glasgow Mercury, 8 December, 1785.
53. SRO, Reg. of Deeds, 246/1/580 DAL.
54, ML, Campbell of Hallyards Papers, Revenue, August, 1817, , . ¢,.

550 " GCA. Spcirl Plp.rS, TD1/131/5. Ledger 'C'. 3"‘ HitChell, Johnston
Papers, Disposition and Deed of Settlement by James Somervell of Hamilton
Farm, 10 June, 17913 8RO, CC9/7/8B0/51h, Testament of Thos. Hopkirk. At
his death, he had £1,321,.13..4 in the company.

5 &G: - + . ﬂ F ) ‘:'
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A ‘thorough search of the loéal histories of Greenock, Port Glasgow
and Glasgow and of nevspapers between 1770-1815 has revealed no other in-
dustrial unit, apart from those enumerated above, which specialiséd {n
the production of sailcloth, rope-and tackle. It is therefore fair to
conclude that this industry depended for a large proportion of its cap-
ital on funds subscribed by colonial merchants.

The Vest of Scotland sugar-processing industry vas expanding vigor-
ously in the latter part of the eighteenth century in the wake of dev-
elopaents in Clyde-West Indies trade. It has been calculated that there
wvere four sugar houses in Glasgow, two in Port Glasgov and two in Greenock,
betveen 1760 and 1810. The forthcoming discussion will demonstrate that
Glasgov Vest Indian interests played a central role in most of these unita.

The South Sugar Housé¢ (Glasgow) was set up by Colonel William McDowall
and James Milliken, leading partners in what was, in the 1740s, the great-
est Vest India firm in the city. The sugar house vas owned by their
descendants until the 1780l.56 Alexander Hdouston, who joined this co-
partnership and later founded Alexander Houston and Co. with Colonel
McDowvall's son, William II, bequeathed his 3/16 shares to his son Andrew;
at the same time William McDowall IIIl joined his father in the copartner-

27 Andrev Houston gave up his shares in the company in 1782 and by

ship.
the folloving year the concern was composed of William McDovall III (of
Alex. Houston and Co.) and George, Alexander and James Oswald, with wan- -

agement in the hands of a Dutch expert, Casper (.'!lamio::n.,58 In this firm,

Casper Clauson and Co., McDowall held three-sixths of the capital stock

560 HitCh‘ll, _O.E; 2_&1' 377. EQIOS Gibﬂon' 220 _c_i.:_t_.. 210.

57¢ GCA. Bag. of &IinQ.. PF, l!i’-l’ih. lhs-s' 24 Apl"il. 17803 ?.275-6,

;371 GCA, B‘ﬂ. of &linoi, F.275-6, 24 my' 1782, m, UP Innes Durie
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of £8,000, the OQsvalds between them, two-sixths and Clausen onc-llxth.sg
In 1785 the personnel changed again yet control was still in the hands
of the partners of Alexander Houston and Co. Andrew louston, Robert
Houston Rae and James McDowall carried on the business until 1796, when
with increasing financial difficulties in the parent concern, the South

Sugar House Co. conveyed. 'all and whole the boiling houses, diatilling

houses, store rooms, cellars, lofts, dwelling-house, mill-houses, wvell,
'limekilns! to Richard Bell and 00.60
Thus for over fifty years there had been a recognisable stability of

ovnership in this concern. By integrating backwards into the refining

process, Houstons could gain considerable economies. The firw's partners

supplied the capital and the production unit could be managed by a person
skilled in the sugar-boiling process, Movement into refining represent-
ed a further stage in the evolution of economies of scale in this giant

enterprise. At the same time:-Houstons were acquiring sugar estates in the
61

Leevard Islands through foreclosure on mortgages and through purchase. .
In addition to owning the South Sugar House, they took over the king Street

Sugar House from three tobacco merchants, James Buchbansan; Thouas Wallace

and Andrev Buchanan, who bad inherited it from their respective fatherhﬁz

This they held until 1796.63 ?

Details on the tvo remaining Glasgow Sugar-processing units are more

fragmentary. George Bogle, who by the American War period bad successfully

59, SRO, GD 237/139 Minutes of mcting of mrtncro of South Sagar House,
s N’mrenbtr, 17977 ‘ . R R t .

f0. SRO, U.P. Tnnes Durie 37/1, chnontatlon of Wm, McDowall etec. (1790);
GCA, Reg., of Sasines, F.232, 20 May, 17067 Glasgow Mercury. 14 June, 1796.

61, NLS, M88 9793-%, Foreign Lottor Bookl 'R tnd '‘F? of Alcnnder
Houston and Co,

62¢ GCA. XY 229"32t 2 Jul?l 1773-
63. SBO, GD 237/1A3/A.,
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turned his family's traditional interest in the tobacco trade towards the

importation of sugar from the Caribbean, was a principal partner in the

Easter Sugar Houu..&' Similarly Alexander Speirs the doyen of the tob-

acco aristocracy, had shifﬁd such of the interest of Speirs, French and
Co. and Speirs, Bowman and Co., to the West Indies trade and from 1773 until
his death a decade later, he wvas a partner in the Wester Sugar Houle.65
Some of the most important sugar houses vere located further down the
Clyde at Port Glasgow and at Greenock which was to become in the nineteenth
century the major sugar-refining centre in Scotland, Sugar-processing began

at Greenock in 1765 with the erection of a ‘house’ in what came to be known

as Sugarhouse Lane, Two of the seven partners were Thomas Hopkirk and

Arthur Connell, the latter of the West India firm of Somervell,
66

and Co. By 1788 this concern wvas completely dominated by Glasgow Col-
onial interests, eighty per cent of the capital being subscribed by John
Campbell sen,, Jeames Gordon and Henry Riddell and the remainder by two

Greenock merchanta.67 Ten years later the same men, operating under the

firm, Hopkirk, Riddell and Co., were in emntrul«,68
Andrev Scott, in his pioneering paper on the Clyde sugar industry,
suggested that sugar-refining began at Port Glasgow with the sstablishment

of a sugar-house in Balfour St. in the l770g.69 The original subscribers

64, ML, Bogle MSS, Bundle 54; SRO, E.504/28/31 (April 1777-Oct., 1778),
reveals Bogle's sugar imports, especially from Tobago and Jamaica,

65. GCA, Speirs Papers, TD 131/4-5; for his VWest India interests, see
TD 131/9, Letterbook, 17819, passim,

66, Andrew Scott 'The History and Progress of the Four Leading Articles
of Foreign Origin', Trans. Glasgow Arch. 3oc, I (1859), 364,

67. 5RO, PRS (Benfrew), 25/56,
68. SRO, PRHS (Benfrw), &l/89; Glasgow Courier, 29 November, 1708, James

Gordon and Henry Riddell were the leading partners in Gordon, Riddell and Co.

West India merchants and had both been members of the various copartneries
with John Glassford. - |

69. sﬁﬂtt, !22-0 Ei_t.g 366.
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included five Glasgow colonial merchants -~ George Crawford, William

Cravford,

Andrew Buchanan, William Cunninghame and Robert Dunmore - in

addition to seven others who give residential addresses {n Port. Glasgow

70 The customa accounts demonatrate that R. Dunmere and Co.

and Greenock,
vere second only to Alex, Houston and Co. in quantity of sugar importat-
jons. William Canninghame weuld also haves motive for such an fnvest-
ment, In addition to the expansion into the Vest Indies trade of Cunning-
hame, Findlay and Co, after 1778, Cunninghame himself had become a partner
in B, Dunmore and Co, by that date.7l

John Leitch and Richard Dennistoun together with four Greenock wer-

chants were proprietors in the 17808 of the 'Sugar House Comxpany of Port
72

Glasgovw' under the firm of Alex, Macpherson and Co,'~™ . The cowpany, later
enlarged, included by September 1790, John Gordon, David Bussell and George

Buchanan .in addition to Leitch and Donniltonn.75 Personal and business.

contacts were evidently important bere. Gordon, Eussell and Leitch were

all partners in Stirling, Gordon and Co, and Leitch and Smith, VWest India

7 Together they were to become extensively involved from 1794

75

merchants,

in Jemes -Finlay and Co., cotton spinners and merchants.
. In 1809 Maclachlan; Watt and Co. built the Newark Sugar Refinery just

putside Port Glasgow, later selling it to Robert Dennistoun, -Alexander

Campbell.of Hallyards and his brether Joml.76 -It continned in their

700' Ibid " ¢ , 5 ) P . ) ¥
71. 8RO, 3.503/23/334, Port Glasgow, Oct., 1731 - Oct, 1732.

79. ML, Campbell of Hallyards Papers, Trustees of R. Dennistoun to trustees
of Alex Cawpbell, 15 December, 1823; Glasgow Mercury, 29 December, 1789,

73. Glasgov Mercury, 7 September, 1790,
7&t‘ St.“rt' Qp. E!io. 217"13.
75, James Finlay and: Co., Glngw; Finlay MSS, Balance Book, 1789-1800,21-2, -

76. ML, Campbell of Hallyards Papers, Huting of trusterdde infre.,396:7,
of Alex. Campbell, 27 Aug. 1817.
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hands until 1817 when, after the death of Alexander Cambﬁell and Dennistoun,

it vas dissolved in May, ?1813.77

Again the same phenomenon of business rel-
aﬂonsh:lpa being carried through into different sectors is apparent: Just
as Carpbell and Dennistoun invested in a concern which processed one of
their imports from the Caribbean - sugar - 80 they also financed Rob-
ert Humphrey and Co., cotton-spinners, a concem which would be likely to
process another of the main cmﬂitfe: of their Vest Indian tra'de.7a

Two irmediate conclusions can be drawn from this *analyaié: of the
capital structures of the West of Scotland suga‘r industry in the period
1770-1815. Firstly, there is no doubt that Glasgov colonisl merchants
vlayed a crucial role in the financing of this industry in the forty
years under review. Of the four sngar houses in Glasgow itself, two at
least, until the end of the eighteenth century were ’whéily owned by ‘such
interests. The inevitable gapes in evidence do not allow firm conclusions
to bo made on the Easster and Wester Sugar Houses but the sketchy informat-
fon that has survived does point to a somewhat similar pafteni. The co=
vartneries of the three sugar-refining plants established at Port Glasgow
betveen 1770 - IBOQ;rmggeat & more coumplex picture. In one, Glasgow
colonial merchants had about a fifty per cent share. In the second, they
held a feiativaly smaller proportion of the capital stock in the 1780s,but
this developed rapidly into overall control by the early 1790s. ‘In the
third, Glasgow merchants, after an initial period of dominance by Port
Glasgov interests, quickly became the leading stockholders until 1817. The
only sugar house that has been traced at Greenock dﬁﬂ:ig the later eighteenth

century wvas in the 17608 controlled by merchants of that town. By 1788,

El”‘l 4

Tl miinbt'iré Cazette, 12 May, ‘1818,
78. ML, Campbell of liallywrds Papers, Trustees of R. Dennistoun to trustees
of Alex. Campbell, 15 December 1823, vide infra,9i-1.
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hovever, it wvas almost wholly capitalised by Glasgov men, Clearly Glas-
govw did not exert a cbmpletn stranglehold over the indu;try in Port Glas-
gov and Greenocks the latter town especially had its own elite group of
vealthy merchants who, especially before the ocutbreak of the American War,
had played an important role in the development of Clyde-Caribbean comm-
nrce.79

A second broad conclusion can be made here. Table 31 lists the
Glasgov merchants known to bave lul;cci-ibed to the capital stocks of sugar
houses between 1770-1815. The column on the extreme right of the table
1ists any interests in the West Indies trade which a particular merchant
might have had, 0f the thirty werchants enumerated in this table, a min-
imum figure of twenty-three are known to have had interests in the West
Indian sugar importation trade., Jt is plausible to argue that tho 1nvnt-
ment of such men in the sugar industry followed on logically fram a denlre

to secure processing plants for their major import, Some comments might

be made ahout those merchants who do not appear to bave had connection with

Caribbean commerce. The Oavalds - George, Alexander and James 3: were
leading tobacco merchants, importing into Port Glasgov from Virginia 1220
h;)glheads in the period October, 1774 to July, 177;.80 Their connection'
with the South Sugar House was short-lived; they held one-third of the
capital stock of £3,000 for less than five years. Georio Oswald's c‘orf-g'x
espondence hints at the fact that since the dbrothers had no strong connect-
ions with the West Indies trade, they were uninterested ln long-tem in- |

volvemeut in such a concern, and aimed at the easentially linited

799 Ste\mrt. op. 9_!»_5_& ’ 2"7"?"91 Vide | '“El" W =9, |
80,. m’ EiSO‘/za/Qh (Port Gl"ﬂ”)c . ST e



Merchant

Alexander Houston
William McDowall II

William McDowvall IIIX

George Oswald
Alexander Osvald
James Oswald
Andrev Houston
Robert Houston Rae
James DBuchanan
Andrew Buchanan
Thomas Vallace
George Bogle
Alexander Speirs

James Hopkirk

Arthur Connell

John Campbell sen.
James Gordon

Henry Riddell
George Cravford
William Cravford
Andrev Buchanan
William Cunninghauwe
Robert Dunmore
John Leitch

Richard Pennlstoun

John Gordon

David Inssell
Bobert Dennistoun
Alexander Campbell

Jawes Campbell

SOURCE:

TABLE 31

3"!" House

South Sugar House
wd Q=
(] O
a(] Qs
«d 0
~d 0~
-3 0~
- 0=
King Street Sugar House
- U
= O
Inster Sugar House

Wester Sugar House

| Greenock Sugarhouse

(1765)
~do-
~do- (1788)
~do= =do-
~d0= «do-
Port Glasgow Sugar llouse
-d 0~ |
- 0=
«d 0=
-d 0=
Sugar Iouse Co. of Port
Glasgovw
w(] Q=
«d 0=
S

Newark Sugar Refinery
g 0=

- 0
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Glasgov Colonial Merchants and SuEr Housges

Vest India Firm

Alex, Houston and Co.

«d 0=
-d0-

ol

Alex, Houston and Co.

«d 0=

George Bogle and Co.

Speirl, French and Co.
Speirs, Bowman and Co.

Hopkirk, Riddell and Co.
Cozervell, Connell and Co.
John Campbell sen., and Co.
Somervell, Gordon and Co.
Gordon, Riddell and Co.
Speirs, Craviord and Co.

Robert Dunmore and Co.
s {1

Leitch and Suith and Co.

James Dennistoun Jun and
Co.

Stirling, Gordon and Co.
Leitch and Smith
Roht. Dennistoun and Co.

John Campltell sen. and
Co.

=d 0~

Footnote references, pp. 326 - 331.
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objectives of quick profits on relatively small initial capital investment

and & fairly rapid diungsgomnt.el As Oswald indicated, this had been

their practice in their other industrial ventnrea.82
James and Andrevw Buchanan and Thomas Wallace, on the other band, bad

not moved into sugar-boiling as part of a conacious decision of commercial

policy.  They had merely inherited the holdings of their respective fathers

in 1773 and before the end of the decade had disposed of the Eing St. Sugar

House to Alexander Houston and (}'o.33 This action ought to be contrasted
with the latter company's ownership of the South Sugar House for almost
bhalf a centnrnyA

The glasa industry in late eighteenth century West of Scotland vwas
capitalised by a tight-knit, yet wealthy, group of rGlasgov tobacco and
West Indian merchants, In March, 1780, Peter Murdoch, James Gordon and
James llopkirk and James Dunlop, Thomas Donald andﬁ Andrew [louaton, purchas-

ed the Glasgov Bottlevorks 'at the Broomielaw'.?s - For the former three
such an acquisition was a logical extension of industrial investment in
another line - they were prominent partners in Murdoch, ¥arroch and Co,,
brevers in Glsugow.8_6 For the others there yhuhtt once the opportunity
of increasing the capacity of their existing interest in the Dumbarton
Glasswork éo and at the same time the chance to absordb a ‘*competij;or:?

A month later the flint glass manufactory at Verreville came under the

combine's control and & joint company with an initial capital of £12,000

81, SRO, UP Innes Durie B7/1, George Oswald to William McDowall, 17
November, 1783, .

82. Ibid. - - o A a
83,  GCA, FF 229-32, 2 July, 1773 SRO, GD 237/143/. -
84, Vide LP___:37.G-"I

85, GCA, FF 171-3, 11 November, 1793.
86, SRO, Reg. of Doods. 216/802 DAL.
87. GCA, FF, 1713, 11 Noveaber, 1793. .

¥ &Ep%r;i?%} ) Iy PR ! I H -
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vas e¢stablished 'for the wmanufacture of glass in ull its brancbea'.BB

Untfil its dissolution in 1793, it was managed by John Geddes, a wvell
known figure in the West of Scotland glass trade, with capital supplied

by Dunlop, Murdoch, lopkirk, Houston, Gordon, Robert Dunmore and Archi-

bald \a’allaee.sg

As has been indicated, there were partnership links between this

Glasgow firm and the flourishing Dumbarton Glasswork Co., wbich i{n 1789
9%

paid no less than £119,000 in excise duties. William and John Dixon,

91

its proprietors, vere members of the Glasgovw Glasswork Co.,” and James

Dunlop and Andrew Houston of the latter had been partners in Duwmbarton
92

‘for some years previous'! to 1789, In that year, the tvo colonial wer-
chants held 75 per cent of the total capital of £16,000, Dunlop baving
26/ 40 (ﬁiO.hOO) and Houston Y/ &0.(£1,6000) of the .b.ru.% On the dis-
solution of the copartnery of the Glasgov Glasswork Co. in 1793, Dumbarton
parchised their premises, which, it was stated in 1798, 'at present form

about a fourth part of the partners’ -nbjoetl'.% By 1804 the Dumbarton

Glassvork Co. had undertaken further horisontal integration acquiring the
Greenock Bottlework Co. in 1801 for £5,510, and had integrated forwards

into ownership of the Dumbarten Brewery 60.95 It will be seen from the

discussion to follow that this powverful unit, whose capital stock reached

88, 8L, CSP 422/53, Ansvers for John Geddes ... 4.
89. Ibid,, 2; 8RO, Reg. of Deeds, 246/1/570 DAL,
90. Irving, op. cit.. '589, ”

91. Glugow Jmml, 30 April, 1793.

92, U.P. Currie Mtck D/5/14, Memorial for the partnon of the Dumbarton
Glass Co. in th‘ qu.'tiﬂn with John Dunlop. 1. Bee also SRO R.D. 59/933
DUR, Contract of Copartnery of the Dumbarton Glasswork Co.

93. Ibid.y, 2,° For a detailed breakdown of shares, see Appendix XIII/a.

9h, Ibid., Answvers for 0id Dumbarton Glauwork Co. to the Pctition of
Gilbert ﬁ-llton (1793)' r. 33. o C

9. mo. Adams Mack Misc,, Bundle 22, Sederunt of the partners of
Du7b2rton Glasswork Co., 1804-15, pp. 9, 47, 803 SRO, PRS (Renfrew)
44/103.
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£98,400 in October 1515.96‘3 ‘Arev much of its finance from the reserves

of foreign merchants,

The likely motivés for the Dunlop - Houston stake in Dumbarton can
be ascertained after a consideration of the general framework of their

other industrial activities. In the 1780s Andrev Houston and James Dun-

97

lop owned the Govan Colliery. Iu addition, Dunlop himself bad such

important interests in other mines that he was regarded as one of the

98

leading coalmasters in Scotland, John Dixon, & member of the Dumbar-

ton Glasswork Co. with his brother William, wvas in charge of operations
at the Knightavood Coal Mine.gg Theré vere several problems in the coal
trade at this time. New pits were opening in the vicinity of Glasgow;
the Monkland Canal vas begun in 1771 and through this the abundant coal
of 01d and New Monkland would eventually flovi marketing costs vere in-
creasing because of the large number of agents employed and the necessity
to give long creditsﬁ to eu-tmrn.lm Thus theé prospect of marroving

markets occurred at the same tive as rising costs. One anaver was cow-

bination for control of both pioductfon‘ and sales and this led to the
101

formation of & cartel, the Glasgow Cosl Company, in 1790. Poth Dun-

102

lop and William Dixon vere prominent mwembers of this “ﬂnfuro. Another

tactic vas to secure cutlets for coal. - It is in this context that

960 SRO Adams Mack "i.ﬂtg 113.

97. SRO, Reg. of Deeds 292/758 IJUR. Diﬂpos:ltion and Auigmtion by James
Dunlop to Andrevw Houston, Vide infre,%0.

98, Vide infrs,?%53-6l | . B

99. 8RO, Court of Session UP 1 Currie Mnek. D/s/u., Memorial for J.
Dunlop «¢« against the Dumbarton Glasswork Co., 1.

100, Hamilton, Economic History, 209-10.

101. Seea H. Hamilton, 'Combination in the wut, ot Scotland Coal Trade,
1790-1817', Economic .Bist., Vol¢ II (19%). : .

102. Ibid.. See also B.F. Duckham, Hloto!z of rtho Scottish Coal Industry,
I, (Nevton Adbot, 1870),
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In 1787

Dunlop's interest in the Dumbarton Glasswork Co. could be seen.
he vas attempting the same operation with Clyde Company, signing 'seversal
different agreements ,.. for his supplying their ironvorks and blast fur-

naces at Fullarton vwith 0001'-103

On the bankruptcy of James Dunlop in 1793;10& it is evident that the

Dumbarton Glasswvork Company wvas faced with credit difficulties, Dunlop

105

himself, by 1792, oved the concern £12,747¢+5..8. Moreover the orig-

inal stock of the partnership - £16,000 -

had turned out to be 'greatly
inadequate to the extent of their business' and they had had to borrow
‘large sums upon bond and othervays for enabling them to go 4:::1'«..]‘06 These
tvo probleuws were sxacerbated by the financial crisis of 1793.107 Clearly
the coupany vas encountering immense problems. The holder of three-
quarters of the capital bad gone bankrupt and overdrawn over £12,000 on the
company's account, Family relationship and colonial capital came to the
rescue, On Dunlop's benkruptcy his 26/ 40 shares in Dumbarton passed to
Andrev Houston and the other solvent partners. They found it 'convenient

and necessary to assume into the said concern in place of.the said James

Punlop, a nev responsible partner whose credit may be interposed for sec-

urity of the debts owing by the said Conp.nyk!,wa - The 'nev.responsible

partoer' vas Alexander Houston of Edinglassie,. later of Clerkington, sen

103. 8RO, R.D 260/358 DUR, Contract, James Dunlop and Thoams ,Edington.

104, - Scots Magaxine, LV ?793). 1563 1list of bankrupts for March, 1793;
SR0, U.P, 1 Currie Mack D.6/1 (1797), Petition to the Lords of Session by
G. Hamilton, 1 "On March 23, 1793, the estates real and personal of J.
Dunlop vere sequestrated by the late Lord Elliock,™

105 SRO, U,Pe 1 Currie Mack D/BVI&, Hemori;l of ihe Partners of th'eﬁ
Dumbarton Glasswork Co., 6-7.

106, Inid,, 11-12,

1070 For this lt!}?orhl,mo .ﬁ,elt., 77' ~, S’EO. @237/151/3“\1’1111&“090“11
to Arch. Tod, 2 November, 175\:-&-11“:1. Economic History, 333-k,

108, 8RO, ED 276/24& DUR, Articles of Agreement between Messrs, Houston
and Dixon, | “
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of Alexander Houston, the great Glasgow West India merchant, and inheritor,

109

as & younger son, of some of his wealth, He himself may vell have been

engaged in the West India tradej certainly in the 17908 he was Lieutenant-

110

Governor of Grenada, In consideration of'the advantage afforded to the

Company by the said Alexander Houston interposing his credit for the debts

presently owing te them', he vas given twenty-tvwo of the 26/ 40 shares

formerly held by Dnnlop.lu This vas done from 31 December, 1792, The

partners determined obviously to avert disaster as speedily as posasible,

they thus acted three months before Dunlop's bankruptey vas officially

ﬂocllrod¢112
The involvement of Houston seems te have been a success. Probing

the reasons, four years later, for their solvency during the depression,

the Company's lawyer pointed to the additional security afforded by ‘a
113

gentleman of undoubted responsibility, Mr. Alexander Houston®, Con-~

centration of capital {n the latter's hands increased in July, 1798, vhen
tvo years before his death, Andrew Houston *having occasion for money in
his private affairs'! decided to dispose of his J 40 share and offered them
to his brother Alexander; ‘to lecomo;lato' him, Alexander aceopted.n,'

For the wvhole of the period until October 1815. mrchlnt capital

vas & crucial support to the Dumbarton Glnnvork Conpany und its {mportant

109. Ibid., 8RO Adlm Mack, Hilc.. Bundle 22, Day Book of Dumbarten
Glassvork Co. (1793-1803), Al. i

110. SRO, ID 271/583 DUR., Commission, Alex. Houston to John Campbell,
Matriculation Albums, Matric No, Akll.

111, SBRO, RD 276/2“ DUR, Articles of Agreement between Messra, louston
and Dixon.

112, Ibid., SL, Session Paper 369/3, p. 8.

113. SRO, U,P. 1 Currie Muflﬁ, D/5/l'.. Ansvers for Gilbert Hamilton to the
Petition of the Solvent Partners of 01da Dumbarton Glasswork Co., June 28,
1797.

114, Adams Mack Misc,, 22, Dny' Book of Dusbarton Glassvork Company
(179}-1303 p. kl,

. ¥
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subsidiaries. Until 1804, merchanta or the heirs of mercantile fortunes

controlled between seventy five per cent and fifty per cent of the capital

stock, In the remaining period, their share oscillated between one-third

115

and one-half, Although Alexander Houston, when not residing in Gren-

ada, lived in Edinburgh, he did not conform to the conventional image of
the absentee sleeping partner., Vhen in 1795 he wvas about to set out for
Grenada, he appointed John Cmpbell; Receiver General of His Majesty's

Customs to supervise his interests in the Dumbarton Company and in the

Knightsvood Coal l','t:ulpenjr..u6 In February, 1802, before setting out from

London for a prolonged stay of several months, he expressed concern over
the fact that the Company's books were not yet balanced for 1801, He
thought it proper, |

to prevent disputes in case of the death of any of the
partners of the Company can meet, to examine and doquet
the Balance Sheet, that & sum should in the meantime be
agreed on as the probable profits to regulate the footing
on vhich a deceasing or bankrupt partner should retire from
the Company. 117

Houston suggested a sum of £8,000 and recommended that a meeting of the
Company be called. The holder of tvoethirds of the Company's stock could
not be ignored; everything wvas done exactly as he auggut-d.ua A year
later he proposed the doubling of the amounts carried to the accounts of
different partners. Again this was agreed ta..u9 - The sleeping partner
took little part in the day~to-day rumning of the Company ~ this is by

definition =~ yet where he chose to intervene and guide the general finan-

cial strategy of the concern, his work, as majority shareholder, would

seen to have deen lavw, .

115. For details on this see Appendix XIII/A.
116. 8RO, RD. 271/583 DUR, Commission, Alexander Houston to Jobn Campbell.,

117, SRO, Adams Maeck, Misc. 22, Day Beok, p. 65, Minute of Meeting of
Company, 25 February, 1802, |

118, 8RO, Adams Mack Misec., 22, Day Book, 65, Minute of Meeting of Dumbar-
ton Glassvork Co,y 25 February, 1802,

119, Ibid., 73,
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Il

Consideratioﬁ of mercantile involvement in tl;o iron industry ;an fruit-
fully be looked at under two headings. Firstly, investment in units spec-
ialising in the processing of malleable iron can be examined. 'fhen an
investigation can be carried out of the degﬁo of mercantile interest in
the various pigeiron firms which developed after the foundation of Wilson-
town in 1779.

0f the threeo relatively small malleable ixiommrka in op‘emtion In \;.ho
last quarter of the eighteenth century in Scotland, the two West of écot-

land units - Swmithfield and Dalnottar - enjoyed extenllve mcrcantilo
patronage. The Smithfiold Company had its origim in 173& vhen 'a number
of merchants' had a small llitting mill erected on the banks of thc River
Kelvin t.o manufacture those metal nrtlcles comlatently in deund in Glu-
gov's developing colonial commerce vis, 'mils. ;dzu, axes, hou. apodu.
shovels, chlull. hamera. bellou, nnd anvill' : Such mterinls vero‘
the euent.ial tooll for the offective exploiution of a Caribbun nugar
utato or a Vlrginhn tobccco planutlon and by tho !oundation of this
enterpriu those concorned eonld minuln a rogulur lourcc of supply at
their home port.‘ Evidonce of the mmborship of tho concern ia nezliu-h
ible betveen the 1740l and early 1780- thongh Alennder Spcira vas a fnll

partnor, at least from 1773. At thnt date he had i:l &75..13..& 1n the

capital stock, in 1780 £2,855 'both in stock and discounted bills', and
at bis desth in 1783, £1,550.2 His share then passed to his son Archi-
bald.> In 178k, William Robertsen, the manager of the company sssumed
his brothu: John and Bobefi Bogle, two vealthy Vest Indian merchants, as

L oM e : . ‘ O S ¥ L
= 7

1. Brown, op. cit“*., I1I, 286; Gluﬂow Mere !x 8 Jnne, 1736 |
2.  GCA, Speirs Papers, T0 131/4/25; TD. 131/5/29. e T
3, GCA, Speirs Papers, TD 131/5/81 ~ 0 T me o0
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vartners. later the third Bobertson brother joined.'

Access to capital, apart from the personal resources of the partners,
thus seemed guaranteed. Alexander Speirs vas a major shareholder in the

Glasgow Arms Bank (Speirs, Murdech and Co.) having in January, 1783,

5

£13,347:410,.8 in its stock, John Robertson was cashier and principal

partner of the same bank and his brother James vas cashier to the Glasgow

Merchants Rnk.6 In 1785 three other tobacco merchants entered the Smith-

field copartnership, These were James Ritchie, George (Osvald and .James

-

Dennistoun. By 1793, hovever, their names had disappeared from the

ceapany's partnership agreement and vhen ‘the concern carried on under the

firm of William Hobertson and Co.' was dissolved in 1804, the remaining
8

menbers vere William and John Iobertson and George Bogle.
In November, 1769, Ilay Campbell of Succoth, Advocate and Member of
Parliament for Glasgov Burghs feued to three Glasgov tobacco merchants,
George and Peter Murdech and William Cunninghame and tve others 'part of
the lands of Dalnothr'.q In this ares the five original partners intend-
od to set up a concern for 'the manufacturing of hees, bills, axes, spades,
raills, hinges, anchors, belts and every other kind or species of irom
ware also of making of Barr, plate and_red irou.dbarr steel of the differ-

ent kinds and all msnner of otulvork}.lqo « All this was to be done with

a capital stock of tG.OOO.u Once again there is apparent here the

k, Glasgov Mercury, 1 July, 178A. ;
5. GCA, Speirs Papers, TD 131/5/30. .. o,
6. Stevart, op. cit., 145-9; Glasgov Mercury, 1 December, 1785,

7+  Glasgow Mercury, 1 December, 1785, SRR

8. 5SRO, GDJ}?/ISI/ZL’)*(Cow) l.LConﬂ‘l_n&l*Miionl o;fﬁ._..:“aﬁlrinery'uong the partners
of Mairkirk Co, (1793)[”Glu‘w“u(:onriior. :Iilly 3, 1904,

9. G. Thompson examined this concern in 'The Dalnottar Iron Co.! SHR,
Xxxv (1956) but since the author has utilised material unexamined by Dr.
Thompson all references regarding the comwpany are to original sources, GCA,
Reg. of Deeds, B,10/15/7460, Contract of Copartnery betwixt the Glasgov -
Iron and Steel Manufactory.

10. Ibid. 11. Ibid,
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classic alliance of mercantile capital and technical skill., The two
other persons listed in the copartnery agreement vere George Hudson and
James King vho had had much experience in steel making in the North of
Engltml..,12 - Throughout its forty-four years of exfistence, until in 1813,

the buildings of the company were purchased by William Dunn, cotton-
spinner, its capital stock was almést entirely in the hands of persons

involved in the ¢olonial trldu.n

Less than a year after its establishment, James Gordon and George
Eippen were added to the copartnership and at that point Glasgow mer-
chants held seventy-five per cent of the capital. The manager, George
Hudson, owned one-tenth of the atock.m In 177% Robert Dunmore, at that
time cementing uaeful connections with the firm's wealthiest partner, Will-
fam Cunninghame, was assumed a member. 13 Changes took place in 1787-88
wvhen Cunninghame himself, ‘partly from & desire to withdrav from all trad-
ing concerns and partly because he did not approve of the plans of trade
proposed by the partners of the Company! decided to give up his lhare.16
In the meantime George Kippen had died and the decision was taken to dis-
solve the copartnery in August, 1787; a nev company was formed in March
of the following year consisting of the partners of the 'old Dalnottar

concern' together with Neil Jamieson and James McDowall and a new manager

Jobn Gillies.>’
12. Ibid. | 13: NSA’ VIII' 26-

14, SL, CSP 180/8, Ansvers for Mrs. Margaret Cranstoun ... Jan 3, 1800,
Appendix II, A-5, ‘ '

15. SL, CSP 409/22, Petition of Messrs, Murdoch, Gillies and Co., 20
Novemter, 1799, 1. ' For Dunmore and Cunninghame®s later association see

SRO, GD 247/140, Dunmore - Cunninghame Correspondence,

16 S, 09;,3,180/8, Ansvers for Mrs. Margaret Cranstoun ... Jan. 3,
1800, &,

17. .. SBO, Reg. of Deeds, 249/829 DUR, Contract of*éopartnery of Messrs
Gordon, Gillies and Coy SL, CSP 409/22, Petition of Messrs Gordon, Gillies

and Co.
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Relations between McDowall and Jamieson were nothing if not cordial,
James had married Jamieson's daughter, Fenella, in August 1782, and had
written to his father-in-lav, who by this time resided in London, inform-
ing him tbat he, McDowall, had an offer to be taken on as a partner in
the Dalnottar Co. He added that the venture bad been strongly recommend-
ed to him as 'a good safe business! and 'one hundred per cent for the
money'.m After McDowall had made further enquiries, Jamieson furnished
bim £2,000 on bond, to put into the Cowpany stock since he (Jamieson) had
‘gsome knowledge! of the other partner. UHe particularly referred to Jaues
Gordon wvho bhad been his *former partner with John Glassford in the tobacco

trade to North Anwrica.lg

Because Jamieson resided in London, James
McDowvall was appointed his factor and attomey.m This is an interesting
exanple of eighteenth century commercial relationships functioning very
such on the basis of family ties and personal friendships. By such means
the merchant might hope to protect himself from dishonesty in a period of
high risk in commercial transactions and inevitably lengthy legal processes
for debt recovery.

Vith an increased capital stock of £12,000 (doudble the original sub-
scription of 1769) the company functioned fairiy smoothly, despite the
depression of 1793, until the bankruptcy of Peter Murdoch in 1797, At

that date the copartnery was still composed of Neil "J‘amiuon,'Jm’e::GSi'-
21

don, Robert Dunmore, James Hcﬁbwail, James Murdoch and John Gillies.

The folloving year, Dunmore®s estate vas a&quutuﬁd and by 1800 only

18, Gourlly'. -%t cit.. 10&, nok’ “SRO. GD 237/151/5| Neil J.mielon to
Archibald Tod, 2I. October, 1793. | ‘

19. SRO, GD 237/151/3, Neil Jamieson to Arch, Tod. 21 October. 1793.
20, SRO, Reg. of Deeds, 251/2/420 DUR,’ =

21. GCA,- 3.10/5/93112. Submission betwixt Dllnottnr Co. und Credltorl
of Dunlop, Paterson and Murdoch, 5 August, 1797.
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22 In that; year the

James McDowall, James Gordon and Gillies remained.
vorks were acquired by the firm of benniltouns, Macpair and Tassie in
vhich, of the five pertners', two’,ﬁ”Richard and Robert Dennistoun, were
WVest India merchantn.23 From 1808 until the sale of the fixed property
of the Dalnottar Co. in 181% to Dunn, the Dennistoun brothers and Colin

McLachlan vere the sole r:emainiﬁg pnrtners.%

Between 1770 and 1815, nine separate pig-iron companies' vere founded
fn Scotland with a total furnace capacity which rose from 4,000 tons in
1780 to 32,000 in 1813:25

TABLE 32

Foundation of Scottish Pig Iron Pirms, 1779-1801
vilsontown ... 1779

Clyde eee 1784
Muirkirk: eee 1787
Omoa ses 1787
Devon ese 1792
Glenbuck  ,.. 1795
Calder eee 1800
Shotts vee 1801

legonie (Loven) 1801

4

Here it is intended to assess the impact of colenial merchant capital en.
these nine concerns, Certain points can be made immediately. Six of
the nine fall out of the reckoning because no direct contact between them

'and#p:sgtneraﬁip involvement by Glasgow merchants bas been discovered.

22, SL, CSP 368/12, Ansvers for Arch, Newbigging ... 20.

23. Sa0, BCP, I, 65, 933, Blll of Advocation fer Lord Blantyre and the
Dalnottar Iron Co. (1809), °

2%. GCA. B, 10/5/99-&&, Subtack betwixt tho Dalnottar Co, and. Jouph
Comb, 23 April, 1808; 3.10/5/102&&, Bond " by Dennistouns and Mclachlan,
19 Becm‘bcr. 13110 N AN v

25, See generslly, J, Butt, 'The Scottish Iron Industry before the Hot-
Blast', Journ. of West of Scotland Iron and Steel Inst, (1966—7).
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Wilsontovn vas founded by Robert, John and William Wilson in 1779. The
brothers vere London merchants involved in the iron trade to Sveden and
although Robert retired in 17835 and William was bought out in 1797, the

third brother John held control for most of our p-riod.26 One must be

lesa definite on the internal structure of the Omoa Couwpsny between its
foundation in 1787 and 1796. However, less doubt remains on the member-
ship of the enterprise after 1796: from that year possession passed into
the hands of Colonel William Dalrymple, the local landed prtmriator.,27
and from him to Messrs. Francis and John Anderson,

From 1793 until 1805 Glenbuck Ironvorks in Ayrshire were capitalised
by Johu Rumney and Co. of Workington and when financial difficulties began
to occur in 1805, Rumney lost control to a more powerful partnership gr-cmp..28
All the members of this group cowe from seuth of the Border and ranged from

Joseph Dixon, werchant at Whitehaven to John Askev wember of a shipbuilding
29

firm at Workington, Until the Company's assets vere sequestrated in

181%, they held control.jo Calder and Co., formed in 1800 was until 1803

financed by twe Glasgow merchants, Alexander and David Allan, neither of
vhou had any connection with the colonial tredes, and James Burns and David

Hulhtt.n In 1804 the ironworks vere sold to John Gillies who appears to
have been acting for Messrs William Dixon and William Creelman of the Calder

26, J. Butt and 1.L. Donnachis, 'The Wilsons of Wilsontown: a Study

in Entrepreneurial Failure', Explorations in Entreprencurial Histo
ond ser., IV (1967), 1%50-168. | ) L

27. 08A, XV, 60; 830, Ri/1%/1925%, Ledger of Omoa Ironworks,

28, SRO, EP, Decree exonerating John Slean, ?mtu#!or Glenbuck Iren
Co.. r{ July. 18210

29. m, Currie )helr, &Q‘.ﬂtutim M/”’ 1814,

30. JIbid.; for the histery of the company, 1793-1813 see J, Butt,
'‘Glenbuck Ironworks', Ayrshire Collections, VIII (1967-9) 68-75.

31. Hamilton, Industrial Revelution, 173.
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Coal 00.32 Balgonie, in Fife, attracted English capital from the Teanm
Ironvorks, Newcastle and Scottish funds from the Leith Walk Iron Foundry.
Although the assets of the concern were sequestrated in 1803, subsequent
pertnership groupings until 1814, when the vorks were closed, show no
sign of colonial merchant interest. Ownership of shares fluctuated dbet~

veen Nevcastle, Edinburgh and London 1ntor0ltl.”
Some degree of merchant involvement wvas however noted in the three

remaining 11;01:1 works, Clyde, Muirkirk and Shotts, It seems unlikely

that there was any mercantile interest in the Clyde Iron Company, when it
vas founded by Thomas Edington, in partnership with John Mackenaie, a land-
ovner from Ross-shire, 0f the £6,000 capital divided into tventy-four
parts, Cadell held eighteen parts and Mackenzie nlx.% Hovever, at some
period between then and 1790 the poverful financial interests of James Dun-
lop entered the copartnery. It would appear that such an investment vas
an atteampt to create ever more secure outlets for his expanding coal-mining

33

operations, A year after the original contract vas signed James Dunlop

was assumed as a partner and the existing ‘agreements formerly entered into
betveen the said James Dunlop and the said Company for his supplying their

ironvorks and blast furnaces at Fullarton vith Coal? vwere further formalis-

36

ed and extended to Dunlop's benefit. The latter agreed to,

supply vhatever coals may be required by the said Co. for
one or more blast furnaces and their iron manufacturing and
not less than 20,000 tons of coal yearly from his coalvorks
at Fullarton, over and nether Carmyle, Hutcheston, Boglesholg,

Tollcross and Sandyhills,

32. Andrev Miller, The Rise and Progress of Coatbridge (Coatbridge, 1864)
104,

33, SRO., Leven and Melville Muniments, GD 26/810,

34, Hawilton, Industrial Revelution, 166, Miss Robertsont's statement that

'The Dunlop family ... founded the Clyde Ironworks in 1786' {loc. cit., 130)
is thus inaccurate.

35 Vide su j T8, ‘535 ! infn'%? “6l.

36, SR0, Reg. 0f Deeds, 260/358 DUR, Contract, James Dunlop and Thos.
Edington-
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At the same time Dunlop was 'to furnish the said Co. with 1ronstono'.57
Dunlop reciprocated in kind by disposing to the Clyde Iron Co. the corn
and 1int mills whick he owned -adjacent to their woerks at Carmyle in the
parish of 0ld Menkland, He also conveyed to the ironworks in March, 1790
part of his lands at Fullerton with the all important proviso that Dunlop
vas to be left the freedon to use and mine all mineral deposits on these
lands,”C

It is iopossidble to tell when contractual relations betwveen Dunlop and

the other partners of the ironvorks ended.
29

Cortainly in 1791 he atill had

close rektions with the concern,”” but on his bankruptcy in 1793 there is

no mention of his baving any share in 1t.&0 The connection betveen the

Dunlop family and Clyde was not wholly terminated, hovever; in 1810 James's
son, Coelin, purchased the ironvorks and proceeded to supply pig-iroen to
Carron, London and the American urket.n

Perhaps the only pig-iron manufacturing unit in Scotland, in this per-

iod which wvas predominantly capitalised by colonial merchants was the Muir-

kirk Company, founded in 1781, The establishment of this firm vas perbaps
the result of a determination on the part of the partners of the mallesble
ironvorks at Smithfield, Dalnottar and Cramond to acquire a firm supply of

cheap dar-iron at & time vhen Svedish and Russian prices vere ;'hing.fz

L L
" 1
b T

37. Ibid- ' e - v

38, 5RO, PRS (Lanarks.) 29/306; PRS (Lanarks.) 29/306; Reg. of Deeds,
260/371, DUR, Deed Explanatory and Additional to a former contract, James
Dunlop and Thomas Edington,

39, . SRO, GRS, 577/156.

.40,  GCA, Mitchell, Johnston Collection, account of nlo;;l and doi:ta ﬁf
J_c Dllnlﬁpo 23 )hroh. 1793. 5,

41, * Proceedings of the mglit Club, 2nd ser, (Glugowﬁ. 1895)o 1483
SRO, 1‘?51‘:-‘1-131:51,: C/11/19, CIyde Irouvorks yersus Colin Dunlop.

42, - J.BR, Hume and J, Butt,. 'Muirkirk 1786-1802, the Creation of a
Scottish Industrial Community', S8HR XLV (1960), 166, .
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Apart from Thomas Edington and William Cadell of Cramond Co., and John-
Gillies, manager at Dalnottar, the Coupany's capital was subscribed by

the colonial merchants who already controlled Dalnottar and &it.hfialcl.."3
The setting up of the Muirkirk copartnery coincided with an expansion of
Dalnottar Co., after James McDowall and Neil Jamieson entered the latter
concern. FPerhaps Dalnottar's existing partners realised the necessity for
a widening of their capital base vhen they were preparing for a more ambit-
fous vonturo.u - Smithfield and Dalnottar together took a five-eighths
share of the capital with the remaining three-eighths being taken up by the

45 Clearly this was not a 'separate' industrial activity

Cramond partners,

of the merchants concerned, rather it vas an extension of their main aims -

to supply cheap ironvare to colonial customers. Yet their establishwent

of Muirkirk affords yet another example of a process which has consistently

been noted throughout this chapter. Merchant interest, ‘once established

in a particular industrial sector could easily broaden out into other lines

vith, as a major aim, the encoursgement and protection of the initial investment.
Colonial merchant participation on one other pig-iron producing firm

can be traced here. In April, 1804, the Shotts Iron Co. found it necess-

ary to open a credit account vith the Royal Bank of " Scotland for -I‘.l,thtll....l"6

This vas & general reflection of & need for wvorking capital in a period
vhen the firs wvas undergoing considerable oxtcnliot; in capacity. ' This

need became more pressing and the partners pleaded, in a later lav suit

43, 8RO, GD 237/151/3, Contract of Copartnery of Muirkirk Iron Co,  Por
Cramond Co. see B.C. Skinner, The Cramond Company (Bdinburgh, 1963), 65.

digpiiie- -t el

k5, ﬂo. GD 237/151/3' Neil Jamieson to Arch. TOd. 21 Octobor, 1793'
Regs of Deeds, 249/829 DUR, Contract of Copartnery of Messrs. Gordon,
Gillies and Co. o

45, 8RO, GD 237/151/3, Contract of Copartnery of Muirkirk Iron Co.

A6, 8L, CSP 239/17, Information Hugh Baird and Robert Baird against
Valter Logan and Others, October 8, 1814, 8,
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that at this juncture 'they only wvanted capital to enable. them succesafully

to conduct their trade on the extended scale to which it had been qﬂnnced.'ﬂ

Recourse to the banks over long terms was regarded as inadvisable and, since
none of the persons within the copartnership could supply the necessary fin-
ance from their own resources it was agreed that two of the partners, after

baving been alloved a ‘fair consideration!, ought to retire from the firm in

order to make room for wealthier uumiat-u."8 Thus Bugh and Robert Baird
geve up their shares and vere replaced by two nev partners 'of great wealth' -
Robert Bogle of Gilmorehill and John Blackburn, tvo merchants primarily in-
terested in the VWest Indies tndo.&g

These men vere assumed into the co-
partnership from 5 Jamuary, 1810. . There could be no more striking example
of the attraction of rich celonial merchants for capital-bungry industrial-
ists,
-The widespread penetration into landowning by Glasgow . merchants in
colonial trade is discussed at length in Chapter Nine. . Where minersl
resources alloved - and ownership of mineral bearing land was likely as

most estates bestrode the rich seams of the Vestern coalfield - . mining

was often nndc_rtakon.s? Several estates owned by merchants vere well
known for their extensive coal measures, . Alexander Houston's-lands at
Jordanhill bequeathed to his son Andrev and sold te the VWest.India.wer-
chant Archibald Swith in 1801 was 'full of coal’.’’ Robert,Housten
Rae's valuable inheritance from his grandfather, Colin Bae,.included the

estate of Little Govan vhose minerasl resources vere already being tapped

by the Govan Coal Qo.?g - Hagtonhill, owned by another member of the co-

¥y
-.J'}"__r 1'.'!' fﬂ""*i ;'“‘x

i -

t gt !

@ om0 w mi
9. 014 Glasgew Exhibition, 144 50. Vide infra,L.
51 GCA, Saith ef Jordanhill Papers,.TD 1/38/27,.George Oswald:te Arch.

Saith, 23 December, 1800,

52. 8RO, UP 1 Adams Mack, 8/15/106, Infermmtion for James Macnair b1

Egé Report of Select Committee on Mr, McDowall's Petition, April, 1800,




349,

partnery of Alex, Houston and Co., James McDowall, had three main seams,
'Sniddie, Main and Soft' and on Richard Allan's lands of Barnelland,
Fluchter and langlee, lying about six miles from Glasgow, there vas
‘plenty of coal and liu'.” Two of Robert Dunmore's estates in Stir-
lingshire 'afforded plenty of coal and lime, and ave most advantageously
placed for an extensive sale of these comoditien'.sl' The adjoining

estates of Dalbeth and Easterhill in the barony of Glasgov, held by Thomas

Hopkirk and Archibald Smellie respectively, had proved fruitful areas for

mining throughout the eighteenth eontntyass

The extent to which such resources vere exploited by mercantile land-
owners themselves or were leased to persons experienced in the extraction
industries -~ an option which would cut the risks inherent in any eight-

eenth century mining netivitysﬁ « {8 very much an open question. - Cer-

tainly personal exploitation wvas not inevitable., Aleszander Speirs's son,
Arehibald, having had 'information' that 'it was supposed a considerable
bed of wvorkable coal might exist' in the estate of Elderslie cautiously .
granted a coal-tack to the Knightavood Coal Co. for 'the coal in the lands

of Elderslie and of the park of Overtewn'.?’ It vas agreed that a rental

of £115 per annum would be paid Speirs throughout the tenure of the tack.
Speirs's decision to go for the more secure, if less lucrative rental,
paid off. Although the Ceal Co., expanded over £1,000 by erecting a steanm

engine, building a nev engine house and sinking a nev pit it *found ...

53. Glasgow Mercury, 30 October, 1782; 1 August, 1796,
54 o Ibid.’ 19 Jlmry. 1796¢

55. 014 Country Houses, xxxii, xxxviiy GCA, Mitchell Johnson Collection,
91, Disposition by John Dunlop in favour of Thos. Edington (1795).

560 Duckhnl. op. 2}_&0.'

57; 8L, c;n’ 374/5, Petition of Andrev Houston esq. of Jordanhill and
Others <.+ 2. , X '
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1ittle coal there and that so difficult to work'.SB Four years after the

granting of tl_u tack, Speirs was advertising it anev in the Glasgov pr'eul...59
There must have been several merchants, like Speirs, who, although

owning coal~-bearing estates, transferréd the burden of the extraction of

Equally,

hovever, important examples have been traced of merchant-landowners engag-

the mineral and the consequent risks involved to second parties,

ing in the ecoal industry in a more positive sense and their experience will

be exzamined here.

In general terms there were tve basic stimmli encouraging colonial mer-

chants to invest in cosal-mining., It might be undertaken as part of the

general exploitation of a landed estate «~ an offshoot of a desire to

maxinise income from what vas yet another of a wmerchant'’s assets. Secondly,

the netvork of industrial units in which a merchant was already involved

might encourage investment i{in mineral expleitation. Glassworks, brewveries,

sugar-houses «~ in all of which colonial merchant interest has already been

detected - ﬂquiu& censideinble amounts of cosl. By integrating back-

vards into the supply of this fuel, e‘omldenblo economies might be effect-
ed. This vould be especially so in the period of rising coal prices,

vhich preceded the opening of the Monkland Canal in 1792 and vhich sav

o

Both of these forces can be seen working in nfying degrees betveen

attenpts at prlco—fixing by'Glngw'c n;n prbninmt coal-masters.

1770 and 1815l
62

Thomas Hopkirk personally worked the coal en his lands

of Dalbeth, Villiam McDowvall III was associated with another RBenfrev-

58. Ibld.. }ki
59, Glasgow Courfer, 2 January, 179,
60, Robert Bald, A General Viev of the Coal Trade of Scotland, (Edinburgh,

1308). 23 ' )

61, Hamilton, Econcmic History, 208~11§ 'Combination in the West of
Scotland Cosl Trade 1790-1817', Econ. Hist., II (1930).

62, GCA, Dunlop Papers, Disposition by John Dunlep in favour of Thos,
Edington (1795).
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shire landowner, George Heuston of Johustone, in mining and in cottone
63

spinning. Archibald Smellie 'wrought extensively the coal on his es-

6
tate of Easterhill?, ' Andrevw 8tirling, scion of a family who bhad vaxed

rich in the solonial tredes and had:purchased the estate of Drumpellier
in 1777 was anether vho exploited his own lands for their mineral oontont.65

As the majority shareholder in the Monkland Canal completed in 179%, and
as the owner of an estate which bestrode the extmordinarily rich Monklands
coalfield, 8tirling had the capital and the motivation to exploit the min-

eral resources of his own lands; The 'Monkland Coal Co.' was formed in 1798

with an initial ecapital of £3,500 to work the coal on Stirling's estates at

Faskine and Colliortrouﬁﬁ . He ' himself had previously been sole proprietor

of these two collieries; . U - e ey

and of the vhole machinery and utensils thereto belong- -
ing, and of the gin, horses made use in raising the coal
" from the pitts and of the boats made use of for carrying
the said Coll along tho Monkland Canal,

S P

He hnd alao 'exponded conaidonblo om' 1n bringing tho two pit- to rtholr

preunt productiu capclty but llncc 'he could not give hia tull tim to

67 S

then' he had docidod on th. formtlon of a Conpnny. At ull aventl.

Stlrling ltill held ovcrull eontrol vith "'/7 plrt of tho capiul with

ol

John Crou, a Glugw mrchlnt lnvolvod in the \fut Indiu tudo. ntnin-

L 35 S ¥ S

ing 1/, 7 of thc t3.500 and two othorl. Alonndor Hnntor and Rnbert Bl“incy.

TR W
the remaining two-uvcnths.

65.‘ NLS, ACC 2346, Letter-Book of !'runt vwinding up Alex. Houston and Co.,
J.R. to George Houston, 30 May, 1807.

6&. ﬂlﬂ Coun !! Bﬁ“.’. mvii
65. Stewart, op. cit., 125-7.

66. GCA, BO‘E."'of Deeds, B,10/5/9695, Contract of Copartnership among
Andrev 8tirling and Others,

67. Ibid.,s auum ltill hd 1ntorutl ln colonill tndo, sao, B.SM/
15/33 (Greenock). -

68. Ibids SRO, CEa 60/1/10, Colloctor to Board of Customs and Excise,
A February, 1778,
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Glasgovw colonial merchants vere also instrumental in the financing

and establishment of the various coa]l companies which proliferated at
this time. VWilliam French had a f£ifty per cent interest in the concem

vhich operated the 'coal-work' at Eanster Barrachney lying about three

69

miles from Glasgov. After October, 1793 the Sandyhill and Camlachie

Coal Works, formerly mainly owned by James Dunlop, was carried en.by a
copartnership vhich included James Dennistoun sen., and his lon.m In

1800 Viscount George Fincastle granted a tack to the Dunmore Coal Co. to
71

vork & mine on his estate at Elphingston in Jife."™  In addition to

Fincastle himself, the partuers vere James Demnistoun, Gilbert Hamilton,
James Dennistoun jun. and Archibald Wallace. Matthev Young, the manager

and Robert Gray of Westmuir, a Glasgow coalmmster of high reputation, com~
pleted the eoplrtmruhip.72 The Dennistouns® contribution vould appear

to have been wholly in the realms of finance.
It wvas in their penetration of the West of Scotland coal trede how-

ever that Glasgov colenial merchants lent their most dynamic contribution
te .the growth of the extractive industries in the later eighteenth century.

The Gorbals-Govan ares near Glasgov wvas said in 1793 to ‘abound with cml'.‘”
The Govan.Collieries had been.sxtensively worked since. the time of the Res-

toration and in the period 17141731 when they belonged to the Town, the

Trades! House and Hutcheson's Hespital, Robert Dreghern, tradesman of the
75

colliories vas extracting almost 20,000 *loads' of coal annually.

Yhe

69- Glll!ﬁ' Momz, 10 Octobor. 1787.
70, Dldu 15 “tﬂb.r' 179’-

71.  Glasgov Herald, 23 July, 1808,
72. Ibdd., 8 April, 1808,

73. 084, V, 540,
7%, James Cleland, Statistical and Population Tables relating to the

City of Glasgov (Glugow, 1828), 185, 189; J.U, Nef, The Rise of the .
British Coa dustry (London, 1932), 1I, %0.
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parish minister reported in some wonder in 1793 that,
It is thought that there is such & quantity of coals

in the colliery as would of itself serve the city of

Glasgov for 100 years to come, 75
As the eighteenth century progressed Glasgovw's prosperity, producing indus-
tries such as rope and cardage vworks, bardware, soap, glass, porcelain and
earthenvare manufactories, created an ever groving demand for fuel, 7o
this industrial demand vas added that of the domestic consumer.76 The
public institutions controlling the Govan coalfield could not be expected
to possess either the initiative or the necessary capital to respond to
these ltimli.77 Penetration of this structure took place by means of an
injection of merchant capital.

In June 1768 a coal tack was granted by the Magistrates and Town Coun-
cil of Glasgow, the patron and preceptor of Hutcheson's Hospital and the
Trades House of Glasgow to Colin Dunlop and Alexander Houston on the one

hand and Gabriel Gray and James McNair on the ot.her.78

Apparently the
coal-heughs in the area were lying dormant at the time but Dunlop, Houston
and their tvo partners, Gray and MeNair, took advantage of the rising
demand to take out a tack at a rental of £100 per lnmm';79 Here was

repeated the linkage between capital and skill; MeNair declared in 1776

that he was 'perfectly vell acquainted with the business of coal-working

ess Which he had been accustomed from his earliest years?,

75, 0.8.4., V, 540,
76. Hamilton, Econowic History, 1863 Duckham, op. cit.,

77 ¥or the conservatism of Trades House, Hutcheson's Hospital see-J.R.
Kellett, 'Property Speculators and the Bullding of Glasgow, 1783-1830,"
SOJQPOBt. Vol. VI1I1 (1961)

'(za. )&ao. D, 259/809 DUR, Bond of co-p.rtmry betvixt Dunlop, Hmton
1793 .

79. 880, Court of Session B.C. P. I. 29.063, A.nlvcu for Juu Helhir of
Greenfield to the Bill of Advocation presented for Colin Dunlop and Som, p.l.

80, Ibid,
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This venture was only a beginning. The tack of the coal of Knights-
vood wvas granted to the same copartnery in April of the folloving year.al
At the same time Hugh Bpreul Crawford granted them a tack of the coal in
the lands of Cloberhill and Druwcbapel in Ihluhrtonlhirn.a2 Marrisge
relationship had also helped to secure the coal in the lands of little
Govan for the Houston~-Dunlop combine. Alexander Houston had married
Elizabeth, daughter of Robert Bae of Little Govan.83 By an agreement
of 22 March, 1764, Colin Rae¢, the latter's son, alloved Houston and Colin
Dunlop the use of 'the whole coal, coal seams and coal-pits or shafts of
vhatever kind® in Little Goun.ah - Farther expansion took place when, in
1770, a coal-tack of the lands of Corsehill were acquired and more import-
antly when Alexander Houston granted the company a coal tack of Jordanhill
in 1773. 85

About this time, Colin's son, Jamel; Joined the partnership. Colin
and James held one~half of the capital between themj; Alexander Houston
contributed the other half. Both McNair and Gray had di'oppod out.86 The
Little Govan Coalwvorks and th; Knightswood Coﬁlworkn were 'the principal

objects' of the comp.ny87

and investment in fixed capitul bhad taken place
at these twvo mmjor undortnklngl.h Several fine anginu had been 1nstall-

ed and waggonwvays bullt for transporting their coal to the quays since

81. SRO, R.D. 259/869 DUR, Bond #of Co~-Partnery betwixt Messrs, Dunlop
and Houston (1793).

82, Ibid.
83. Stenrt, Qp. Citop 223,

84, 8RO, R.D. 292/758 DUR,. Dilpouttion and. Auigmtion of James Dunlop
to Andrew Houston,

85¢ m. R.D, 259/369 DUR, Bond of Co-Plrtncry. H..l“a mlllﬂp lnd

86, ' Ibid., Gray had lold hu * -hlro to McNair who had later died. See
BRO. BQEt I’ 29.063. Bill of’ Advoc, for C. Dl‘.mlop and Sonl, Pe 1.

87. rbidt
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Irish demand wvas an important element in the West of Scotland coal trade.BB
Yet the benefits of plentiful sources for investment were balanced, to some
extent, by the near monopoly which the Company was establishing, James
McNair of Greenfield, the son of one of the former partners in the venture,
pointed out in a Court of Session action that the Company had not made use
of the 1768 tack of the Gorbals coal. They had merely purchased it because
'it might be hurtful to their interest to bave that coal wrought in their

89

neighbourhood by a stranger.!? McNair put it succinctlys

Dunlop and Houston had taken the lease.of the Gorbals coal
vith the viev of locking it up entirely as a dead weight in

order that it might not be wrought to the prejudice of the
monopoly they were labouring to establish., 90

S8ince McNair was opposing Dunlop and Sons in the action cited, it is diffi-
cult to estimate the degree of truth in these allegations. Clearly the
Dunlop-Houston combine had something approachingha natural monopoly in the

Glasgov area before the opening of the Hnnkland Canal in 1792;91

they may
vell have takan steps to see that this vas not 1nfringed.92 The vealth

of colonial merchants so far outdistanced that of moat rivals that it

could be used to stabilise and re-inforce tho economic status quo. Merchants

and entreprenenra. then as nov were in business for profit: individual gain

88. Ibid., SRO, Board of Customs and Excise, C.E. 60/1/8, Account of the
Adueasuring of Waggons and other carriages used in the shipping of coals
for exportation or coastwise within the port of Port Glasgow, June, 17703
Cullen, op. cit.

89. SRO, B.C, I, 29,063, Bill of Advocation for Measrs. Colin Dunlop
and Sons, p. 2.

2. Ibid.. Answara for James HcNair eee Pe2.

91, The other coalfields around Glasgov, as will lppur. vere almost
all capitalised by Glasgov colonial merchants; Vide infra,

92, In the future Jawes Dunlop and William Dixon, manager of Govan,
vere to be the lesding lights (together with Robert Gray of Westmuir
Colliery) in the Glasgow Coal Co., the Glasgow Coalowners' cartel of
the 1790.; see mo. R.D. 292/758 DUR.
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did not always equal general economic good, In fairness, hovever, it would
appear that the Govan-Knightsvood complexes bhad benefitted from untypically
large investment in fixed capital., The company may simply have been tak-
ing steps to protect this,

After the deaths of Colin Dunlop and Alexander Houston, their eldest
sons, James and Andrew respectively, carried on from wvhere their fathers
bad left nff.” Dunlop's bankruptsy in 1793 prompted Houston to attempt

to obtain full ownership., He made payment ‘at sundry times', from Dec-

ember, 1794, to Jolm Dunlop and Gilbert Hamilton, Dunlop's trustees, Ev-

entually he had paid £10,700 and acquired Dunlop's lhtrc.% On his death

his share wvas taken up by his lon,,'&.hg5

In 1792, Robert licuston Rae, Andrev's brother, purchased the coal in
the lands of Polmadie from James McNair for £5,850, £1,000 wvas to be paid

dovn and the remainder was to be supplied in yearly 1mulmntu96

Fanily
and merchant control over Glasgow's collieries vas thus further extended
wvhen, in July 1794, an agreement was entered into betwveen Andrevw Houston
and Robert to form & company which vas to last for eighty yarhm Not
only were they brothers, but vere doth partners in Alex. Houston and 00.98

Further, Andrev Houston had interests in the Dumbarton Glasswvork 00399 the

93. Glasgow Courier, May 15, 1794, S
94, SRO, B.D. 292/758 DUR, Disposition and Assignation by James Dunlop to

Andrev Houston,
95. NLS, ACCoﬂ&G, JoRe to William Linduy. 14 Apr:ll. 1807,

96. SBO, Court of Session U.,P. 1 Adams Mack §/15/106, Information for James
McNair of Greenfield against the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury, 13
October, IBOBg‘p. P | - . . A

97. Ibid,
98, &R0, GD 237/139;

99. Vide supre, 335, T 'In 1792 Dimﬂp and Houston obtained
Wellcrofi and Stirlingfold (27 acres) in the Gorbals for mineral developument
at a yearly feu of £258, The purchase was made on behalf of the Dumbarton

Glassvork Co. Abstract of the Rules and Regulations by which Hutchesen's
Hospital is governed lGluzov.TBOO,. Pe 97,

. T




357

partners of Alex, Houston and Co. were extensively involved in Glasgow's
supr-hounel.mo Both activities needed coal., The agreement signed by
Andrev and Robert specified that the cowpany was to be entitled the Govan

Coal Company and that Robert was to contribute the Polmadie coal as part

of his stock. 101

Andrev llouston's son, Hugh, disposed of his father's share in the late
1790s to William McDowall, James McDowal]l and Robert Houston Rse, Andrevw's

102 4. 1800 the Govan Coll=

fellov-partners in Alexander Houston and Co,
jery wvas valued at £20,500 and the value of the Little Govan Estate, be-
longing to Rae, topped the £383,000 mrk.103 The latter's industrial and
agricultural interests vere cowplementary. He had succeeded through his
mother, daughter of Colin Rse of Little Govan, to the estate and his coal-
mining interests can be seen as an effective attempt to exploit the total
assets of his lands, Mineral extraction would fit {tulf suitably into
the dominan£ agricultural economy of the estate. Miners' families could
vork on the farms at slack periods of demand forwgoal; the existence of
a relatively dense concentration of labour in the area -, 200 vere said
to be employed by the colliery in 1793 ° ~ would be likely to act as

a vigorous stimulus to the food-producing capacity of the estate. This
in turn, increased financial benefit to the landlord through augmented
rentals; animals required for transportation both below and above ground

could be fed cheaply from the estate's own crops.

At

www—?-w*-w

100, Vide supma, 316-7.

101, SRO, U.P. 1 Adams Mack 8/15/106, Information for James Macnair, p.
5. ~ IR , . :

102, Ibid., PP 5-6.

103. PP.. Report of the Select Committee on Mr. McDovall's Petition,
April 1800, 'p, 428, VWhen sold in 1800 it fetched £59,361..9..4. See
mo, GD 237 1390% ‘ .

104, OBA., Vv, 540, 1 " R

Four
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It 18 very probable that James Dunlop of Garnkirk, the representative

of a family vhose fortunes had been connected with the tobacco trade for

105

most of the eighteenth century, vas the most poverful coalmaster in

Vest Central Scotland at this time. His interests in the giant Govan-
Knightawood concerns have already been noted, yet they only formed a seg-
ment of his ever-increasing participation in mineral extraction., At his

bankruptey in 1793 it vas reckoned that the value of 'utensils?, machinery

and vaggonvays at his various collieries was in the region of 630.000.106

107

He was regarded as ‘uncommonly skilful! in the coal trade. Quite

clearly he mmust be esteemed as a unique type of colonial merchant, His
interests in industry extended far beyond the realms of the sleeping part-
nership; he adopted coal mining, at least from the later 1780s, as his
primary concern and apparently regarded it as the essential core and basis
of his rapidly multiplying interests in breving, iron smelting and glass-
vorking.

Dunlop *‘engaged ... in merchandise, in shipping, in the coal trade to
a great extent and embarked in almost every mercantile undogtpking in the
West of .?n:a:»tland"...m8 Each element in his empire, in thcory‘at. any rate,
initted closely, cne with the other. His interest in the Clyde Ironworks

109 would help to guarantee continuous demand

and Dumbarton Glassvork Co.
for the output of hhis collieries and thelr production in turn wvould be
likely to make effective reductions in wbhat vas an important cost in the

manufacture of glass and smelting of iron, Dunlop's mining activities

wiiiplinmr-+ wbuliine-

105. ML, MS notes on the Dunlops of Garnkirk, passim,

106, 5L, CSP 406/21, Petition of James Dunlop, late of Garnkirk ... 1%
June, 1799; GCA, Dunlop Papers, State of the Funds of James Dunlop,

23 March, 1793. i_
107« Forbes, op. cit., 76, .

108, 8RO, UP 1 Currio Mack D/5/1'i, Petition of Gilbert Hamilton <. 16
January, 1798, 61,

109, Vide supre,3d.. .3.5-G.
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took two complementary forms, On the one hand he himself purchased coale
bearing land} on the "othor he leased mineral rights from landlords vho
vere fortunate in the coal-bearing possibilities of their estates, yet
unwilling or unable to ﬁopa with the hazard, expense and risk of extraction,
At his father's death 1n ‘1777: James had been left vith an inherited
stake in both land and th; coal in&utry. His succession to the paternal
share in the Govan and Enightsvood Coal Companies has already been describd-

ed, 110 but he vas slso heir to the rich coanl-bearing lands of Carmyle,

valued in 1793 at £20,000,'1)  From his father's death until 1793, Dunlop

engaged in a prolonged. process of land purchase, alvays with a keen eye to
the mineral-producing potential of his invesiwent:

A

TABLE 33
Janu Dunloz'l Estates, 1793.

LANDS (all in Barony of Glas gov, VALUE (1793)
0l1d and Nevw Honkltnd) * |
Davidson 2,700
Craigendmuir : | . 1,000
Berryknow 600
Aﬂch.n‘r‘. ~r . * 1 ,000 .
Bedley 21,000

. Tademir - ~ .- 600
" Gartcosh 3,500
GCartferry.. ... . - . 8,500
Gartheugh 1,500
Dalbeth . . - - 500
Barrowfield 2,500
Ryding . .. | - * . 11,000
Tolleross 5,900

- Kipps and . Gunny o e w3100
Hagmuir 700
Bemninder'of'Tellerols ,550
Sands B 2,100

£ 84,650

, h,? :
Dunlop's ban!:ar, Sir w;lliau Forbes, meintained that purchase on such a

*‘I—l.-
-, I~
‘ti-q ] t > 1!_;

gt A ' A e e v WL RN e o i e A e X ditm. il o — = iy il g e gl B

110, Vide supra ,351.-. T
111. sn, cSP 406/21. Amur- for James Dunlop ...
112. 8L, csp &06/21. Appmap, 3.
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scale vas & direct result of his client's interest in mining:

He had embarked deeply in two branches, which had peace
continued and money been plenty must have made his fortune,
baving largely engaged in the working of coal-mines ... he
had reduced these tvo branches of trade to a system by
which he proposed every year to accumulate such a sinking
fund as would enable him soon to pay off the great debt
he was obliged to contract for them, and then leave him
in possession of a clear, s0lid landed property ... 113

JCertainly his nevly acquired estates vere relatively close to the great
urban fuel demand of Glasgow and were renowned for their mineral endowments,
Glasgow newspapers reported the ‘year after Dunlop's bankruptcy that Cart-

ferry and Gartheu&h vere *full of conl'.l“

Kipps, Blackland, Gunny and

Ryding also had considerable reserves and all lay in the mineral rich par-
ishes of 014 and New Morltland...n5 Barrovfield had formerly belonged to the
great Glasgow coal magnate, John Orr, and had obvious lttncfioﬁi for Dun-

116 His largest coal mine within his own estates wvas that of Fullar-

lop.
ton. Within a sixteen year period from 1777 to 1793, Dunlop expended
£10,000 in improving the productivity of this single auot.u7 On bal-
ance, it was suggested in 1793, his mines in New Monkland had been 'wrought

to advantage! although his grand strategy crashed in the credit crisis of
118

that year. Returns were simply insufficient to keep up steady repay-

ment of the purchase prices of the utntn.ng

Dunlop was also concerned, either through personal lease, or as a

member of 8 coal company {n the exploitation of other areas of West Central

115, Forbes, op. cit,, 76,
» 20 May, 1794,
115. Glasgov Mercury, 25 October, 1793.
116.  SRO, PRS,2L.[3D.

117. 8L, CSP 406/21, Appendix, &.

118, GIIBEOV Mﬂmu!:!’ 25 octOber’ 1793‘

119, This is made clear in the very full statement of Dunlop's financial
situation in GCA, Dunlop Papers,

114, Glas gov Mercu
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Scotland over which he himself exerted no rights of ownership, Thus

his fifty per cent share of the profits of Knightsvood-Govan in 1793

was 62,037..121..6.120 He also had a three-~eighths ahare in the Elders~

l1ie Coal Co., which worked a mine in Benfrewshire; profits from that source
in 1793 amounted to £13%2,.16, but since 'the lease vas near out and the coal

121

very troublesome to work'! no value was put on 1it, Dunlop held Lifty

per cent interest (with R,H, Rae as the other partner) in Rutherglen

Muir Coal Co., four-fifteenths in the Sandyhills Coal Work and unknown

122

shares in the Banknoeck, Camlachie and Hamilton Farm Coal Works. He

vas the major shareholder in the New Smithills Coalvork, near Paisloy.m’

Vhen the multifarious activities of this one man, *one of the most opulent

figures in the Wut'.mr‘ are thoughtfully considered, his contribution to

the eighteenth century Scottish coal industry cannot be overestimated.

120, Ibid.
121. Ibid.

122, Ibid; SRO, PRS (Glasgov) 26/215,

123, Glasgow Journal, 7 Jamuary, 17943 Glasgow Courier, 17 December, 1791
124, SRO, HD 292/158 DUR,
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CHAPTER 8

Glasgow Colonial Merchants and Industgz 1770-1815. 1I

I Textiles
II Cotton industry
III General Analysis



The relationship between profits earned in the colonial trades and
economic growth is a subject of special interest as far as the textile
industries are concerned, As has bheen noted,l the role of the Glas-
gov 'tobacco aristocracy' in the establishment and evolution of the
cotton industry, the Rostovian 'leading sector?!, bas stinulated much
controversy in recent years and historical opinion on the probadle inter-

relationships has undergone consideradble modification. It will there-

fore be a primary aim of this section to carry out an examination of the
degree of colonial merchant involvement in the nascent industry and the
motives behind any investment that did take place. It is to be hoped
that after this exercise a more balanced view of the role of colonial
profits in the Scottish Industrial Revolution will emerge.

A necessary preliminary in such a task is to analyse how far tobacco
and Yest India merchants had penetrated the capital structure of the sec-
tor out of which the Scottish cotton industry was to growv. This was the
fine linen trade of the Glasgow and West of Scotland area.  Some examples
of merchant interest in the linen industry havé been found., The' {import-
ant West India house of Somervell, McCall and Co. under the firm Spreul,
Somervell and Co., owned *a large and comuodious warehouse®’ in Dell's
Wynd which was 'cowpletely fitted out for theé muslin mnﬂfﬁctory'.z"“"
George Bogle owned a warehouse in the same area consisting of 'a writ-
ing room, &8 room fit for holding yarn, and an apartment calculated for
coqtainingf tvo or three nrplng—mllla'.’ The Buchanan ‘fanily also appear

P
SR ety 4pa gt et ey

l. Vide su ra,mt'\'f- | | ,.
2. Glasgov Mercury, 19 January, 1790, f
% Ibid., 19 J‘mrr. 17860
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to have had a connection with the linen tradet Andrew disposed to his son

George in 1760 *all and haill the closs and severall houses and buildings

and lcans of the linnen manufactory belonging to me in the New Street now

called Virginia St.'!: John Campbell sen. and William and Arch, Coats

vere said in 1781 to be 'co-partners in a warehouse concern i{n Glasgow',

specialising in lfnen morehanting.5

The same three merchants until 1795
held about one-third of the capital in Lockhart, Jameson and Co., 'manu-
facturers EBell's Wynd?., This area wvas the centre of the fine linen trade
in Glaugw.6 On the dissolution of Archibald and John Newbigging and Co.,
‘textile manufacturers', the copartnery contained John Campbell sen and
James Hopkirk in addition to the two Nevbiggingl.7

These examples, although giving the lie to any view that suggests
there veres no linkages betveen the foreign merchant and the domestic
trader, bhardly add up to & significant contribution to the capital struct-
ure of the West of Scotland linen {ndustry. | The above were the only cases
of personal involvement by Glasgov colonial merchants in linen merchanting
and manufacturing units that were found after a search of the Glasgow Reg-
ister of Deeds, the national Register of Deeds and ‘tho Glasgov press in
the period c. 1770-1815, Profits from the colonlial* trades could, of
course, have entered this sector by the more inﬂin;t means of bank-

loans and through personal credit facilities ﬁffond by merchants them-

selves. These, which would be likely to affect each industry, will be

s M e g . L o cplipiiigeieeg,  dallermalipiier 5o due A iy -y

4, GCA, Mitchell, Jobnston Collection, 11, Extract Disposition A. Buch-
anan to G, Buchanan, 14 February, 1760,

5. GCA, 3-10/5/835'1, Articles of Agreement between J. Campbell and
others, 17 September, 1781, -

6.: Glasgov Courier, 3 March, 17963 Jones's Diractrog for the years
1790 and 1791 (Glasgov, 1880), 34; Stevart, op. oit., 223, 227,

7. Glasgew Courier, 2 January, 1796.
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examined in the conclusion to this chapter.e [lovever, one other method

by vhich funds earned in colonial trade could he absorbed into the linen
industry might be examined here.

Linen merchants themselves might expand into trade with colonial
areas, One interesting example of such a venture has been uncovered.
Joshua Johnston and Co. (John Jamieson, Joshua Jobnaston, Walter Brock
[5{ Buchanan, Hastie and Co, ,_7 and Adam Smith), hosiery and linen mer-
chants and manufacturers, formed a copartnership with the tobaceo import-
ing concern of John Jamieson and Ce. in March, 1770, Each firm took a
£1fty per cent share in the nev concern and trade commenced with Mary-

land.9 Johnston appears to have gained from this arrangement. for he

later joined s similar partnership vith Andrev Thomson, This relation-

ship wvas continued by Johnstone's son, James, Thomson vas a _partner in

George MeCall and Co. and Thomson, Snodgrass and Co., Virginia mcrebantl.m

e became a partner in the important stocking business carried on by Dug-

ald Bannatyne and James Johnltonc.u Johnstone married Thomson's

daughter Margaret and proceeded to enter his father-in-lav's field .of
interest, colonial trade. Together with Robert Carrick and Dugald
Bannatyne he became interested in 'a Jamafca concern'. VWith Neil Banna-
tyne, George Buchanan and Robert Carrick he vas a partner in 'a Virginia
concern' and vith Carrick, William Colhoun and Alex, Wilsen owned a

plantation on the island of Tobugo.m Such a series of partnership

iy r
o o v X Y

8, Vide lnfra, WoOR=le.

9. GCA, Mitchell Jobhnston Coll., 61, Action and Correspondence, Dr. Hugh

Mackilvraith against John Johnston, etc., 1-3,

Wi -wies e~ W

10 0ld Country Houses, xxvll; C.J. Thompson, 'An 014 Glasgovw Family of
Thompsan!, Paper rea Tfore Menbers of the 014 Glasgow Cludb, 19 January,

1903, 5. . —

11. Glasgov Advertiser, 11 September, 17893 SL, CSP 413/28, Petition of
A. Thompson and Others, 12 February, 1800, &,

12, 8L, CSP A13/28, Potition of Andrev Thompson nnd Othor-. 12 February,
1800. &‘50
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links might be more interesting than typical yet it serves to illustrate
ene of the many conplex routes by which gains from colonial trade could
£ilter back into domeatic industry. .

Hovever, the basioc generalisation made earlier must remain., Colon-
ial merchants did not take the same degree of financial interest in the
linen industry as, for instance, they did in sugar-boiling, coal-mining
and glass-vorking, Various explanationa can be advanced to account for
this neglect, Perhaps the most plausible ia that Glasgow and West of
Scotland linen merchanis had already evolved a relatively self-sufficient
coumercial structure by the time spectacular profits began to be made {rom
the tebaceo trade after the 1740s. > As early as the first two to three
decades after the 'Regal Union' of 1603 a group Imown as 'English mer-
chants' had grown up and prospered by peddling linen cloth south of the
Bondcr.u

Again, linen wvas net & necessary ancillary indunstry to fereign trade;
it was not a rav materisl imported from the colonies which had to be fur-
ther processed before sale, On the contrary, the predominant trading

connections with the sources of flax in the South Baltic vere. through

east coast. portn.}? "~ Those Glasgov werchants who did. import the raw
material (such as David Dale, James Finlay) from France, Flanders and
Prussia, appear not to bave had any strong connection with the tobacco

and West Indian tradu.lﬁ Certainly linen wvas a commodity which was in

mich demand in the colonies, The customs accounts reveal that at least

"ul'?; A~

b,

1%. Priﬂ.' !_2_9_0 gi_t_i. H3.

14, T.C. Smout,’ 'Developuent and .Enterprise of Glasgow 1550-1707"“.
SJPR vii (1960), 1943 'The Glasgow Merchant Community in the Seven-
teenth Ccntnry’.‘*-s__E XLVII (1968)- 55.

15. Hamilton, Economic Hiastory, 134.

16, -Stevart, op. eit., 45, 79-82; Anon., James Finlay and Co., 1750~
1950, (Glasgov, 1051), 7. — =
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in the final three decades of the eighteenth century home-produced linen
did form a high percentage of linen exports to these aruu.n Yet, in
the earlier period, Glasgov tebacco merchants found many ef their linen
cargoes elsevhere. Gorﬁai\ 'bmams' was the tobacco merchant's stand-
by since most of the {mport duty on them was refunded on export. Colon-
{al merchants in the 1730s -~ 40s forcibly opposed the attempts of domest-
ic linen producers to have the drawback discontinued, poiniing out that
the sawe manufacturers did not make all the coarser materials required
by planters in the c_olqnios.m

One final possible factor might well be that few areas in the linen
industry demanded large amounts of fixed capital, It has been emphasis-
ed frequently throughout the previocus chapter that the wealth of the col-
onial merchant often suitably coalesced with the ingenuiry, sanagerial
skill and commercial know-hovw of domestic manufacturers with heavy fixed
capital needs, The industry, by and large did not encourage investment
in fixed assets. The lint or scutch mill wvas normally a single-storied
building vhose only 'machinery' was a series of vertically mounted four-
bladed rotorl.w 'The first mill to spin yarn for linen cloth vas not
built until 1787 at Brigten in Angus and further developments along these

20

l1ines vere slov, The structure of the industry alloved extensive re-

ploughing of capital and Charles Kingan, himself an employer of muslin

i s, - = R~ - g

17, This is wade clear from a sample analysis of linen exporis from
Port Glasgov, April-October 1778 (SRO, E.504/28/29); of 239,943 yards
‘1innen made of hewp or flax', 181,940 yards had been mnufactured in
Britain, 57,256 yards in Ireland and 747 yards in Germany; 770 yards
checked linen, 6,396 8q. yards printed linen, 671} yards thread gauze
and ;nml exported in toto, all originated in Britaln (excluding Ire-
land).

18, Hamiltenm, Economic History, 1lhi.
19, Butt, op. cit., 58, There were 252 by 1772.
20. 03A| II, 2070 )
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weavers, commented on the high rate of upward mobility among handloom
veavers,

eo's there have been more persons risen to wvealth and
eninence of hand-loom weavers than of all other trades
* pat together in Scotland. I could name 40 or 50 people
who were hand-loom weavers who are now men of capital and
character‘filling high positions. Two late Lord Prov-
osts of Glasgow ... vere hand-loom veavers in my remem-

8 brance. 21
This alloved the industry to flourish in the latter half of the eighteenth

century broadly independent of the personal involvement of colonial mer-

chants in linen copartneries.

There was, hovever, one sector of the i{ndustry which did demand rel-
atively large capital i{nputs « the finishing processes of printing,
bleaching and dyeing. The extent of ecapital required to lease or buy
extensive areas of land and the fitting out of these areas with lades and
expensive machinery, tended to inhibit the ordinary bleacher and printer.
In addition,

in 1733, cloth required five to eight months exposure

to bleaching techniques (depending on season) and the amount

of capital required to tide the fledgling bleacher over this

period was another retarding factor in the development of the

industry. 22 | | |
It vas therefore more than a coincidence that this efapital-in'tenl'lvet sec-
tor of the lfzfiéiﬁ:”ihdﬁstry atiracted :n;jor”pali-ti‘cl;fatlon by colonial mer-
chants,

In the 1740s Archibald Ingram, John Glassford and other tobacco
m‘rchanrto; laid down a larg; printfield at Pollokshaws with the ostensibdle

purpose of creating a supply of printed handkerchlefs for Virginia, Mary-

land ahtdsthc-yp_qg uImliui.._.,,ﬁ'r",3 - In the early 1770s the printfield, operat-
R R L I SN 4, O DT B .Y : o ‘ b .
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21, . Quoted-in Hamilten, Feonomic History, 167, . - ... ..
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22,” ‘Butt, ep.’ eit., 138,
23, Gibson, op. ¢it., 204; Brown, op. eit., II, 212-13; Baillie's Inst.
Library,. Glasgov, mmt*-ﬂookrof;lrzg'ihﬁ Ingram, . --. ° ., ..
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ing under the firm of William McCormack and Co,, was financed by Alex-
ander Speirs (vho had £1,933 in the econcern in 1773)2" Alexander Houston,
Thomas Dunmore, John Campbell sen. and William Cumninghame., The company
wvas managed by MoCormack, 'bleacher at Pollocksfielda'.25 Success in

printing bad encouraged diversification into textile production and the

Inkle Factory wvas capitalised by the same group;26 it appears very likely

that this joint venture bad evolved soon after the establishment of the

27

printing enterprise in the 1740s, In 1780 the same partnership group

vas in control except that Robert Dunmore bad taken up the share of his

deceased father, 'l'l:unmu..28 Eleven yoars later the trustee of Sutherland
Colqueboun, *linen printer at Pollokshavs! sold to Dunmore and John Mon-

teith, linen merchant and manmufacturer, 'all and whole the Pollockshaws

Printfield and houses and buildings thereon',23
One of the most important firms in the printing and bleaching indus-
try vas that of William Stirling and Sons, which had developed out of the
cloth-printing concern established by William Stirling on the Kelvin at
Davsholm in 1750«50 Yet the family's money had been msde in colonial
trade: John and Walter Stirling were members of 'the great company!
which developed 'the trade to Virginia, Carriby Islands, Barbadoes, New
Fngland, St. Kitts, Monserrat and Other colonies in Ancrica.'sl The

24, GCA, Speirs Papers, Ledger 'B*, TD 131/k,
25, GCA, Begs of Sasines, F30-1, 1k March, 1777.
26. GCA, Probative Writs, B.10/12/5, Feu Contract between the Patroms of

Hutchison's Hospital and the Partners of the Inkle Factory, 1 December, 1788,
27. Ibid ’ v

28, GCA, Mitchell Johnston C°ll§' 79. &plﬂ”i" v. the Pollockshavws
Printfield Company (1780),

29. 5RO, PRS (Renfrew), 30/216; see Glasgow Advertiser and Evening
Intelligencer, 9 October, 1789 for a description of the machinery and
layout of the Printfield. |

0. Batt, Op. E_!la. 139.

31. McCure, op. cit., 1703 see 01d Count
history of the Stirling family,

Houses, xxxvi for the




369.

Custems Accounts demonstrate that as late as the 1780s the family was still
dealinz -in the export trade to the West Indies, Charlestown and New York.52
James McOGregor, wholesale linen dealer and first Vice~Chairman of the Glas-
gov Chamber of Comsmerce, owned extensive bleachfields in the neighbourhood °
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