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PREFACE



Fossibly no subiject excites the Scottish popuiar mimd as
much as the issue of the irish community in Scotland.
Virtually everybody in the west central belt couid voice
an opinion on this topic. Indeed. many wouid claim to be
experts on the subiject. Faradoxicalliy, despite
engendering such interest amongst the generai public.,
little has been written aboutut this distinct community

by professionail historians.

The aim of this thesis is to examine what eiffect the
events that occurred in Ireiand between 1516~-23, a perind
populariy known as the Irish Kevolution, nad on the
poiitical and social life of a section of the population
who were accorded. and accepted, the status o©of being

Irish although they and their immediate forefathers.

resided in Scotliand, Eariy historical work, particuiarily
that by J.E. Handley, has shown that links between the
parent community in Ireland and the immigrants in

Scotland remained strong throughout the latter part of
the nineteenth century. The 'lIrishness' of the immigrants
was reinforced by that community’s failure to integrate
into the mainstiream of 5cottish socisty, partiy as result
of eiements within this community who sought to ensure
that such a development did not occur, but also because
of the 'hostile attitude adopted by many within the
'native' population to the immigrants. In political terms
the effect of this process, as many historians have
shawn, was that this community saw its roie primarily in

Irish rather than Scottish terms. It sought to use its
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power not to change Scottish society but Ireiand’s

constitutional position within the United Kingdom.

Considering the position adopted by the Irish community
in 5Scotland during the nineteenth century it might be
expected the events of- and the issues raised by, the
Irish Revolution would exert a poweriul, it not
overwneiming, influence on the politics of the community
under examination. The two main studies of this period,
by Handley and Gallagher, have suggested that, while the
Irish in Scotland were slow to endorse the politics of
Irish Republicanism in the immediate post 18516 period.
once it became apparent that Sinn Fein had become the
predominant i{force in Irish naticonalism the immigrant
community not only transierred its allegiance 1o the
Republiican ideal but played an important, if not
crucial, role in backing the military campaign of the IRA

during the Angio-irish war.

Although the period 1319-Z21 is held +to represent the
zenith of the immigrant community’s influence on irish
politics, ©paradoxically historians have accorded the
community an important role in aitering the politiecal
landscape 1in 5Scotland. Frior to the Great War the
poiiticai’allegiance of the Irish in Scotland was aimost
solely determined by exiernal, Irish, iactors. Whiig an
Irish dimension is not totally absent from Scottish
politics in the post war era historians have tended to

stress the internai factors which helped to produce the
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reaiignment of the irish vote. It has been suggesied that
l9zZ2 represents the year whean domestic infiuences
eciipsed external factors in moulding the political
consciousness of the immigrant community. Indifferent to
the «c¢ivil war that was raging in southern Ireland the
immigrants are portrayved as marching, almest as one,
benind Labour’s red banner and playing a vital part in
that Farty's electoral breakthrough of that vyear. The
thesis will attempt to examine the interplay of domestic
and external factors that resulted in the realignment of
the irish vote in the post war era and attempt to

evaluate the strength of these forces in producing this

change.

Finally, the thesis wiil examine the impact of the Irish
Wuestion on communal relations within Scottish society.
Many people 1in Scottish life tend to assume that
sectarian friction in Scotland is an extension of the
conilict that existed in ireiand; not all the immigrants
were of Catholic extraction, 3 sizeable proportion were
of the Frotestant faith. The immigrants, it is believed.
imported their guarreis and introduced the bacillus of
sectarianism into a stable society. The Thesis wilil
examine how far sectarianism in Scotland had an internal

or external dynamic.

One reason which goes far to explain the reluctance of
historians to tackle this subject, despite its hold on

the popular imagination. is the paucity of reliable
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source material. C.A. Oakley attributes this to the
reluciance of the native population to acknowiedge or
discuss the existence or the immigrant community.,.
Certainiy. the 1lack of coverage is noticeable 1in the
papers that composed the national press, The Scotsman,
Giasgow Herald and the baj]y Record. The position is no
better at local level. Selective examination of

newspapers such as the Motherwell Times, The Greenock

Teiegrapn, Partick and Marryhill Fress, and The Govan

Fress (all areas with sizeable Irish communities)
indicated that the coverage of Irish activities was
minuts,

[f the "native’ as Scots preferred to ignore +the Irish
experience in Scotland the same can be said of the nation
to which this community pledged its alligiance. While it
might be expected that comment would be light in national
papers such as The Freeman’s Journai and the [Irish
independent it was hoped that the more specialised
political press, such as Nationaiity and The irish
Voiunteer would have been more generous in acknowiedging
the part played by this community in contributing to the

causes which these papers championmed.

The source most consulted was the Glasgow UJbserver. The
paper is undoubtedly the richest source of material
concerning the political activities of the immigrant

community. The paper reported on the meeting held by

prominent Irish politicians 1in ©Scotland which were
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ignored by the mainstream Scottish press. Many of the
organisations that very active amongst the immigrant
community were given the opportunity to put forward their
ideas. lMoreover, all irish political bodies submitted
reports of organisational meetings at local level, which
admittedly tended to concentrate on the social aspects of
the evening but, nevertheljess, did give some fleeting

glances of the issues in which they were interested and

fortunes of the respective organisations.

When examing the pages of +the Glazgow Observer the
historian has to be aware of this source’s shortcomings.
Firstly, it would not, in today’s terms. be cliassified as
a 'quality’ paper. [t’s main selling point was the close
relationship it enjoyed with Glasgow Celtic, the paper
considered itself to be a ’'popular football medium’. This
should be borne in mind when assessing its political
statements, That the Glasgow dbserver has become
essential reading for those who wish to study the
immigrant community is testimony more to the lack of
source material than to its quality as a newspaper.It
shouid also be noted, that as time progressed, at least
between 191Z-2Z3, the paper existed less as a medium to
reflect a cross section of opinion within the community,
but rathér to serve és a mouthpiece for its autocratic
proprietor, Charles Diamond. If Diamond could be

classified a5 a typical representative of the immigrant

community in Scotland this shortcoming would, to a
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newspaper.It

certain extent be negated. Obviously, his position as a
newspaper magnate ensured that this was not the case.
Mloreover, the fact that he last resided in Scotland in the
18380s and visited infrequently, suggests that his
articies were meant to tell the immigrant community what

to think rather than articulate their feelings.

With these reservations in mind., an attempt has been made
to place the views of the Giasgow Ubserver alongside
those espoused by Catholic Socialist Notes column which
appeared in Forward. Obviously, this colﬁmn cannot be be
assumed to represent the immigrant community at large. [t
was the literary arm of the Catholic Socialist Society,
an organisation which never numbered more than 500
members, and was more interested in converting the Irish
community to the socialist cause than 1in absolute
historical accuracy. Hevertheless, by examing the issues
on which it concentrated one can identify which topics
were relevant to the immigrant community. The credibilty
of the column is increased by the fact that many of those
who became prominent in the Labour movement, such as John
Wheatley, were prominent members of the CSS5. Moreover., as
the ‘vast majority of the community which this column
sought to reach were voting Labour at the end of the
period uﬁder examinatijon, it could be held to represent

the political destiny of the Irish in Scotland.

The community under examination produced a number of men

who achieved prominence in Scottish political life.
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Hibernians, +the United Irish League of Great Britain,

Sinn Fein and the I1RA.






On a ciear day an observer standing on top of Cave Hill,
north bBelfast, can see the coastline of Scotland.
Considering the proximity of the two countries it is not
surprising that each has played a pért in shaping the

destiny of the other.

As the coastlines of Scotland and Ulster are separated by
less than twelve miles at the closest point,
transferences of population across the North Channel must
have started as soon as man fTirst mastered the open
sea.? Although this process was an  ongoing one
througnout human history, two particuiar waves of
migration have attracted the attention of modern
historians because of their relevance to present day
poiitical issues. In the case of Ulster this was the mass
emigration of Scots in the seventeenth century: SO
extensive was this that some have called Ulster
Scotland's ’"invisible coleny'.* Distinguishablie by their
Protestant faith from the bulk of the popuiation of the
island &and +those who had previously crossed the HNorth
Channel. these 'planters’ evolved into a community,
whose politicosreligicus beliefs were to prove an
insurmountable barrier to the attainment of the political
desires of the maijority of the lrish population between
1886 and - 1821. In the opposite direction immigration
peaked in the latter h;lt of the nineteenth century. 0Unce
again the religious faith of the immigrants was different
to that of the host community. Although the Irish in

Scotland did not enjoy the success of the Ulster-Scots
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in determining the political destiny of their adopted
home land, they retained their own identity and pursued

their own political goals.

The ©bulk of the immigrant Irish settled in the wurban

centres of Scotland. This is illustrated by the 1841
census. Nationally only 4.8% of the population had been
born in Ireland. However. in the counties orf

Kenirewshire, Lanarkshire. and Dumbartonshire the ifigures
were 13.2%, 13.1%, and 11.0% respectively. In Glasgow and
its suburbs 16.Z% of the population were Irish born, in
Greenock 11.7%, Faisley 10.8%, Airdrie and New Flonklands
10.1% and 8.0% in Dundee?®. The pace of Irish immigration
slowed as the century ebbed away. The proportion of Irish
born in Glasgow declined from 13.1% in 1881 to 10.5% in
1891.% In Dundee the number of Irish born residents had
been eclipsed Wy those born in England by 1911.% The baild
statistics, however, hide two important facts, which
coloured sociospolitical issues in Scotland during this
period. The figures record oniy first generation irish
immigrants. According to J.E.Handliey "immigration into
industrial areas had persisted long enough to establish a
second and even third generation” Irish community by
1840, He estimated that about 10% of Scotland’s
population were either Irish or of recent Irish descent-
by 1840Q,°¢ Many who proclaimed themselves to Irish had
little physical contact with the motherland, their

identity was forged by factors other than birth.
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The second point, not revealed by the census figures, was
the deep divisions that existed amongst those ciassified
as Irish born. Although many equated , and some still do,
Irishness with Roman Catholicism a large proportion of
immigrants were in fact PFrotestants whose cultural,
economic and political i;terests had led them to develop
a quasi-nationalist philosophy, which was diametrically
opposed to that of most irishmen. The conflict that
existed between the two groups did not disappear once
they emigrated to Scotland and was a complicating factor
in relations between the immigrants and hosts.
Unfortunately, there is no way of discerning the
religious composition of the immigrants. However, it is
likely that a good proportion were Protestants.
E.G.Ravenstein has shown that the majority of Irish
emigrants came from Ulster and the majority of these came

from the four counties, which had the greatest number of

Frotestants.~

There is much evidence, which suggests that Irish
Catholic emigrants formed a homogenous community that
existed on the margins of Scottish society. John Denvir,

for example. described Duntocher of the 1880Us as being:

a really thriviné Irish community - a model
community in fact. The good priest who is like a
ruler -or, perhaps, one should say father- among
his people, will tell vyou that this is
"Ireiand"with all its domestic values, with

infinitly more domestic comfort and none of its
wretchness.?
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This statement could have been applied to a large number

of communities at this time.

The “irishness" of the immigrants was expressed through
the whole spectrum of community life - politics, papers,
sport and religion. The question arises as to why this

happened? [t was probably to be expected that distinctive
“Irish" communities would develop simpiy because the most
recent arrivals would seek out those of a similar
backeground, who nhad preceeded them in order to help them
come to terms with the new environment. However. it is
arguable that the rate of assimilation, in respect of the
Irish, was siower than other groups which arrived in
Scotland. Writing in 1247 Handley stated that it was
"doubtful if it can be said that the procsess {of

-

assimilation) is in being today.”"" As late as the 1360s,

according to Bill Murray, 90% of Celtic fans, a ciub
which flaunts 1its Irish origins., did not support the
Scotland international football team, arguably the most

potent symbol of Scottish nationhood.!® 1f "Scottishness™
is defined as support for a politically independent
Scotland then those with an irish background. albeit some
generations removed, have shown little enthusiasm.i?
Although .it should be borne in mind that in the latter
case that the "average®™ 5cot has not been over zealous in

pursuing that goal.

It has been argued that anti Catholicism on the part of

the indigenous population was the major factor in slowing
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the assimilation of the Irish into 5Scottish society.
Handley compares the experience of the Catholic Irish in

Scotland with that of the continental Jew:

like the Goldsteins and the Cohens. the Bradyvs,
the Dochertys and the 0'Tooles are names that
thunder their nationality in the ears of the
Fresbyterian &cot and stir the recollection of
his grandfather’s sentiments towards 'the iow
Irish.’ Une result of that isolation was... that
the immigrants were thrown back on one another
for social intercourse in their moments of
leisure.!?

This process was, in erfect, seif perpetuating. Rejected
because of their Catholicism the immigrants were Tforced
back into a community which was centred around the
Catholic parish. Handley describes the self reliant
nature of immigrant society and how it revoived around

the church:

The church had been built with their hard earned
money their pastors were usually irish like
themselves, the school alongside depended on their
contributions for its upkesp, and even the humbie
parish hall hallowed in their sight by the fact
that it had been their temporary chapel until
they were able to undertake the erection of a
stone edifice. The hall provided recreation for
them in the evenings of the week and was the
meeting place on BSundays after rliass 1for the
formulation of plans for financing the school and
ciearing off debts, determining policy in the
schoolboard and municipal elections. Iin addition,
it housed such coniraternitiss as the Young Men’'s
Society or the local branch of the benevolent
institution known as the Irish National Order of
Foresters.t3

While anti-Catholicism on the part of the host community
played & part in slowing the process of assimilation it

was by no means the only factor. William Walker has
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argued that the ’'separate deveiopment’ of +the Irish
community was at lsast partly dus to the immigrants
choosing this path. For example, the paper most
associated with the Irish community in 13%4,the Giasgow
Free Fress, warned of the dangers of associating with
’those who dirffer so much from us in morais, manners,
habits, customs and religion.’' The paper stated that: ’'so
sure as we associate with them , so sure we will be
defiled: their very breath is enough to do it...If we do
not gather ourseives from them, they will corrupt the
hearts of even the wise and good among us.'!* Walker
states that:
This conviction, common among the Irish Catholic
laity and one endorsed by thneir priests, was the
foundation of the community within a community
erected by the Irish wherever they congregated.
Within their enclaves the Irish umbibed values,
coniformed to codes of conduct, and submitted +to
to patterns of subordination which, if essential
to cultural survival and perhaps, just plain
survival, acted none the less to cut them off
from the mainstream of working class
aspiration.!®
[ronically, Handley records how assimilation flourished
as descendants of the eighteenth century in Gailoway
lost their Catholic faith in the absence of priests .!'°*
consequently, intermarriags with members of the host

community was a frequent occurrence and gradually the

Irish emblems of the immigranits tocok on a different hue.

For exampie, Iirish names changed. MclHahon became
Mecheechin, Dwyer changed to Dyer, MecDade to Davidson,
McDevitt to McDhavid. O0’Neil to McNeil and Devine to
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if any did join.**®

Although economic factors have been ascribed the role ofr
dvnamic in creating sectarian divisions within the
working class this view has been chailenged by the work
of 1. Budge and C. U'Leary, who have argued convincingly
that the paucity of riots in Belfast during the
nineteenth century bore littie relation to the prevailing
economic climate.®? While it couid be argued that
economic competition was the origin of sectarian friction
the absence oI an apparent relationship between the

riots and the economic fortunes of Belfast diminish this

thesis.

That sectarian conflict in Belfast was mostly the resuit
of non-economic factors does not necessarily mean that
Catholic-Frotestant rivalry in Scotland originated from

the same sources as those which reeked such havoc across

the Morth Channel. Religious identification, as expressed
by church attendance, was higher in Ireland tnhan in
Scotland. Politics and religion were more closeiy

entwined in lireland. However, intercommunal tension in
Scotland could be hightened by non-economic factors. For
example, Catholic emancipation in 1BZ9 provoked a hostile
response . from many in Scotland. Commenting on this
reaction the RKev. 1. A. HMuirhead notes that the
Protestant agitators of the period appeaied "not to the

economic results of immigration™ but in religious

terms. =3
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Although many working class people had little cgntact
Wwith organised religion this does not mean that they were
indifferent to the sublisct. E. K. Norman characterises
the second half of the nineteenth century as "a religious
age, not in the sense that people went to church-for the
reiigious census of lsél showed many did not-but in the
amounts o©of public discussion on religious questions,
devotional and ecclesiastical writing and of church
building at home and expansion overseas."** An example of
this is provided by the left wing journai Forward.
Looking through its issues between 1812-22 one is struck
at how often religious figures are invoked as early
socialists and religious teachings are used to support
socialist dogma. While specifically Protestant political
parties enjoved most electoral success in the depressed
decades of the 192Z0s and 1930s they did so at a time when
the economic climate was improving in both Edinburgh and
Glasgow.*? The most visible manifestation of sectarianism
in present day Scotland is found when Rangers play Celtic
(a slightly toned down version of this phencmenon can be
found at Hearts-Hibs matches). This rivalry would appear
to be best explained as a clash of cultures, because tne
fans who bay for, and sometimes spill, the bilcod of
oppositidp supporters five in similar areas, work in
similar jobs, are in the same Trades Unions and generally
have the same political allegiances, they vote Labour, as

there counterparts.
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Although the majority of the Irish, who emigrated,” were
of the Catholic faith, many were Protestants and it would
appear that the latisr were more successful in entering
the mainstream of Scottish society. In his history of
Kilysth the Resv. K. Anderson, born in 1825, records the
"bitter ill will of the.natives...towards the Irish.” Yet
when he was a boy and thers were oniy two Irish families
in the town such bitterness was absent: "as they weras
Frotestants they lived unmolested."?® In his study of
nineteenth century Greenock K. Lobban has shown that
marriages between Irish Frotestants and ©Scots were
significantly more numercus than marriages between 3Scots
and Irish Catholics. The respecive percentages for Irish
intra group marriages were 79.6 for Catholics and only
90.0 in the case of the Frotestants.®" It has also been
pointed out that Irish-5Scottish marriages were more
common in Larkhall, where the maiority of immigrants were
Protestants, than in Coatbridge, where the bulk of the
irish were Catholic.®*¢ While such evidence may suggest a
degree of religious bigotry on the part of the native
population it should be remembasred that there were no

forces within the immigrant Frotestant community that

sought to retard +the process of assimilation. Horeover,
the incoming Protestants possessed cultural and
educational attributes, which made their absorption into

mainstream Scottish society much easier than that of
their Catholic counterparts. For example, Kobert Smillie

sa Belfast Protestant, who emigrated to Larkhall. stated
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that he had read BEurns as a boy and that his grandmother
had recited ballads in Scots loric even though she had
never visited Scotland.®! Furthermore. it is likely that
many of those Ulster Frotestants who crossed the HNorth
Channeli had some family ties with Scotland. Thus, on
arriving in their new home they could immediately enter
the mainstream of Scottish society and did not have to
construct their own community on the margins as had the

frish Catholics.

Although the Ulster Protestants were better equipped to
enter Scottish society than the Irish Catholics they too
suffered some resentment from the native population.

Denvir stated:

The province of Ulster [sends to Lanarkshirei..a

certain proportion of those wretched creatures

cailled UOrangemen...and as a rule the 3Scotch

despise them as the only people on earth who have

no nationality.=®=
Denvir's Irish nationalist sympathies make him a slighly
unreliable witness when discussing Orangeism in Scotland.
However, the thrust of his observations were endorsed by
& historian of the Urange movement: R. M. Sibbett records
how an Orange parade in Edinburgh was attacked by a large
body of irish Catholics. Although a local newspaper, the
Caiedonién Mercury, was compeiled to admit that attacks
on the Urange inhabitants of the <Cowgate were a
commonplace occurence "the journal had not a friendly

word to say for the Orangemen."33 A columnist writing in

The Fartick and Maryhiii Fress in 1312, both areas with
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1 i 1 trat 50 years
large ugrange c:ommuni ies, ctalmed 12
P v (= i ic and
re iOUSly th.. bCDtS I‘egaf’ded thh batholl
=1 irish n h -ne was
Frotestant immigrants a 1 and that there

i tter
friction between the native population and the la

i t
group because o©Of its Urangeism and the trouble tha

accompanied Orange parades.?®® In his study oOf 'ethnic

G finds
marriages in nineteenth century Greenock Lobban by

that the inter-group marriage rate of Ulster Frotestants

in the town was =aimost identical to that of another

‘immigrant’ community, the highlanders.??3 Of the
highlanders it has been stated that some had to endure
the prejudices of the lowland Scot on account of the
former’s stricter religious attitudes on sabbatarianism
and temperance.*®* As many Ulster Protestants would have
similar attitudes as the highlanders on such religious

questions presumably they encountered the same reaction.

It has ©een argued by many that the hostility of the
native popuiation to the Catholic Irish was exacerbated,
if not initiated, by the simultaneous arrival of many
Ulster Protestants. The result being the importation of
the conflict that had existed in ireland. In the words of
Steve EBruce the influx of Irish created "a situation
primed fqr ethnic confiict. The fuse..provided from the
same source as the dynamite."37 The organisation most
associated with Ulster Frotestantism was, and still is,
the Orange Order. Its initial development in Scotland,

however, was not as a result of Frotestant emigration
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irom Ulster, Orangeism first took root in Britainm with
the return of British regiments which had been sent to
Ireland in 1735; the Argyle Fencibles are credited with
introducing the Urder into 3cotland.®® A similar process
cccurred in the late 18B0s in the Fartick area. Clydeside
shipworkers, who had hired by William Harland to go to
Belfast to tsach the skills involved in iron ship
construction in his yards, set up lodges when they

returned to Glasgow.?®"

For most of the nineteenth century the Orange Order could
not be considered as a mass movement. In Airdrie the two
local lodges could boast a combined membership of less
than sixty.*?® As late as 1866 the annual 1zZzth of July
parade in Glasgow couid only attract a crowd of 000, *?
However, 3 decade later there were about a hundred
active lodges in the city with an estimated membership of
between 14-15,000,%% OUne factor in this rapid expansion
was the influx of Ulster Protestants that occurred
between 1875-81. In that period "83.2% of all lrish
immigrants to Scotiand came from the province oif Ulster,
with the four most Frotestant counties providing 58.7% of

the total inflow."*® The evidence available suggest that

Ulstarmen provided the bulk of the organisation’s
numerical strength throughout the ninsteenth century.?*?
1t should be noted, however, that it was not until the

early 1880s that membership of the Order began to grow
rapidly in ireland.**® in all probability popular

Protestant organisations in Scotland would have
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experienced an wupturn in fortunes at this time even
without the influx of Ulster Protestants. The 18B60s and
1870s were in the eyes of some a period of Catholic
triumphalism. The doctrine of Fapal Infallibility and the
promulgation of the Syllabus of Errors suggested to some
that Frotestantism would be forced on the defensive by a
more confident Catholic Church. The restoration or the
Catholie Hierarchy in 187& in Scotland was evidence
that even +the land of John Knox was neot safe from +the
Vvatican's tentacles. The history of popular Frotestant
societies in Scotland long pre-dates the arrival of the
Irish, both Frotestant and Catholic. According to the
historian ©Senex there were 43 such organisations in
Gilasgow at a time in the seventeenth century when there

was only 39 Catholics in the city.?**

I anti-Catholicism on the part of the native population
was the major factor in creating the tensions that
existed between the two communities, it might be assumed
that the immigrants would have been warmly welcomed by
their Scottish co-religionists. The reaiity was in fact
very different and there was much conflict between the
Scottish and Irish wings of the Catholic church during
the nineteenth century. This conflict c¢can partly be

gxpiained as a clash of cultures:

The Irish were exuberant and lively...whereas the

Scots were somewhat dour, possessing a distaste
for the Irish passion for display, for the
emotional. Much of the Fresbyterian influence had
penetrated into Scottish Catholicism, and this
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the previous generations of Irish, who had quickly
returned to their native land, the vast majority of the
newcomers stayed and helped to sweil and expand the
Church's parish organisation. While the lrish wished to
be served by priests of the same nationality the highland
dominated leadership re;ained control of the major posts
within the Church and actively blocked Irish
participation on many occasions. In the early 1860Us the
Giasgow Free Fress compiained that there was only one
parish priest in all eight Glasgow parishes and that
"every Tfirst class mission out of Glasgow, except
Coatbridge is held by a Scotchman".3! The Irish had built
up the Church but enjoved little control of the movement.

Resentment was summed up in the phrase "Paddy pays. Sandy

owns, "¥ 3

The conflict between the two groups resulited in the Holy
See appointing Archbishop Hanning to enquire into the
political and religious tension that existed in the
Western District. Manning visited Scotiand in October

1867 and after observing the situation advocated a bold
initiative:
I remain completly convinced that the only
adequate remedy for the very serious troubles of
the present and the great dangers of the future

is to be found in the division eof Scotland into
diocese and the restoration of the Hierarchy.’3?

Manning's suggestions were accepted by the Vatican but

internal disputes delayed the restoration ot the
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Hierarchy until 1878. The subsequent growth in the ‘number
of clergy enablisd the immigrants to play a substantial

part in this expansion.®?

Religious bigotry on the part of the native population is
the wusual reason cited as the cause of the communal
friction in nineteenth‘century Scotland. However, the
history of nations is littered with examples of nativist
resentment to immigrants and it might more proper to
portray the tension that existed as tribal in origin;
while remembering to take into account the part religion
has played in defining national/tribal identity. [t has
been pointed out that Catholic-FProtestant conflict 1is
dirrerent than other religious disputes because the
origional impetus behind PFProtestantism was anti-
Catholicism, however , one wonders if the situation in
nineteenth century Zcotland wouid havs peen much
different if the natives had been Catholic and the Irish

emigrants Jewish?r The examples of Foland and Germany

suggest that the situation might have been a lot worse.

Conflict between immigrant and host communities operated
at a variety of levels and varied from the spectacular to
the almost imperceptible. On occasions the two groups
fought running battles in the streets. While this
representéd the zenifh of community conflict, to some
even the drinking of a pint of beer was seen as a victory
in the cultural battle betwsen the mnatives and the

immigrants.
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The nineteenth century witnessed numerous sectarian riots
in Scotland, the origins of which were as varied as the
issues, which divided the protsgonists. Handley
identifies the 1850s as the period in which communal
viogience peaked and cites examples of rioting occurring
throughout the central ;ndustrial belt. He argues that
the HMaynooth Grant and the restoration of the Catholic
Hierarchy in England contributed to a rise in religious
friction.®® Such examples of Fapal Aggression resulted in
the formation of ulitra-Protestant organisations such as
the Scottish KEesformation Zociety. bome zealous defenders
of the faith took their messages to the street corners
and whipped wup the mob to such an extent that anti-
Catholic riots ensued. The most notable of these mob
orators was John Sayers Urr, who preterred to style
himself as the "Angel Gabriel." Throughout the first half
of this decads many of his meetings ended with his
followers going off to attack Catholics. In 1851 he led a
mob to attack a chapel in Bearhope Street, Greenock. This
incident sparked off a week of intermitent rioting in the
town. On returning te Greenock in 1855, aiter lecturing
on the evils of Popery in the U.5.A., he quickly resumed
his previous activities. {in one occasion he was arrested
for breach of the peace. A mob of 2000 assembled to
protest but, after hearing that Orr had been transfered
to nearby Faisiey, they started to attack chapeis in
Greenock: on the second day of the attacks the militia

was brought into control the situation. Sermons by the
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Presbyterians, who were nearly all Rechabites:
Intemperance assumed a sort of apologetical significance
in a locality where Total Abstinence was apt to be
exalted as embodying the sum total of the law of the

prophets., "7

AsS has been cited garlier in this chapter Handley
compared the position of the Irish in Scotland with that
of the Jews in continental Europe.®® While the nature of
the contlict between the natives and the immigrants may
have been the same the extent to which each suffered at
the hands af the indigenous population bear no
comparison. Sectarian riots in Scotland were relatively
minor; eclipsed in intensity by those in EBelfast and
Liverpool. The Irish may not have been made welcome by
the majority of the Scottish people but they were not the
victims or organised pogroms. (and when ricting did occur
they could give as good as they got,’ or at the receiving

end of a "Final Solution’ type policy.

Handley has portraved +the Irish immigrants as ©being
highly politicised when they first arrived in 5Scotland in
the early 1800s,¢7 Writing in the 1830s John Denvir
stated:"Ireland has no more patriotic children than those
who have made their homes in Scgetland.™"’® T.P. 0O'Connor,
the man most associated with Irish nationalism in Eritain
from 188&-1918, zconcurrsd with Denvir’s opinion.”! Thus,
it is not surprising to note that the various naticonalist

organisations which emerged in Ireland through the
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nineteenth century can also be found within the ‘"Irish

community in Scotland.

Within irish nationalism there has always existed a
strand of thought, which believed that the Act of Union
could only be broken by fthe use of physical force. In
1848 the Young lrelanagrs failed in their attempt to
attain {reland’s nationhood by force of arms. Allegedly
there were several hundred well armed men in &Scotliand,
who were poised to aid the insurgents though in the event
the rebellion did not last long enough fér them to be
summoned to fight.” * In subsequent years the Giasgow Frese
Fress was vocal in its support for those who wished to
fight for Irish independence, much to the annoyance of

the iesadership of the Catholic Church in Scotland at the

time.

While proponents of physical force nationalism still

existed after the failsd Fenian rebellion of 15667 they

became increasingly marginalised as the century
progressed. In both Ireland and in the immigrant centres
or Scotland constitutional nationaiism became the

prevalent philosophy. The man credited with the formation
of the Home Rule movement. as this form of constitutional
nationalism was styled, was lssac Butt. An early disciple
of Butt was John Fergdson, a publisher of Irish descent,
who resided in Lenzie, near Glasgow. it was he. who
conceived the idea of organising the Irish in Scotland

into & body that would support lIreland’'s cause. Ferguson
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persuaded Butt to address a meeting in Glasgow on the
subject of Home Rules in December 1871l. This resulted in
the formation of the first branch in Great Britain of
the Home Government League.’® The movement spread rapidly

to survive, albeit under

m

throughout Grest Britsin and was
a variety of titles _.such as the Home Government
Confederation, the Irish Land League. fthe Hational Irish
League and the United Irish League o©of Great Britain

(UILGE)., until the 1320s,.

Such organisations had a variety of purposes. Frior to
1885 the main function of such bodies was to gather funds
for the Irish Farty. These funds would help the Irish
Farty deiray the cost of fighting elections, pay the
salaries of any M.P.s who were elected and finance
peneral political propaganda. These bodies also provided
a platform for prominent visiting Irish nationalists to
disseminate their political creed. Highlight of the vear
would be St.Fatrick’s Day when they would arrange parades
and large mesetings,. With the extension of the franchaise
such bodies sought to mobilise the immigrants in support
of the candidate of the party most sympathetic to Irish
Home ERule. Although politics was the primary reason for
the existence of the UILGE and its ilk, they also served
as a foéus for the‘immigrants to engage in social
activities, thereby reinforcing the ghetto mentality and

butterising traditional loyalties.

The organisation. which carried out the above functions
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during the period discussed in this thesis was the UILGE.
It had been founded in 1883, the resuilt of the
reunification of the pro and anti Farnell factions.
Unfortunately, there are no records available, which

allow the historian to chart the progress of the movement

in its infancy. However, it is possible te give an
gstimate of its numerical strength from 1305/6 to
1913/ 14, From an estimated membership or 8200 in 130&5/6
numbers declinsd to only 1050 in 1911712, The

introduction of the third Home Rule Bill, coupled with
the improving gconomic position, boosted the
organisation’s fortunes and by May 1914 the hundred
branches in Scotliand had about 12,500 members, out of a

total of 47,900 throughout Great Britain.’*

Geographically the bulk of the organisation’s branches
were located in the west of Scotland. In 19C8 there ware
Ze  branches in Glasgow compared with only 1vwo in
Edinburgh.”% [n 1914 48 of Scotland’s 100 UILGE branches
could be found in and Lanarkshire and Falkirk EBurghs.7’¢
As there was no minimum number stipulated as being
necessary for the formation of a branch this meant that
virtually everywhere the Irish gathered there was =a
branch. 1t also meant that there was a wide variation in
the numbérs attending branches in the same city. For
example, in Glasgow in 1308 the "Home Government" branch
boasted a "paying membership" of 1200 whereas the "Wolfe

77

Tone"™ branch could attract thirty enthusiasts.

—
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Although membership of the UILGE was open to all it was
not permissible for a member to join any other political
organisation. Thus members of the Liberal or Labour
Farties, who wished to join the UILGB had to resign from
their party. Consequently 3Scots, who supported the
principle of Irish Home -Rule did not join; they remained
as members of which ever Eritish political party they
supported. The bar on dual membership also ensured that
relatively few [rishmen joined any of the major parties,
The organisation did boast some irish Frotestant members,
John Ferguson was an exampls, however they were very
rare. lan Wood has detected some sign of anti- Protestant
bpias within the UILGE, Whether this was the result of
intentional sectarianism or due +to the organisation
merely reflecting the characteristics of the bulk of its

membership is unclear.??

Although the vast majority of the Irish in Scotland were
located at the lower end of the socio-economic scale a
variety of sources have claimed that the UILGB was middle
class in character. MeShane stated: " The membership of
the UIL was mostly middle class Irishmen: publicans,
grocers, iron merchants and such like~ men who were
making their way. I knew them by repute only; none of my
grandfatﬁer’s friends were in 1t."7° The supposed
dominance of the middle class is not surprising
considering the restricted franchise that was then in
operation. Howewver, it should not be overstated and it

did not pay to stress an aura of excusivity amongst the






of sconomic dislocation it is unlikely that a branch in

this area would have had such a large membership.

With the extension of the franchise in 1584 the
opportunity arose for the first time whereby the irish in
Scotland could play a significant role in shaping the
political destiny of both their adopted and spiritual
home lands. 1t was the policy of the UILGB and its
forebears that the Irish vote "should not be committed to
any British party...but directed where the interests of
Ireland demanded such action”.®?* I[Ironically, the tirst
beneficiaries of the greatly enlarged irish vote were the
Conservatives. Fearing a large Liberal victory 1in the
General Election of 138% Farnell urged his supporters in
Britain to vote Tory in order to lessen the magnitude of
the expected Liberal maiority. The plan succeeded
brilliantly in this respect because the combined
Farliamently strength of the Irish Nationalists and the
Conservatives exactly matched +that of the Liberals.
Although +thers is some evidence to suggest that some
Irish voters in Scotland so despised the Conservatives
that they ignored Farnell’'s order and voted Liberal the
vast bulk of the immigrant community voted in line with
his pronouncements.®® |t was claimed that this examplie of
tactical 'voting proviaed the Tory margin of victory in

four of the ten seats that they won in Scotiand.®®

Whether Farnell’s strategy was directly responsible for

Gladstone’'s conversion to the cause of Irish Home RKule,



or merely served to create the conditions necessary
whereby he could push a reluctant Liberal party down on
course which he wished it to embarlk, is a guestion which
has occupied the minds of many historians. Whatever the
reasoning behind his endorsement of Irish Home Rule the
effect of his actions was to align the Irish vote with
the Liberals wuntil the onset of the First Worid War.
There was occasions when the relationship broke down;
possibly the the most notable example of this occurred in
the General Election of 1300. The local Eranch of the
UlLGB deemed +that +the sitting Liberal H.P. for the
constituency of Glasgow Blackfriars, possibly the divison
with the largest lrish vote in Scotland, was unsound on
the issue of Home Rule. It was resolved to teach him a

lesson and it was agreed to support his Tory rival on

this occasion. The strength of the Irish vote ensured the

triumph of the Conservative candidate. Thus, the
parliamentary career of Andrew Bonar Law, a future Tory
leader and FP.HMH., was launched. ironically, the Irish
voters had supported a man, who would devote all the

powers at his disposal to thwart their aims at the very

time they seemed on the point of realisation.?®”’

Although the Irish vote was bound to the Liberals because
of supporﬁ for Home Ru]e the religious and socio-economic
composition of the community sometimes strained the
relationship. The Irish nationalist vote was also a

Catholic vote. Un the issue of Church schools the
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Unionists were more sympathetic to the wishes of the
Cathoiic Church than the Liberais. The Unionist Education
Act of 1902 made provision for Church of England schools
to be financially supported out of the rates.
Monconformists, disgusted at being forced to subsidise
denominational schools,. campaigned vigorousiy for the
return of a Liberal Government in the 1306 election. When
attempting to legisliate for nonconformist grievances the
Government was criticised by the Catholic Church because
the proposed 1906 and 1208 Education Bills would have
affected Catholic schools, Thus, at this point in time,
the immigrant voter was faced with a clash of interests;
his nationality pushed him into the Liberal camp while
his religion attracted him towards the Unionists. John
Kedmond, leader of the lrish party, was in no doubt which
cause should have priority. At the 1908 Convention of the
UlLGE he stated that the campaign to achieve Home Rule
had +first call on the loyalties of the immigrant
community.®¢ 1t would appear that his request was heeded
by the Irish community in Scotland when faced with the
dilemma in the General Elections of 1910. Although The
Scotsman claimed that the sducation issue was attracting
some Catholics +to the Unionist cause there is little
evidence to support this sssertion.®? When the Glasgow
Observer carried an advert from the Unionist Fublicity
Association, which allieged that the return of a "Radical"
Government would mean the destruction of Catholic

schools, the paper was deluged by letters from indignant
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readers, who attacked the decision to afford space ‘to a

traditionally hostiles sourcs,?¢

While Unionists appealed to the Irish vote on matters of
denominational schooiing Labour stressed the issue of
class solidarity when attempting to entice the immigrant

community away Ifrom the grip of the Liberals. The wvast

maiority of the Irish in Scotland were located at the

lower end of the social scale, arguably at the lowest
point, vet they proved to be almost immune to Labours’
appeals. When Forward analysed the party’s chances in a

by-election in South Lanarkshire in 13813 it was relieved
to note that there was "no Irish vote to be organised by

the Whig capitalists against us."?!

Iin April 1314, st the height of Ulster crisis and after
the Irish vote had gone soliidly Liberal at a number of by
elections, James Connolly discussed the effect of the
Irish @uestion on the slectoral fortunes of the Labour

party. He stated:

Socialists and Labour people generalily in Great
Britain hsve good reason to deplore the existence
of the [rish question and to realize how
disastrous upon the chances of their candidates
has been the fact of the existence in the
constituences of a large mass of organised voters
whose political activitiss were not influenced
solely or even largesly by the domestic issues

before the electors. Qur British comrades have
had long and sore experience of contests in which
all the arguments and all the local feeling were

on the side of the Sacialist or Labour candidate,
and yet that local candidate was ignominousiy
defeated because there existed in the
constituency a large Irish vote - a large mass of
voters who supported the Liberal, not TDbecause
they were opposed to Labour, but because they
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wanted lreland to have Home Rule.

OUur British comrades have learned that the
existence of that Irish vote and the knowledge
that it would be cast for the Home Rule officiai
candidate, irrespective of his record on or his
stand upon Labour matters, caused hundreds of
thousands who otherwise would have voted Labour
to vote Liberal in dread of that the Irish
defection would let the Tory in’. For a
generation now the Labour movement in Great
Britain has been paralysed politically by this
fear. and all hands have looked forward eagerly
to the time when the granting of Home Rule would
remove their fear and allow free expression to
all the forces that nake for a political Labour
movement in that country.’?2

Irish leaders in EBritain were, as Connolly states,

particularly anxiocus that the Unionists should not

benefit as a result of splits within the Irish vote. T.
P. O'Connor declared that "to the Irish mind it would as

bad to wvote for a Home Rule candidate who would not
suceesd, and thereby let in a Unionist, as to vote for a
Unionist himself™,%°® In 1824 even Michael Davitt
succumbed to this fear. Although he had supported kKeir
Hardie in the Hid Lanark be election in 1888 Davitt
refused to campaign for Robert Smillie in a subsequent by
election in that constitusesnecy as Labour’s intgrvention

"would oniy let the Tory in.""?*

Irish Nationalists expected Labour not only to support
Home Kule but to subordinate all of its other demands
until this was achieved. When Labour attacked the Liberal
Governmenf ot lBlO~l4.for imprisoning suffragettes and
using the military in labour disputes the Glasgow

Observer warmned that:

if in their tilt against the Liberal Government



they should succeed in displacing the Home Rule
Ministry. which is on the point of crowning its
efforts for Irish freedom, then the Labour party
would surely succeed in securing probably for all
time and certainly as long as the present
generation survives, the active and indignant
enmity of every Irish voter in Great Britain who
cherishes any shred of sentiment for Irish
liberty, or possessed the least scintilla of
filial devotion towards his struggling
motherland."*® -

[rish support for Labour was in most cases oniy
forthcoming when the Liberal candidate was wunscound on
Home Fkule or when Labour was the largest anti-Unionist
force in the division. An esxample of the latter point was

George Barnes, victor in Glasgow Blackfriars in 1906, who

enjoyed gonod relations with his Irish constituents and

contributed occasional articles to the Glasgow
UObserver,?* The man most associated with the Labour
cause in Irish ecirelss, and foundsr of the Catholic

Socialist Society, was John Wheatley. His initial support
for Labour was horne of tactical considerations rather
than shared philosophy. Wheatly, then prominent in the
UILGE, iirst supported the Labour party at a by election
in North East Lanarkshire in 1301 because the Liberal
candidats was unsympathetic to the Irish cause,. In the
1906 General Election he worked for Labour in the North
West Lanarkshire constitusncy for similar tactical
reasons. A.biographer gonsiders these experiences to have

radicalised him for in October 1906 he openly adopted the

socialist cause.”’ However, in the majority of cases the
irish only loaned their vote to the Labour candidate
until a more sympathetic Liberal was selected to stand.
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This infuriated +the I LF iournal Forward. After the
party’s poor performance in the 1910 eleetions, which the
paper attributed in part to the Irish reverting to their
traditional allegence in seats such as MNorth East
Lanarkshire where they had voted Labour in the past. the

paper called for any informal alliances between the party

and the Irish to be terminated.®s

The view that the absence of the Irish Question would
have resulted in the lrish vote saligning 1itself with
Labour is supported by the fact that as early as 1892 the
Giasgow (Observer predicted that the Irish vote would
gravitate towards Labour once the question of Home Rule
W3S settied,?” One way of ascertaining the poiitical
views of the irish in & political enviroment devoid of
the national question is to examine local elections.

With the absence of the Irish Question in local politics
it might be assumed that the immigrants would be more
supportive of the Labour cause than at national level.
While in general this was the case tension between the
two groups was by no means absent. in Glasgow priocr to
1906 they were joined together in a loose coalition
called "The Stalwarts"™ wunder the leadership of John
Ferguson. It was Ferguson who effectively held them
together -but with his death the strains in the
reiationship finally told and the alliance was abandoned.
Many within the l.L.PF. disliked the arrangement ©because

they » considered the UILGB to be &a non socialist
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organisation and disliked the prominence of publicans
within the movemsnt. In 1911 Fatrick Dollan considsered
that it would be better "for the Labour movements’
prospects electorally to be set back twenty years than to
make any tactical arrangements with UIL branches which
had publican ties."!?®? The question of temperance was to

sour relations into the 1320s.

After 1306 all candidates had to be members of the I.L.P.
or another arfiliated Labour organisation to receive the
“"otficial” Labour ticket. As UILGB members were
prohibited for joining other British political
organisations this meant that Irish candidates would no
longer receive Labour support. This infuriated Irish
organisations bscause it virtually meant the exclusion of
Irish representatives on the city council. Frior to the
Municipal elections of 138lZ the Glasgow Observer launched

a scathing attack on Labour:

Cathoiics , Be Guiled NO Longer! KRead This, Then

Act Like MEN! Hitherto our counsel to Irish
electors has aimost invaribly been to support the
candidates of the Labour Farty in every
constituency. That counsei we are no longer abie

to extend...[lbecausel the Labour Farty, while
making the most prorfuse professions of sympathy
with the Irish sentiment, will not give the least
help to any candidate standing who is an lIrish

Hationalist.,to!

The conflict over irish candidates recurred in the
municipal elections of 1913 and 1914. The paper claimed
that in these contests the Irish vote was "a solid and

decisive factor" in retarding Labour's advance. The
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Giasgow Ubserver gleefully pointed out that, in 1914, all
seven of its nominated candidates were triumphant at the
polls,t°*® Whether this dispute antagonised the Irish
community as & whole or merely the ’'machine’ is
debateable. On many occasions Forward claimsd that many
irish voters supparted. candidates other than those
mandated by either the local branches of the UILGB or the

Giasgow Jdbserver,'?3

Fossibly the greatest impediment in the path of any
emergent Irish - Labour alliasnce was the latter’s
association with socialism. The question of whether a
Catholic could also be a socialist was answered in the
negative by Pope Leo X111 in the Encycilical "Rerum
Movarum"™ (0On the conditions of the working Classes) which
was issued in 1581l. Although sympathetic to the plight of
the working classes and critical of the worst excesses of

capitalism it rejected the socialist solution:

Toe remedy these wrongs the Socialists, working on

the poor man’s snvy of the rich, are striving to
do away with private property, and contend that
individual possessions should become the common

property coi all, to be administered by the 5State
or by the municipai bodies. They hold that by

thus transferring property from private
individuals to the community, the present
mischievious state of things will be set to
right, in as much as each citizen will then get

his fair share of whatever there is to enjoy. But
their contentions are so clearly powerless to end
the controversy that were they carried into
effect the warkingman himseli would be among the
first to sufier. They are moreover emphatically
unjust, for they would rob the lawful possessor.
distort the functions of the State, and create
utter confusion.,!?®?

~
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As well as having theoretical differences with socialism
the ftact that many of its adherents were strident
atheists was enough to condemn the movement in the eyes
of many Catholics. Some commentators have argued that
there were many varieties of socialism and that Pope
Leo’s views were formed with continentai rather than
Eritish socialism in mind. The Gilasgow Ubserver was well
aware that British socialism was less antagonistic to
organised religion than its continental counterparts but,
nevertheless, the presence of some militant atheists in
the Labour party still caused the paper some

apprehension:

[t is true that the Socialist in Great Britain
rarely reveals...the virulent antipathy to the
Catholic faith and Church which the Socialist in
continental gcountries so strongly manifest and
exercises. We think the Labour movement 1in
Farliament and in Great Britain generally |is
quite independent of extraneous control and in no
way bound +to foliow thes santiclericaiism of
Continental Socialism. 5till British Socialists
never ceEass procliaiming the international
identity orf all Socialism. Liberals in Great
Britain never seek to establish political
identity with the anticlierical Liberals of the
Continent,. But British Socialists are Tforever
claiming their kin-ship with the priest baitors,
the church-spoilsrs, the nun hunters of the
Continent. And vyet British Socialists do not in
Great Britain seek to persecute and rob the
Church as their brethern in France do, nor to
attack and attempt to cripple the Church as their
brethern in [taly do. nor to exile or imprison
Catholic clergy..,.as the atheists in Fortugal do:
but then in Great Britain they are a minority.
and the bulk of Catholics are never sure that if
the Socialists came to the top in Britain he
would be any better than Combes, or Nathan or
Fodrecca, The insensate action of such men as
Blatchford and Will Thorne has done a great deal
to foster this fear, and though Thorne has ©been
overcome in his attempt to invest BSocialism in
Great Britain with an active anti religious

Q
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character the effect of their actions endureg.1¢s

The Glasgow Observer carried many articles which critised
socialism, some of which argued for the formation of a
Christian Labour party. [f the Labour party or the T.U.C.
endorsed policies such as secular education, as the

latter did until 1912, then co-operation, so the argument

went was impossible,19¢

The man around whom the debate about the compatibility of
Catholicism and soccialism focused was John Whesatley. From
orthodox immigrant politics he gravitated to the Labour
cause. At first his support for Labour was based on
pragmatism; however, this was followed by a philosophical
conversion, The t{formation of the Catholic ©Socialist
Society, which was open to only practising Catholics, was
an attempit to resolve the conflict betwesn community and
class. Wheatley’s clashes with clerical authority were to
pass into folklorse,. In 1308 he was engaged in a lengthy

and bitter debate, which most commentators consider he

came out on top, with a Father Puissant, a Belgian
Jesuit, on the question of the compatibility of
Ccatholicism and socialism. A future legend in Clydeside

socialist circles, Harry Plec3hane, claimed that his drift
to the cause coriginated as result of this debate.?®”’
Possibily. Wheatley’s ﬁost dramatic clash with authority
came in the summer of 1%1Z. Using the columns of Forward
and boosting that sdition's sales by Z000 in Shettleston,

he attacked the weekly anti socialist diatribes of a
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Father 0’Brien of St.Marks, Carntyne. After the following
week’'s serviee a mob of "hundreds or thousands" burnt an
effigy outside Wheatly’s house.!?% This episode appears
to have boosted his credibility. Despite the opposition
or the UILGB and the Glasgow JUbserver he was elected to

the council in the following municipal elections.!©°”

If the Irish Wuestion had never existed then it is quite
likely that the Irish would have supported the Labour
party in greatsr numbers than they did. At local level
the problems posed by temperance and socialism do not
appear, even in the immediate pre-war period to have
swayed many of the Irish away from Labour’s standard, it
Forward’'s sanalysis of the municipal slection results of
1912-14 are accepted in favour of those postulated by the
Giasgow Ubserver. However, if the Irish remained
culturally separate their support could never have been
taken ifor granted by the Labour leadership, and had
Labour advanced far enough to pose a signifant threat to
the other partiss then they could have offered the irish
powertful inducements to detach them from Labour’s camp.
If on the other hand the Irish attempted to integrate
their entry may have been resented by many socialists,
who viewed the immigrants as social conservatives and the
subsequen§ infighting yould have retarded the advance of

Labour.

Once Home Rule had entered British political life there

was no guarantee that the alliance between the Liberals
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and the Irish would terminate immediately the ‘Irish
Question had been "solved". The Glasgow Observer claimed
that "on the passing of Home Rule the working class Irish
in Great Britain wouid pass automatically and as a
landslide into the Labour ranks".!'!® [n actual fact had
the Irish @Question been settled in the favour of the
Irish Nationalists it is likely that the Liberals would
have reaped the bhenefits of the Irish vote in Britain
long after the issue had been erased from the political
agenda. The Liberals would have becomes enmeshed in lIrish
mythology and fathers would urgs sons to vote for the
party that gave Iireland her freedom. This outpouring of
gratitude «could have lasted a long time. In the U.S.A.
the maijiority of negroes voted Republican, the party of
Lincoln, in Presidential elections until 18363 a 7ftull
iifty vears after the ending of slavery.!!! Moreover, the
provisions of the Third Home Rule Bill did not terminate
the presence of Irish IH.F.s at Westminster. If the Irish
in Britain remained a distinct entity within working
class society and had the lrish Nationalists continued to
ask them to vote Liberal, especially if they were the
largest party on the leit, would they not have continued

to do so ¥

When stating that the Irish Question retarded the growth
of Labour in Scotiand one has to be careful not to
overemphasise the effect the Irish vote could have had on

the fortunes of the party. McCaffrey's analysis of the

1888 IMid Lanark by election suggests that had all the
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Irish voted for Hardie his poll would have jumped from

Gl7 votes to 1.817, the Liberal poll would have fallen to

2,947 from while the Tory vote would have remained
static at 2,917, While the irish wvote would have
substantially boosted Hardie’s poll it would not have

altered his position at the bottom of the poll.1132

Blewitt has calculated that if all the Irish in Scotland
voted Labour in the first General Election of 1910 the
party would have gained only another two seats.'!? [f the
irish had voted Labour in the Hidlothian and Leith by
eleotions. of 1912z and i9l4 the party would still have
tinished & poor third in the former although it would
have gained a second place in the ilatter. However, the
main effect of such an occurrence wouuld have been
increased majorities for the successful Unionist
candidatss,.'?'* Thus, Labour would not have been able to
"break the mould of Scottish politics™ had the Irish
Wuestion not existed. Many contempory sccialists believed
that the Irish Question was a massive barrier to Labour’s
advance. in actual fact its main purpose was to provide

such people an easy excuse for some poor periormances.

While the irish vote could not propel the Labour party to
the top  of the poll, this does not mean that it was
unimportant. In 1913 The Scotsman claimed that there were
13 Liberals, who owsd their parliamentry career to its

existence,t1s This illustrates the real potency of the

lrish vote; it could piay a crucial role in the fight
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between the two major political forces. Though even then
as the elections of 1886 and 1900 show it could not save
the Libesrals from suffering hsavy defeats. Had the Irish
vote been powerrul enough to be the sole determing factor
in many Scottish seats it would have been used as it was
in the constituency of leerpool Scotiand, not to elect a
representative of 3 British political party, but to

return a member of the immigrant community to

Westminster,?1¢

Labour activists considered that the Irish OQuestion not
only deprived the Farty of the "Green" Irish vote but
also the support of many working class Protestants, The
view that the issue hurt Labour was expounded by Robert
Smillie. Smillie, an Ulster Protestant who supported
irish Home EKRuls, recounted his experiencs as a Labour
candidate in the North East Lanarkshire by election of
12304 an area where many were Ulster Frotesants by birth

ot descent. After Smillie had elucidated his views on

Home Kulg an

old heckler again turned to his audience and said
'Now. is not that a nice man to come here and ask

ye to send him as your representative to
Farliament? Y& heard...what he said about Home
Rule for Ireland? As a miners’ agent Bob |1is
a'richt but as a politeecian he is not worth a d-
- I don’'t know whether he should be hanged or
drowned, but I think the best thing we can do is
just to walk out and leave him’,

Suiting the action to the word, he made his
way towards the door, and the meeting followed
him, ieaving my chairman and myself and my
solitary supporter in possession of the hall.'!'”
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Commenting on the IMidlothian by election of 1912 Forward

stated:
A large UOrange vote, probably extending into
hundreds, reluctantly voted Tory, rather than

Labour, for fear of letting the Liberal in. That

is to say., the orange workman was divided between

his traditional faith and the knowledge forced on

him by capitalism ofi Fumpherston Dil type.t1®
Undoubtedly the stance ot the Labour Farty on the irish
Question did not endear it to many working class
Frotestants, especially those with links with Ulzster.
However, it would appear that other factors helped to
sour the "relationship"” because there is little evidence
to suggest that Urangemen were voting Labour at local
level and that they proved more resistant toc "socialism"
than there Catholic counterparts. John Paton stated:"5So
tight was the hold of taryism on these men . that no
Orangemen could be found in the Socialist movement. Roman
Catholics, however, were frequent in spite of the
opposition of the priests.”!'*? This view is to some
extent confirmed by the experiences of the YForward
lanner ™. On many occassions he could assure the Catholic
cocialist Notes columnist that Catholic Socialist Society
material had sold very well in many Catholic areas.!®?®
However, he reported nothing but failure in noted Orange
areas such as Armadale, Cleland and Kilwinning. ©Of the
latter the Forward Vanner stated:"Kiilwinning is that sort
ot ignorant Brisbyan (Brisby was a noted contemporary

Orange leader) place, where folk hate one another for the

love of God, and sit on dykes pouring over the betting
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columns of the Evening News,"iz: Orangemen ~ also
participated in attacks against Labour candidates in
Municipal Elections, especially in Partick.'?2 pMoreover,
prominent high ranking Urangemen addressed meeetings in
which they criticised socialism as eiter being athestic
or tainted with Catheolicism: they were even accorded

space in Forward in which to air their views.!=3

Nevertheless, thers must have been some working class
Protestants who voted Labour at local level. Larkhall was
feturning Labour councillors in the pre war era. Forward
rscorded instances of Orangemen being thrown out of the
Order because of their ILP sympathies. Such instances
usually provoked a vigorous debate in the correspondence
columns in Forward and some contributors would claim
that many Urangemen were socialists.!®? There 1is also
some evidence which suggests that there was an electoral
backlash against the Labour party when it fielded
Catholic candidates. In 1900 the ILP endorsed a Catholic
candidate in the Mile End ward where they had polled well
in the past. Un this occasion the Labour vote siumped
dramatically. The Irish press was in no doubt as to the
reason:"a Catholic come into the field on any ticket and
at once, like mercury plunged into boiling water, up
leaps thé.poll of his opponent."! %3 [t is also noticeable
that the Labour Party polled better in certain wards such
as Mile End and HMaryhill in 1312, Dalmarnock, Cowlairs,
Townhead and HMaryhill in 1913 when they were not

supported by the UILGE than in previous contests when
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they received the "Irish ticket", 12e

While Orangeism played a part in boosting support for the
Tories amongst the weorking class J.T. Ward considers that
its infiuence has been over rated. His analysis of
working class Toryism in Lancashire has found that social
reform played an important role in gaining the Farty
prpular support.'*? Certainly during the period 13812-14

the wunionists in Scotland attempted to court working

class support and their apppeals were not based
exclusively on reiigion or Irish Home Rule. In the 1912
by election in HMidlothian the Insurance Act was

criticised with telling effect.t??

Even had the Irish Question been absent from the
political agenda it is by no means clear that the Labour
Farty would have inherited working class votes that went
to the Tories. This is not surprising when it 1is
remembered that Labour did not receive the majority of
non Irish working class votes at the time. Possibly the
Catholic Irish would have provided a more fertile ground
for the Labour Farty than the Ulster Protestants because
the former composed a group which enjoved at least some
independence from the mainstream of Scottish society and
thareforé would not. be subiected to the pro Liberal
influences that permeated Scotish working class society.
bBeing more integrated Ulster Frotestants, in the absence
of the frish GQuestion, might have inclined towards the

Liberails. The more so because of the Liberal tradition
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that existed in Ulster Fresbyterianism prior to
Gladstone’s <conversion +to Home Rule. The swing that
acceurred in the West Lothian by election in 1913 suggests
that many of thoses who supported the Unionists when the
contest was fought mainly on the Irish Wuestion had

happily veoted Liberal in 1910 when the prevailing

political agends was set by other issues.!®°? Even when
the Home Rule dominated the political firmament there
were at least some Crangemen, such as those at

Campbelilton, who supported the Libesrals.!?*°
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Chapter 2

The Rise of Sinn Fein, 1916-18: Attitudes in Flux







Ireland it had been eclipsed by Sinn Fein.

It is one of the ironies orf history that the organisation
most associated with the rebirth of Irish Kepublicanism,
Sinn Fein, was throughout a large proportion of its
existence not a repubiican oreganisation far less one
which wished to establish an Irish Republic by force of
arms. In +the latter part of the nineteenth century
Ireland witnessed a literary and culture revival from
which developed a "New HNationalism™. In sffect this was a
manifestation of culturai nationalism. For many irish
nationalism was meaningiess unliess the population knew
what it was to be irish.,. Politiecal freedom from
Engiand/Britain had to be accompanied by a reijection of
the invaders values and attitudes. D. F. HMoran outlined
the failings of lrish political nationalism:

We are proud of Grattan. Flood, Tone, Emmet, and

all who dreamt and worked for an independent

country, even though they had no conception of an

Irish nation: but it is necessary that they

should be put in their place and that place is

not on top...The foundation of Ireland is the

Gael and the Gael must be the eiement that

absorbs.!
Many organisations were formed with the intention of
promoting Irish culture as epitomised by the language,
native literature and gaelic games. In the waords of
Horan's seminal essay it was The Battie or Two
Civiiisations,® 3inn Fein was founded by Arthur Grifrfith
in 1905, In its weariy vyears it propounded not

republicanism but a system of dual monarchy modelled on
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that in operation in Austro-Hungary. Under such a system
it was proposed that the two islands within the British

Isles would enjoy equal status.S®

S5inn Fein soon incorporated a variety of other bodies
within its organisational structure- the Dungannon Clubs,
Cumann na nGaedhael and the National Council.?® Its Tfirst
electoral test came in 1908 when the then Irish Farty
M.P. for the North Leitrim, C. J. Dolan, defected to Sinn
Fein due partly to his dissillusionment with the then
Liberal <Governmesnts' policy on Home KRule but, aiso.
because of the views expounded by Griffith in his
Resurrection orf Hungary. At the subsequent by election
Dolan, standing on a platform which advocated abstension
from Westminster, polled a creditable 1,157 votes against
a poll or 3,103 for the Irish Party candidate.?® However,
the votes received by Dollian represented less an
endorsement of Sinn Fein but rather an expression of
frustration at the failure of the lrish Farty to get
significant concessions from their erstwhile Liberal
allies, With the hung parliament and the subsequent
introduction or the third Home Rule Bill Sinn Fein once

again returned to the political margins of Irish society.

There wére echoes of, the "New Nationalism"™ within the
lrish Community in Scotland. A branch of the Gaelic
League was established in Glasgow in 1889.% This movement
encouraged the emigrants to retain their native Irish

culture: language classes were run, Gaelic games set up

5%



on a league basis and speakers from ireland given a
Platform to air their views. In June 1902 Patrick Fearse
addressed the Glasgow branch on the subject "No Languge-
no nation" and compared the position of the Gaelic League
then with what he had found when he last visited the city
in 1898:"Then there wasﬂonly one branch of the League in
the city - the Glasgow branch - which was in its infancy.
Now there are a dozen branches and outside London with
its vast population, there was no c¢esntre where the
language had made such progress as in Glasgow."’ The
movement continued to expand and at the 1907 Ard Fheis in
Dublin Z4 branches in Scotland were represented.® This
probably representsd the zenith of the movement in
Scotliand. Although =zealous in the defence of the Irish
language within the immigrant community it was fighting a
losing battle. In 1913, a time when political naticnaiist
organisations such as the UILGB and AOH were enjoying a
resurgence in fortunes, it was reported that the Catholic

community was apathetic to Irish gaelic.’

The cvertly political manifestations of the "New
Nationalism™,. after a widespread debate, also faiiled to
gainsway over the minds of the immigrants. In March 1906
the Glasgow Observer adopted a dismissive tone towards
Sinn Fein and its founder:
it is hardly necessary to say that we dissent
entirely from the cardinal proposals of the new
movement, that we very little trust for the

National sentiments of its main promoter, and
that we think its contentions and methods are

YA



inadmissable and calculated oniy to excite
contemptious dissent.*'®
Despite such skepticism those, who attempted to
transplant the Sinn Fein doctrine did achieve some

success. When Griffith visited Glasgow in 1908 the

Glasgow UObserver adoptfed a more respectful tone:"Un
rising to speak, Mr Arthur Griffith. who is a good-
looking, modest-looking, clever-looking man. nad an
enthusiastic reception. He is not an orator...but he has
something to say. and it is worthy of attention™.t!! The
debate ignited by Dolan's dsifection to 35inn Fein

dominated the correspondence columns orf the Giasgow
Ubserver ior most of the vear.!'® Howevsr, the victory orf
the lrish Party in the Horth Leitrim by elsction and the
subsequent re-emergence orf the Irish duestion at
Farliamentry level blunted any advances made by 5inn Fein

in Scotiand.

The marginalisation of 3Sinn Fein within the irish
community in Scotland was most apparent in the vyears
lglz-1i4. An examination of the columns of the dGiasgow
Observer suggests that there was oniy one Sinn Fein
cumann active in Glasgow, possibly Scotland. As to its
numerical strength little can be ascertained. When Bulmer
Hobson addressed a Sinn Fein sponsored rally in Glasgow
in 1812 "about 500 were present": in contrast an
estimated $0.000 heard Joseph Devliin speak at Kilmarnock
in 1913.!'* Commenting on the meeting attended by Hobson

the Ggiasgow Ubserver stated:"Even the very name of Sinn
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Fein has fallen into obscurity of late. and the term now
counts for so little in Irish polities as to lieave it
almost needless to make any reference to it."™+* (¢t would
appear as if Sinn Fein in Glasgow was dominated by IRB
men. Present at the aforementioned Hobson rally, himself
an IKE man, was Charles Carrigan, Dan Braniff and Tom
White (Tomas 0'Ban), who can all be identified as members
of +the IRKB.!'® |t may also have been the case that 3Sinn
Fein in Glasgow was more left wing than the bulk of the
immigrant community. Carrigan and White were both members
of the Catholic Sociaiist Society and the Glasgow branch
of Sinn Fein attascksd Arthur Griffith for siding with the
management during the 1913 Dublin +{transport strike.!®
However. when a motion was put before the membership that
the club wouild only advertise its functions in the
socialist press the move was defeated.?” The political
strength of the irish Farty in the aftermath of the
suspended enactment of the third Home KRule Bill was
graphically illustrated by the fate of the Irish
Volunteers. The crisis,. which resulted in the split of
the movement was initisted by John Redmond. He declared
that those. who had joined the IV should not mereiy
remain in Ireland in readiness to repulse any attempted
German iﬁvasion, but should veolunteer to fight "wherever
the firing line extends™.!? The bulk of the
organisation's original executive repudiated KRedmond's

stance and argued against giving military aid to

lreland’'s traditional enemy. consequently. the movement
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split into two opposing camps. The vast majority of the

membership, possibiy as many as 170,000, supported
Kedmond and left to form the National Volunteers while
the minority, estimates of their strength range rfrom 32-
15.000. formed a rival organisation, which retained the

originai title of Irish Volunteers.!”

These events evoked much comment amongst the Irish
community in Scotland and it would appsar that the bulk
of the immigrants endorsed Kedmond’s stance. The Glasgow
Observer commented that the snactment of the Home Rule
Biil had +totally +transformed the relationship that
existed between Ireiand and EBritain. Whereas, previously,
the Irish people had been involved in a constitutional
arrangement to which they had not consented. with the
enactment of Home Rule their aspirations had been
fulfilled. ireland,. like Australia. Canada and New
Zealand. was now a voluntary member of the British Empire
and, consequently. its battles were Ireiand’s battles.
The paper contended that "the real line of defence of
Irish freedom now is the line of Allied armies holding

back the Germans from Belgium and France”.2?®

Possibly +the only other voics, which spoke from within
the immigrant community and had access to both that
community and the wider Scottish community could be found
within the columns of Forward. Ilost weeks a member of the
Catholic Socialist Society contributed a column headed

Catholic Socialist Notes(C5NJ, According to this
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columnist the Home Rule Act was not worth the paper it
was printed on:"England's debt to Ireland has been paid
by an undated cheque, payment of which has been stopped
at the bank until the figures ares altered".®? While it is
likely that +this contributor honestly believed +that
Redmond had failed to secure the significant triumph with
which many Irishmen credited him it should be noted that
other considerations might have inrluenced his view.
Forward.and the (355, sought to persuade as many as
possible not to fight in the Iimperialist .war. One way
those within the C55 could 1increase such sentiments
within the community, in which they operated was to
suggest that the Liberal Government would not honour the
"cheque” it had issued, The columnist sogught to
illustrate this by reminding potential recruits that
Redmond was now acting as a recruiting sergeant for the
same administration that had besen " prepared to shed the
blood of the...[lIrish]l Volunteeers...at Howth." He
sarcastically urged those Irish in Scotiand, who felt
inciined to follow Redmond’s advice to join the King’s
Uwn Scottish Eorderers: the regiment that had inflicted
the fatalities at Howth.*? Although critical of kedmond
the contributor did not sndorse the breakaway Irish
Volunteeré. When a correspondent had argued that., just as
Belgium had the right to form military alliances in order
to sareguard its freedom. then Ireland had the right to

iorm an army and seek aid from any quarter to further its

quest for independence the columnist observed that
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"Bloodthirsty people are fearfuily logicaijinm,.2s As a

pacifist all forms of militarism were abhorrent.

The evidence available would suggest that very tew within
the immigrant community dissented from Kedmond's opinion.
When the ’'Home Governmerit’ branch of the UILGE discussed
the Volunteser split "hundreds" of those present backed

Redmond while only four favoured the separatists.=*?

Furthermore, at a subsequent meeting organised by the
UILGE, which was addressed by the national president T.
F. 0'Connor. an estimated crowd of 5,000 endorsed a

motion, which expressed confidence in the Irish Farty and
its policy of supporting "the just war of the Allies

against Prussian militarism”.=*%

It was unlikely that those, who supported the Dlicheilite
position, entertained much hope that organs such as the
Giasgow (OJbserver, or organisations such as the UILGB
would reject Kedmond’s stance. However, they might have
expected more support from within the ranks of the
original Irish Volunteers., ioderate organisations such as
the AUH and the UILGE had bsen wary of becoming
associated with the movement. because of the extremist
elements within the ranks. However. even within the Irish
Volunteefs the vast majority supported Redmond.=®¢ The
failure of the licheilite view to command much support
within any section of the immigrant community coupled
with the rush of recruits to the British Army suggests

that the bulk of the Irish community in Scotiand either
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regarded Home Rule as a battle already won or, if its
SUCCEeSS Was in doubt, then the best way to secure an
Irish Parliament was to fight for the rights of small

nations on the besttlefiselds of Europe.

in the period between the split in the Irish Volunteers
and the Eastier Rising there is little evidence to suggest
that the Irish Party was losing the support of many
within the immigrant community. The only source of
friction appears to have concerned the future role of the
UILGB. The Giasgow Ubserver carried a number of articles
which guestioned the need for the continued existence of
such an organisation once Home Rule had been achieved.
However, the paper was not critical of the organisation’'s
links with the Irish Party, even though both Redmond and
Dillon had attacked those calling for the disbandment of
the UILGB. The Giasgow Ubserver argued for the
termination of the UILGE, because it believed that it had
fulfiiled its task and that if it continued in existence
after the Irish Question had been settled then it would
reinforce the political and social ghettoisation of the
irish in Britain and retard the progress of the very

people it sought to represent.=?

The aspect of policy, which caused the Giasgow OUbserver
to criticize the Irish Farty centred upon its role in the
breakup orf the then Liberal Government and the subsequent
formation of a Coalition administration in May 1915. The

paper contended that the lack of support displiayed by the
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Irish Party towards the Asquith Government had

L

substantially weakened its position an therefore its
ability to resist the Unionist onslaught, which developed
once the military situation began to desteriorate. The
Giasgow Ubserver cited the opposition of the Irish Party
to the Liberal Governments'® proposals to tax alcoholic
drinks as an example of the Irish Farty’s indifference to
the plight of their erstwhile political allies.z® In
actual fact most historians consider that a coalition was
inevitable irrespective of the actions of the Irish Farty
given the worsening military situation and the
determination of the Unionists to use the 1issue as a
political wgapon.?’ That the Gglasgow Jbserver sought to
criticise the Irish Farty for its role in stopping the
introduction of a drink tax possibly tells us more about

the pro-temperance views of its editor and proprietor

than anything else.

With the inciusion of Unionists such as Andrew Bonar Law
and Edward <Carson in the new Coalition Government the
Giasgow Ubserver wondered "whether the cause of Irish
Self Goverment has encouniersd so great a setback since
the days of the Parneil spliit".*® The position that the
Irish Farty should adopt in the face of this development,
particuiafiy if it shéuld accept the ofifer of a past in
the Cabinet, was discussed in the light of what effect

this would have on the fortunes of Home Rule. At this

point in time the traditional policy of the Irish Farty

63




was not to accept any positions of authority in
Government wuntil Home Rule had been achieved. However,
some voices called into question this policy and argued
that the best way to counter the increased infiuence of
the Unionists was for Kedmond tc fight +the Home FRule

cause rrom within the Cabinet.

The Giasgow Star strongly advised Redmond to adopt this
course of action. 1t argued that "the Irish lsader would
surely have more knowledge, power and influence regarding
the Amending Bill if inside the Cabinet than if he
remained out of it". Moreover, should he be in a position
whereby he could exercise some power over the affairs of
Ulster and "by doing so wisely and fairly he would show
the world the hollowness of Unionist iears that they
would suffer under a future Nationalist administration”.
His scceptence of Office would also iliustrate Ireland’s
continued loyalty to the Empire and the war effort,3!?
This view commanded the support of the maijority of those
prominent Irish community leaders whose opinions were
canvassed by, and printed in, the Glasgow Observer.** In
the event Eedmond declined the invitation to Jjoin the
Cabinet. Initially, the (Glasgow UObserver regretted
Redmond’s decision and bemoaned the lack of consultation
between the irish Party and the wider nationalist
community, especially those in Britain. over the issue.?®°?
However., once it had beocome public knowledge that kedmond
had been orffered a a minor position within the Government

the paper retrospectively endorsed his decision.®*
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However, it is more likely that this was due to the fact
that the AUH performed an wconomic service on behnalf of
its members: thus, the society was still relevent to the
needs of 115 membership despite the decline in political
activity. In the case of Sinn Fein there still appears to
be only one active club in Glasgow. While it is not
possible to estimate its active membership the fact that
it was estimated that there were only 70 members of the
[V in the city woulid suggest that not much more than a

hundred 5inn Feiners were present in Glasgow prior to the

Rising.*?®

The Easter Rising of 1916 represented a challenge not
only to the statehood of the United kingdom, but also to
the concept of Home Ruie and the predominant position of
the lrish Farty in Irish politics. Although the aims of
the insurgents were achieved within five vyears, the
initial response of the Irish both at home and abroad was

one of almost uniform hostility.

In its first post Rising editorial the Giasgow Jdbserver

y, who had planned and

Bi]

was highly critical of thos
participated in the event. However, the main purpose of
the editor appears to have been to show that the KRising
was thel,result DI forces, which existed outside of
mainstream Irish nationalism. The paper argued that the
activities of the pre-war UVF had militarised Irish
politics and had set a precedent, which those who had

taken part in the Rising had merely followed:"Larne was
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the rfount and origin of Monday's outbreak in Dublin. and
had there besn no Larne outbreak. Sinn Fein would have
had no excuse even to its own votaries and victims".*s
The editor subseguently claimed that German intrigue
played an important role in the planning of the Rising.
The leaders of the revoit "were simply dupes...of Germany
and they played the German game".?** The presence or the
neted socialist James Connolly in the Rising afforded the
paper another opportunity to point out how
unrepresantative the rebels wers of Irish society.*® That
the Giasgow Observer sought to portray the Rising as the
result of an interplay of iforces, Ulster, German and
socialist, outwith the traditional nationalist movement
was in no doubt in part due to a desire to reassure pro
Home Rule elements within British society of Ireland’s
continued loyalty to the Eritish Empire and that ireland
still deserved their swupport in 1its quest {for self
determination., Horeover, by doing so the paper might also
have been trying to derlect any backlash away from the

immigrant communitiy and to contribute to continued social

harmony in Scotland.

The hostile response orf the Giasgow Observer to the
Eastzr HKising ocoupled with the paper’s sympathetic
tribute to Augustine. Birrell on the occasion of his
resignation irom the post of Irish Chief Secretary has
led one historian to claim that this period represented

the paper's nadir in pro British sentimentality.*® In
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actual fact the coverage of the Gilasgow Ubserver appears
to have been representative of the opinions held by the
vast majority of the community, which it served. The
paper caried full pages of irish communitiy leaders from
around Scotland denouncing the Rising. The following two
extracts are typical of-the views stated:

The Sinn Fein revolt must be deplored by every

Irishman who is anxious for the future welifare of

his country. Readers of Irish history know very

well the reasons for '38, ‘4B and 67, but the

Ireland or to-day is totally different, and there
is no defence for these misguided lrishmen.

f do not believe that the leaders Lot the
kebellianl have been responsible for this
unfortunate upheaval. I have always looked wupon

them as impracticable theorists and dreamers.

their organisation has been captured by Larkinite

Scocialists and led to destruction. The trouble

had its origin when Ulster Unionists flouted law

and order - when officers of the Army refused *to

obey orders a couple o0of years ago at the

Curragh.*”?
The branches of the variocous community organisations such
as the AUH, INF and the UILGE convened with the express
purpose of deriding the Rising.?*® The reaction to the
Kising managed to rejuvenate the flagging fortunes of the
UILGE. Many previously dormant branches were reactivated
and sent protestations of loyalty to Redmond while the
members of the "Home Government” branch., Glasgow, donated
£132 to the funds of the Irish Farty to be used in the
politicai'fight agains% Sinn rein.** In contrast the only
example of public support for the Rising was one letter

printed in the GJiasgow Observer to which the editor

replied in critical terms.3°?
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Readers of the Catholic Socialist Notes column in
Forward would have been unaware of the events in Dublin
if they were wholly dependent on this source for their
information concerning Irish affairs. The columnist

contented himself with ridiculing Edward Carson:"Sir

¥

Edward Carson's concern fior the peace of lIreland is very
touching. Surely he must think that the public forget
that it was hs who began the arming of the Irish people
that has had such ftragic consequences.,”®! Although this
view was similar to that expregsssd by the Giasgow
Observer in that it identified physical force Ulster
Unionism &as +the catalyst of the Dublin rebellion the
columnist nowhere commented on the legitimacy, or
otherwise, on the actions o2f the insurgents. He even went
so far as to ignore the circumstances that surounded the
death of a CS5 member, Charies Carrigan. On May 20th 1916
the readership of Forward were no doubt saddened to read
that Carrigan had "died suddsnly”™. It was net wuntil
October that the readers of the paper found out that this
particular CS3 members sudden demise occurred in the GPO
building in Dublin while he was taking part in an armed
rebeliion.®* Why the columnist chose to ignore the Rising
is perplexing. Fossibly he thought Tom Johnston's
critical‘,editorial. in which he expressed amazement at
Connolly’s participation in a nationalist rebellion that
had no chance of sucess, was comment enough.®%® 0On the
other hand, there could have been a reasonable amount of

support for the Rising within the C353. According to Harry
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McShane the labour movement in Scotland was éeeply
divided over a5 to how the Easter Rising should be
viewed.*? Possibly the deepest divisions were in the CS5S.
As has been commented on slsewhers some CS5S members wers
also supporters of the IRB and the ICA. Unfortunately it
is impossible to quan{ify the level of support these
military Drganisations enjoyed within the C385, but if an
explicit condemnation would split the movement posibily

the <columnist thought that he would employ the maxim

"lgast said soonest mended™.

In the artermath of the Rising ninety republican
prisoners were sentenced to death. The executions
commenced on flay 3rd when three signatories of the

Deciaration of the Irish Eepublic, which was read out on
the steps of the Dublin GPO immediately before the
commencement of ths rebellion, Fatrick Fearse, Tom Clarke
and Thomas [lchonagh were executsd. The following day
there were four more executions. One of those to die was
Joseph Plunkett another signatory of the Leclaration of
the Republiic., Un 5th lay another exscution ftook place. No
more executions occurred untii the 8th when four more men

died. including another signatory of the LDeciaration of

the Republic, Eamonn Ceant. The following day there was
an execution in Cork. On 12th TIay the last two

signatories of the Declaration of the Declaration of the
Irish Republie, James Connolly and Sean Macbhermott became

the final prisoners to die. In all fifteen men were
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executed.

The 1initial response of the Glasgow Ubserver +to the
gxecution of the leadsrs of the Rising was favourable.
While &acknowliedging that many Irishmen would experience
"a teeling orf pensive pity" over the executions the paper
pointed out thet those being executed "got or will get no
worse than they gave". 1t further justified its stance by
stressing that the rebelis héd committed a crime not only
against English law, but also against the Irish people.
The rebels "shed blood and took recklessfy- not merely
the lives of Britsh [soldisrs) but also of irish citizens
who dared to walk the streets of Dublin without the

permission of 'Commandant’ Connolly or 'Fresident’

Fearse",®®

A similar reaction swept through Irish society. However.
this mood was soaon to change. In the House of Commons the
leaders of the Irish Party appealed that leniency should
be shown towards ths captives. Eedmond peointed out that
when a rebellion had occurred at the outset of the war in
South Africa. the Government of that country had not
embarked on a policy of retaliation towards the dereated
rebels. FMloreover, the Irish leader argued that by
executing some of the rebels the Government ran the risk
of transfcrming them irom criminals into martyrs in the
eyes o©of the Irish peopie. John Wheatley «concurred:"I[t

appeared as if in the most miraculous manner the Irish

heart had been completely captured by the British Empire.



i firmily believe that had the Government at that moment
treated the Irish rebels a5 they did the Boers. that the
Irish problem was soclved for ever. But no. they insisted
on their pound of flesh."®* This view was also expressed
by the Giasgow Ubserver and every other manifestation of
Irish opinion in Scotiand, such as the UILGB, the AUH and

the C35.°7

After the failed Rising variocus Irish "political™
prisoners Wwere transierred to djails on the British
mainiand. of which two, Perth and Barlinnie, were in
Scotland. Although stili critical of the actions of the
prisoners the Glasgow Ubserver was prepared to highlight
the allegedly harsh conditions, in which the prisoners
were kept.®® The paper’'s desription of +the prisoners’
plight evoked & sympathetic response from the wider
immigrant community and as a result a new organisation,
the Irish Frisoners Aid Committee, was founded. The
intention of the IFAC was to raise funds which would be
used to provide "comforts" for those prisoners residing
in Scottish jails. The Gaelic League was the main impetus
behind the formation of the IFAC, Although it was
somewhat "greener” in its nationalism than either the ACH
or the UILGE it was careful to stress that its support
Tor thel.prisoners was motivated by a sense of charity
rather than an expression of political sympathy.3* A
columnist in the Giasgow Ubserver was insistent that
supporting +the prisonsrs ’did not impiy the lsast

approval of Sinn Fein politics or action".#s® The tfact
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Fein does nothing and proposes to do nothing to protect
the Irish working class from Capitalist parasites,
provided they [the capitalists] are Irish".¢® This view
was to be expressed on numerous occasions in the future
as was the columnists’ conclusion that "the Sinn Fein

movement deserves no sympathy from Irish socialistg".®e®

Until late 1217 53inn Fein was a lonose ad hoc coalition of
disparate anti Party elements without a coherent
political programms. lts motive power was emotion rather
than philosophy.*” Nevertheless, this new brand of
politics was to prove a potent elsesctoral force and in

1917 candidates associated with Sinn Fein successiully

contested four consecutive by asliections.

In February Count Flunkett, technically an indspendent
candidate, won o a Iamous victory in HNorth EKoscommon.
Plunkett’s victory marked the zenith of his poiitical
caresr but, bsfore he was to return to obscurity. he was
to introduce an ideoiogical innovation that was to become
a central part of 5inn Fein policy. Against the wishes of
some in the party Count Plunkett announced that he woulid
not take his seat at Westminster: the policy of
abstensionism was born. The Glasgow Observer had expected
Flunkett‘,tm win. The paper even chided the Irish Farty
for opposing him. Its initial reaction to his success was
one of indifference,. It regarded his victory.
correctedly, as being primarily due to personal factors

such as the involvement of three of nis sons in the
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Easter Kising, rather than a portent of +the impending
doom that was to befall the Irish Farty.*® However, once
it became c¢clear that Fiunkett was not going to attend
Farliament +the paper adopted a more critical tone. Not
only did the editor adversely compare the abstensionist
policy with constitutional nationalism but also with
physical iforce republicanism. Although the latter did not

command the support of the Glasgow Ubserver it did at

least evoke ifts respect.®’

The advance of Sinn Fein continued when it won the
contest in South Longford. Once again the Giasgow
Ubserver considered this to be a victory for the
candidate rather than for the party claiming that a
prisonsr candidate “"always had a strong appeal to any
Irish constituency™’? Undoubtedly the prisoner status or
the &inn Fein candidate, Joseph Iliaguinnis, plaved an
important role in the campaign. The major slogan used by
Sinn Fein was "Fut him in to get him out"™. While the
desire to further the release of a "political" prisoner
may have ©been the primsry reason for +the election of
Maguinnis the by election was also notable for the eve of
poll intervention by Dir. W. J. Walsh,. the Catholic
Archbishop or Dublin. In a letter to the press he
denounced partition "whether in its naked deformity or
under the transparent mask ofr county option" before
concluding that the country had been “practically

sold."”!' As the Irish FParty had accepted the principle of
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partition, albeit as a temporary measure. Walsh’s letter
was wildely interpreted a gesture of support for Sinn
Fein. Given the small margin of Sinn Fein’s success. the
tirst count gave the victory to the Irish Farty. it 1is
conceivable that this was the factor, which tipped the
contest in favour of- Maguinnis. The Giasgow Star
vehemantly attacksd Walsh though 1its sister paper

remained silent on this issue.??

In its analysis of the result the Giasgow dbserver
exhibited & measure of confusion. While it argued that
the result represented "a rally on the part of the
constitutionalists...as...compared with...Nerth
Roscommon" the paper went on to state that:
The polliing was really a warning to the
government that any further delay in the
settlement ot the lrish guestion will be a real
danger. Patience with the constitutional movement
is growing rapidly lsss in Ireland. 1t would be
an infinite pity if the interminable ftardiness of
the Government 1in tackling the Irish question
should alienate the majority of Irish voters from
constitutional methods and discredit the
effectiveness of the Irish Farliamentry Party. Un
the whole, South Longford shows that such a
contingency is not impossible, and indeed it is
anything but remote.?3
The editorial effectively states that the fate of the
Irish Farty is in the hands of an outside agency. the
British Gpvernment. This was the first occasion that the
Gilasgow Ubserver conceded that the success of Sinn Fein

was based on something more substantial that the personal

qualities of its candidates.
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The response of the Glasgow Observer to the triumph of
Eamonn De Valera in East Clare was in marked contrast to
its reaction to the previous two Sinn Fein victories. in
this case the paper was convinced that issues rather than
personalities had decided the contest. The electorate had
voted, not for the traditional Home FRule policy as
advocated by the Irish Party, but for the establishment
of an lrish kepublic. In contrast to Plunkett’s initial
triumph when the paper had chided the Irish Party for
contesting the by election. the Giasgow Ubserver attacked
the "ineptitude" displayed by the Irish Party during the
East Clare campsiegn. The paper concluded that the East
Clare contest represented "a further and more significant
biow &t the irish Farliamentary Farty"™ and warned that
"The Irish Party must either now accept the Sinn Fein
challenge in earnest or perish".?% Thus, Sinn Fein was
now viewed 85 representing a potent, possibiy  lsthal,

threat to the predominent position of the Irish Party.

1t would seem that the mzgnitude of the victory achieved
by De Valera panicked the Glasgow Ubserver for 1t was
soon to revert back to its original view that Sinn  Fein
would prove to be a transitory phenomenon. Although Sinn
Fein won the next by election contest in Kilkenny the
paper expressed some optimism that the tide was beginning
to turn:"the empty sterility of the S5inn Fein programme
of abstention from Westminster, already apparent to over
one third of the Kilkenny electorate, will speedily

become apparent to the majority of electors when the
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futility of the 'wishbone’ policy is decriedn,7s

in the 1lull between by-elsctions that occurred aiter the
contest in Kilkenny there was an opportunity for those
connected with the Giasgow Ubserver to take stock of the/
changed political situation in Ireland,. This period
witnessed a subtle shift of opinion on the part of both
the editor and ihe proprietor of the paper. The iormer
assessed the various means by which Ireland could use to
advance her claims to nationhood. To those, who advocated
physical force, the paper argued that "Britain would have
to sink  her iast ship and lose her last man before
allowing ireland to become a jumping off ground for
future invaders or assailants of England". In a military
contest, concluded the paper, Ireland was just not strong
encugh to win. The editorial also dismissed passive
resistance as impossibliy altruistic. The only method,
which ofiered the possibility of success was
constitutional action. However. the Glasgow Observer now
no longer considered support for constitutional
nationalism to be synomous with suport for the Irish
Farty:"The 1issus is not whether the present Irish party
deserves the confidence of the Irish electorate... the
issue is whether the constitutional method is the right

)

method".7 ¢

Charles Diamond. the propreitor, penned his thoughts on
the rise of Sinn Fein in a series of articles, which

appeared 1in late 1917, He rebutted charges that the
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Irish Party was wrong to have acquiesed to the temporary
partitien of Ireland and that it should not have
supported Britain’s war policy. Diamond contended that
kedmond’s support of recruiting "did more to break down
the power of Ireland’s foes. and make sure inevitable
triumph. than anything ;hat had gone before".?? joreover,
he dismissed republicanism as being detrimental to the
material interssts of the maiority of irishmen and
denounced the futility of fighting for a free ireiand by
military means. Nevertheless, he too was‘critical of the
Irish FParty,. While acknowledging the role played by the
policy pursusd by the British Government policy Diamond
considered that it was the vacillation and lack of fight
displavyed by the Irish Farty that was ths root cause of
its rtailure to defeat Sinn Fein. He too went on to
differentiate between supporting the present Irish Farty

and supporting constitutional methods.??

Although critical of the Irish Farty Diamond had not
attacked it with any great venom. However, less than six
weeks aFter the final articlie in the series was published

he adopted a much more hostile stance. Diazmond stated:

The irish Farty had a gocod cause,. It threw it
away. [t got satisfied, sieek and content. its
members had salar;es that made them easy and all
was couleur de rose. What did it matter if ’the
fight’' which was no longer a fight but a ’guzzie’
should last another ten years or more?’ Were not
the lecFuds and the Loolevs, the gombeen men and
the 3Jjob hunters, quite safe in any event:... It
is all gain for iretand and for Freedom that such
a party has not enftered into possession of Irish

administration and control of irish affairs,
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imbued as it has been, and is, with a narrow
selfish conceited, and intolerant view of its own
virtues, snd & groitssque sense of what it
considered due to itself and its members. The
new Government of Ireland will be a bigger
better, more viriie, more competent and patriotic
thing than could ever have been evolved from MNMr
Redmond’s leadership and folliowing.”’

Though critical of the Irish Farty Diamond reserved his

strongest comments for the British Government:

i must put on record the fact that to me all
Ireland’s troubles, the social, economic and
political difficultiess of her case are the result

of British misgovernment, of a rule of a foreign
Fower. of government infamy, brutality and
callousness, and stupidity without parallel in

the world.®¥®
Why Diamond chose to attack the Irish Farty so vehemently
at this particular time is difficult to understand. He
attacks the Irish Farty for its lack of fight, but
subsequently acknowledges that it is unable to force the
British Government to grant a measure of Home Rule:
Liamond is g¢lsar that Home Rule is preierable to the
establishment of an Irish Republic. He expresses the
hope that Home Rule could be achieved and the advance of
Sinn Fein blunted if the Irish Convention. which was a
round ﬁable meeting attended by all Irish parties except
Sinn Fein. was successrful.?®!'! However, it was not within
the power ot the lrish Farty to enginser a successful
conclusion to the forum. To have done so the Irish Party
would haQe had to accede to the demand of the Ulster
Unionists for the permanent exclusion of six Ulster
counties. Such a concession was politically impossible

at that point in time without further stimulating the
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growth of 5Sinn Fein within nationalist society.* The
criticisms levelled by DLiamond against the Irish Farty
were remarkably similar to those he directed against the
the UILGB in 1915, That this was the case 1is not
surprising, because both organisations were composed of
members drawn from simi-lar socio-economic backgrounds.
Perhaps Diamond wished that a new party based on the
lines' of the British Labour Farty would emerge to carry
the constitutional colours in Iretland, but if he did

harbour such thoughts he kept them to himself,

The response to the rise of S5inn Fein from the columnist,
who contributed Catholic Socialist Hotes was muted. While
applauding the Irish for supporting prisoner candidates
and contrasting this with the sxperience of John IlMacLean
in Scotland. Sinn Fein was constantly being attacked for
being "nation conscious not class conscious",.®% As with
the Giasgow Ubserver the columnist turned to the guestion
of how Ireiand could achieve a measure of Home Rule when
faced with a hostiie British Government. Unlike Diamond,
however,., an answer was forthcoming. The columnist argued
that "Capitalist Britain”" would remain in freland to
snsure that no other capitalist power could use Ireland
as a base rfrom which to threaten Britain. Dismissing Sinn
Fein's abstensionist policy and physical force methods as
futile the writer suppliied the answer:

Destroy Capitalism throughout the worlds end the

trade jealousies and commercial competition that

keep the world scaked in inflammable paraffin:
establish the International., and then the
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integrity of small communities will be a measute
of practical politics.?3

Thus. only an international socialist reveolution would
create the conditions necessary., which wouid enable
lreland to achieve her political aspirations. Fossibly
the Soviet revolution, which had occurred three woeks
previousliy had convincéd the columnist that a change in
the worid order was imminent, however, it is wunlikely

that his philosophy would have appealed to an impatient

Irish electorate.

The extent to which 5inn Fein advanced in Scotland during

this period is difficult to guage. It would, however.,
seem that the builk of the immigrant community, if not
actually hostile to the organisation, were at best

indifferent to the fortunes that it enjoyed. In mid 1917
it 1s possible to idesntify, irom the pages of the
orficial Sinn Fein organ, Nationaiity, two active clubs
in Glasgow.?%4 In July 1917 +the paper recorded the
formation of another club in the city but it did not
state the name or location of the new ciub.2?3 The Govan
Fress in late 1917 records that a club existed in that
locality; possibly +this is the club referred to in
Nationaiity.%¢ By December clubs had also been rfounded in
Motherwell and Clydebank.®? 1t is also possible that
another club existed in Dunbarton.®® In addition to
these "visible" advances there were allegations that pro
Sinn Feiners had infiltrated and captured branches 1in

other organisations.® 1t might have pbeen the case that
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the IPAC suffered this fate. However, if this was the
case, it did not much avail the republican cause. The
IFAC did manage to build up an organisation and by mid
1916 there were branches in Glasgow, Blantyre, Clydebank
and Coatbridges.’® Although these branches wsre to develop
a scheme whereby they Finked with simiilar organisations
in bLiverpool and Cork it was not enough to revive its
fortunes in Scotland.’! In July 1918 it was announced
that the [PAC had raised £223 16/- 8d while in existence,
of which £160 19/- 4d had been raised by August 1916.7°%
0f the sum raised tl58 3,- Zd went to a recognisable pro-
republican body, the Irish National Aid and Volunteer
Fund.®*?® While the slowdown in fundraising activities may
be explained by the fact that ail those imprisoned as a
result of +the Easter Rising were released in December
1916 it could also have been the case that as the [IPAC
drifted towards republicanism the flow of donations
dried up., If this was the case then the Irish in Scotland
still did not support the politics of republicanism.
Thus, The viasgow Ubserver appears to have been corrsct
when it claimed that, whereas Sinn Fein was rampant in
Ireland, this was not the position in the Irish
communities of Great Britain. Nevertheless, the fact that
it subsequentiy called on the AUH to mount a campaign in
Britain Qith the expréss purpose of denouncing physical
force nationalism suggests that it feared that the

position could change rapidly.?*

The early months of 1918 witnessed an apparent revival in
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the Tfartunes of the Irish Farty when it successfully

defended the constituencies of South Armagh, East Tyrone
and Waterford in a series of by-elections. However. as
Robert Kee points out, none of these constituencies could
be regarded as being representative of nationalist
Ireland at that point ié time.?® Prior to 1914 the Irish
Farty were the only party to stand in many constituences.
The absence of a creditable opponent meant that the Party
only needed to build up a basic organisational! structure
in many areas. However, in Ulster, wheré the Unionists
could mount an effective challenge, the need to maintain
an erffective electoral organisation was paramount. Thus,
in the two Ulster by elections the lrish Farty were much
better placed to resist the Sinn Fein challenge than they
were in the nationalist dominated south and west of
ireland. Moreover, the Unionists did not contest these
two by-elections and it has been assumed that the Irish
Party rather than 5inn Fein received the considerable
unienist vote in the constituencies.¥® In Wateriord the
irish Party won by 478 votes in a total polil of just over
2000. As their candidate could be expected to poll the
bulk of the not inconsiderable personal vote of the late
John EKedmond and the estimated 3-400 unionist votes in
the constituency, tQE resuit could be classified as
disappointing for ths Farty.'7 These results appeared
good for the Irish Farty only because the previous four

had been SO bad. Nor could the Farty view these

victories as a portent of a bright new dawn: the by
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elections were Tought on a limited franchise and not on
the wuniversal male suifrags that was to operate in the
General Election of 13918, Thus, many of Sinn Fein’s most
vociferous supporters, who had been unabie to vote in
these by-elections would be able to vote in future
contests. The hold of the Irish Farty on these

constituencies, even at this period of apparent triumph,

was at best tenucus,

The dGiasgow Ubserver welcomed the victory of the Irish
Farty in South Armagh. However, while extending 1its
congratulations to the victor it also, possibly

inadvertently, highlighted the special fiactors that were
at work in the constituency, which favoured +the irish
Farty.,. but could not be relied upon to aid the party 1in
many other constituencies where it faced the Sinn Fein
challenge. The paper stated:
For once fortune favoured the Irish Party. The
constitusncy is pervadsd by the political

influence or Canon Charlies Wuinn of Camlough, the
Nestor of the Ulster priesthood and a staunch

supporter of the Constitutional movement. The
candidate was an able local politician. well
known to the electorate, and had been in the
running =&t & previous election. The AUOH |is

strong in the Division and finally the deceased
member took the trouble to keep in touch with his
constituency by ftrequent visits and assidugus
attention to locail affairs.’®

How far this victory was applauded in the immigrant
community is unclear. The AUH certainiy made known their
positive reaction via their offical column in the Giasgow

Ubserver.’” The only other example of public reaction was
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representatives of Sinn Fein, the irish Party, assorted
Labour leaders and dissident nationalists unanimousiy
passed., after consultation with the Catholic hierarchy, a
declaration which stated:"The attempt to enforce
conscription be unwarrantable aggression which we call
upon all true Irishmen to resist by the most eifective
means at their disposal".!'°? Moreover, the conscription
crisis resulted in all nationalist sentiment becoming
blurred 1in the Sinn Fein image. This was most apparent
when ths Irish Farty adopted the Sinn Fein policy of

abstentionism and boycotted the House orf Commons

immediately the Conscription Bill was passed.

The first test of Irish opinion in the aftermath of this
new development came when a by-election was called in
East Cavan. According to kee, even in this heightened
atmosphere a 5inn Fein sucess was by no means guaranteed.
The Irish Party was well organised in the constituency
and could have counted upon the support of the 1-1500

unionists voters in the 9000 eiectorate.!?®?® During the

campaign.,. however, the 3inn Fein candidate. Arthur
Griffith, along with 72 other noted Republicans. was
arrested after the "discovery"™ of a "German Plot", in

which it was alleged that Sinn Fein had entered into
treasonabie communicaéion with Germany. Evidence of such
activity was scant. but the the arrest of Grifith ensured
his electoral success. That Sinn Fein was now able to

triumph in such seemingly barren terrain illustrated the
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in the fate of Ireland should remain loval to the

Irish
Farty. While it "may have its faults... 3o long as it
remsins the sole embodiment of constitutional tand

therefore commonsense’ poiitics in ireland our duty may

be to reform but it is paramountly to support it".ite

This «conrlict was discussed in the editorial columns of
the paper. Whiie wishing that the Irish Farty and Sinn
Fein should seek to narrow their differsnces in order to
help unity Ireland, the paper was subsequently to state
that there was little difference between ihe two bodies,
it sappesars to have sided with Diamond:"I1t is hard work
putting 'new wine into oid bottles’. We cannot iive with
a dead past. Ireland needs new men and a great
modirication orf recent methods”.!'*'?7 Although both Diamond
and the Jiasgow Ubserver were no longer preparea to
resist the new order in lreland it should be noted that
neither were they willing to positively endorse Sinn

Fein.

Throughout the period. which marked the rise of 5inn Fein
riamond remained silent as to how lreland could achieve

self government. whether on a Home Rule, or ERepublican

model. In the autumn of 13815 he finally outlined a
positive. policy to achieve the goal of Irish self
determination. lronicaliy it had little to do with

events in ireland, the catalyst for change was to be
found in British society. With the Labour Farty becoming

more sympathetic to Irish demands. coupled with Liberal
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inactivity on this subject, Diamond advocated the" Irish

in Britain to work for the return of a Labour Government

at the earliest oppertunity.!'!? Qpce this was achieved
then the Irish at homs would automatically benefit.
Essentially, this was the pre war strategy with the
Labour Farty playving - the roie once Occupied by the
Liberals. Not only did this policy "solve" Diamond’s
dilemma of being anti-Farty, but not pro Sinn Fein it

also enabled him to urge the immigrant community to

support Labour on grounds of both class and nation.

Not surprisingly a similar strategy found favour in the
Cathelic Socialist Hotes column. The writer agreed with
the view that [reland alone could not free itself by its
own actions. A capitalist Britain would never give
[reland a measure of independence whether Iirsiand voted
or tought for such a scheme, Britain remained in ireland
to satisfy her own needs, remove those needs and the
British presence would disappear:"the only hope for
Ireiand and other oppressed people was to end the rule of
Capitalists, which evervywhere was based on theft and
tyranny. A Labour Government would have no economic or
imperialist reason to keep Ireland in subjectionv.!?®*® A
Labour Government was proposed as the answer to Ireiand’s

Pravyers,

Sinn Fein won a stunning triumph in the General Election
of 1918, They won seventy three seats compared with the

six held by the Irish Farty and the twenty six won by the
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Unionists. While this victory had been predicted in both
the pages of the Glasgow Observer and the Catholic
Scocialist Hotes column neither weres to sxhibit any great
enthusiasism over the result. The former merely
reiterated its view that the irish in Scotland, or
elsewhere ror that matter. had no right to organise
against the views expressed by Ireland in a democratic
election no mater how intensely they disagreed with Sinn
Fein and its poiicies. Sinn Fein had won, therefore, it
had the right to pursue its goals by its own methods.?z?°
The latter, while regretting the defeat of John Dillon,
shed no tears for the demise of the Irish Party, but it
also thought that Sinn Fein's policies and methods were
impractical. Although the columnist could see no way
through the existing impasse he was at least correct when
he predicted that Anglo-lirish relations were about to

enter an "interesting” phase.,!?!

Within the immigrant community in Scotland it would
[APPEAT that Sinn Fein made some headway in 1816, For
example, by June there were seven Sinn Fein clubs in
Glasgow.'*2 While no figures concerning the numerical
strength of =ach club are available, their popularity can
be illustrated by the fact that crowds of ©6-700 attended
the Conderts and 1§ctures sponsored by the "Thomas
MHaclionagh™ <c¢lub in Fartick,!'*? fet, despite such
advances, it would appear that the Irish Party retained a

iarge groundswell of support within the immigrant

community in Scotland, For example, the two largest
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donatations, of £645 12s 6d and £105 respectively, to the
"lrish WNational Fund", which had been set up to finance
the campaign of the Irish Party in the 1918 election came
from Scotland.?* 4 In contrast 5inn Fein received only
£lll from its supportgrs in. . Scotland when attempting to

raise cash for the same purpose.!=**®

While the difference in the size of donations received by
the two groups could be explained by the fact that those,
who supporited the Irish Party were more likeiy to be
middle class than those of 5inn Fein and, therefore, were
in a position to give more, O0f the donation or £64%5 1Zs
&d. 634 35 &d was gontributed by only 171 peaple.
However, there is other evidence, which supports the view
that +the lrish Farty had retained a large proportion of
its pre war support in Scotland.!?2® The membership of
the AUOH in Scotland had actually increased in 1817-18,
though it did not reach its pre war peak.'??7 Nor did the
AUH in Scotland fear that they would lose members to S5inn
Fein. Rather they feared that the rising Labour movement

provided a greater threat in this respect.?®*®

The «question arises as to why support for Sinn Fein was

so relatively low zmon

n

st the immigrant community at this

T

point in time. The most obvious reason is that the Irish
in Scotland had not suifered the ravages of Maxwellism.
Though it should be bourne in mind that, in many <cases,
militancy increases with distance, the phenomena of

armchair generals leading from the rear sarfe in the

























of the Irish community in Scotland who died fighting in
Europe. This column existed well into 1919.
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Chapter 3

The Anglo-Irish War, 1919-21: A Community at War










through that mechanism. Though Sinn Fein sought to enlist
the support of the Paris Feace Conference, the Glasgow
Observer believed that only if there was a sympathetic
Labour Government in Westminster could Iireland expect her
wishes to be granted,- The paper continuousiy expressed
this view throughout 1913%: many editorials devoted soiely
to events in Ireland ended with the instruction-'Vote

-

Labour’'.?

For much of 1919 the Giasgow Observer did not comment on
specfic 1issues or events that were subsequently to
exercise the minds of historians. The paper preferred to
highlight the supposed illiegitmacy of British rule in
Ireland and the ills which originated from this source.
It was argued that Eritish rule in ireland was simply an
exampie of ’'successful piracy’ and would remain so while
the majority of the Irish opposed the prevailing
arrangement.® Charles Diamond argued that the division
between Frotestant and Catholic was a direct product of
English policy in Ireland:

Only the cessation... of the support given by the
English Tories and Huns to the Orange minority,

can produce peace and goodwill bhetween the
Irishmen of North East Ulster and the rest of the
country. England has steadily promoted this

intercine feud by favouring the minority and
hounding down the maiority. And then the feud has
been put forward as an excuse for England’s
'impartial’' pressnce in the land.?

In essence this iz the FKepublican anailysis of the

position in Ulster today. It ignores the fact that



Frotestant/Unionist-Cathoiic/Natiocnalist conflict has
been stimulated by internal as well as external factors

and denies the former their distinctive culture.

Editorial comment on IRA violence during this phase of
the war wss sparse, The Giasgow Observer tended to see
the campaign of the [IRA as a response to British
provocation. The paper argued that it was British policy
te provoke a violent response from the IRA in order to
poison relations between the people of Britain and
Ireland. l1f this could bs achieved, claimed the Giasgow
Observer, any British political party, which wished to
satisiy lIreland’'s demands, would be destined to electoral
failure, and, consequently, the Act of Union would remain
triumphant on the statute book.® [In actual fact it was
the IRKA which was acting offensively, though Repubiicans

would argue that it was the British presence in Ireland

that was the fundamental cause of the violencs.®

It was Charles Diamond, who first discussed the IRA
campaign in any detail. Although unwilling to condemn the
actions or individual IRA activists, he did not endorse

their activities and, indeed, seemed to dispute the right

of the IRA to pursue such methods. Diamond stated:

As to the moral agpect of individual resistance,
or attack, [ cannot judge for others. whose
consciences may acquit or justify them. But
plainly, it is not the proper function of one man
here, or & dozen men there, to levy war as being
done in ireland today... without reference to the
views, the advice or the orders of the only
organised Government representing Ireland in
possession of any moral authority, as



representing the Irish people, I mean ©Dail

Eireann.”’
Diamond had focused upon one of thse major sources of
friction that existed within the broad kepubiican
movement, which body had the right to determine policy.
Although the Dail ciaimed to be the legitimate Government
of Ireland it did not assume public responsibility for
the military campaign until April 1821. It should aiso be
noted that those in the IRB had sworn an oath, which
recognised that organisation’s Supreme Council as the
true Government of Ireland and therefore saw no need to
respect the wishes of the LDail. Many physical-force men
feared that the poiitical wing of the movement would

become dominant if the militarists remained dormant.

Indeed, Dan Breen, one of those who took part in the
initial action of the Anglo-Irish war, the ambush at
Soloheadbeg, was to subsequently portray this event not

only as a blow struck for Irish freedom but alsc as a bid
to ensure that the [IRA did not become subordinate to 5inn

Fein.®

In December 191% the KA unsuccessfully attempted to kill
Lord French, the Viceroy of lIreland. This incident
brought forth a wave of indignation from many sections of
Eritish society. This reoction caused Diamond to make his
most famous, or infamous, comments regarding the use of
violence by the IKA. In an article entitled "Killing., No
Murder" Diamond pointed out that many of whom were most

bitter in their denunciations of the activities of the
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IRA had endorsed the use and effects of violehce on other

occasions:

The very same newspapers that justify and applaud
or excuse® the shooting of thousands of unarmed
Indian peasants by the English military
authorities and who declare that this horrible
outrage 'saved India’' are the very same peopis
who scream their denunciations of the attack on
the Irish viceroy... if Lord French was Field
lMarshall von der Goltsz, if he were representing
Germany in ocupation of England and doing here
what Lord French is deoing in Ireland. would there
not be patriotic Englishmen ready to shoot him
down, and millions more ready to applaud the

deed.’
Diamond had penned similar sentiments a rfew weeks prior
to the attempt on French's life, which caused no comment,
however, the "Killing, No HMHMurder" article resuited in him
being charged with and convicted of incitement to
murder.'?® While Diamond probably approved of the attempt
by the KA to kill French he did not explicitly express
this sentiment in print. In fact his article mereiy
pointed out that, in many cases, 'one man’s terrorist is

another man’s freedom fighter’,.

The Giasgow UObserver used the furore caused by the
"Willing, No MHurder"™ article to reiterate the view that
the prime cause of the violence then occuring was the

BEritish presence in Ireland:

We are against assassination and violence, war
and outrage in principle. We condemn them
wherever they show their heads. But we agree with
the witty Frenchman, who replied to the arguments
in favour of the abolition of capital punishment:
Let Messieurs the Assassins begin. So long as the
English Government insists upon holding ireland
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majority of both sets of representatives agreed. Although
devolving some power to the respective pariiaments
certain aspects of government, most noteably rfinance,
were to be retained by Westminster. Throughout the
parliamentry passage of the Government of Iireland Act the
Glasgow Ubserver portrayed the measure as a further
attempt to maintain EBritish supremacy in Ireland. It
argued that the very act of passing this piece of
legislation was proof of Britain's dominant position in
the prevailing relationship:

Irish HNationalists will not trouble to discuss

the Lloyd George Bill. lreland’s nationail demand

is for Self ['etermination, which means that

Ilreland shall be governed by a form of government

according to the Irish people.The Lloyd George

Bill is simply a variant of British ruile in

Ireland, framed without refsrence to the

interests, sentiments, or desires of the Irish

people, and which is proposed should be imposed

on Ireland willy nilly.t®

As the paper did not recognise the right of the EBEritish

Government to pass legislation concerning the affairs of

Ireland it failed to discuss in any detail individual
proposals contained within the Government of Ireland
Bill/Act.'? When it did so it the paper usually
concentrated its fire wupon partition. Although it

highliighted the position of nationalist ma jorities in
specific..regions of . the proposed excluded area the
Glasgow Observer was not attempting to redraw the
boundaries over which the future parliaments in Belfast
and Dublin were to have jurisdiction and thereby

eliminate these descrepencies. Even if everybody in the
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the prospect of a similar thraldom.":2° He too, vie&ed the

Eritish as the Huns in this conflict.

November 1920 was the blcodiest month in the whole of the
Anglo-Irish war and the hloodiest day of that month was
Sunday the 21st, 'Bloody Sunday’ as it has became known.
In the morning of the 21st the IRA kilied eleven people,
whom it considered to be British agents. In addition they
killed two Auxiliaries, who attempted to intervene and
another victim shot by mistake. In the afternocon twelve
people died whils attending a Gaelic football at Croke
Park as the RIC attempted to capture some IRA suspects.
In the evening the British security forces killed three
more., two or which were [IRA men shot whils trying to
escape. On that Dublin Sunday twenty nine people were
killed. Historical accounts vary as to how many of those
killed ware 'lsgitimate targets’'. Charles Townsend states
that some of those killed by the [RA on the assumption
that the target was a Eritish agent were the victims of
mistaken identity.2?? He also disputes the view that the
events at Croke Fark can be classified as a direct
reprisal provoked by the events of the morning; the raid
had been planned sometime hkefore the Zlst. Townsend
believes that the offical British explanation for the
conduct of thses security forces, they reacted to warning
shots fired by the IRA, is far from being implausible.
Horeover, not all those who died did so as a result of
gunshot wounds: some were killed in the resultant

stampede.®Y Of the three killings in the evening Kee
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and murdered a man in the presence of his family,
and we feel perfectly satisfied that such actions
must be secretly deplored by the religious people
of Ireland. But what are we toc say of men paid,
drilled and uniformed by the Government of the
country, presumably to protect its citizens. who
march to a football field and having deliberately
erected machine guns at certain vantage points,
proceed to mow down the innocent youths engaged
in harmless recreation. Surely Lloyd George's

phrase ’'subsidised wmurderers’, is the only
accurate description of these bhrutes. This, at
least, may be said for the men who murdered the
British officers that they accepted the risk of
being arrested and hanged by the Government., but
the wuniformed murderers acted with complete

assurance that their crimes would be condoned., if

indeed they did not win promotion,®?
Until the summer of 1920 the North of Ireland had besn
spared much of the political violence that was occuring
else where in the island. However, this relative calm was
shattered when a8 =series of politico-religious riots
erupted throughout the Province of Ulster. The worst
conflict was centred on Belfast and between June 1320 and
June L1922 428 people met violent deaths, the majority of
whom were Catholics. This strife inflicted <considerably
more fatalities than any other series of riots in the
city’s history.®% The riots can be viewed as a unionist
response to the activities of the [RA. When the IRA
killed a prominent policeman in Lisburn anti <Catholic
riots erupted in many urban centres in Ulster. One
contemporary source iinks this incident with the
subsequeﬁt expulsion‘ of Catholics and socialists from
Har land and Wolff,3¢ The Unionist leadership had
responded to the IRA's campaign, and heightened community

tension in Ulster, by threatening to revive the UVF. It


















sought to promote. In the aftermath of an IRA killing in

Glasgow Forward stated that the result was:
The immediate irruption again of that cursed
anti-Irish, or rather anti-Catholic prejudice,
which has for a hundred vears kept the working
class split into sections and which only in the
last decade have we got partially smothered. And
not only that, but the growing sympathies of the
Frotestant and other non Catholic workers for the
Irish people under the vicious Greenwood Georcge
terror have suddenly withered. You ¢an hear the

anti Sinn Fein rumble on every hand; and, as in

England, the burning of farmstacks, warehouses,
and hotel bedrooms by alleged Sinn Feiners, has

resulted in the strengthening of the reactionary

forces there, so,toco will it be in Scotland.®:
The <continuing troubles in Belfast coupled with the run
up to the elections for the proposed new legislature at
Stormont ensured that events in Ulster were the dominant
issues in the comment columns of the Glasgow Observer
during the first half of 1921. In the run wup to the
. election the paper expressed optimism regarding the
likely fortunes of the anti-partition parties at the
polls. It derived much satisfaction at the display of
nationalist unity that was in evidence, the Irish FParty
and Sinn Fein agreed an electoral pact, and went so far
as to predict that this would deny the Unionists an
overall majority in the proposed Parliament.®?® As the
partitioned area had been so constructed as to ensure the
survival 6f unionism ohe wonders how the paper arrived at
the conclusion. One suspects wish fulfilliment was the
primary reason. This was exemplified in a series of

articles which grossly exaggerated the "natural’






the electorate in that area: the most the Unionists could

aspire to was that Ulster would be accorded a degree of

local autonomy within a united Ireland system.57

l.ing George V opened the new Eelfast Parliament on 22
June 1921, He wused the occasion to issue an eloquent
appeal for peace and recencilation in lIreland. Although
historians consider this to have been the catalyst which
led to a truce being called between the opposing factions
the following month, the Glasgow Observer and its
proprietor considered both the visit and the speech
provocative to nationalists. He was viewed as a symbol of
the oppressor and by opening the Northern Farliament he
was allegedly endorsing the actions of the Orange mobs in
Belfast,®® While the paper was to welcome the cessation
nf hostilitiss it warned Irishmen that Britain was going
to the negotiating table with the intention of securing a

settliement that would be to the advantage of the Empire.

Ireland still had to beware perfidious albion.®?

The fact that Sinn Fein had won an impressive triumph in
1918 dictated the stance of the Glasgow Ubserver during
the years of the Anglo-lirish War. Ireland had voted for
an independent 32 county republic and only the Irish
people had the right po revoke this decision. The paper
contented that anybody. who considered themselves to be
an lIrish patriot could not opposs the expressed will of
the Irish people; though it did not expect everybody to

totally endorse every activity undertaken with the aim of


Belfast.sa




gxamination of the columns of the Glasgow Observer during

1912 reveal the owexistence of 23 Sinn Fein clubs.?®!

pfficial 5inn Fein sources claim that there were 40 clubs

active by August 1920 and &5 by August 1921.¢2 Early in

]

(

1222 @a club which had previously been expelled was re
admitted and the organisation reached it peak strength of

866 clubs.®*®

Regretfully there are no offical figures concerning the
numerical strength of Sinn Fein in Scotland. However, the
historian is better served with informafion concerning
Sinn Fein's sister organisation in England and Wales, the
Irish Self Determination League (ISDL) and an examination
of its fortunes may be able to shed some light on those
of Sinn Fein in Scotland. During the whole of 1920 and
for the period 1 January to 18 (October 1921 the I1SDL
remitted to the parent organisation in Dublin the sums of
£1523 5= 10d and £4B839 3s 1Ud respectively. In contrast
Sinn Fein in Scotland remitted £2544 4s 3d and £4240 for
each respective period.** Thus it would seem likely that
both organisations would have a similar number of
members. The peak strength of the ISDL was 27,000 so it
not wunreasonablie to estimate the peak strength of Sinn
Fein in Scotland to be about 30,000.¢% This estimate is
considerably smaller ,than some of those ventured by the
Scottish press and the security forces.®* However, as
.these sources grossly overestimated the strength of the
IRA it is not unlikely that their estimates contained

similar margins of error when discussing 5inn Fein. If






revenue of the UILGEB raised in the Past seven months was
£2,434 11/- 9d compared with the £1,544 15s 7d that had
rsached the o©rganisation’'s cofisrs in the 1% months
prior to October 1918,73 Throughout 13920 T. P. 0’Connor
informed John Dillon, iT Frivate correspondence, that the
organisation in Scotland was holding up far better than
in most areas of Great Britain.”’* When T. FPF. 0'Connor
went on a fund raising tour of Scotland he was delighted
by the response:

The tour was a triumphant SUCCesSs. The

interruptions which were only serious at the

great meeting in 5t. Andrews Halls (in Glasgow/-a
somewhat r1isky sxperiment-only cams at the end,

and were largely due to the local unpopularity
and the indiscreet speech of Neil Doherty and
were conrfined to a very small quota of the
audience. There were scarcely any interuptions at
the meetings in Greenock, and none in Dundee
where Joe(levlins spoke, or Cowdenbeath where we

spoke together.

I think there is no doubt that the Irish in
Scotland are standing firm and that the 5inn
Feiners have not made any serious progress in
that country.

We shall get at least £100 out of the meeting

{(in Glasgow) and | expect that Arthur Murphy and
his friends will raise some hundreds of pounds
for us. Tou will understand that the only reason

that I am resorting to these visits is that our
organisation is bankrupt, and uniess | am able to
raise some money in this way we shall have to
shut up shop.’*®
G'Connor was obviously mistaken in his assessment of Sinn
Fein's lack of progress in Scotland. However, the fact
that he could make such an error would suggest the
advance of Sinn Fein was not made at the expense of the

UILGB. Ironically, the Labour Party proved to be a

greater temptation to disillusioned members of the UILGB
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than 5inn Fsain. At the 13819 UILGB Convention Glasgow
delegate J. Neill Doherty pointed out that the
organisation was decaving in soms urban areas and stated
that many of those who had previously been members of the
UILGB were now “holdin aloof, not because they had
thrown over constitutionalism, or because they had gone
over to 5inn Fein, but because they wanted to stand for
human progress everywhere...They should stand for the
workers in every part of Great Britain."”¢ As will be
seen in the chapter concerning the relationship between
the Labour Farty and the Irish community in the post war
era it was the attraction posed by Labour that was

ultinately to ensure the demise of the UILGB.

Denuded of its domestic role by the advance of Labour
amongst the immigrant community the UILGB was also losing
its influence within the Irish Party because of the
changing nature of the party. Fost 1918 the main area, in
which the Irish Party could claim any degree of popular
support was Ulster where it was closely associated with
the AOH. Although 0’Connor sought to increase the levels
of co-operation between the UILGB and the AOH Devlin,
presumably because he did not want to cede any of the
power that remainded in his hands, ensured that such
efforts céme to nothiﬁg.” Thus, with no political role
the UILGB only purpose was to serve as a focus of social
activity for its remaining members. The UILGE remained

strong in Yorkshire. 0'Connor ascribed this to the fact
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that many bkranches in that ares were twinned with 'social
clubs.”® It is possible that the relative strength of the
UILGE in Scotland was due to the recreational facilities
provided by the organisation, Regrettably 0’Connor does
not comment on the fortunes the UILGB north of the border
between 1921-23. However, in January 1924 he states that
the organisation had colliapsed sometime previously after
one of the leading officials had retired.’? This would
suggest that while the UILGB may have survived in
numerical terms, the quality of its membership declined.
Without =a political role it could noe longer attract
encugh of the younger generation to ensure its future

survival. It died a 'natural' death of old age rather

than being killed by Sinn Fein.

Unlike Ireland where the IRA had attacked AOH property
there appears to have been little friction between the
republicans and the AUOH in Scotland. It was possible 1o
be a member of both Sinn Fein and the AOH although
officials of the latter had to renounce their position if
they wished to hold an official post in Sinn Fein.?®°
While this restriction <caused some AOH officials to
reconsider their positions once again it was the Labour
Farty, and the subsequent opportunities to achieve
electoral office, tbat proved the more attractive to
those within the AOH, who sought new pastures. Although
'AOH membership declined siightly between 1919-21 it could
still mount large demonstrations. For example, when Joe

Deviin addressed a meeting in the §5t. Andrews Halls,



Glasgow in 19189 it was reported that the venue was
"incapable of acccomodating +the large crowd seeking
admission, many having to be turned away”".®! The AOH also
held a large demonstration the following vear.®?® However,
this was about all it could do. Members were generally
apathetic and could only be mobilized to attend set piece
demonstrations.33 In some ways the AOH then is like the
Grange UOrder today. Although the latter has a claimed
membership of 80,000 they are politically dormant,

members more interested in social activities for most of

the time.

The gquestion arises as to the relationship between Sinn
Fein and the Koman Catheolic Church during the Anglo-lrish
War. The most visible manifestation of clerical support
for the republican cause came at meetings addressed by
Archbishop I©MMannix of Melbourne. Priests were admitted
free to these demonstrations and many accepted this offer
of hospitality.®* At his meeting at Whifflet there were
250 priests on the platform.?% 1t may have been the case
that some clerics attended more out of curiosity rather
than as an expression of solidarity with the republican
cause. llany were identified as having been "jingoists”

during the war.®®¢

It would appear that the strength of clerical involvement
in political activities was dependent on the attitude of
the local priest rather than at the direction of the

hierarchy. Indeed it may have been that those in the


























































































into the east of the country, it was not until late

February 1320 that Vize was sble to sst up a company of

IRA and Cumann na mBan personel in Edinburgh.?° By the

middle of the year the lIRA started to recruit members in

the Dundee area.’! Thus, by mid 1920 the IRA had

essentially completed 1ts organisation in geographic

terms.

Unfortunately the correspondence between Vize and Collins
does not provide the historian with an exact picture of
the structure of the IRA or its numerical strength in
Scotland in the period before the former was recalled to
ireland in July 1920. However. Eamonn Mooney outlined the
order of battle of the IRA in Scotland between January
and July 1921.72 The Scottish Brigade was composed of
five battalions which, in turn, were composed of thirty
one active companies. The first Battalion, and the
largest, was centred on Glasgow and had nine constituent
companies. The second Battalion had eight companies which
were organised in the industrial areas on Lanarkshire
such as Motherwell, Wishaw, Hamilton and Blantyre. The
third was active in +the east of Scotland and was
organised from Edinburgh. It consisted of five companies
with a furtherone in the process of formation in early
July, The. fourth Battalion had a total of four companies
located in Dundee and the mining areas of Fife. The fifth
Batalion had companies in Paisley, Greenock, Fort Glasgow

and kilmarnock. According to HMooney the average stirength

of each company was abcut eighty men. The total strength
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of the Scottish Brigade was put at between 2000 and 2500

men. This total is considerably smaller than contemporary

estimates. A report in the Dally Record, which has been

cited by many secondary sources such as Handley, claimed

that there were 4000 [IRA members in Glasgow alone in

1920,7° The fact that a company was in the process of

formation in July 1321 suggests that there was no ceiling

put on recruiting levels and that Mooney’s estimate

represents the peak strength of the IRA in 5cotiand with

the exception of the womens section. Unfortunateiy, there

is no document, which outlines the numerical strenght or

organisational structure of the Cumann na mBan. All that

can be ascertained with certainty is that fourteen

branches of the organisation were active in L920.°%

Although the organisation of the IRA improved

dramatically as the Anglo-Irish war progressed some of

the problems that the beset movement at the start of this
period were never satisfactorily resolved. Immediately
Vize took contreol he complained of the negative effect
the Glasgow A.Company had on the rest of organisation and
he consequently tried to marginalise it from the main
body of the Scottish Brigade. Nevertheless A.Co continued
to survive and indeed attempted to organise the formation
of two new companies‘in the Edinburgh area before the
"official" movement had established a foothold in that

region.”’® In order to ensure that the development of the

IRA in the east of Scotland was under his control Vize



convinced <Collins to let the leaders of the Irish
community in that region know that he totally disowned
the renegade company.’® Consequentiy the threat posed by
A.Co to create an organisation within an organisation
evaporated. However, despite being officially suspended
by Collins in February 1920, it was not until April 1921
that +the 5Scottish ©5Sinn Fein executive informed +the
readers of the Giasgow Observer that "the institution
advertising wunder the name of Cumann Thomas Ui Clerigh
(the Tom Clarke Club)...whose address is Banba Hall,. 251
New City Road, S5t. George's Cross Glasgow [where A. Co
was basedl] is Not a Sinn Fein Club".9? While it was not
until wearly 13Z2Z that the press reported that c¢club was
been readmitted to the Sinn Fein movement Eamonn HMooney’'s
inclusion of A.Co in the Scottish Brigade's order of
battle as of July 1921 suggests that some slements within

the Brigade never considered A.Co to be suspended.’®

There are other examples orf the Glasgow Battaiion coming
into conflict with the representatives of the parent body
in Ireland. Tom Gillespie was elected Captain but Vize
refused 1o sanction his appointment.”” It is mnot known
whether the wviews of the Battalion or Vize prevailed.
Fossibly the situation was only resolved with Gillespies’
imprisonment in March 1921.t!'°° According to Mooney,
Seamus Keader was the 0/C of the Scotish Brigade as at
July 1921, but other evidence available suggests that he
had previously been dismissed from the IRA by Vize.!'©°!

If Mooney is correct then it is likely that local feeling



for more than orders from Dublin when selecting

counted
the leaders of the movement in Scotland.
As has been previously noted a dispute arose within the

ranks o©f republicans in Scotland as to whether certain

volunteers had evaded fighting in the Easter Rising. This

was according to Vize "the root of all the trouble

here".t'®2 Attention focused on a vetern republiican,

indeed the (Glasgow Ubserver was to call him the father of

ol

in Szotland, Tom McDonnel.t®?® Vize was able to

Sinn Fein

ascertain that Hellonnel had indeed claimed exemption from

participating in the Easter Rising however, despite a

vigorous enquiry it was not discovered if the accused had

or had not the right to claim an exemption. The
peculiarly 5Scottish legal verdict of Not Proven was
returned. McDonnel remained in the movement despite the
suspicions of some of nis "comradss"™, Although Vize

initially considered lcDonnel to be inefficient he had

cause to favourably revise his opinion of the man in

coming months.'?* QOther volunteers, such as two Breslin

brothers, were also investigated about their activities

in Easter 1916, but once again no conclusive evidence was

found that would warrant their dismissal.!®"® Thus, the

suspicions and rancor remained throughout the period of

.

the Anglo-Irish war.

The prime objective of the IRA in Scotland was to acquire

arms and munitions and transpert them to Ireland. The IRA

employed a number of methods to achieve its goals.



Traditionally, raiding colliery armouries was a favourite
way of getting explosives and detonators. This activity
continued throught the Anglo-Irish war, but most of the
materials secured firom this type of source were acquired
by more subtle means. Une method was to get a sympathetic
engineer to overestimate the amount of material needed to
complets a specific job. He would use the minimum amount
necessary to complete his task and then hand over the
surplus to the IRA. This method has been used by the
paramilitaries during the present Ulster "frmubles". For
example, J. Bowyer Bell states that the construction of
the New York City Water Tunnel, built between 1970-75,
required about 10% more dynamite than a carsful engineer
would Thave used, He implies that the surplus found its
way to the IRA.'°* [t has also been claimed that the bulk
of the sxplosives used by the UVF in the early seventies
had been smuggled out of Scottish pits by Loyalist
sympathisers.!'?®7 While this method was obviously less
risky than raiding a colliery it was also not as
productive and once the authorities became aware of the
probiem security was stepped up and the flow of material
slowed +to a trickle. After a visit to Motherwell Vicze
informed Collins that he had returned with about a
hundred detonators. However, they had to be acquired "in
ones and twos, the watch is so keen”".!?3 Raids on
premises, which held rifles, explosives or other military
equipment while less common than before the war did

continus, In the Vize-Collins correspondence there is a









accounts, one of £300 and one of £500. The former amount
bought 1Z rifles, 43 revolvers of assorted manufacture,
234 lbs of gelignite, 1500 detonators, 3 hundred rounds
of 303 ammunition and miscellaneous sundries such as
field glasses and battaries.!*° For an outlay of £500
Vize purchased 25 rifles, 68 revolvers 1800 rounds of

assorted calibre ammunition, 2300 detonators, 28 1lbs of

soft explosive and some sundries such as telescopes and

field glasses,!*!

Success in acquiring weapons posed Certéin logistical
problems for the S5cottish Brigade. The major problem was
transporting the material to Ireland. Initially the main
route for arms shipment was by a ferry across the HNorth
Channel to Belfast from where it would be transported to
Dublin wherse lEA GHQ would distribute the weaponry to
individual units in the field. This was augmented
whenever the opportunity arose. For example, a link was
established between Glasgow and Tyrone when a man on the
Glasgnw-Lodonderry ferry offered to smuggle arms to his
associates in the 3rd Batallion, Tyrone.'22 At this point
arms were generally smuggled across in the luggage of an
individual and was small scale in nature. 0On one ocecasion
Tom McDonnell carried a «consignment of only four

revolvers and less than Z00 rounds of ammunition.t23

The ability to transport munitions to Ireland was soon
eclipsed by the ability to acguire armaments. In May 1919

the IRA in Glasgow had a stock of four revolivers and two



rifles,!®? In September ten revolvers and three rifies

awalited shipment to Ireland.!®® By 7th February 1920 the

stock in Glasgow had risen tao eighty -4% revolvers and

"about twenty rifles”.!?* This backlog forced a new route
to be brought into operation. Henceforth the vast
majority of arms shipments from Glasgow would arrive at
Dublin via Liverpoal.?=7 Liverpool served as a
marshalling yard for arms acquired throughout Great

Britain. The city's small force of IRA men, only 120

strong, played a vital role in supplying the needs of the
organisation in lreland.'*® How far this development
alleviated the problems of the IRA in Glasgow is
debatable, In July 1220 Vizce reported that they now had
seventy rifles on hand; an increase of fifty on the
February figure.**’ He did not state if there were any
revolvers awaiting transportation at this time. If indesed
the stock of revolvers had been shipped to Ireiand then
the number of weapons in Glasgow fell from a hundred to
seveniy between February and July 1320. 1f not then it is
possible that despite increased efforts to ensure the
rapid turnover of weapons the number in stock in Glasgow
actually increased during this period. It is doubtful if
the problem of transporting the arms acquired in Scotland
to Ireland was ever satisfactorily solved. As late as
December iQEl, 5ix ménths after the cease fire had come
.into operation, frantic efforts were still being made to

clear the arms depots that existed in the west of

Scaotland.t39°
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recognising the Supreme Council of the IRB as the de jure
Government of Ireland. In an attempt to lessen the force
of this oath elements who shared EBrugha’'s sentiments
persuaded the Dail to legisiate that every member of the
IKA should swear the Uath of Allegiance to the Kepublic.
The Dail not the Supreme Council of the IRE was seen to
be +the legitimate source of power within Ireland. Vize
was a member of the [IRB and during his stay in Scotliand
had introduced some |EA members into the IKB. With the
alleged discovery of financial irregularites in the
Scottish acounts bBrugha appears to have viewed this as an
oppertunity to lessen the power of Collins and the I[RB

within the republican movement.?!33

The subsequent investigation, which was led by Liam
Mellows, cleared Vize of any suspicion of misconduct,
However, it did reveal that some elements within the
Glasgow |RA were consigning too much material to the ICA.
It also found that the Cork, Mayo and 35ligo brigades
were, on their own initiativs, attempting to purchase
arms in Scotland. This meant that sections of the IRA
were bidding against themselves and pushing the price of

illicit munitions higher than they would otherwise have

been.1®*

It wouid appear that the months of mid summer 1920
represented the high water mark of the IRA in Scotland
after which they suffered a series of reverses. The first

was a self inflicted wound. The enquiry into the finances



of the Scottish Brigade disrupted activities. ° For
example, the |IKA failed to secure a deal involving 9000

rounds of ammunition because Mellows did not want to

further muddle the accounts by authorising tresh
disembursemsnts,!®° In addition, the IRA was to suffer
many arrests after December 13920. Previcously arrests and

arms ftinds by the police had besen rars. Admittedly the
authorities had located some of the boats which had
transported munitions from the Continent and had been
able to prevent the arms reaching there intended
destination in Ireland.'®* They also arrested four IRA
members, who had attacked some policemen in George
Sguare, Glasgow, but by any yardstick the authorities had

been outmanouevered by the IRA.!'3%7

The first wave of arrests to hit the IRA in Scoland came
in December 1920 when twenty of their number wers picked
up. It would appear that the activities of the I RA in
Liverpol, whers they had succeeded in torching many of
the city's docks, forced the authorities to act in an
attempt to forstall similar activity north of the border.
This Mtrawling exercise" appears to have netted mostly
small fry. The bulk of those caught had either been found
in possession of small gquantities of arms and/or
ammunition, one man who was caught had only seven rounds
of ammunition in his possession when arrested, or had

been attempting to purchase arms from serving

soldiers.t38



The first major success achieved by the police against
the IRA came on December 5th when the police captured
Henry Coyle and Charles HMHecGinn in Alloa as they were
transporting a quantity of munitions, which had been
stolen irom mines in the Fife coalfields, from
Cowdenbeath to Glasgow. The police recovered 3cwt of
explosives, 300 detonators, strum, two rifles, three
revoivers and two bayonets.!?** At the subsequent trial it
was revealed that Covle was 1found in possession of
receipts for large amounts of cash which had been issued
by IEA GHG in Dublin.?®*¢ This inecident has been
portrayed as a greater blow to the IRA than was possibly
the case. Handley states that Covie was the 0/C of the
Scottish Brigade of the [IRA at the time of his
capture.?*?! This would appear not to have heen the case.
Eamoon HMooney fails to accredit Coyle with such a high
ranking position.’** In the correspondencs between Vize
and Collins Coyle is only mentioned twice. On neither
occasion was his rank mentioned. Admittedly before +the
recall of Vize to Ireland, in the summer of 1920, Collins
stated that "C"  would take over Vize’'s former
position.'*® This would appear to have referred to John
Carney rather than Covle. At a trial in August 1221

documents which had been captured in Dublin in December

1920 were produced that referred to Carney as 0/C S.B.1**

It may have been the case that subsegent arrests were the
result of the police being able toc infiltrate the 5cotish

Brigade of the IRA; this was the view of at least one



5 If the police did manage to plant an informant

of

source.'?
in the IRA it is likely that happened towards the end
1920, or in early 1921. Certainly the picture of IRA

activities in Glasgow besfore that period as portrayed 1in

the Reports on Revolutionary Urganisations, which were

submitted to the Cabinet, bore little resemblance to that

painted in the Vize-Collins correspondence. That the

intelligence of the authorities had improved is
illustrated by the fact that on the next occasion when

mass arresis occurred, in HMay 1821, the police captured

John Carnevy, James Fullerton, Eamonn Mooney and Michael
Carroll; each of whom held prominent positions in the
Glasgow Battalion.*** [In addition, the 0/C and the @/ /M
of the Scottish Erigade were also captured.!*’ Thus, by
the summer of 1921, the Intelligence Services seem to
have known who the Isading IRA personnel in the west of

Scotland were. Whether this meant that an informer was at

work is unclear.

The arms Iinks that existed, after February 1320, between
Glasgow, Liverpool &and Dublin meant that if the police
made a breakthrough in one area it might be possible to
use this information to achieve a similar result in the
other two. For example, papers en route to Glasgow were
seized in Liverpool.i3e Fapers captured in Dublin were
used as incriminating evidence at the trial of John
Carney,i4" Thereiore, the IRA in Glasgow had been

weakened by security lapses that were not of their



making. Moreover, each arrest in Scotland gave the police

s better insight into the organisation of the local IRA.

Coyle was caught in possession of documents relating +to

KA activities when arrssted. Thus, it is possible that

the improved intelligence available to the authorities
was not due to the activities of a "mole" within the IRA,
but simply the cumuiative effects of a series of lucky

breaks and good follow up work by the police.

A further example of the increased effectiveness of the
police came in December 19Z1 when thirteeﬁ IRA men were
arrested in Tollcross, caught in the act of attempting to
clear the backlog of arms that existed in Giasgow.!®° The
frequent location of arms dumps and the arrest of key IRA
men was testimony to fact that by 13Z1 the IRA was under

severe pressure from the authorities. It had lost the

cloak of invisibility that it had once possessed.

The increased number of arrests affected the IRA in a
variety of wavs,. Firstly, the arrest andsor imprisonment
of the leaders resulted, in the short term at least, in a
certain amount of dislocation and confusion within the
IRA while new lIeaders came to the fore. The more
successful the police were in capturing IRA activistis the
more likely those on the fringes of republicanism would
be detered irom aiding‘and abetting the organisation. The
most significant result of the increase in arrests was
the drain on the financial resources of the republican

movement occassioned by the subsequent trials,



irrespective of whether defendents were found guilty or

innocent. The defence of Coyvle and his co-accused cost

£1,339.t%* [Im December i9Zl one solicitor claimed that he

was owed over £2Z,000 for defending IRA men.'®% 1t is not

clear if these legal expenses were met out of central IKA

funds controlled by Dubtin, or were supposed to be raised

by local activists in Scotland. In Scotland there were

certainly specific appeals issued by the republicans for

the sole purpose of paying the legal fees of accused IRA

men.!®¥ However, it would appear that whatever cash they

raised was not enocugh. The Free 5tate Goverment had to

allot £4,000 to cover outstanding legal costs which had

been incurred by the Scottish Brigade during the war of

independences, ! "4

The prime functiocn of the British Brigades of the IRA was
to acguire arms and munitions and transport such
materials to Ireland. However, there were those within
the IEA GHR who wished to use these units as a means to
strike militarily at the heart of the Empire. Chief
proponent of this school of thought was Cathal Brugha,
however, his views were not endorsed by the majority of
the GHQ staff.!®® Although there was no co-ordinated IRA
campaign in Britain <certain military operations did
oeccur, albeit on an ad hoc basis. The lKA in Liverpool
destroyed warehouses in the city’s docks area and engaged

in a campaign of arson as a reprisal for the death of the

Mayor of Cork.152 In London a local unit killed a

suspected informer.!®7? More grandiose and gruesome plans



such as the poisioning of reservoirs were contempiated,

but never materialised.!'®?

Sections of the IRA in Scotland also engaged in acts of
violence. In most cases property was the target. However,
there were cccasions when casualties did result from IRA
operations. The most seriocus incident occurred on 4th May

1921 and represented the culmination of a series of

events, which originated in Londonderry three months
previously. It was common practice for wanted men in
Ireland to go to Scotland and stay in a "safe" house
until it wss deemsd safis for them +to return to the

fray.!®*? In February Frank Carty, a leading figure in the
IRE, escaped from goal in Londonderry. He was smuggled
BCross the North Channel! in a coffin. On arriving in
Glasgow he became involved with the local units of the
IRA. He was subsequently recaptured by the Glasgow police
en Z28th April. Iimmediately local 1RA and IRE members
resolved to try and secure his release. Liam Mellows, who
was in the city at the time, vehemently opposed such a
course of action.!®*® His advice was ignored and a party
of 1RA members ambushed the prison van transporting Carty
as it was going through Glasgow. The ambushers attempted
to shoot the lock open. Howsver, they only succeeded in

killing an Inspector Johnstone and wounding a Detective

Sergeant Stirton.tie! The only other recorded incident
where the IRA used firearms occurred in Bothwell in
Uctober 13520 when an attempt to raid a drill hall
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resulted in the wounding of a policeman.,*®*?

The formation of rifle clubs, one section even succeeded

in gaining membership of the Scottish Rifle Association,

the holding of military exercises in the Campsie hills

should not convey the impression of the Scottish EBErigade

as being a fighting force.!*® There is little evidence to

suggest that more than a handful of IRA members ever

fired a shot in angser during the Irish War of

Independence. There appears to have been only two

shooting incidents in Scotland throughout this period

trecounted above? and on neither occasion was it planned

to open fire on the forces of law and order. According to

Feter Beresford Ellis "a number of Scots, such as Ian
Mackenzie kKennedy, fell fighting for the [RA,"'#43 There

is little evidence to support the view that members of
the Scotish Brigade went to fight in Ireland during the
Anglo-lirish war. In the case of +the aforementioned
Kennedy he went to Ireland "rather than fight for
England™; this suggests that he dodged conscription and
thus left Scotland cl2l5. It should alsoc bs noted that
the agency of his death was the Free State forces and not
the British Army.!'*% For the Scottish Brigade to have
encouraged its members to go to Ireland en masse would
been an exercise in quility. At the outset of the truce
in July 1821 it has been estimated that the IRA had a
membership of 112,650.'¢** However, shortage of arms meant
that only about 5.000 could be classified as

activists.te¢7 While it is possible that some members of
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the Scotish Brigade, who had special skills, explosive

experts for sxample, did particapate in military action

Ireland any attempt to encourage the rank and file to

in
return to Ireland would only have exacerbated the
shortage of arms that the parent organisation

gexperienced,

it has been suggested, by many sources, that the aid
rendered by the lrish in Scotland during the Irish War of
Independence was central to the success enjoyed by the
republican movement.!*?® However, it would appear that
such claims were exaggerations. While a major source of
arms, the amount smuggled between Scotland and lreland
between 1918-1921 was exceeded many times by ths guantity
landed by the UVF in one night at Larne in 1914. In any
case by wearly 1921 such links that existed between
Scotiand and Ireland were becoming increasingly tenuous.
The IRA in Scotland was coming under severe pressure from
the police, who were winning the intelligence war. Arms
dumps were being found and many leading IRA members were
being arrested. The amount of cash raised by Sinn Fein in
Scotland was less than the ammount needed to cover the

legal fees involved in defending lIRA men in the courts.

It 1is élso unlikely that arms smuggled from Scotland
played any significant role during the Irish War of
independence. In many areas of Ireland a war did not
exist,. Arms were sent to IRA units who promptly dumped

them in the countryside and rarely attacked the British.



This represented a waste of the resources and effort on

the part of the lEA in Bzotland. As has been pointed out

previously a proportion of munitions acquired in Scotland

were sent to the ICA. But as one of its prominent members

the ICA failed "to play a worthwhile role in the

stated

fight againgst the British forces during the period 1918-

Zl".lb?

The largest and most active IRA division during the

Anglo-lirish war was the Ist bSouthern.. One of its

component Brigades, the Znd Cork, allegedly received only

"six or seven riflies from GHWQ during the whole of the Tan
War”.'7? Tom Barry makes clear that majority of arms used
by the 3rd Cork Brigade were acquired directly from the
enemy. They were either captured by raiding arms dspots,

or removed from dead soliders at the scene of an

)

ambush.?71t Ernie O0’Mallev, the 0,C of the Znd Southern

Livison, concurred:"We get little from the Quartermaster

2

General., Our main source of supply is the enemy".!?

That arms sent from Scotland appear to have playved littie
part in the conrlict is, of course, no reflection on the
activity of ths Scottish Brigade. Hawever, it does
illustrate that any successes achieved by +the IRA,
whether military or political, was dependent on the will
of their members or supporters in Ireland. While
stressing the marginality of the IRA in Scotliand to the

events that occurred in Ireland between 1918-21 it should

be noted "Green Clydeside™, in supporting and supplying
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the I RA, posed more of a threat to the unity of the

United Kingdom than "Red Clydeside " ever did.
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2b. Glasgow Jbserver L Aug 1914, In this issu=s the
Secretary of the movement states that the 1V had just
resumed activity arter the holiday period. No adverts for
the 1V were placed in the Giasgow Jbserver on 11.18 & 25
July. They were oniy resumed in the 1 Aug 1914 issue.

286. irish Voiunteer 21 Feb 11 July 1914,

27. Precis of Information and reports relating to the
Dublin Metropolitian District May 1914, CO 904/14/2/56 &
75.
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Z8. Forward 89 Oct 13915; 20 May & 14 Oct 1916; Giasgow
Observer 16 HMar 1912 St. Patrick’s Day Supplement.

29. Giasgow Ubserver 1 Nov 1913.

30. Nora Connolly-0’Brien Fortrait or a Rebei Father
. 183,

31. F.5.L.  Lyons op c¢cit p.330; C. Townshend Foliticai
Vioience in irgiand p.279: R, kee The Eoid Fenian HMen
pP.<Z4 give varying estimates of the respective factions
atter the split.

32. Giasgow Ubserver Z4 Oct 1914.

33, The nine members of the Fermanent Committeet are
listed in the Giasgow Ubserver 15 Aug 13814. Of these John
Cryan, Haryhill, Glasgow:; John Clyne; J. Alexander; C.B.
Fox can be positively identifed as supporters of the INV.
See Naticnali Voiunteer 27 Feb 1915. Joseph Kobinson and
Thomas White (Tomas 0'Ban’ were members of the IRB and
went with the HecHeilite faction. See footnote 15, The
affiliations of Thomas ficMonagle, Paisley;y J. Bradley,
Fartick: and Bernard Gibney, Clydebank cannot be traced.
However, it is likely that Gibney did not support the
MechNeilite wing. The split in Clydebank was discussed in
the Irish Voiunteer and it is noticeable that Gibney’'s
name does not appear as an officebearser in the new
organisation. Jirish Voiunteer Z4 0Oct 1914,

34, Giasgow Ubserver 17 Uct, 7 Nov & 12 Dec 1914,

35. Giasgow UJbserver L2 Dec 1914,

36. For the attitude of the AOH in Scotland to the INV
see Gliasgow Joserver 10 UOct 1914, The Anderston Corps,
Glasgow, was inspected by J. 0'Lonnell Dberrick, the chief
organiser of the UILGE in Scotland. Naticonai Volunteer 31
Oct 1214,

37. For example, the previously independent Hamilton
Corps ijoined the INV. Giasgow Ubserver 2Z4 UOct 1914.
38. A report of the activities of the Anderton Corps

states that the meombers engaged in 'firing exercises’'.
Nationai Voiunteer 31 0Oct 1814; The Brigeton Corps
engaged in rifle practice with miniture riflies on their
own range. Naticonai Volunteer 30 Jan 1915; Gilasgow
Upserver 30 Jan 1915,

39, Nationai Voiunteer 14 Nov 19i4; 2 Jan & 27 Feb 1815;
Giasgow Ubserver 26 Dec 191l4; 2 Jan & 13 Feb 1915.

40, Nationai Veoiunteer 20 Feb 1915; Gliasgow Gbserver 20
Feb 1915.

41, Giasgow Ubserver & IlMay 1915. According to press
reports the following corps were still in existence in
February 1915: Zznd Battalion Govan: Maryhill; ’ @G’ Co.
Greenock: 'B' Co, Eallieston; 'A' & 'B' Cos, Sword St.
Glasgow; Bridgeton; 'A’ & 'B’ Cos, 2nd Battalion Faisley.
Giasgow Ubserver Z7 Feb 1915; National Volunteer 27 Feb
1918,

4z, Giasgow UObserver 8 May 1915. The Bridgeton Corps had
a Boy Scout wing at isast as early as February 1315, They
indulged in drill and rifle practice along with semaphore
and morse signalling. Ey September 18915 the Brigeton
Irish HNational Boy 3Scouts had imitators in Anderston,
Fartick, Maryhill. Townhesad, Dennieston, Parkhead, South
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side Glasgow and Greenock. Unfortunately, apart’ from
publicly denying any connection wth Sinn Fein, the INES
did not place any statements in the Giasgow OGbserver so
the historian 1is unable to chart the organisation’s
progress, or lack of it, post September 1315, Glasgow
Observer 30 Jan: 13 Feb; 20 Marg 17 Apr; 8 & 15 May; 3
July; 7 Aug; 1B Sept; 16 Jct 1915,

43. Giasgow Ubserver 2 Oct & 20 Nov 1915; Jirish Voiunteer
24 Uct 1914,

44, Precis of Information received by Special Branch
R.1.C. Dect 19915. CO 9047120/8/174.

45, Mot every member of the [V would be selected by the
IKE to join "the organisation”, conversely many IRB
members would not attempt to penetrate other bodies.

46. Patrick MecCormick op cit pp. 1-23; Margaret Skinnider
Doing my bit ror ireiand pp.564-5; N.Connolly-0’Brisen op
cit p.275.

47, P. Bishop & E. Mallie The Frovisionai iRA pp. 14-5,
43, Seamus Robinson op cit pp. 558-50; For a biography of
Seamus Robinson’s later career see P. 0O’Farrell Who’s Who
In the irish War of independence, 159i6-21 pp. 139-140,
49, John HMcGalloughy Statement to Bsureau of HNMilitary
History UCD Archives P&0G, p.l.

50. dGiasgow Ubserver 3 Apr 1915. The Fianna h-Eirann (the
vouth wing of the 1V) tried to poriray a similar innocous
air. According to one advert placed in the press the bovys
engaged in many forms of physical activity and were
taught &a wversion Irish history which excluded "modern
politics and personalities”. However, the fact that the
bovs were "to pray and work for the soverelign
indepsndencs or the irish nation” revaealed the
organisation’s political orientation to the politically
aware reader. Glasgow Ubserver 10 July 1915.

51l. Giasgow Ubserver 4 & 25 Sept; 2 & 2 Oct; 13 & ZO0 Nov;
4 Dec 1915.

B82. Forthnight, 224, 39-22 Sept 1985.

3. Giasgow Observer % Apr 1215, The 1V had access to a
hall at 34 Ann St., Glasgow. In the Glasgow Post Office
Directory 1915 the building was listed as the premises in
the name of the Celtic Miniature Rifle Club.

54, FPrecis of Information Crime Special Branch.
C0904/120/7/1506, C0904/,120/78/174.

55, John HMecGalloghy gives a vivid acount of raids on
colliery armouries. McGalloghy op cit pp. 2-3.

56. Seamus Keader, who took part in both the raids
described by McGalloghy, recounts his smuggling
activities in An-i-ogiac St.Parick's Day Issue 1962;
Easter 1963. .

57. Report Dublin Metropolitan Police COZ04/25/4/8650.

58. Seamus Robinson op cit p.6l.

59. N. Connolly U’Brien op cit p.277; For details of the
Mlellows incident ses P. Mecormick op cit  pp. 5-6; C.
Desmond Greaves Liam Meiiows and the irish Revoiution pp.
81-2.

60, MeSalloghy op cit p.ad S. Reader An-t-ogiac ©5t,.
Fatrick's Day lIssue 19862.
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1910.There are also a few references 1o events in
Scotland to ©be found in the correspondence between
Collins and his associates in England. especially those
in Liverpool. This can also be found in the Hulcahy
Papers. F7/A/2-10. Henceforth references to the Mulcahy
papers wil oniy give the number of the relevant file.

It is a matter of conjecture as to when the term IRA
replaced IV in popular uszge. Vize referes to the Irish
Volunteers of the Irish Republican Army throughout much
of his correspondence. I have replaced the term IV with
IRA from the beginning of the Anglo-irish war which 1is
usually stated +to have originated with the attack on
Soloheadbeg on 21 Jan 1913,
gl. Vize-Collins n.d Date Stamped Read (by Collins)
5/,2/1919 P7/A/L1L.
8z. John Carney-? 12/4/1918 P7/A/11.

83. Vize-Collins 28/5/1919 P7/A/11l.

84. Vize-Collins 28/5/1819 P7/A/11l.

85, Collins-Vize 11/6/1919 P7/A/1t. . For similar
sentiments regarding the reluctance of many within 5Sinn
Fein to endorse [RA violence in the early part af the
Anglo-lrish war see Dan Breen fy rfight rfor irish Freedom
PP. 38-57; C. Townshend T7The British Campaign in freiand
PpP. 16-17.

86. Vize-Collins 6/6/1919 P7/A/1L1.

8%, Vize-Collins 27/2/1912 FP7/4/11.

88. Vize-Collins 27/8/1919 RP7/A/11.

89, Vize~Collins 24/10,/1219; n.d. Eeceived by Collins
207171920 P7/A/11.

90. Vize-Collins 27/8/1919; T/2/719
2673718205 Collins~-Vize 1/10/1919; 14/2/1
91. Vize-Collins 11/6/71920 P7/A/11.

92. This papagraph 1is based on the recoliections of
Eamonn HMooney. E.Mooney-5eamus Robinson 17/83/1951. 1| was
given & photocopy of this document by Commandant Feter
Young of the Irish Army Archives in 1987. Officially this
department did not exist at the timse. The relevent 1file
would appear to be 51745, There is, howsver, no catalogus
and anybody who wishes to get this document, and others
given to me by Comdt. Young, will have to rely on good
otfices of whoever is in charge of the Dept. when they
apply to see it.

93. Daiiy Record 5S5ept 11 19Z0. J.E. Handley TFhe irish In
Hogern Scotiznd p.Z223; T. Gallagher ’*Scotland, Britain
and Conflict in Ireland’, in Y. Alexander & A. 0’Day (Ed)
lTerrcorism In ireiand p.55.

94, Commandant Feter Young supplied me with a photocopy
which stated that the following sections of the Cumann na
mBan were active in 1820: Broxburn, Govan, Mothrweil,
Clvdebank, Hamil ton, Edinburgh, Mossend, Glasgow B & G
Cos, Townhead, Uddingston, Parkhead, Cambuslang and
Wishaw. There was no identification number on the file.
95, Vize-Collins 24/10/71919; T/72/71920; 15/2/1820;
26/3/1920. P7/A/11.

96. Collins-Vize 29/10/1919; 14/2/20. P7/A/11,

7. Giasgow lbserver 2 Apr 1321.

15/2/71920:

O:
20. BFT/A/11.
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98. Giasgow (Observer 21 Jan 1822. E. Hooney—Séamus
Robinson 17/8/1951. Army Archive File 51745.

89, Vize-Collins 12/6/1920 F7/A/11.

100. Daliy Record 21 Mar 1321.

101. Comdt. Gen Dir of Int-Sean Golden 1€ Dec
Ernie O'Malley Papers Pl17as/182.

10z, Vize-Collins 20/2/1920 P7/Ar11.

103. Vize-Collins 20/2/1820 P7/A/11;: Giasgow UObserver 24
Dec 13Z21.

104, Vize-Collins 2Z/11/1919; 15/72/1920; 20/2/1920:
11/6/1920 P7/A711. -

108, Vize-Collins 3/10/1919; 16/11/1919; Collins-Vicze
237101919, F7/A/11,

106. J. Bowyer Bell The [iRA:The Secret Army p.458.

107, D. Boulton The UVF p.102.

108, Vize-Collins 22/6/18919 PT7/A/11.

109, See also Giasgow Heraid 26 bec 1920; Daily Kecord 30
Nov 189Z0.

110, Report on Revolutionary Urganisations in the United
kingdom, 80, 11r11,/1920, CP 2089, Cab 24/114.

111, Vize-Collins 6/6/1919; 5/9/1919; 1671171919
Collins-Vize Z9/5,19192; 11/6/1219; 19/6/1919: 8/7/1919;
11/9/1919; Z2/11/1919. P7/A/11.

112, Vize-Collins 5/6/1919 F7/A/11.

113, Vize-Collins 7/2/1920 P7/A/L11.

114, Vize-Collins 26/3/1920; 15/5/1820 P7/A/11.

115, Vize-Collins 7/2/1920; Collins-Vize 14/2/1820.
F7r/A/11

116. C. Desmond Greaves op cit p224-5; J.E. Handley op
cit p.297.

117, C. Desmond Greaves op cit p.23l. Vize and Coilins
were aware that they faced competition in the arms market
from both the ICA and individual IRA units acting
independently. Neithsr were unduly concerned about this.
Vize-Collins 5 & 6/2/1919; 16/11/1919; Collins-Vize
Z=/11s19, F7/A/711.

118, Collins-Vize 11/86/13919; 29/10/1919; 20/1/1920;
21/2/,1920; Z4/3/719203 Z3/6,1920. FP7/A/11.

113, For details of IRA activities in England See P7/A/1l~
10

12Q. This is the account for the £300 sent by Collins
2371071919, Vize sent an itemised account Z26/3/1920.
F7/A/11.

1z21. This is the account for the £500 sent by Collins
Z0s1/,1320. Collins refiers to this as "organisation money”
and requested a separate account to be kept. [t would
appear that this was IRKE rather than IRA money. Vize sent
an itemised account L1/6/1920., P7/A/711.

122, Vize-Collins 6/6,1919; Collins-Vize 19/6/19.
P7/A/11.

123, Collins-vVize 15/5/1919. P7/A/11.

124, Vize-Collins 10/5/1219 F7/A/11,

125, Vize-Collins 27/9/1919 P7/A/11.

20, Vize-Collins 7/2/1920 F7/A/11.
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Collins-Vize Hemo la4/2/1920; Vize-Collins 15/2/1920:
lins-Vize 3/3/1920. F7/7A711. There is information
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concerning the frequency, though not the gquantity,’ of
munitions moved from Glasgow to Liverpool in the HMulcahy
Fapers F7rA/Z,

128. An IRA commander in Liverpool has written his
autobiography. Soe Edward Brady Jreiand’'s Secret Service
in Engiand. The activities of the IRA in the city are
discussed in An-t-ogiac Autumn 1960,

129, Vize-Collins n.d. Stamped Received 7 Jul 1920.
FvrA 11,

130. S. Fullerton-Military Secretary, Commander in Chief
15711722 File A 132942, Army Archives.

131. Vize-Collins Z7/971919; Collins-Vize 1/10/121%,
F7/7A/711.

132, F. 0'Connor The Big Felilow pp. 13%8-141; C. Desmond
Greaves op <it pp. ZZ24-31; HNo dates are given in these

accounts. Howver, it would appear that Vize was recailed
to Dmublin in July although he was to return to Glasgow.
Collins~-Vize 10O/7/1920 P7/A/11,. Collins-Ni{eil) K(err)
(Liverpool) 20/9,1920 FP7/A/2. :

133. For details of the relationship between the I[RE and
the KA and the personalities involved bee F. 0'lonoghue
No Other Law pp. 186-195; F. 0'Connor op cit pp. 13%-141.
C. Desmond Greaves aop ¢it p.Z24.

134. C. Desmond Greaves op cit p.231l.

135, F. O'connor op cit p.l41.

136. Daily Record 12 April 1920.

137, Keport on Revolutionary UOrganisations in the United
Kingdem, 52, 29/4/1920, CP 1197, Cab Z4/104.

1386, [ailiy Record 3,7,8,10.13,15,30 Dec 1320.

139. Feport on Revolutionary Organisations in the United
Kingdom. 84, 9/1Z/1920 CP 2273, Cab Z24/116. Daiiy Rrecord
© Dec 1920: Giasgow Heraid 6 Dec 1920,

laG, Coyle's trial, along with fifteen others, received
extensive coverage in all sections of the Scottish daily
press between 1E-Z1 HMarch 13821,

141, J.E. Handley cop cit p.2399.

142. E. Mooney-S.Robinson op cit S51745.

143, HMemo to Glasgow 10/7/1920 P7/A/11.

laa, [aiiy Record 20 Aug 1320,

145, This allegation is made in a "Test Talk"” given by
Lieut. 5. Collins when taking the Infantry Officer’s
Course in the Army Archives. Unfortunately he does not
give a source for this information. A photocopy of this
document was given to me by Commdt. Peter Young.

l46, Fullerton and MHooney at one held the positioen of
0/C. Carroll was the battalion’s Inteliligence Officer.
Cearney was not credited with any rank by Mooney but he
was the captain of "C!' (Govan) Company in 1919, At his
trial it was alleged that he was a onetime 0/C of the
Scottish brigade. I[looney-Robinson op c¢it:; Vize-Collins
12/571919 F7/A/711. Giasgow Heraid 22 Aug & Z0 oct 1321.
Daiiy Record 20 Aud 1821.

147, Andrew Fagan was the Quartermater. He was arrested
in May 1921 but was released without being charged.
However, on 30th November 13221 he was arrested and
charged with aiding and abetting James Kearney (also
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arrested) in smuggling detonators to Ireland. Dailiy
Record 28 HMsy 18213 Report on Revolutionary COrganisations
in the United Kingdon, 134, 8s12/1921, CP 3538, CAB
24,131, For an acecount of Fagan's activities see I.
MacDougall (Ed) Miiitant Miners pp. 35-6, 172, Mooney
states that a Kearney was the 0/C of the Scottish
Erigade. Unfortunately he does not provide a first name
so they may not bs the same person. Mooney-Robinson op
cit.

148, N(eil)» K(err)-Collins 18/10/1920 P7/A/2.

143, aily Record 29 Augp-13z20.

150. S. Fullerton-Military Secretary, Commander in Chief.
15,11/1922. File Al3942. Army Archives.

151. 3. 0’ Dubhagin (s. Duggan)-? File Al13942Z Army
Archives. The Bernard HMcCabe refered to is probably the
one who was tried alongside Coyle. See Giasgow Heraid 15
Mar 1221. Ses also Callins-7 39/4/1922 DE 27435, State
FPaper Office Dublin.

182, J.N. Docherty-J.H. MacDonnell 30/12/1921 Art 0’Brien
Fapers Iz 8442, S. Duggan-A. 0'Brien 21/5/1921;
11/6/192z2: A.0’Brien-S.Duggan 30/5/1822; 17/6/1922 Art
0'Brien M5 5444,

153. Giasgow Ubserver 19 Feb 1921. Report on
Revolutionary Urganisations in the United Kingdom, 110,
16/5/1921 CP 3055, CAB 24/1Z%.

154, ROH/NG-7 26/10/1922 File Al13942 Army Archives.

155, F. 0'Connor op cit p.l1l19: E. Brady op cit p.l4.

156. F' 0O'Connor ibid p.128; E. Brady ibid p.26 & 38; D.
McCardle The irish Repubiic pp.370-1.

157. E. Brady 1bid pp.12 & 64.

58, D. MecCardle cp cit pp.370-1.

1539, Vize-Collins 11/6/1920 P7/A/11; J.E. Handley op cit
pp. 298-9.

160. C. D'esmond Greaves op cit p.i32.

161. C. Desmond Greaves Iibid p.232; Statement of Military
Activies of Frank Carty late 0/C 4th Brigade 3rd Western
Division, Frank Carty-J.dJ. O0'Donnell. 2/5/1935% 1 was
given a photocopy of this document by Commdt. Feter Young
Army Archives. Giasgow Herald 5/5/1821 for an account of
the raid. The trial of the suspects took place in August
and September 18Zl, P, 0'Farrell op cit p.2Zh.
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place 8-9th Feb 1321. Giasgow Heraid 9 Feb 1821.

163. Vize-Collins 5/9/1919; J.E. Handley op cit p2l3;
Daily Record 8 Sept; 8 & 15 Uect 1920; 5 May 1921.

164, Peter Beresford Ellis A History orf the irish Working
Ciass p.zbt,

165, For an obitury of Kennedy see Fobiacht na h Eireann
(Scottish Edition? Z1 Uet 1322,

166, F. 0’Donoghue op cit pp. 219 & 334.

167, C. Townshend op cit p.l1l78.

168. J.E. Handley op c¢it pp. 298B-9; R.J. Ross ’Scotland
and the Easter HKHising’, Radical Scotiand, 21, Jun/July
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170, F. 0U’Donoghue op cit p.42,
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Un 6th December 1821 the evening papers heralded an

agreement between British and Irish delegations, which it
was hoped would settle the constitutional position of
freland and wusher in an era of peace between the two

antagonistic nations. From the ocutset it was clear that

the proposals contained in the "Articles of Agresment for

a Treaty between Great Britain and Ireiand” fell far
short of the traditional aspirations of Irish
Kepublicanism. The proposed Treaty reaffirmed the

partition of Ireland, the British military presence
thoroughout the island and the position of Ireland with

the British Empire.

Although many commentators had identified the future
constitutional position of Ulster as being the rock on
which the negotiations would flounder, in actual fact,
this was by no means the prime consideration of either of
the rival delegations. The question was ’solved’ by a
typical piece of Lloyd George chichanery. 1t was proposed
that, initially. s Parliament would be set up in Dublin
which, if the northern Government agreed, would have
jurisdiction over the whole of the island. If, as Was
almost certain, the Stormont regime exercised its right
not to join the new body then a Boundary Commission,
composed of a neutral chairman and representatives of the
Dubiin, Belfast and London Governments, would be set up.
This would be charged with the responsiblity of redrawing

the irish border in accordance with the wishes of the

local people. Hany on the Irish side concliuded that this
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arrangement would result in the transfer of Ty}one,
Fermanagh, and parts of Armagh, Down and Londonderry from
the Worth to the South. This would effectively ensure the
destruction of the northern state as a viable entity.
With those thoughts in their minds the Irish delegation
moved on to other subjects. in private, however, Lloyd
George was reassuring the Ulster Unionists that once

partition was established the frontiers created would

harden into permanent structures.

The British military presence would be maiﬁtained in the
shape of the EBEritish Navy, which had the right to keep
bases in certain designated ports, usually known as the
Treaty ports, in which, during time of war, they would be
allowed <certain rights of access. Ireland would also
inherit a part of the U.Kk. national debkt; calculated in
proportion to her population. The most contentious aspect
of the negotations centred upon lIreland’s future links
with the British Crown and Empire. it was rfinally agreed
that Ireland would be sccorded the same constitutional
status as that enjoyed by the *white’ dominions of
Australia, Canada, Sputh Africa and HNew Zealand. A
Governor General, to be called the "Representative of the
Crown in lreland”™, would be appointed to safeguard
British interests as . defined by the Treaty. Most
controversially, members of the proposed new Irish

legislature were to swear an oath pledging those elected

to "be faithful to H.M. l.ing George V, his heirs and



successors by law, in virtue of the common citzenship of

Ireland with Great Britain and her adherence to and

membership of the group of nations forming the British

Commonwealth of Naticns".:!

On the day the Treaty was signed Collins pennned his

thoughts to a friend:

Think-what have I got for Ireiand? Something
which she has wanted these past seven hundred
years. Will anyone be satisfied at the bargain? |
tell ¥you  this- eariy this morning | signed my
death warrent. 1 thought at the time how odd, how
ridiculous-a bullet may just as well @ have done
the job five ysars ago.?
The divisions that were ultimately to lead to civil war
and the death of Collins had been apparent within the
Irish mnegotiating delegation. Their decision to accept
the Treaty was carried by the most slender margins, three
votes to two, and this narrow margin of the victory was
replicated when the Irish cabinet voted by four votes to
three +to accept the proposasls outlined in the document.
Those, who urged acceptance of the Treaty, did not
believe that it was perfect but rather that it
represented the best deal that to be secured at the time.
Collins regarded the Treaty as a first step rather than a
final settlement; it did not give Ireland total freedom
but it did give her the freedom to achieve freedom.® The
pro-treatyites realised that they had not won the Anglo-
Irish war and thus could mnot insist on a British

declaration of unconditional surrender. To those who

thought that the IRA had defeated the might of a world



power Richard HMulcahy pointed out that they had been
unable to expel the British from any part of Ireland but

AL I s
only some Tairly good sized police barracks".?

The man most associated in the public mind with the anti-
treaty forces was Eamonn Ds Valera. lroniecally, he was no
doctrinaire republican.—ln his so called 'Document MNo. 27
he accepted the provisions of the Treaty in so far as
they related to Horthern Ireland, did not mention the

word ’'Republie®, preferring to use the term “Sovereign

Irish MNMation", associated Ireland "for the purpose of

CoOmmon concern”™ with the BEritish Commonwealth, and
acknowieged "for the purposes of the Association...his
Britannic Majesty as head of the Assoccation."® De

Valera’s attempt to secure a compromise was destined fo
fail. The British had already rejected this form of words
as had the anti-treatyites. Unabie to unite the two parts
of the HRepublican movement De Valera threw his weight

behind those, who were opposed to the treaty.

The provisions of the Treaty were exhaustively discussed
by Dail Eireann during late December 1921 and early
January l192Z., As was the case during the negotiations the
question of Ireland’s future relationship with the
British Crown and Empire eclipsed partition as the major
focus of the debate. Those in favour of the Treaty such
as Griffith and Collins articulated the practical
benerits conferred by the settlement. Opponents argued

that as lreland had voted to establish a republic in 1318
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then this was the only acceptable solution. While points
of principle guided many of those in the Dail some oOf
those present alliowed their judgement to be coloured by
other factors. Cathal Brugha, in particular., allowed his
dislike of Collins tou to dominate his contribution to the
debate. Others supported the Treaty only because Collins
endorsed it. In the event, the pro Treatyites triumphed
by &4 votes to 57. This victory was confirmed, albsit by
a lesser margin, when Griffith defeated De Valera in the

election for the post of President.®

During the six month period between the commencement of
the truce between the opposing forces in Ireland and the
publication of the proposed Treaty the Glasgow Observer
stridently articulated the demand for the establishment
orf an Irish Republic as being oniy basis for a just
settlement between the two nations. Ireland had voted for
an independent united Irish Republic and this is what she
should get. The Giasgow Observer outlined what it saw as

the two positions of the respection groups:

The English position is as if England should say
to I[reland-"You want Home Rule. very good. We
shall give you Home rule-of a kind we think best
fitted for our interests and military security.
if you do not accept that, we shall impeose it on
you by force, or failing that we shall dispense
with . all parliamentary formality in Ireland and
govern Ireland from the drum-head."”

The Irish attitude, on the other hand. is that
ireland is a nation and is therefore entitled to
irame and form her own Government in her own way.
She declines to accept any dictation or
dispensation from England in the matter, and 1in
effect replies to England by saying-"Esing an
ancient, integral and independent nation, we are
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going to form our own Government in our own
way."? ‘
Although the Giasgow Observer consistently articulated
the +traditional demands of Irish HRepublicanism its
proprietor made clear that the paper would accept
whatever settliement the Irish Government and people would

accept. Diamond outlined his position:

1f ireland wants a Republic and says so clearly,
we are prepared to stand or fall with it. if need
b,

;f Ireland accepts the status of a dominion in
a British Empire, we shall abide by the decision
of the Irish people.
For ourselves, we are Republicans in principle.
Eut it is not our business to dictate to
freland.®
From the moment the the terms of the proposed Treaty
became known pragmatism rather than principle was the
dominant force in the editorials and articles published
by the Giasgow Observer. in his initial response Diamond
adopted an forward looking stance commenting that it was
now up to the Irish Government and people to create 7a
new and great Ireland-sober, progressive, patient,
resolved.”" Whereas, previousliy, the paper had viciously
attacked partition and demanded that what the British
Government had created it should dismantie now Diamond
was prepared to wait for the "natural" demise of the
nothern state:"lt is now for Ireland’s rulers and people
ta bring in the recaleitrant Morth Eastern minority, not

be force but by moral suasion.”? The generosity of the

Irish people and future Government would be the only



weapon used to secure Irish wunity. By showing the
Unionists that their fears were unjustified the Irish
Government could win the hearts and minds of- the Unionist

people and unity would be achieved by consent.

Throughout the period betwesn the unveiling of the Treaty
and the vital votes -in the Dail Giasgow Ubserver
editorials Dbacked up the pro-treaty view. Although the
paper had articulated the traditional Irish republican
demands during the period when the British and Irish
delelgations were at the negotiating table it would
appear that the editor viewed these demands as bargaining
chips rather than cardinal points of principlie. It was
stated that terms schieved by the Irish delegation were
better than the editor initially thought that they would
be able to achieve. He considered that the very act of
accepting the offer of a ftruce implied a willingness *tfo
barter and by extension accept a settliement, which did
not fully meet the war aims of the [RA.:° However, the
primary argument advanced by the paper as to why the Dail
should endorse the terms of the Treaty was based on the
perceived sovereignty of the Irish people 1in deciding
their fate. In response to those, who argued that as
lreland had voted for a united Republic and, therefore,
should accept nothing less, the (Glasgow Observer
if the mood of the Irish peopie had

contended. that

changed their opinions between 1918 and 1922 then the

politicians had to takse account of this fact. Thus. once

the Dail had accepted the provisions of the Treaty, any



attempt to thwart its implementation would represént a
usurpation of power by = minority, If the anti-Treaty
elements attempted to force their opinions on a reluctant
majority then they would be acting akin to the British

beforenhand when they governed Ireland without the consent

of the people:

It is one thing to argue that alien government in
lreiand has no title to +ths obedience or
allegiance of the Irish people-and to act
accordingly. It is guite another thing to argue
that the minority in a popularly and properly
elected Irish legislature has the same title to
refuse obedience to a Government representing the
majiority of the lrish people...

It would appear that obedience to the
Frovisional Government in lIreland which 1is at
once ge jure and de racte is something which all
patriotic Irishmen should unhestitatingly
yield.r?

The Giasgow Observer claimed that the stance of the [rish
people, or at that point in time their elected
representatives, was the major factor in determining its
attitude to the Treaty. However, it is possible that the
paper’s desire to see the pro-Treaty forces triumph in
ireland was accentuated by domestic considerations. If
the Irish question was finally settled then the barriers
to the political integration of the immigrant community
would be irrevocably breached. Instead of devoting their
energies to external lrish causes the immigrants would be

free to pursue goals that would improve their social and

sconomic well heing in their adopted land,!* It 1is

noticeable that, when a new pro-Republican organisation

was formed in Great Britain during the civil war, Charles
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Diamond chose to attack it not only on the grounds' that

the majority of the Irish people rejected the philosophy
of the respective body but also that it threatened the
future welfare of Irish immigrants in Britain:"Irish
agitation in Great Britain is not only needliess-it is
worse than needless. -1t will divert the attention of
citizens of the country who are of [rish blood or
sympathies from their own needs-social, economic,
political or moral-and keep them in the old greoove as

strangers and pariahs. This would be a disaster.™:3

After the Dail had endorsed the Treaty the Giasgow
Ubserver switched its attention to other topics,. most
noticeably the position of IRA prisoners in BSeottish
jails and events in Northern Ireland. In the case of the
former, Diamond argued that, unlike their comrades 1in
Ireland they had committed their crimes in a land where
they did not enjoy the support of the community at large,
therefore they could not be expected to be relieased as of
right. Their release would obviously help future
relations between the United Kingdom and the emergent
Irish Free State, but the Irish could only ask for this
as @& favour and not demand it.'? In the event the
prisoners were released. Unce this occurred the Giasgow
FProvisional

Gbserver',stressad the role of the Irish

Government in securing their release.'® This Was done,

presumably, with the intention of promoting the image of

the Free State amongstO the immigrant community in



general and those, who had been members of the IRA in

Scotland in particular.

In Northern Ireland the violence, which had erupted in
the summer of 1820 continued unabated throughout this
period. In Belfast a de facto civil war was taking place.
In the months of February and HMarch 1922 105 peopile, the
majority <Catholics, were killed. The IRA launched a
series of cross border raids: at one point British
artillary had to be used to repel the invaders. In an
attempt to end this cycle of violence a series of
meetings were held between representatives of the three
Governments. At inter governmental level an asgreement was
reached. The Craig-Collins Pact piedged both Governments
to take steps to end the violencs, which stemmed from
their respective sectors. In addition, it was proposed
that a @police force composed egqually of <Catholics and
FProtestants would be created to patrol in mixed ares.
Furthermore, the two leaders expressed the hope that it
would be possible to work out an internal settlement on
the border thereby obviating the need to reier the issue
to the proposed Border Commission. Whatever the hopes and
intentions of the twe leaders the conflict had acquired a
momentum of its own. Sectarian violence continued in
Belfast while border units of the IRA stepped up the
frequency'and intensify of their incursions into Northern

ireland. Consequently, relations between the two

Governments degenerated into a series of public

recriminations, which were no more than exchanges of
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abuse. When Collins and De Valera announced that the pro
and anti Treaty elements within Sinn Fein would not tight
each other in the 1922 Free State election Craig responded
by stating that his Government would "not have anvy
Boundary Commission under any circumstances whatever."
Thus, traditional suspicions and attitudes prevailed at

the highest levels of society and the violence continued

unabated.

Not surprisingly the Giasgow Observer highlighted the
plight of the Cathelics in Belfast and condemned the
Unionist Government'’s security policy as being
antagonistic towards the minority community. The paper
was especially critical of the decision to appoint Sir
Henry Wilson, an arch wunionist who had plaved a
significant role in Ulster’s resistance to Home Rule
between 1912-14, as the military advisor to the Belfast
government.!¢* Although the Glasgow UObserver was prepared

to congceds, on ocoasion, that the Government had not

m

sponsored attacks on the nationalist areas of Belfast
and that the lovalist mobs were acting on their own
violition, the paper, for the most part, sought ta give
the impression that the Government condoned the vioience.
According to the Glasgow Observer if a ’Special’ was
caught in the act .of killing a <Catholiec and then

sentenced to death the violence in the city would come to

a halt.t!'”? According to the paper the Northern Ireland

Government tolerated, if not initiated, these attacks in



the hope that the killing of Catholics would provoke a
military response from the Free State forces. This would
then allow the BEritish Government to restart the Anglo-
Irish war on the pretext of defending Ulster from a Free
State invasian: the Treaty would then be destroyed.!® In
its zeal to pillory the unionist cause in Ulster some of
the paper's correspondents showed excessive enthusiasm.
When discussing the somewhat uncomfortable fact that many
Protestants had been murdered in Belfast it was
ingeniously <c¢laimed that these murders were not the
result of IKA actions, but rather the work of Protestant

extremists wishing to provide themselives with a reason

for launching retalitory asttacks on Catholics.®'?®

Although the Giasgow Observer used the violence 1in the
Nerth to griticise the Ulster Uniconists and partition,
the paper also used the events in Belfast to attack the
anti-treaty forces in the South. lt argued that had the
unionists in Belfast not observed the split that had
developed in Republican ranks over the Treaty they would
not have felt confident enough to attack the nationalist
population in Eslfast.*? loreover, alleged ths paper,
cross border raids by anti-Treaty forces had given Craig
the opportunity to claim that the violence in Belfast had
been provoked by external factors.?! The Glasgow Ubserver
equated iha intentidns of the anti-treaty forces with
that of the Ulster unionists. The paper claimed that the

aim of those involved in launching Cross border

incursions was to provoke a civil war in the North and
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Valera to contest the forthcoming elections.=3

The agreement to resuscitate the old Sinn Fein party
stipulated that its candidates would be selected so as to
reflect the reilative strengths of the pro and anti Treaty
foerces in  thes Dail, 1t appeared as if the Irish
electorate was to be dénied the opportunity to pass its
verdict on the Treaty and that the situation in Ireland
wouid remain tense and unresoclved. Although the Giasgow
Ubserver was highly critical of the military activities
of the anti-treatyites the paper expressed relief when
the electoral pact was announced. Though it considered
that Collins may have erred on the side of generosity in
agreeing to the pact, the Glasgow Observer was confident
that the pro-treaty forces would win any election fought
on the constitutional guestion. The paper contended that
it was better to give "a little too much™ than risk
plunging the country into a state of civil war. The
editor believed that Collins, by effectively bringing De
Valera into the national Government, had moved to

neutralise the latter’s anti-treaty views.??

Although there was no direct electoral clash between the

pro and anti-Treaty factions within Sinn Fein the
presence of pro-treaty independents enabled the Irish
elctoraté' to express .their views on this issue. In the
event, of the 128 seats available, the anti-treaty Sinn
Fein candidates were returned.in only 38 cases. Pro-
treaty Sinn Fein candidates won 58 seats, Labour 17,



Independents won seven, a total matched by the Farmers
Farty, while four Unionists were returned for the
consituency of Dublin University. 0f the 820,283 votes
cast, Pro-Treaty Sinn Fein panel candidates won 239, 193,

anti-treaty pPanel candidates wers endorsed by 133, 864

[¢Y]

votes while the Independents polled 247,226 votes, the
largest of the three groups.*® Thus. the electorate had
decisively endorsed the Treaty. Not surprisingly the
Giasgow Ubserver snthusiastically endorsed the views of
the Irish peopile, not only because the electorate had
endorsed the Treaty, ut also because Df‘the promising
performance of the Labour Party in the contest. Although
delighted by the verdict of the people +the paper was
magnanimous in victory. [t regretted the defeat "of the
Republican candidates of outstanding eminence such as
Madame Markievicz, Mrs Clarke and Liam Mellows and above
all lFHrs Fearse."2® The events of the following week wsre

to ensure that such generosity to ones opponent’s in

Irish politics was a rarity in subsequent generations.

On 2Znd June 1922 Field Marshall Sir Henry Wiison was
murdered in London by two members of the IRA. Whitle
historians have put forward a number of conflicting

theories as +to who actually ordered the killing

contemporary EBEritish epinion was in mno doubt that,

despite dénials from this source, anti-treaty Republicans

were responsible. The irish PFrovisional Governmnet

initially resisted British pressure to take military

action against the anti-treaty forces then occupying the
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Four Courts building in Dublin. However, when the Deputy

Chief of Staff of the Army was kidnapped by Republican
forces the Government felt obliged to respond. On the
morning of the 28th pro-Treaty forces attacked the Four
courts, Within two davys they had secured this objective.
Defeated in Dublin the republicans consoliidated their
position in the south of the country. At the outset of
the civil war the anti-treaty forces were numerically
stronger than their opponents. However, the Free ©State
forces controlled the apparatus of the state, which
enabled them to build up their military capabilities and
they also enjoyed the support of the bulk of the Irish
people, These factors wers to prove decisive. By the end
of August all the major towns and cities were «controiled
by the Free State, this forced the republicans to resort
to guerillia war tactics. While such methods proved
relatively successfui during the Anglo-lrisnhn war, the
fact that the insurgents no longer retained the support
ot the mass of the people meant that the republicans
could not merge in with the surrounding population as had
been the case in the previous conflict. Although the
anti-Treaty forces continued to fight until May 1923
their defeat appeared inevitable many months before the

reality  of the situation was acknowleged by the

republicaﬁ leadership:

From the outset of the civil war the Giasgow U(Observer

strongly endorsed the actions of the Free State regime.



Throughout the conflict a varigty of.themes recurred in

the paper’s editorial column. Primarily the Glasgow

Ubserver sought to stress the legitimacy of the Free
State cause. Sovereignty lay not in abstract ideals, but
with the Irish people. As the electorate had endorsed the
provisions of the Trea%y, argued the paper, the anti-
treaty forces, by taking up arms against the state,were
acting in a similar manner to the British in the period
before 1921, attempting to impose their will on a hostile
population. While those on the anti-treaty side might
contend that they were fighting to attain fhe principles
which the IRA had fought for between 1919-21, Charles
Diamond stated that, whereas in the conflict against the
British, these principles were endorsed by the majority
of the Ilrish people this was not the case during the

civil war. Thus, the Free State forces, according to this

view, were the true inheritors of the Irish Revolution.,=7

liany Giasgow Ubserver editorials highlighted the alleged
futility of the anti-Treaty cause. For the Republicans to
achieve their war aims they had not only to defeat the
Free State forces, but then restart and win the Anglo-
Irish war. The Glasgow Ubserver argued that even avowed
Kepublicans had implicitly admitted that they could not

inflict =2 military defeat on the British when they

endorsed the decision to open negotiations with the

British in the summer of 1321 without first setting the

precondition that they recognise the establishment of an

Irish Republic before negotiations commenced.?® [f there



was a resumption of this conflict the paper was in no
doubt that this time, unlike during the 1919-21 period,
the British would use the full scale of its military
power against those, who sought to establish an lIrish
Republic by force of arms.®* If the IRA, between 1919-Z1,
had been wunable to win the Anglo-lrish war when the
British had not used every means at their disposal. how
couid the anti-Treaty forces hopes to achieve their goals

if the enemy was prepared to fight a total war?

In tne aftermath of the Easter Rising, thch initially
the Glasgow Observer condemned, the paper was at pains to
stress that the insurgents were unrepresentative of Irish
nationalist society as a whole. This tactic was used
against the anti-Treaty forces. Editorials highliighted
the fact that Erskine Childers was an Englishman. while
they described Us Valera as a3 "hybrid Spaniard of alleged
Jewish extraction."®?° Subsequently, the Paper

concentrated on ‘'exposing' the alleged communist and

athiest sympathies of some of the Republicans. It
attributed the conversion of the widow of the late
Terence MacSwiney from Catholicism to agnosticism to

excessive patriotism; in worshiping her country she had

neglected +to worship God.®! The paper stated of the

Republicans in general;:

Love of country is indeed next to flove of God.
but it must be in harmony with god's laws. This
is where the zealots of the [rish movement like
the religious revolutionists of the 15th century,
have fallen into terrible and destroying heresy.



They have made an idol of ’patriotism’ and offer

tO.lt daily bloody sacrifices, as even few savage
tribes who never heard of God.3*

NHot content with calling the RKepublicans Bolsheviks and
comparing them with eariy FProtestant reformers, possibly
the ultimate insuit, the paper went one step further and
claimed that criminality rather than political philosophy
was the prime motivatio; of the rebels:" nine tenths of

those ’'at war with the Free State’ are just out for loot

and a good times,"®?

Although it was probably true that most of those on the
left of the pre-Treaty Republican movement opposed the
Treaty there can be no doubt that the buik of those, who
took this standpoint were devout Catholics; De Valera
being a prime exampie.®*?* There is some evidence, which
supports the paper's contention that many within the
anti-treaty forcesz were no better than common criminals.
For example, many of the guns, which were used in the
first post civil war crime wave had previously been in
the hands of the Eepublicans.®® However, it could be
argued that subsequent criminal activity on the part of
those, who opposed the Treaty can be explained by the
situation in which they found themselives after the snd of
the conflict. On the margins of society facing
discrimination in the job market possibly the only way to
other than emﬁgrate, was to steal. Une doubts if

survivse,

the Giasgow UObserver, in attacking the calibre of the men

of the Eepublican forces, was indulging in anything more

sophisticated than directing general abuse at their



political opponents. After all when many of these men
were fighting the British the Faper had not been slow to
praise them as men who were inspired, not by thougyhts of
self advancement, but by the most noble of motives. That
the paper now viewed these men as terrorists rather than
ireedom fighters was purely due to the fact that they
were no longer fighting for a cause which it endorsed. In
essence, the Glasgow Ubserver was displaying the traits

ot the Eritish establishment attacked by Diamond in his

article "Killing. no murder."

While critical of the Republicans the Glasgow Observer
would brook no criticism about the prevailing state of
affairs in Ireland from British, or Ulster Unionist
sources., 0On many occasions the paper argued that the root
cause of the conflict was British rule in Ireland. Had
Britain accedsd to the demands of John KRedmond betwen
1912-14 an era of peace between the two nations would
have ensued. However, Britain decidse not to implement
Home Rule. Thus, it was the British who bore the the

ultimate responsiblity for the Irish civili war.3®

Throughout the civil war the Glasgow Observer was in no
doubt that the forces of the Frees 5tate would prevail.

Possibly the darkest hour for the fledging State came in

August 19ﬁ2 when, a week after Arthur Griffith had died

from natural causes, Michaei Collins was killed in an

ambush. In a black edged editorial the paper accorded

Collins the status of a martyr. His personal qualities
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were highlighted:

He wss.a born fighter, a great soldier, a skilful
tactician, and a magnetic lesader, a man of quick
men?a} mobility, of endless resource, of rapid
decision, 0of unhesitant action, and, above all,
of resoliute and unfaltering purpose. these gifts
he gave  unsparingly +to the service of his
csuntry, and they achieved great things. To
Michael Collins more than any other man is the
credit due of defeating the last effort which

Eritain made to encompass the subjugation of
Ireland by force and violence.37

While the Republicans could kill the man they would not

kill his achievement:

Irish leaders and Irish heroes may fall, and may
still have to fall, at the hands of fatricidal
executioners, but the national spirit of Ireland
will not quail or flicker in the face of such
dastardly blows.

The murder of Collins cannot murder the Irish
nation, and their murder of Collins will simply
have the effect of steeling to firmer and more
indominakble purposes his comrades who remain 1to
realise and establish the liberty of the country
and bring it to the blessings of native
governmnet and national peace.??®

In many respects the GLasgow Observer portrayed Collins’
death =as a 'blood sacrifice’ in the tradition of those

who died in the Easter Rising of 1916.

The irish civil war was notable for the number of high

ranking leaders, on both sides, who did not survive the

conflict. The most controversial aspect of the war was
the measures taken by the Free ©5tate against its
Republicaﬁ captives. " The Government granted itself

exceptional powers including the right to try before a

military court, and if necessary exscute persons found in

unauthorised possession of arms, jirrespective of whether

W}
-
!



these arms had been used against the Free state forces.
Une of the first to die as a result of +this law was
Erskine Childers. While the Glasgow Observer regretted
his death it considered that he had brought his fate upon
himself:

QuiFe certainly the majority of Irishmen have no
desire to E€ee any unnecessary blood spilt and
while strongly supporting the Treaty and the
Frovisional Governmnet, would be glad if some way
could be found to avoid executing such combatants
as Erskine Childers. At the same time, if that
should be IlMpossible there can be no manner of
doubt that Childers has only himself to thank for
the plight in he has landed. We should all like
to see an end of shooting in Ireland, but it is
really up to HMessieurs the Irregulars to begin
its abolition.®7

The weditor had frequently used the last sentance in the
above quote against thse British during the Anglo-Irish

war.?*?

The Free State was to expand the scope of its execution
Folicy & month after Childers had been killed. On 7th
December 1922 the anti-treaty forces killed Sean Hales, a
deputy in +the Dail. In retaliation the Government
subsequentliy executed four republican prisoners. In the
next few months 77 prisoners were executed by the State
in reprisal for ’outrages’ (such as murder, attempted
murder and arson!) committed by the Republican forces. The
Glasgow Observer was a silent witness to this aspect of

the war. Previously. Diamond had stated that "to kill

prisoners in a war is murder. No national! sanctions. no

order of a general can make it anything else."4!



Evidently, Diamond would not condemn ’'murder’ if it was
committied in the name vf s cause he endorsed;"Killing, no
murder " In military terms the Free State’s execution
Folicy was an unqualified success and gives the lie +to
the frequent assertion that such a policy automatically
creates martyrs and aids the cause against which it is
aimed. The Dbulk of the Irish peopie supported the Free
State and were prepared to tolerate any action, which

would ensure its survival and ultimate triumph.

In March 1923, shortly before the close of the civil war,
the British authorities arrested almost 100 alleged
Republican activists, of which 38 were captured in
Scotland. Those arrested were subsequently deported to
the Fres State, The Glasgow Ubserver fully supported the
actions taksn by the British and Free State Governments
against +the Republicans, though it was more concerned
about the welfare of these *British’ prisoners than their

Irish counterparts:

In many cases (but by no means all) there can be
little doubt that many o©vf those arrested firmly
believed themselves, however wrongly, to be
sincerely patriotic in sentiment, attitude and
action. For that reason those of their fellow
countrymen who -with us- differed from them and
considered it a duty to support the Irish Free
State will cherish the hope that no unnessarily
drastic punishment may overtake their misguided
compatriots who so long as they are interned in
[reland will find themselves placed beyond
possibility of any iliegal activities.?®?

Was this generous tone due to the realisation that the

Free State would win the civil war or made out of a fear

that if the Free State did execute any of these prisoners



there would be an outcry in Britain? Many in Britain,
primarily those in the labour movement, were to question
the legality of these deportations. In Scotland Jimmy
Maxton described the Free State Government as an ‘enemy
Government’ while his fellow Clydeside M.P., Roslyn
ltitchell, was to act a&s the deportees’ legal advisor.
This led the Giasgow UObserver to direct a rare barrage of
criticism at those welements witin the Labour Party,
though this did not threaten the emerging Labour-irish
'alliance’ in scotland.*? In the event, those who
disputed the iegal basis of the deportations were proved
correct as the House of Lords found in favour of the
deporteses when the issue came before them. The deportees
were awarded large amounts of compensation: £17,000 was
awarded to the Scottish defendants.?*?® However, in order
to gain this favourable verdict, the deportees had 1to
establish that they were British rather than Irish
citizens and thus could not be deported. The Giasgow
Observer could, therefors, enjoy the spectacle of
supposed ’'lIrish super patriots’ claiming to be British in

order to save their own hides.?®

As it became increasingly svident to all. but the most
fanatical Republican, that the Free State would win the
civil war the Glasgow UObserver started to discuss what

terms ths victors should impose on the vanquished. The

paper urged the Free State to display magnanimity in its

hour .of triumph:



If the efforts for peace by negotiation mean that
its (the republican forces) leaders just wish to
save ‘their faces and their dignity by a show of
securlpg something to obviate the apﬁearence of
u?condltional surrender, then +the Free State
might act wisely in putting the soft pedal on the

u?relaxeq and vigorous assertion of logic and
right,de i

The oniy condition that the paper was adamant that should
be entorced was that the rebels be made to hand over
their weapons.*? The Free State Government was of a like
mind on this issus but, in the event, the Kepublican
forces refused to accede to this demand and the
negotiations broke down. There was to ‘be no agreed
settiement between the protagonists. The  hostilities
ended on Z4th May 1923 when the U0/C of the military wing
of the anti-Treaty forces declared a unilateral ceasefire
and ordered his men to "dump arms". De Vailera then issued
a political message to the "Legion of the Rearguard"” in
which he admitted that the republic could no longer be

established by force of arms. He went on to state that by

their efforts and sacrifices the men of the republican

forces had "saved the nations’ honour.” THe Glasgaow
Jbserver failed +to comment on the end of Thostilities
but, during the following months, it was to allege, on

many occasions, that the anti-Treaty forces were intent
in recovering the hidden weapons and restarting the civil
war., s Whﬁle many would in the future take up the gun in
order to achieve the proclaimed aims of the anti-Treaty
the conflict would take place in Northern Ireland

forces,

rather than in the Free State.



During the civil war period, as had been the case in the
Anglo-lrish war, the Glasgow Observer was essentially a
propaganda shest rather than a genuine neswspaper. It was
unquestioning in its adherence to the Free State cause.
The question arises whether it reflected the feelings of
the wider Irish immigrant community in Scotland during

this contflict.

The debate that ocurred in Ireland in the aftermath of
the unveiling of the proposed Treaty was mirrered within
both the 5inn Fein organisation and the wider immigrant
community in Scotland, Indeed, the respective
protagonists in Ireland sent their representatives to
tour Scotland and espouse the rival philosophies. It
would appear, however, that the bulk of the immigrant
community remained indifisrent to the views expressed by
both sides. The pre-Treaty BSinn Fein organisation
collapsed as a result of the conflicting pressures that
it was exposed to in the early months of 1922 and the
rival pro and anti-Treaty organisations, that emerged out
of its ashes, failed to attract even a sizeable
proportion of thoses who had previously been active within
the pre-Treaty republican movement in Scotiand. The most
successiul Irish political organisation, in this period,
was concerned not with the events in the Free 3tate but
with alleviating the plight of Catholics in Belfast.
Indeed, it could be argued, that the civil war provoked

such a feeling of revulsion amongst the immigrant



community that it acted as a catalyst, which helped

integrate that community into the mainstreamn of Scottish

political and social life.

Unfortunately there is little evidence available to the

historian concerning the developments that took place
within the Sinn Fein organisation in Scotland in the
period after the signing of the Anglo Irish Treaty of 7th
December 1921. By the time the Treaty was signed it is
likely that its membership had declined from its peak.
Certainly this process occurred in similar. organisations
in America and England; presumably, this happened because
many members thought +that Ireland woulid gain its
independence at the negiotiating table and, consequently,
believing the fight largely won their interest waned.*”
Within the Scgottish Executive of 5inn Fein there appears
to have been an anti-Treaty majority but the fact that
the organisation seems to have been dissolved by the
latter part of 1922 and a totally new Republican
organisation had to be created from nothing suggests that
either the bulk of the original Sinn Fein movement
supported the Fres State or that they were strong enough
to block the 'capture’ of the movement by anti-Treaty
activists.®® In England the National Executive and the
Standing Committee of the Irish Self Determination League
opposed the Treaty and despite allegations that the bulk
of the I[SDL’s membership did not share these views, the

anti-Treaty forces managed 1to retain control of the

organisation. It would appear that, whereas in England
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the pro Free State elements simply left an organisation
with which thev no longer supportsd, similar elements in
Scotland stayed long enough to ensure that anti Treaty

elements could not remain in control of the original

body.

The first signs that a new anti-Treaty organisation was
beginning to evoive in the immigrant centres in Scotland
came as early as April 1322 when the O0’'Donovan Rossa
Kepublican o«lub was founded. According to +the Glasgow
Observer the foundsers of the club had embafked upon this
course because they had found themselves to be in the
minority within an existing Sinn Fein club.s? However,
other sources suggest that this was an attempt by Joseph
Robinson, a noted physical force activist rscently
released from prison, to force a split within the
existing Sinn Fein movement and ensure that he would be
in a position to control any emergent Kepublican
organisation.®? Certainly, subsequent events lend
credence to this theorv.®® 0Other individual Republican
clubs came into existence in later months but, they acted
as independent units until November when they combined to

form the Cumann Foblacht Na h-Eireann N-Alban.5%

The records available show that the Cumann Poblacht Na h-
Eireann N-Alban expandéd slowly. In December 19ZZ +there

were 26 affiliated clubs, there were 30 the following

month and by May the total had risen to 34.93 While a

numerical comparison based on the number of affiliated
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clubs with the pre Treaty Sinn Fein movement in Scotland,
66 to 34, 1s not wunflattering +to the Republican
organisation it is likely that the latter’'s membership
was only a fraction of that which the pre-Treaty Sinn
Fein could command. According to one source the average
numerical strength of each republican club in May 1923
was only fifty, thereby giving a national total of
cl700.5¢ Whether this was the maximum strength achieved
by the movemsnt is unclear. While the number of
affiliated clubs peaked in this month this. hides the fact
that the number of active clubs in Glasgow fell from 13
in January to 9 in HMay: this decline was offset by gains
in the East.®? That the number of clubs in the East
expanded at a time when it was becoming increasingly
apparent the the Free State forces would emerge

triumphant illustrates the time lag that existed from

converting diffuse support into an organizational
structure. Possibly, while the movement was expanding in
the East, it was experiencing a dramatic fall off in

support in the West of the country as a result of the
military reverses suffered by the anti-Treaty forces
ajter the turn of the year. Nevertheless, it would appear
that the Cumann Foblacht Na h-Eireann N-Alban gasily
eclipsed 1its Free State rival in attracting support.

Formed in December 1922 the lrish Exile’s League of Great

Britain does not seem to have expanded beyond the

Airdrie-Coatbridge area.®®



It would appear that of those high ranking pre Treaty
Sinn  Fein and IRA officials in Scotland. who remained
active, the maijority backed the anti-treaty cause. 0f the
tive men who composed the Sinn Fein Executive when the
Anglo-irish war ended two, the Treasurer Warren Hutchison
and Secretary Seamus Duggan, were to subsequently serve
on the Executive of th; Cumann Foblacht Na h-Eireann N-
Alban, one other, Vice President Maurice Frieze, was to
serve on ithe MNMaticonal Committes of that body while
another, the President Rev Patrick Torley, became a rank
and file anti treaty asctivist.®% Of the Exécutive of the
Irish Exile’'s League of Great Britain only one had
previously served on the pre-Treaty Sinn Fein Executive
and he did not hold a post on that body at the time of
the Truce.®*® O0f the seven officials of the pre-Treaty
IRA, whose subsequent political allegiance can be
ascertainsd, five, Josph Kobinson, Seamus Keader, Eamonn
Mooney, Michael 0'Carroll and Patrick Hyland. supported
the anti treaty cause. Only HMichael Callaghan and James
Fullerton joined the pro-treaty forces.*! However, it
shouid be noted that the anti-Treaty cause failed to
capitalise on the level of support that it possessed 1in
these quarters in the immediate aftermath of the signing
of the Treaty. On 19th December 1921 at a meeting of Sinn
Fein officials the vote was 99-10 against the accepting

the proposed terms. Although republican sentiment was to
remain in the ascendancy when the topic was broached once

again at a meeting held in July the margin of victory,
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although still comfortable had fallen to 51-17 with many

abstaining.e+* Thus, it can be seen that about half of

those who opposed the Treaty in December were not
prepared to support the anti treaty cause once it had
been rejected by the Irish electorate or, if to do so
meant fighting fellow Ilrish natiocnalists. Fossibly the
most illuminating statistic concerning the attitude of
pre-Treaty Sinn Fein, even activists, to the two rival
causes is the fact that of the 85 club secretaries only
one <¢an be identified as an activist during the «civil
war.*® Even amongst pre-Treaty IRA officials the maijority
apparently took no active part in subsequent pro and anti
Treaty organisations. It would appear that the anti
treaty <cause was most attractive to those pre-Treaty
activists, who were on the left wing of the movement.
Both Eritish and Irish Intelligence reports suggest that
the Cumann Poblacht Na h-Eireann N-Alban and its military
counterpart had strong links with the Communists on
Clydeside and that their respective memberships were more
left wing than the than the wider Irish immigrant
population taken as a whole. For example, Liam Travers
attacked his 'co-religionists’ for not supporting William
Gallagher, the Communist candidate, who challenged

Churchill in Dundee at the General Election of 1922Z.°*

The fact fhat the republican cause attracted a relatively

high proportion of those, who attained high ranking

positions within the pre Treaty Sinn Fein and IRA

organisations, might suggest that the anti-treaty cause
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drew 'the best’ elements of those respective bodies.
However, according to Free State Intelligence files, many
of thoss, who embraced the republican cause were tinged
with criminality. Of 22 identified active republicans,
four had alleged swindled cash from the coffers of the
pre-treaty Sinn Fein organisation while a further five
had been expelled from the pre-Treaty IRA. Five of those
named had originally sided with the Free State only to
sﬁbsequently defect and in three cases it was alleged
that their conversion was occasioned not by a change in
political philosophy, but by financial motivations. Only
one of those named is accredited with carrying out works
of note for the Volunteers during the Anglo-lrish war.®®
It is of course possible that the Free State document
overstates the case against thouse named. For examplie, one
of those named was S5eamus Reader. According to Mooney he
was 0/C of the Scottish EBErigade of the IRA at the time of
the Truce. He had a long history of involvement in IRB
and I1RA activities. Reader apparently reached the “"top
rank" in the IRB while still in his teens. Seamus
Robinson, who was on the anti-Treaty side, described
Reader as "the most effective Officer in Scotland -
especially when the older officers were in goal™.¢* In

the availablie correspondence between Vize and Collins

there is no evidence of the former considering him

unsuitable; indeed, Yize was to appoint him to a senior

position.®”’ Yet it appears that Vize subsequently chose

to dismiss Raeder for reasons not disclosed in the Free
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State file. It is possible that this occurred as a resuit

of a personality clash over the aims and methods of the
movement, or the result of the friection that existed
between the IRE and the IRA. His dismissal does not
necessarily mean that Reader was guilty of any
disciplinary ofiences. ‘Hevertheless, it would appear, at
least in Scotland., that the republican movement attracted

many of those, who were more interested in self

advancement rather than fighting for a dearly held cause.

It is possible that the military activities of the anti
Treatyites were dislocated by the internal friction that
existed in the relevant organisation. lt would appear
that the controversy revolved around the perscon of Jeoseph
kobinson. After his relsase from prison in 18922, he had
been sentenced to ten years imprisonment for arms
smuggling ofiences in 1317, he immediately attempted to
set up an anti-Treaty organisation before sanctioned to
do so by republican slements in Dublin. He subsequently
attempted to attain the leading position in both the
political and military organisations that came into being
after the commencement of the civil war. In the event he
was only given control of military matters.®® lronically,
his deputy was Seamus Reader, who had been on the
opposing',side when the IRB in Glasgow split into rival
in the aftermath of the Easter Rising.*? It is

factions

not clear if this feud continued during the civil war, or

whether their mutual hatred of the Free State effected a
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reconciliation.

The major object of both the Cumann Poblacht Na h-Eireann
H-Alban and its military wing was to aid the anti Treaty
cause 1in Ireland. The formér organisation arranged for
prominent republicans, most notably the Countess
Markievicz, to tour Stotland.”’? [t was hoped that such
meetings would raise enough money to fund the political
wing of the movement, enable the military wing to buy
weaponry and provide financial support to the families of
republican prisoners. Unfortunately, the only figures
available concecerning the financial records of Cumann
Foblacht MHa h-Eireann N-Alban relate to a six week period
in early 1823, 13th HMarch to 30th April.?’! During that
time £l74 was raised, annualised this would equate to
ct1450, This represents about a quarter of that raised
during 1921 by Sinn Fein. While this is not an
unflattering comparison for ithose involved in raising
finances for the anti Treaty cause, and when it is
remembered that unemployment was higher in this period it
is reasonabliy impressive. It should be noted. however,

that in the period that it raised £E174 it spent £186.

Possibly the round up oOfF republican activists that
occcurred in March and subsegquent legal expenses
artifically inflated the organisation’s expenses in this
Feriod. Qhataver the~causs, it would appear that +the

future was in peril even before

organisation’s

hostilities ceased in lreland.
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A major function of the Cumann Foblacht Na h-Eireann HN-

Alban was to disseminate republican propaganda. This task
was fulfilled noet only by sponsoring prominent
republicans to give lecture tours in Scotland, but also
by the publication of 'newspapers’. Despite initially
experiencing difficulties in getting some printers to
handle republican mate;ial a variety of journals, for
consumption both at home and abroad, were published in
Scotland. At first the relevant ’newspaper’ was Foblact
na h Eireann (Scotish sdition). This publication lasted
from Z26th August 1922 until 23rd January 1923 when it was
superseded by Eire. The former publication took the form
of an eight page broadsheet. Its columns gave details or
club activites and public meetings, carried many appeals
for donations, outlined the successes and difficulties
encountered by republicans when attempting to further the
cause amongst the immigrant community and printed many
articles alleging Free State atrocities.?’® Most articles
WETE anonymous. There were, however, examples of priests
writing in the paper’s columns despite the fact that many
Catholic clerics in Scotland banned church door sales of
republican literature.”?® [t would appear that these
publications enjoyed a reasonable degree of succes. It
was reported that Foblact na h Eireann (Scottish Edition)
and

had a iarge readership amongst the London Irish

< > 7 4
subscribers from as far away as Barcelona.

Although there was one instance of republican forces

i F i i fa i i murder a Free
using fire arms, in a failed attempt to



State agent in Glasgow there was no intention to try and
replicate the contflict that was occurring in lreland on
the streets of Scotland.”® For the military wing of the
movement the main task was to acquire as much weaponry as
possible and smuggie it to the anti Treaty forces in
Ireland. The sources ©f supply were the same as those
used during the Anglo-Irish war. Continental Europe was
scoured for arms and = link was established with
sympathisers in Hamburg.?® In Scotland colliery armouries
and rifle ranges were raided by anti-treaty forces.?’?
Once again the majority of arms acquired in Scotland were
smuggled to Ireland via Liverpool though, on oneg
occasion, a steamer travelling to Sligo from Glasgow was
found to be carrying arms destined for republican
forces.?® It is likeiy +that the magnitude of arms
smuggled from Scotland to Ireland was considerably iess
than that which occurred during the Anglo-Iirish war. It
is noticeable that no maior arms dumps were located in
Scotland during the civil war. While it may be suggested
that this was dus to the sfficiency of the anti-Treaty
forces in hiding and, subsequently, moving its arms
cachses, it should be noted the the conditions in which
less conducive to such operations than

they worked were

the pre-Treaty I1EA. Firstly, they did not possess the

support of the bulk of the Irish in Scotland and, as a

result. were unable to merge into the background provided

by the immigrant community. As has been shown previously,

by the end of 1921 police in Scotland knew who was in the
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IRA.7 " A N .
nY remaining gaps were plugged when the Free

State authorities started to work in tandem with there

Eritish counterparts. The fact that most of the anti-

Treatyites were known, as were the routes and methods
used to smuggle arms to the IRA in Ireland during the

Anglo-Irish war, meant "that the anti-Treatyites, who had

iess fesources than the pre Treaty IRA, had to rebuild

from scratch an arms smuggling network.

There is evidence that some republicans from Scotland
fought against the Free State forces inl Ireland. For
example, three Scottish volunteers were arrested in the
storming of the Four Courts.?° The pages of Poblacht na h
Eireann (Scotish Edition) record the death of at least
one Scottish volunteer.®! However, it is not clear if
these men were sent as part of a force from Scotland, or
were acting in an individual capacity. The only ’firm’
evidence that an organised body of men went to the aid of
the anti-Treaty forces in Ireland is a notice printed in
Pobiacht na h Eireann (Scottish edition), which announced
that a Comforts Fund Committee had been formed with the
intention of aiding the Glasgow IRA Expeditionary Force
in Ireland.®® If there was a organised attempt to send a
'fighting force' from Scotland it would seem that not

many high ranking .republicans in Scotland avaliled

themselves of the opportunity provided.

Throughout the conflict sources such as the Glasgow

Jbserver consistently claimed that the bulk of the



immigrant community supported the Free State.- The
apparent paradox of the republicans enjoying less popular
support amongst the general public, but being able to
form organisations, which were numerically stronger than
those founded by Free Stats supporters can be explained
by the limited role available to the latter. Unlike the
republicans thsre was no need to raise cash or smuggle
arms for the parent body in Ireland; the Free State could

tultill its needs in those spheres by using the apparatus

of the state. NHor did pro Free Staters need to establish
a paper to counter republican propaganda: the Giasgow
Ubserver willingly performed such a function. The major

function of the Irish Exile's League was to provide a
focus tor social activity rather than to c¢ounter the
activities of the anti-Treatyites,. For those, who joined
Free State IRA in Scotland there was the opportunity to
fight for the cause by Jjoining the cfficial Irish Army
(and be paid for doing soJ. In the early part of the
conflict the Giasgow Observer criticized the Free 3State
Government for restricting entry into the Irish Army +to
those, who had ioined the lIRA before the Truce came into

operation.?®3 This implied that many 1in ©5Se¢otland wers

barred from joining the lrish Army because of the

aforementioned rule. In actual fact, there is fittle

evidence to suggest that even amongst those who were

qualirfied to join the Free State Army that many did so.

Une source estimates that the Free State IRA in Scotland

was 'only 900 strong.®* Yet a ’census’ of the Free State



Army's 'S¢ i :
ottish wunit’ reveals that only 32 of 1its 92

serving members, &5 at midnight on 12th November 1923,

had home addresses in Scotland.®5 While this total was

augmented by Scottish volunteers, who served in other

units of the Free State army, none of the three Scots

known to have died white tighting with the Free State
forces appear to have served with the Scottish unit, it
seems likely that the number who joined the Free State

Army could be counted in tens rather than hundreds.?®

Some members of the Free State IRA served.the cause not
by joining the fight in Ireland but by working as
intelligence officers in Scotland monitoring the
activities of their republican counterparts. This was the
course chosen by Illichael 0'Callaghan one time 0/C of the
Scottish Brigade of the pre-Treaty IRA.®7 Some
commentators have claimed that the activities of the Free
State agents enabled the British police and intelligence
services to have a much clearer picture of paramilitary
affairs than they had during the Anglo-Irish war.2®® In
actual ftact, in Glasgow and the West of 5cotland at
least, the security forces knew most of the top IRA men
in Scotiand and enjoved considerable success in arresting

them. The major problem at that that time was securing

enough evidence against those arrested to secure a

conviction.®? This problem continued to plague the
security forces during the civil war period. On two

occasions the police raided the Banba Hall in Glasgow and
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found arms and munitions. The first raid resulted in six
people bheing arrrested. At the subsequent trial all
received "lMot Provan" verdiects.7?o On the second occasion
over twwenty arrests were made including high ranking
members such as Robinson and Reader, 0/C and Deputy 0/C
respectively. However, most were subsequently released
without charge.?! This problem was finally ’solved’ when,
in NMarch 13323, almost 100 republicans (38 of which were
in Scotland, were arrested and deported to the Free State
without trial.** Although this action was subsequently
declared illegal and many of the 'deportees won
substantial awards of compensation, it effectively
smashed both the political and military wings of the

anti-treaty movement in Scotland; af the republicanzs of

any note, only Seamus Reader evaded capture.??

It has been argued in another chapter that aid from
Scotland was of relatively i1ittle importance to both Sinn
Fein and the IRA in lIreland during the Anglo-Irish war.
The quantities of both cash raised and arms transported
for and to the repubiican forces during the civil war
must have been considerably less. The question arise as
to why there was so little reaction in the immigrant

community to the fratricidial events in Ireland. One of

the reasons can be found in the compesition of the irish

in Scotland. As has been pointed out the politics of the

immigrant community most resembled that of nationalists

in Ulster. Considering the fact that the civil war

largely by-passed Ulster Catholics it is possibly not



surprising that it elicited little response from the

Irish in Scotland. It could also be argued that the
relative indifierence displayved by the immigrant

community was the result of it becoming more politically

integrated into Scottish and British socciety. Certainly,
once the Free State became established, the Irish in
Scotland were free to fight for their own causes rather

that those of their ancestral home.
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Chapter 6

The Attraction of Labour, 1918-22










integrated into the mainstream of British social and

political life.® However,. it is noticeable that while

these two Straﬁds' aiding ireland and integrating into

British society, are evident in the following quote taken

from an article written by Diamond the second is

subordinate to the formef:

We hold firmly and steadily that the duty of

lrishmgn and women, of Nationalists and
uatho!lcs{ is to join hands with Labour, to
sustain it, to participate in its work, its

organisation, its policy, its leadership, as the
best way to help Ireland. '

Inside the Labour ranks the Irish and Catholic
electors will be powerful and effective. They can
gain influence and weight.

Outside they will be mere pariahs, flies on
the wheel, working in the darkness, fighting not
their own battles, but those of others like the
lrish Erigades from Dunkirk to Eslgrade.?®

In the pre war period the Glasgow UObserver highlighted
the existence of many secularists in the Labour movement
and contended that their existence threatened future
Labour-lrish relations.? However. now the paper argued
that, while the Labour Farty had its faults, it was the
best available and that if the Irish and Catholic vote
integrated itself into the movement they would tend +to
side with the trade union wing of the movement and.
thereby, negate the socialist wing of the movement.?® It
would appear that ihe Glasgow Observer was prepared to

support any Labour candidate irrespective of his

ideological position for during the 1918 General Election

campaign it urged its readership to vote for every Labour

candidate in Glasgow, Lanarkshire and Ayrshire, including

tJ
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the marxist John MacLean.-

In the pre war period it was the UILGB, which organised
and directed the Irish vote at election time. Its future
political role was discussed at its National Convention
of 1918. John Dillon informed the delegates present that
the +traditional alliance with the Liberals had been
terminated in 1916. Despite pressure from the grassroots,
notably led by some members of branches in Scotland who
wished that the organisation would piedge itself onily to
work for the return of Labour candidates, the Conference
decided to let T.P.0O’Connor and his executive choose
which candidate to support.!°® At a subsequent meeting
comprised of delegates representing branches of the UILGB
in Scotland chaired by 0'Connor, it was unanimously
adopted that the Irish voters in Scotland should give
"their general support to the Labour Party except in
cases where long and loyal services compelled them to
continue their adhesion to member of othsr parties™.'?
The decision as to who, putside the Labour Party was to
receive the support of the local branches of the UILGE,
was to "be left to the Standing Committee after

consultation with the branches".!*

In the ‘event the Standing Committee selected 47

candidates whom it urged local branches of the UILGB to

support; of these 47 only 17 were not Labour candidates

or in alliance with the Farty. 0f the i7 non Labour

nominees eleven were opposed by Labour candidates while
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t .
another, Asquith, was faced with opposition from an

Independent Progressive.!'s |p constituencies where the

Standing Committee had advocated that the Irish vote

should support a Liberal rather than his Labour opponent
there were many examples of dissension. For example., the
Standing Committes urged the Irish in Dunbartionshire to
support the sitting Liberal M. P. despite the fact that
the Alexandria branch of the UILGB had passed a
resolution, which called upon the parent body to endorse
the Labour candidate, After the Standing Committees’

mandate wWas known the Alexandria and Vale of Leven

branches repudiated the choice and advised the local

Irish to vote Labour.!* In St. Rollox the local UILGB
branch voted to support the Labour candidate
"wholeheartedly" despite the fact Standing Committee’s

endorsement of FMackinnen Wood, the Liberal M. F., who had
represented the constituency since 1210.!'% In Leith ths
local UILGE intially supported Labour while the Standing
Committee preferred the Liberal, Wedgwoood Benn.'® There
were further instances of dissension in Springburn,
Maryhill, Paisley and Motherwell where sections of the
local UILGB, not necessarily the majority, announced that

they intended to support Labour and not the "official™

choice.‘7‘lronically. there are at lesast two examples of

the local branch of the UILGB disassociating themselves

from the Standing Committee’s advice to support the

respective Labour candidate. in Dundee T.P.0’Connor’s

"ticket"™ was not awarded to the sitting Labour H.F. It












Irish Catholic vote™.3® [n both Leith and Paisléy it
would sppesar thst the lozal Irish supported the
Independent Liberals.®3% In Shettleston, Glasgow, John
Wheatley was widely expected to win but as it transpired
he failed by a narrow margin to fulfill these predictions
and a report in the Glasgow Observer states that he
failed to poll the full Irish vote in the constituency.
The paper suggests that there was some opposition to his
candidature amongst the Irish community in the
constituency on personal grounds. This may imply that
some had not forgiven him for his pre war disputes with
the Catholic Church.3% [n Bridgeton the Labour Farty
selected Maxton as the candidate without conferring as to
his suitablity with the Irish community in the

constituency. This may well have provoked a ©backlash

within the immigrant community to the benefit of
Mackinnon Wood. Even the Gliasgow Observer, which
described Maxton as an excellent choice, criticised the

manner by which Labour selected their champion.®¢ In the
cases cited it may have been that local factors plaved an
important role in denying Labour the Irish vote. However,
it could have been the case that there more general

reasons, which made the immigrants wary of positively

endorsing the party at this Jjuncture.

In the pre war era a factor, which militated against

closer Irish-Labour relations was the latter’'s

association with socialism. It would appear as if this

question may have continued to exert a degree of



Susplcion 1n the minds of some immigrants at the 18918

General i :
Election. Forward records many instances of

individual Priests attacking socialism in the months
prior to the election.3” Although the Glasgow UObserver
urged its readership to vote Labour it Was, at the same
time, printing articles ;hich attacked socialiism.®*? While
the paper may have been able to differentiate between
Continental and British socialism its readership may not
have been so discerning. FPossibly "Erin Go Eragh”

articulated the feelings of many within the immigrant

community in & lettsr printed in the Daily Record:

With one or two sxceptions, all the individuals
who have received T, P.s’ label and blessing are
Labour candidates, and with very few exceptions
all are Socialists.

We Irish Catholics are second to none in our
allegiance +to the Church, and as the Churech

condems Socialism, then it is our duty to
discountenance Socialism, and we are bound to do
S0.

Is it not absurd that we should be instructed
by responsible Catholie men, like T.F.0’'Connor to
support the Socialist candidates? He has even the
audacity to instruct the lrish Catholics in the
Gorbals to vote for John MaclLean. Surely this is
the limit.=*”

Certainly it would appear as if the writer of the above
letter was more in tune with the immigrant population in
the Gorbals than either the Standing Committee of the
UILGB, or the editorial staff of the Glasgow OUbserver
MacLean was soundly beaten by the sitting

because

Coalitionist Labour M. P.. George Barnes. The paper was

forced to admit that "rnotwithstanding official



soothsaying to the contrary, those on the spot declare

th - .
at Hr Barnes Polled quite a substantial Irish vote".3o

Although in some constituences it seems clear that the

Irish voted for the Coalition candidate it is wunlikely
that there was a large undercurrent of support for the
Coalition amongst the c&mmunity as a whotle. UOne suspects
that in most cases where the Irish did vote for a
Coalition candidate it was in appreciation for their
stance over Home Rule in the pre war period. While one
can accept that the Irish did vote for people sush as
Barnes or IHMacCallum Scott who had cultivated good
relations withe the local Irish it seems unlikeiy that
many of the immigrant community would have voted for
those Coalition candidates who had identified themselves
with the cause of Ulster. It should also be noted that
some elements within the Coalition seemed to have little
desire to capture the Irish Vote. In Dundee the local
paper, The Advertiser, commenting on thes Standing
Committee of the UILGE endorsement of Brown and Scrymeour
stated that the "gbod Britishers of Churchiil and Wilkie"”
were now faced with opposition from "all the Bolsheviks
and pacifists of the city and as many of the [rish

nationalists as care to follow the caucus orders".*!

Fossibly "the 1918 General Election witnessed the least
homogencus Irish vote in history. There was certainly a

time lag Dbetween the conversion of the self appointed

leaders of the immigrant community, whether the Standing



Lommittee of the UILGB or the Glasgow Observer,toc the

cause of the Labour Farty and that of ths mass of the

Irish in Scotland. It would appear as if this divergence
did not last long. Although the Irish vote was fragmented
in 1918, by 1822 it had reformed into a coherent bloc

massed behind the Labour Farty when sources claimed that

90% of the immigrant community voted for the party.*?

Simultaneously a2s Labour was advancing rapidliy within the
Irish community in Scotland, Sinn Fein was enjoying
similar geood fortune. 1t is tempting to conclude that the
growth of republicanism within the immigrant community
acted as a catalyst, which changed the allegiance of that
group in domestic politics. After all, in the pre war
era, it was the stance of the respective British parties
towards the aspirations of Irish nationalism that
determined whether it would receive the Irish vote in
elections. This linkage, as we have already seen, was
evident in the editorials of the Glasgow Observer in %the
run up to the 1918 General Election when the paper wurged
its readers to vote Labour, because of its Irish policy.
Indeed, in 1919 the Glasgow QObserver argued that an Irish
Republic would only be established when a Labour
Government cams to power and crould not bhe achieved by the
military actions of the I[RA.*°® Moreover, there are many
examples of lrish Eepublican bodies working in
with local Labour organisations in order to

conjunction

. - ' ; Cay 8
demonstrate against the Government’'s Irish policy.

However, the evidence reveals a more complex reality.



While there were instances of cooperation between
republican and socialist groups, there was also much
friction between Sinn Fein and Labour in Scotliand. The
former accused the latter of being apathetic towards the
demands of Ireland and contrasted the response of the
Labour movement to the évents in Eastsrn Europe with its
relative inaction against British militarism in Ireland.
Labour, on the other hand, had to balance the effect that
its Irish policy would have in attracting the votes of
the immigrants against alienating sectioné of the wider
indigenous population. Furthermore, elements both within
the party and amongst the wider movement disliked Sinn

Fein's association with violence and its ideology which

subordinated socialist goals to nationalist aspirations.

It is commoniy stated that the Labour Party in particular

and the labour movement in general is &a broad church

-

capable of encompassing many viewpoints. It is certainly

the case that the variocus component parts of the movement

advanced at varying paces towards accepting the idea of
an Irish Eepublic. The leadership of the Parliamentary
Labour Party (PLP) marched at the slowest pace.

Throughout 1318 they maintained a policy of inaction over

the question of Irish affairs. Galvanised into action by

the deteriorating military situation in Ireland and the

need to determine a policy in order to counter Lloyd

George's Government of Ireland Bill, which was published

in December 1918, a high ranking delegation, led by
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William Adamson leader of the PLP and M. P. for. West

Fife, toured . -
Ireland on a fact finding mission in January

1920. i
Their Subsequent report rejected "simple solutions"

s u 1— 1 . .
ch as "partition’ or a ’'republic’ and instead outlined

two constitutionai changes for consideration:

Elrstly. a full measure of Dominion Self
béver?m§nt with provision for the protection of
mlnor%tles, questions of defence and foreign
relaﬁlons being reserved to the Imperial
farllawent...The second alternative...is that a
torm of self government to be established should
be decided upon by an Irish constituent assembly
representing the whole Irish people and elected
on a system of proportional representation., which
would be charged with the task of drafting the
new constitution and making provision for the
protection of minorities, questions of defence
and foreign relations being reserved to the
Imperial Parliament.?3

Thus, Labour suceeded in angering both Irish Republicans

and Ulster Unionists.

Throughout the Pariiamentary passage of the Government of
lreland Eill the Labour Party leadership reiterated their
desire to see a united Ireland remaining within the
British Empire. However, the escalating viclence in
Ireland coupled with pressure from the activists to
endorse the principle of an independent Irish Republic
forced the PLP to redefine its Irish policy. During the
third reading of the Government of Ireland Bill Adamsom
"that the British Army should be withdrawn from

proposed

Ireland, the erection of an lrish constituent assembly,.

elected by proportional representation, and would devise

a system of Government whereby any constitution would
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embody a i ;
. rticles which would provide for the protection of

ni L.
inorities and ensure that Ireland could not become a

naval or military threat to Eritain. Although this
proposals did not recognise the legitimacy of the Dail as
the authentic voice of the Irish people and still
advocated limitations on Irish independence, they were
welcomed by a special conference of Irish Labour and TUC
delegates, and "for the first time since 1914, the
British and Irish Labour Movement wers in trus alignment

on the great issue of Irish Self Government".*e

In November and December 1320 a Commission of Enguiry,
headed by Adamson and composed of high ranking Labour
officials from both sides of the Irish ©Sea, toured
Ireltand to investigate the conduct of the British Army in
Ireland, Their findings, very hostile to the Government,
were discussed at a Special Conference held on the IZBth
December at which Arthur Henderson anncunced plans for a
"great national campaign for peace” in Ireland,. The
campaign opened on 17th January 1821 at the Free Trade
Hall in Hanchester and climaxed four weeks later at the
Albert Hall in London. In this campaign 500 meetings were

held, more than 20,000 copies of the Commission’s report

were sold, and seven million leaflets distributed

including the Irish Labour Farty’s "Who Burnt Cork City7?"

-

and a2 "Handbook for Eebels"”. However, all this actiwvity

did not mean that the PLP leadership had become fervent

republicans; Schneider points out that Labour policy

still did not go beyond "self determination™.*’

38}
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1
Although the bulk of the leadership of the Labour Party

did mot adopt a radical Posture on Ireland wuntil +the

winter of 1920-21 other sections of the movement were not
so reticient, At  the Party Conference in 1920 the
resolution adopted has been seen as a victory for the
left and if it did not explicitly state "recognition of
the Republic™, one hardline pro-republican historian
considers that it "came within an ace of it".*® The
adopted resolution stated:

The conference reaffirms the resolution passed by
the Permanent Commission of the Internationale at

Amsterdam in April 1919, demanding that the
principle of the free and absolute self-
determination shall be applied immsediately in the
case of Ireland, confirming the right of +the
Irish reople to political independence and
demanding that this self-determination shall rest
upon a democratic decision expressed by the free
equal and secret vote of the people without any
military, political or economic pressure from
outside, or any reservation or restriction
impaosed by any Government, The conference

accordingly demands that the Government should at
once provide faor an election by Proportional
Representation of an effectively open Constituent
Assembly for all Ireland, and the withdrawal of
the British Army of occupation.??

At its 1919 Conference the Independent Labour Farty (ILP)

passed a motion demanding the withdrawal of EBritish

troops irom Ireland and the recognition of that "form of

Government which is desired by the Irish people”.®? A

similar motion to this was put forward at the following

years conference. An amendment was proposed whereby the

initial call for Irish self determination was extended by

a clause urging "the recognition of the Irish Republic”™.

[
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If Irish self determination meant recognising the .Irish
Republiec it might te assumsd the both the original
resolution and the amendment would have received similar
levels of support, In the event the original resolution
was carried by 366 votes to 66 whereas the amendment was
carried by only &1 voteé, 268 aginst 207.%!' HNevertheless,
the voting revealed that a majority were prepared to

unequivocally endorse the concept of an Iirish Republic.

The conflicting attitude of the Labour movement was
further illustrated by the events of the 1920 TUC
conference. In the immediate post war era there were
gigns that the unions were prepared to use their economic
and industrial power for overtly political ends. The use
of the strike wespon had been threatened as a response to
British military intervention in the Russian civil wWar.
This threat materialised in May 1920 when London dockers
refused to coal a munitions ship bound for Foland, which
at that point in times was at war with RKussia.
Subsequently, all supplies allegedly bound for forces
fighting the Bolsheviks were officially ’blacked’ and

then a TUC Council of Action threatened to call a General

Strike against British involvement in the war. However,

with the curtailment of hostilities in October, the

action threatened never materialised; the Labour movement

claimed that this threat prevented direct British

military involvement in the war. While the use of "Direct

Action" did not occur on a large scale in Britain +this

D
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was not :
the case in Ireland. Almost simultaneousiy as the

London dockers were refusing to load the Jolly George,
Irish dockers and railwaymen declared they would not
handle war materials destined for use by the British
security forces against the IRA. In contrast with the
Polish episode the National Union of Railwaymen (the
parent organisation of the Irish workers) refused to pay
the strikers and, after talks with the British
Government, instructed its Irish members to move
munitions until the question of "Direct Action" was fully

discussed by the TUC.

In July 1920 the TUC turned its attention to the use of
the strike weapon against the Government's Irish policy.
A motion was submitted, which urged the TUC to call a
General Strike if its proposals for a truce in Ireland

were rejected by the Government but accepted by the 5inn

Fein and the IRA.S5? This proposal was decisivaly
deisated. However, the conference passed, by a large
majority of 1,124000, a Miners'’ resolution,. which

demanded the cessation of the production of munitions of
war destined for use in both Ireland and Russia.®?® The

resolution advocsted the use of "Direct Action™ in the

event of Government non co-operation: the tactic to be

employved on a union by union basis with the priviso that

its use had been endorsed by the membership.

It is difficult to ascertain the level of Scottish input

into the various policies and actions of the British
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labour mov :
ement. It might be assumed, given the strength

of the ILF in the Scottish labour movement, that the
Scottish rank and file were more sympathetic to Irish
demands than their English and Welsh comrades. If this
was the case, then it is not evident to those who read
Forward. For the most part discussions on Irish affairs
were confined to the Catholic Socialist Notes column.
Apart from this section of the paper coverage of the
issues raised by the Anglo-irish war tended to take the
form of reprinted articles, which had previously been
published in the Manchester Guardian, or Irish labour
organs. There were a few articles submitted by Scottish
activists and they wusually tended to reiterate the
republican viewpoint that the British presence was the
root cause of violence in Ireland.®* Forward usually only
commented on lrish affairs in the aftermath of an
excessively violent incident. The paper adopted its most

strident tone immediately after British forces had sacked

the town of Balbriggan. It stated:

1f the Labour Farty in the House of Commons does

not create a first «c¢class public row about
Ealbiggan and other atrocities of a like kind, if
there isn’t somebody thrown out of the House, if

the Unions continue to manufacture and transport
munitions to the Balbrigands, we may give up hope
of civilisation altogether.

To condescend from the general to the
particular. Are these munitions being sent to
ireland from the Clyde? [If so, who is handling
them and whsre are they manufactured?

Cannot the Glasgow Trades Council

prompt action?®®

institute

If the latter section of the quote was a plea for the



Clydeside unions to adopt the methods of "Direct Action"
in order to disrupt the supply of munitions to ireland
then this mood of militancy did not last long. In
December Tom Johnston ruled out such a course of action
because of the prevailing economic climate:"Unemployment

is with us on a big scale, and with it the chances of a

strike for a political object is almost hopeless."Se

It should also be noted that even had the economic
climate been more favourable there were many within the
labour movement, who doubted that the workforce could be
roused by the Irish Question. In response to 5inn Fein
demands that a Gensral Sirike should be called the author
of the Catholic Socialist Notes columnist was dismissive
of such a suggestion:"The slightest acquaintance with
British public opinion would tell them (Sinn FeinJ that
the feeling here in favour of a separate Irish Ekepublic
is not unanimous, and unanimity would be essential in a
General Strike".®? The conly active response to the events
in [reland was Johnston’s decision to set up an Irish
Terror Fund, which was intended to aid the viectims of the
Black and Tans. The readers of Forward were asked the
guestion:"How many shillings were the resolutions
worth?". BEetween November Z20th 1920 and 25th June 1921
£398 /- 3d was raised.®® This is not an impressive sum
when it is realised that the Glasgow ILF fund for the

raised "almost £700" between April 30th and June

miners

4th 1821.°%°7



There wer .
€ twe major reasons why the resolutions of

support wh
PP Sre not backed up by more concrete expressions

of solidarity. Possibly many of those, who supported the

idea of an Irish Republic in abstract where not prepared

to support the use of force to establish it. In the
aftermath of Bloody Sunday Forward argued that the effect

of the violence of the IRA was to undermine the moral

standing of Sinn Fein:

Hurder is murder, whoever be Cain, and the
murders in Dublin last Sunday have done much for
the moment to weaken the growing volume of
resentment a3t the atrocities being committed by
the Government, and the growing sympathy with the
Irish in their affilictions.

Up to last Sunday the Government was on the
run; public opinion was steadily rising against
the brutal George-Greenwood hunnaries in Ireland,
but the retalitaty murders last Sunday have given
the Georges and Greenwoods a political defence
which they have not heen slow to use.®?

1t could also have besn the case that those who were
vociferous in their support for an Irish republic were
not particularly interested in Irish affairs but found
the subject a convenient stick with which to beat the
Government. O0f the Labour Conference of 1320 the Forward
columnist Kobh ERoy (Fatrick Dollan) stated: "1 should
imagine some of the most ambitious Labour Leaders are not
sorry that for the present the solution of the Irish
Question is in other hands than theirs".¢! Certainly if
framed the~militant resolutions were ardent

those who

supporters of an Irish Republic then their views were not

representative of feeling amongst the grassroots of the

movement.



The uesti SR TR
k ton of Direct Action" was to tax the minds of

those withi = -
In the STUC. The issue was debated at a special

one d f .
& URY conference held in Glasgow on 10th July 1220. A

resolution was passed, which called wupon M"affiliated
organisations to refuse to manufacture, handle and
transport munitions; or to transport troops for the
purpose of repression in Ireland".¢? |n some quarters
such utterances were viewed with apprehension. The
intelligence services considered the industrial power of
the Irish in Scotland to be a much more potent threat to
the state +than the Scotish Brigade of the [IRA.¢® The
Daiiy Record promoted a similar view and highlighted
instances whsre the Irish, allegedly, had taken over high
ranking positions within the unions; it would appear that
the paper was running a RKed-Green scare campaign.?*? In
the event there was no organised attempt to disrupt the
supply of munitions from Scotland. The only example of
workers striking against the peolicy of the British
Government in Ireland occurred in Giffnock. The miners at

the local colliery went on a 24 hour strike and at a mass

meeting passed a resolution, which called upon the local

Executive to declare &8 48 hour strike throughout the

whole of Lanarkshire in order to demonstrate sympathy

with the irish people "in this their day of
tribulation".®?®
The failure of the wider Labour movement to take

industrial action against the Government's lrish policy
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was att
acked by a delegate at the annual conference of

1921. In .o
reply to such criticism Councillor John Heenan

tated t =

S € that ths reason Wwhy the Unions had been unable to
do so little for Ireland "was that in the Trade Unions
there were too many who did not vyet wunderstand the

justice of the Irish claim for freedom™.%® There would

a e .
PpPear to be only two instances where industrial action

was taken on the Irish issue, that at Giffnock and the
Liverpool dockers' strike of 1920 it is probable that
the respective workforces were Irish dominated. The bulk
of the "native" workforce was indifferent and in

Scotland, there was a large minority, who were activily
hostile to +the idea of establishing an Irish Republic

especially in the mining and shipbuilding industries.

There can be no doubt that the actions of the Labour
movement with respect to Ireland did not match their
words. For this they were attacked from many quarters.
John Haclean’s pamplets and articles such as The Jrish
Tragedy: Scaotland’s Disgrace and Scotsmen, stand by
Ireiand are representative of the criticism from the
left.s7? From +the Irish community similar demands and
The question arises as to whether

arguments were heard.

Labour’s prevarication over the issue of an Irish

Kepublic retarded its advance within the immigrant

community. In the event the answer appears to be

negative.

Prior to the general election of 1818 the Glasgow
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Ubserver urged itsg readership to vote Labour, because of

its sympathetic stance on Irish affairs. It was an
implicit assumption that, if this rather than other
domestic factoers were paramount in the paper’'s conversion
to Labour, its continued support of the Farty was
conditional on its adOétiﬂg an Irish policy, which met
with the satisfaction of the proprietor and the editor.
The conditional nature of the Giasgow Observer's support
of Labour was apparent in early 1920 in an article by
Charles Diamond occasioned by the propbsed visit to
Ireland by the labour Commission. After Diamond had
commented on the apparent lack of enthusiasm displayed by
the Labour movement over the Irish issue, especially
when compared with its attitude to Russia, he went on to
threaten that Labour’s future electoral appeal to the
Irish community would be in jeopardy should the
Commission not endorse republicanism:"If Labour takes a
wrong turn on the Irish Question, it will not matter very
much, in the long run, to Ireland. But it will matter a
great deal to Labour in Great Britain™.®® When the report

of the Labour commissieon was the subject of press

speculation the Glasgow Ubserver once again adopted =&

strident tone:

Delegation is credited with being
prepared to recommand that ireland should 'haYe
the utmost concession of self-government within
the Empire. That means that it should have a
different kind of British rule from the p?esent
kkind. But the new kind of British fule. w11{ be
just the same as the old kind and will have JPSt
as much moral right and authority attached to it-

The Labour
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and that is none at all

greagf m:ﬁ;riii;: ;Zi“LabOU£ Party there are a
also ™ = and "prudent lsaders,"” as
moderate men" and "men of reason.” All
these appellations mean the ons thin Th. e
men who are afraid of i & DYoo
and thoro N . O_ the logical, consistent,
profess git* arfpllcatmn of principles which they
- fear to apply. They mean men who
while professing themselves willing to give self-
d?tefmlnation to all civilised peoples, are not
willing to do so in -the case of ireland- not that
they object from any sentiment of their own but
because they "think it wiser"™ not to alarm or
arouse the latent fears or prejudices of the
English voter- the non-party English voter-with
regard to Ireland.

These people will have to make up their minds
one  way or the other. They either stand with
Asquith and Lloyd George for the imposition of an
imposed British rule in Ireland against the will
of the Irish People or they take their stand with
Commander Kenworthy and Tom Mvers, of Spen
Valley, and other Labour representatives and
Labour candidates like Mr. Biggar in Faisley, who
are not afraid of their own principles nor afraid
of the fearless applicaticon of them.

It is too soon to discuss the report of the
Labour Delegation until it is formally published,
but the considerations just set out may serve to
prepare the minds of those who read them for the
proper reception of that report when it
arrives.®*?

When the report was published it rejected the option of
an Irish Republic in favour of a scheme of Dominion Home
Rule a columnist in the Glasgow Observer reiterated ths

main points of the editorial guoted above. The writer

stated:

The delegates solemnly inform the world that
lreland should have cself-determination, but "that
matters of Imperial defence and foreign affairs
should be reserved for the imperial Farliament.”

In other words Ireland is to have "thg sort
of" seli-determination that individuals like Mr
Arthur Henderson consider good enough for

lreland. ... _ )
These Labour leaders will have to make way for

men of higher character and principle .wbo are
less acquainted with the bye-ways of politics and
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know how to run straight...
People who are neither hot or cold ought to be

;ZS;tEd- out of the mouth. These Labour leaders
out ®ither got to toe the line or get down and

They are bringing Labour into disrepute.’?®

Although Diamond had Previously threatened the Labour
Party with the loss of Lrish support at the ballot box if
the report did not satisfy Irish aspirations, it is
noticeable that the columnist did not take this line. He
believed that those who did not support the idea of an
Irish Repulic should be replaced by those who did. This
could only be done if the Irish remained within the Party
and supported those who agreed with their views. In
subsequent months the Glasgow Jbserver gave vigorous
support to those elements within the Labour movement that
supported Irish Republicanism while attacking those who
did not. The conduct of the paper may be likened to that
of an audience at the pantomime who cheer the "goodies"
and boec the "baddies". When the ILP declared for "the

recognition of the Irish Republic" the Giasgow Ubserver

stated:

It will be seen that the rank and file of the
Labour movement are absclutely sound and sincere
on the Irish question and a good deal ahead of
their offical leaders in that connection.

Mr Wilfred Blunt in his latest wvolume of
"Eeminiscences" gquotes Cunninghame Graham as
having said twenty years ago that when Labour
get elected to Parliament their utility

members . : i
ceases because they immediately imagine
themselves statesmen and moderate their pace.
That criticism still applies.”?

When J.R. Clynes stated in print that a settlement of the

(]
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Irish i
question was "not Possible only upon lines desired

by the Irish people” and that it "must be in accordance
with the what Britain thinks the terms of a settlement
must be™ the paper resorted to name calling. It called
Clynes "one of the rottonnist Labour 'oracles’™, "a mere

runt...ocut t ’ ’ .
= pose as a ’’statesman,’ and to ’run with

the hare and hunt with the hounds,’ all the time keeping

his eve on a job, a >future,’ a salary".”?

Although «c¢riticsl of those within the Labour Farty who
did not support Irish Republicanism during the Anglo-
Irish war and, subsesguently, men such as James IMaxton,
who helped those who aided the anti-Treaty cause in the
Irish civil war, the Glasgow Observer mever waversd in
its support for Labour at national elections. Editorials
and articles by Diamond consistently attacked those who
advocated the formation of specifically lIrish or Catholic
parties in Great Britain. If the Irish were dissatisfied
with the commitment of Labour they had to work from

within the Party to ensure that it reflected their

opinions.?”3

The attitudes and opinions expressed by the Giasgow

Observer were mirrored in the Catholic Socialist notes

column in Forward. On many occasions the columnist was

critical ‘of the British Labour Farty's stance on lrish

arffairs, but it never swerved from loyalty to the Party.

For example, when a Sinn Fein candidate was nominated to

stand at a by election in Southport the columnist

ra
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vehemently dencunced the step:

Z?? w?;:iggejlass must make its choice as a class
selection wzrysgrouptto make their own separate
there renlly s PPPF tbe clgs? method ...Is
the hew Y any Sgostantlal difference between
| = § ¢ry of Iflshmen in Britain making the
I1sh guestion their sole public interest and the
appeal formerly made to them to adopt the same
course by the United lIrish League? Shoutd
Ir?shmen allow British Capitalism to ruie
triumphant, and in doing so to keep them in their
slums and ignorance and general destitution, for
the joy of waving the green flag?...

It may be true that the Labour Party as at
Present constituted may not meet the wishes of
Fhe Irish peopie, but if so this is an argument
for improvimg the Labour Party, . not for
destroying it. The duty of the Irish in Stockport
was to have sctively interested themselves in the
Labour movement, and seen that the chosen
candidate was acceptable ta them. The policy of
remaining outside to criticize what others do in
& field where they should be active will always
be ineffective.?*

Throughout the Anglo-Irish war letters appeared in
Forward, which criticised both the Labour Farty and the
Catholic Socialist Notes Columnn for a perceived lack of
militancy on the Irish issue. Criticism from Sinn Fein in
Scotland climaxed with the impending death of hunger
striker Mayvor MacSwinney oifi Cork. Sean 0'Sheehan,
organiser of Sinn Fein in Scotland, released a letter to

the press in which he was as critical of the Labour party

as of the Government:

We have noted the failure of the great British
Labour Farty who claim to be strong enough to
prevent war with Russia to take any effective
sction against ths policy of murder, cutrage and
terrorism carrisd on in Ireiand by the British

Government through its officers and men of the
working classes who constitute its voluntary

armies. . '
Should Lord Mayor MacSwinney die...all the
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abov i R
ementioned Parties [the Government and the

Labour FParty]
s N must artici :
guilt of his murder.vf lcipate equally in the

At a b .
sSubsequent public meeting heid under the auspices

of the G i
€ Gaelic Lesgue at the St. Andrews Halls in Glasgow

one q
ot the speakers, Sean IacFergus from Belfast,

reiterated this theme

Cfiticising the attitude of the trade unionists’
of this country to Iretand, he said the men at
the Portsmouth Congress had dug a <chasm that
wogld never be filled between the democracy of
Ehls country and the Irish people in Ireland. The
cangress was asked to use its influence so that
the British Government might be deterred from the
poliecy of the assassination of the Lord Mayor of
Cork and eleven others, and the answer was a
resoluticen had been forwarded to Mr Lioyd George,
and that he had ignored it. Many of the Labour
movement say they had no power. If they had +the
power they lacked the backbone to assert it.
There was no difference whatever between the
democracy and autocracy of this country.’”*

The organisation, which stood to gain the most from
friction between the Labour Party and Sinn Fein in
Scotland was the irish Labour Farty. Commenting on the
conflict between the two blocs, which had been manifest

in the letter zcolumns of the Glasgow UObserver, one Irish

Labour Farty supporter stated:

For the last few weeks there has been various
letters in your paper in reference to the Irish
people’s outlook in politics herse. The majority.
while yet having no faith in the official British
Labour Party owing to their position regarding
the Irish Republic, seem to favour Labour as the
party which they should vote for at election
time. These irishmen or womsn who, while
Labourist in their outlook, will not Jjoin the
British Labour Party, forget that there 1is an
in great Britain which they could

organisation . ‘
which, while standing for the

and should join,



Principles of Labour,

first.,?" yet puts the national issue

From the reports and adverts placed by the Irish Labour
Farty it would appear that many within the immigrant
community were attracted to its philosophy.”® However.
its appeal was dependent on the continuation of the Irish
Guestion at the top of the political agenda. It is
unlikely that the growth of the Irish Labour Party
adversely affected the fortunes of the British Labour
Farty amongst the immigrant community, bescause the former
did not embark on electoral politics preferring the role
of a pressure group to that of a true political party. In
any event it is likely that once the Irish civil war

erupted any threat to the emesrging lrish/Labour alliance

from pro Republican elements disappeared.

It is difficult to assess how far Labour’'s prevarication
over the issue of an Irish Republic affected the Party’s
fortunes within the Irish community, because no General
Election occurred when the Irish debate raged fiercely.
In both the PFaisley and Kirkcaldy by-elections the
Labour candidates, unlike the Party leadership, expressed

no obijection to the concept of an Irish Eepublic should

the Irish people desire such a status.?”* The evidence

that existis, and it is slight, suggests that the bulk of

>

the immigrant community would have supported the Labour

Farty irrespective of its stance on lrish affairs. In a

local election in 1918 the Glasgow Jbserver urged the

irish in Govan not to support the pfficial Labour
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~l
O



candiate . .
ate, J.N.Docherty, because he had stood as a

representative of the Irish Farty in East Down in the
General Election of 1318, The paper alleged that his
intervention cost Sinn Fein the seat. HNevertheless,
Dosherty triumphed at the polls.®? It is also noticeable
that many Labour candiéatEE. who were associated with

either the UILGB or the AOH did not surfer electorally

despite the fact that thsy did not support Sinn Fein.®8?

Historically, it was Labour’s association with socialism and
by extension atheism that most threatened any emergent
Labours/Catholic alliance. The suspicions that existed in the
pre war era zppear to have diminished during the period of
the conflict. Throughout the period 1919-2Z2Z the <Catholic
Socialist HNotes column recorded less resistance to the
activities of the Catholic Socialist Society on the part of
the Catholic Church than had been the case in previous
years. For example, the columnist stated in early 19135:

lt is an interesting study to watch the evolution

of the clerical mind from its stonewall hostility

to Socialism of a few vears ago to 1iits present

timid flirtation with our policy. One has to
travel into very remote hamlets to find the local

priest declaring that Catholicism and
Collectivi=sm are &5 oil and water. The average

ecclesiastic is at last taking his stand with
Pope Leo in making substantial claims for Labour.
This gradual improvement is probably due toc the
driving force of an intelligent laity that is
every day becoming more aggressively class
conscious.®*®

An example of clerical endorsement of the Labour Party

came in the elections to the Education Boards in 1919



when C i
atholics were recommended to support Labour -after

ivin ; . .
g g their first preference votes to clerical

candidates.®=

It has been argued by Tom Gallagher that the Catholic
Church encouraged its communicants to support Labour
partly because it did nét want to alienate and then lose
those of its flock, who were determined to support the
Farty and also to act as purifying influence within the
movement working to dilute its radicalism.®* The view
that, by entering the Labour Farty,  the immigrant
community could ensure that its more objectionable
policies, from a Catholic point of view, wouid not be
implemented Was not TNew., Prior to the war the
Govanhill-Patrick Sarsfield-branch of the UILGB had
debated a motion, which promoted this viewpoint.®® In the
post war period the (Glasgow Observer also articulatsd Lthe
line that only by integrating themselves into the Labour
movement could they ensure that it was responsive to
their neseds and aspirations. lts proprietor stated:"many
Socialists are secularists, but in Scotland the loyalty
and influence of the Catholic membership of trade unions
and Labour organisations counteract any sinister
influence with which secularism might seek to invest

Labour™.?¢ This point was articulated in many editorials:

For some vears the Trade Union Congress Iound on

its agenda pafper resolutions advocating
secularism in schools. Eventually those
resolutions disappeared and troubled the Trade
Congress no longer. Why? Because Catholics

through their membership of various Trade Unions

I
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th
th;oug:z?; the countYy were able to exert - freom
€ - an influence and power which

disposed of :

the Troded e the secularist suggestion so far as

Labour P tbo?grass Wag concerned, By joining the

Clacs th:r Y and ?y voting Labour, Catholics will

exér;iéedmiﬁlves In the best possible position to

wh i~ @ salutary and effectual influence

en @ Labour Government arrives.®?

Both Catholics and left wingers testify to the success of
this tactic. John Wheatley commented that. with the
influx of Roman Catholics into the Labour movement
attacks on the Catholic Church from that quarter 'had
practically ceased".,38 The view that Catholic
participation in the Scottish Labour movement acted as a
drag on its socialist credentials was endorsed by Harry
MeShane and Tom Bsll,®* Uf Wheatley, Eell stated:"He was
successtul in gathering around him a large following of

young Catholie workers and keeping them out of the

mainstream of the militant workers’ movement”.??

it could, howeaver, be argued that, rather than Catholics
embracing the Labour Party in order to "tone down 1its
radicalism and frustrate red agitators”, it was the fact
that the movement itself had proved itself to be a
moderats rather than an extremist body that resulted 1in

Catholic massing en bloc behind its banner. Recent work

by 1.3.C.Hutchison and lain MaclLean has done much to

puncture ‘the myth that "Glasgow was a revolutionary storm

~

centre”. The iormer approvingly guotes an ILF offical’s

L1 S
.

assessment of the "Red Clydesiders

The candidates were an exceedingly diverse
selection, they had nothing whatever of the
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homoge i .
suchg :?;tz of out}ook and action expressed by
"the ScOtti;isgue titles as "the Clydesiders" or
trom all oth E?Els?' The men from Clydeside, as
Centre ang eih:lSEFICtS’ were of the Right, the
) ) €ft, as their temperaments
€Xperiencies and habits of thought dictgtEd-"

Arthur Woodburn provides a damning epitaph on the legend

f "K C1- 3 "
o Red Clydeside". _ According to him:"The most

revolutionary thing that ever happened in 3Scotland at
that time was when J.S. Clarkes' wife made Davy kirkwood
wash the dishes - which he’'d never done before".’? While
Basil Thompson and John MacLean saw the spectre of
revoiution on the streets of Glasgow Catholic clerics
were able to differentiate between the Bolsheviks in
Russia and the Labour Party in Scotland. In late 1921 the
Rev. Fr. MacQuillen was adamant that Catholics could not
be socialists unliess they were either ignorant of their
religion, or place hunting. Subsequently he was to state
that he would "not contuse Labour with Socialism™: this
was one cleric, who did not believe that Labour posed a

secular threat, which could only be nullified by a

Catholic presence within the movememt.®?®

Had Labour in Scotland been more militantly sgcialiist it
1s possible that, the lrish community would have Dbeen

more reticent in embracing, and more fickle in their

adherence, to the Farty. Hutchison has shown that where

strident lett wingers stood in constituencies with a

large Catholic population the latter did not support the

candidate. In Motherwell, for example, the irish

community was prepared to abstain and let an Urange and



Frot : , .
rotestant Farty candidate be elected rather than vote

for his C ;
Communist OPPonent.”* However, to those who would

maintain that the infiltration of the Catholics thwarted
the emergence or a socialist utopia, it has to be pointed
out that without this group’'s electoral support the
advance orf Labour would“not have occurred at such a rapid
pace, it at all. It should also be noted that virtually
every group within the Labour Party, be they Trade
Uni1ons, militant fTeminists or those wishing to set up

black sections, have sought to further their own

sectional i1nterests.

According to [ain Maclean the catalyst that resulted in
the integration of the i1immigrant community in the Laoour
movement was iocali rather than nationai in origin. He
contends that the issue of prohibition was the major
stunmbliing block between a cioser relationship between
the two groups.’® Temperance Reform had ior a long period
of time been a central ideoiogical platform of the
Scottish Isft. This was reaffirmed in 1820 by both the
Scottish Labour Party and the 5.T.U.C. The issue came to
the fore in 1920 when a local referendum was held 1n each
municipal ward on the question of local licensing hours.
The electors in each ward were given the change to choose

between ’'No Change’ in the number or licenses granted, in

the respective ward, restrictions on the number of

licenses granted or no license, which would mean that the

area would become dry.
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In the e 1 . :
vent those who advocated Temperance Kerorm or

Prohibition were soundly defeated in the Veto poll. The

t t .
ac that this poli was held simultaneously with

Municipal elections in Glasgow and other Burghs caused

the i i -
1esue o1 temperance to spill over into these

contests. Many Labour activists complained that this

retarded the Farty's periormance in the local elections.
Not only did the drink question eciipse issues such as
housing, but Labour's association with the No License
campaign caused many working class voters either to
abstain or vote against the Farty; this, argues laclLean,
was especilally true in wards with many Catholic Irish
voters. * The Glasgow Jdbserver, which although both its
editor and proprietor supported prohibition, didn't
exhort its readership very strongly over the issue,
1ndeed space was gilven to several independent working
class Catholic candidates recorded their opposition to
rrohikbition.’?"? Irish ’'publican’ candidates triumphed in
Cowgcaddens, Frovan and Calton.’® lFclean argues that the
reassessment that oeccurred within the Labour movement
over its stance on prohibition as a result of the parties
relatively poor perrormance in the 1920 municipal
election played an important role in integrating the
Catholic Irish community into the labour movement.?? One
if MeLean nas possibly overestimated Catholic

wonders

Irish indifference to prohibition, at least at national

level. For sxample,in the General Election of 1922, the

irish in Dundee played & prominent role in the =election

[
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of the onl i " )
NlYy candidate of the Scottish Frohibition Farty,

Edwin 3Scry
Srymge . R _
Esour, ever to snter Farliament.'°® 1t couid

be argued that the "wet” Irish in Dundee could vote for
Scrymgeour satfte in the knowledge that as the only
representative of the SPP in the house of Commons he
would be unable to 1mP{ement his policies; anyopody was
better than the alternative Churchill. Although the STUC
reversed its prohibitionist stance in 1821, William knox
makes clear the strength of temperance sentiment within
the inter war Scottish labour ieadership.- In 1922 Edwin
Scrymgeour introducted a private member’s bill for Ligquor
Trafiic Control, which was supported by many prominent
Scottish Labour M.F.s such as James Maxton.!?! However,
the bill was defteated by 236 votes to 14. Temperance
Reform had no chance of making headway at Parliamentary
level thus the wettest immigrant could safely vote for
the dryest Labour candidate in the knowledge that the
tormer could not influence his drinking habits, tor
example, James Maxton enjoyed close relations with the
lrish Catholics in his constituency of Bridgeton.'®® Even
at localAlevel one wonders if the effect of temperance
reform has been exaggerated. For all the examples of the
Irish not voting for ILF candidates in 1920 it should Dbe
that the vast majority of the Irish did 1in fact

noted

vote Labour. in many areas people did differentiate

between the the local alections and the referendum on the

drink question. For example, in Mile End three ILF

candidates were successiully elected despite the fact

3"
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that in thi .
S ward the "No License" campaign was soundiy

dereatod, !

In the i ] P,
Périod after 1914 Charles Diamond used the columns

et th 5i ;
® Ulasgow UJbserver to abuse the UILGB. Although

sometimes Diamond attacked the organisation because of
its association with the frish Party the main thrust of
his diatribes was that its continued existence ensured
the isolation of the community it purported to represent.
As nas been seen earlier Liamond argued that the best way
for the immigrant community to achieve its social,
economic and political goals was to integrate themselves
into the mainstream of British society and the Labour
Farty i particular. This was diametrically opposed by
T.F. 0’Connor, wno believed that the best way to advance
Irish/Catholic <claims was to remain as a disinct and
separate entity. He outlined the issues that faced this

community:

We have two possibilities with the Irish in Great
Britain; gitner to go boedily into the Labour
movement: or that thay have an organisation of
their own iriendly to Labour but independent and
outside the Labour FParty. I am in favour of the
latter policy; it is not...from racial or
religious prejudice. ..My main reason is, that,
taking them in average, the irish in Great
Britain are just where they were in 18495, living
in slums, doing the hardest, the most precarious
and worst paid labour. [t seems to me that if the
problem is to be faced and in any way alleviated
it will require an Irish organisation; the Irish
like the Jews must really look after their own.
Doubtless any social ameiiorations which maybe
brought in by the Labour Farty would extend to

them: pbut they have problems of their own, not
all political, which reguire the concentration of
their own upon them. Besides, I rather shrink
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from being abs
o
Farty. lutely dependent on the Labowur

We ¢ j

them by bei:;tilniy could get better terms ifrom
of them. Fropors' O & certain point independent
come . | think 1onal representation is bound to
may with suc; to Come_SOOn. and under that we
considerab | 8N organisation behind us get a
oo - e numoer or Irish members iﬂ the

Perial Farliament,!os

Ti ; £ o4 S
ne decline of the UILGB in Scotland would seem to suggest

that it was the rewards offered by political integration
which attracted many middie class irishmen to the Labour
cause. The rfirst step down this road came at the UILGB’s
annual conisrence in 13913, Freviously, ~UlLGB members
couid not remain in the movement while hoiding an
otficial position i1n any other organisation. However, the
deiegates at the conrference voted to remove this
disability and it was clear from the debate that many

wished to seek positions in the Trade Union and Labour

movements.!°® Fresumably, many accepted this new
departure, because they assumed that this would arrest
the drift of msmbers to the Labour Farty. Ironically.,.

those who availed themselves of the opportunites orf "dual
membership" soon transierred their allegiances totally
into the Labour movement. 0’Connor observed:"llost of our
iellows when they join the Labour movement become pure

Labour men. Many of them cease to be Catholic as well -

an indication of how they become denationalised."t%¢®

According ‘to 0’Connor,: the decline of the UILGB was, in

part, stimulated by the removal of the lrish Question

from the political agenda but also because it offered few

opportunties to politically ambitious immigrants. In
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early 192 ’ .
3 0’Connor illustrated how the UILGB could not

compete wit
h the rewards on offer to those who joined the

Labour Farty:

the Lab
Our movement...has an immense advantage

v L .
lei any mppea}§ Of ours - that it offers the
ran er  young IPiShmen a career and offices
‘ Eing from thg cecretaryship of the Trade Union
to membership of Parliament. I was surprised to
Ilﬁd that in the Glasgow band of Labour members
which has come into the present
ﬁarl1ament...there are no fswer than four Irish
batho}lc members. Thus, if we pit an Irish
o?ganlsatian with no such opportunities, rather
with Fhe absence of them against the Labour party
organ%sation we should be carrying on in Great
Britain a struggle some what analogous to that of
our old Party in Ireland between a self denying
organisation and another with loaves and fishes
to oiffer.!®”

In January 1924 0’Connor wrote the obitury of the UILGE:

With regard te the Irish organisation in Great
Britain I have come slowly and reluctantly...to
the view +that such an organisation |is now
impossibie. The lure of Ireland has gone, and the
Labour Farty, which has so many things to give
and has given very TfTreely [ must say to our
Feople, 1= very strong on the other side.
Scotland iz dead...and with some or our peopie
like Wheatley in a high position in the Govt,
revival will be impossible.!®?

The role of the Labour Farty, as described by 0’Connor,

in the demise oOf the UILGB appears to have been

replicated in the case of the AOUH. in early 1918 the

Secretary’s Report discussed the future of the Order:"The

only dangser 1 anticipate in Scotland is that our members

may be attracted to the Labour Spcialistic Party and

consequently be lost to the movement".!'°® The attraction

AOH harbouring

of the Labour Party to those within the



political ambitions
itions can be guaged by the number who - were

elected i .
'n local elections. 0f the 13 Catholics elected

to Glasgo Co; . .
EOW Corporation in 1920 11 were members of the

AQH.1 @
That the AQH survived while the UILGB perished is

explained
P by the fact that the latter was primarily a

political body whereas the former had a wider spread of
functions, especially in the economic and cultural
spheres. 1t is noticeable that when discussing the threat
posed to the AOH by the Labour Party the leadersahip of

the AOH sought to brosden the organisation’s economic

appeal to its members.,!ti?

The question arises as to whether the political
integration of the Irish was due to the community
becoming a iess distinctive entity within Scottish

society. There were factors that must have worked to that

end. It has been noted that "there was some correlation
between high unionisation and Labour voting strength”.'!'?
BEetwean 1314 and 1920 membership of trade unions

throughout Britain doubled. It iz likely that many within
the immigrant community became unionised during this
period. Thus, it may be argued, that the issues, which

won the Labour Farty the votes of "native" Scots also

attracted those within the Irish community. However,

there is evidence, which suggests that the Anglo-lrish

war resulted in the immigrant community stressing rather

than repressing their irish origins. For example, it

would appear that 3inn Fein in Scotland attracted over

three times the membership the UILGE ever attracted.!'!'?



Although at national level the irish voted solidly for

Labour it is noticeable that this was not the case in

many areas i i o -
in municipal, and School Board mliections. In

his analysis of the 1920 slections to Glasgow Corporation
lain MacLean has attributed the electoral success of
various Irish candidates to their opposition to
temperance reform.''4% 14 could, however, be argued that
the success of Irish publican candidates was primarily
due to their ethnic origins. In the previous years
contest CSN columnist complained that in in Calton an
Irish publican candidate received 75% of the immigrant

vote while the ILF candidate came third in a three man

poll. This occurred when the guestion of prohibition was

absent as an issue in the campaign.t'?!?® It is also
noticeable that while the Glasgow UObserver
enthusiastically sndorsed the concept of political

integration and advised its readers to vote solidly for
Labour candidates at national elections, it did not
endorse every Labour candidate at local level and, in
some cases, supported specifically lrish candidates, who
were opposed official Labour representatives.!!'¢ Amongst

the wider immigrant community it would seem that when

given a choice between Catholic or Labour candidates, as

at School BEoard Elections, they would vote for the

former. In the 1919 elections the C3N columnist recorded

"that the Catholics voted nearly unanimously for the

Church candidate™: though it should be noted that ‘they
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gave their R
second preference votes to Labour.'!7 In. 1922

Maxton ob
served that many, who fought "alonglsidel us in

Munici )
nicipal and Parllamentry Elections, voted not as

La ist v
abourists but as Catholies...in the Education

Aut i " .
uthority",t11e a prime example of this phenomena was one
time Labour Farliamentary candidate and editor of the

Glasgow Observer D.J. Mitchell Quin, who stood as a

Catholic candidate in Education elections.!?

Whiie many would like +to explain the electoral
breakthrough of the Labour Party in positive terms i.e.
the growth of socialism within the Scotish working class,
it is evident that many who voted Labour did so only
because the Liberals had disappeared as an electoral
force.t=? In the pre war period many immigrants voted
Liberal only becauss Labour had no hope of winning. now
the situation was reversed. In late 1920 the Giasgow
Observer commented that the "Liberal Party has so far got
ahead of Labour in its denunciations of Hunnism.™
However, the paper was quick to point out the futility of
voting Liberal; they could not possibly win:"There is a
big advance in the Liberal attituds as expressed by Mr
But alas! it comes last. The Liberal Party has

Asquith.

been pretty well wiped out as & Parliamentary force. It

is a handful. So it may have the will, but it has not the

power . "t ®? Thus, it advised the immigrant community to

redoulble their eforts tg convert Labour to a more

favourable position on the Irish Question.



Had the libera] .
s, 1n the post war period, remained the

largest anti- v .
Tory Farty it is likely that Irish support

for Labou
T would have been less than was the case.

Moreover, i
had there been in operation a single

transrerabl ti
e voting system with mujti membership

constituencie i i ;
5 1t is likely that & separate Irish Labour

Party would have received many first preference votes
tfrom the immigrant community. 1t should ©be remembered
that T.F.0’Connor retained his seat in Parliament wuntil
1229 and it was desath rather than lIrish ~defections to
Labour that terminated his political career. Where the
Irish were in a position to elect members trom their own
community they did so. One suspects that the major
impetus in realigning the Irish vote between 1919-22 was
the prevailing political system; certainly it is not
difficult to imagine a numher of scenarios, in which the

immigrant vote is not a homogenous bloc cast in favour or

the Labour Farty.

With the development of an "alliance" between the Labour
Farty and the Irish community in Scotland the gquestion

arises as to whether this relationship compromised

attempts by the Labour Farty to gain the support of the

OrangesFrotestant working class. As lain MacLean has

pointed out contemporary sources were reluctant to

.

estimate the size or the Orange vote in Scottish

constitusencies and thus it is difficult to plot the

political allegiances of this bloc. However, the links

which which had bound the OUrange vote to the Tory Farty



since the ear] 1 BAE ..
Y 1880s, if not betore, became more tenuous

as the twenti
1eth century Progressed. The culmination of

this . =
Process came when the OUrange Order decided to

ith i .
W draw its representatives from the party’s Western

District C 3 P -
Council. The Order took this course of action

to register its disaPP;Dval of the [rish settlement of
1321, The Order went further and founded its own
political organisation, the Orange and Protestant Party.
Although +there appsars to have been several branches of
the OFP in Glasgow, its only foray into electoral
politics came in Motherwell. In 1922 the OFP fielded a
candidate, Hugh Ferguson, after the sitting Unionist M.P.
had criticized the Urangemen for being intransigent over
the [rish settlement.*?3 Ferguson’s intervention split
the unionist vots and allowsed T.W.Newbold, a Communist,
to be returned. In the General Election of 1923 Ferguson
was the sole candidate of the "right". 1t would appear
that the Unionists decided not to field a candidate so
not to split anti-Communist vote, and Ferguson was

elected to Parliament only to be defeated in 1924.'2°%

While tension existed between the Urange Order and the
Unionist Party during the General Election of 1922 it is

guestionable whether the Labour party benefited to any

great extent. The Orange Standard consistently portrayed

socialism as mutualily incompatible

Orangeism and

entities, the latter having a strong association with

Foman Catholicism. The journal alleged, that the
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electoral suc
ccess of the Labour Farty was due to priestly

guidance and t ; )
© bribery and corruption in the form of the

Kent keducatio . -
noAct.izs However, the triction betwsen the

Orange Order Um i . -
3nd Unionist Farty did affect the tortunes

ot the iat .
ter. The General Committee of the Glasgow

Unionist Association was informed that:"The attitude of

h
the Orangemen, who at the earlier stages did not enter

into the contest with any degree of =zest also had
unravourable resultg”, 1z This comment would seem to
suggest that the Urange Urder had played an mportant
role in the Unionist party’s organisation in the city but
it does not preciude the possiblity that the disenchanted
Orangemen stiil voted for the Party although they no
longer worked for it. There is some evidence that many
Orangemen did vote Labour once the Irish Question
disappearsd from the politicasl agenda. Tom Johnston
portrayed Orangeism in 3cotland in a sympathetic light at
least compared with their brethern across the north
Channel. Whereas in Ulster the Order was a tool of the
ruling classes, in Scotland "i{ was not pledged to uphold

the Capitalist cause but the Protestant faith".* %7

Forward certainly claimed that many Urangemen voted

Labour.!'2® p(oreover, Maryhiil and Paisley Tories partiy

ascribed their defsats imn 1922 and 12Z4 to the leakage,

up to a third of their erstwhile supporters, ot the

Orange vote.'?” The fsmct that various columnists in the

attacking socialism

Orange Standard spent so much time

would suggsst that it proved more attractive to the

[
.
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brethern than the leadership wished

At local leve imi
I a similar Patchy picture prevaiis. In 1320

Forward ;
complained that & Labour candidate in Harvhill

attracted i1
much hostility, because of his pro Sinn Fein

views. 0f Fartick and Whiteinch the paper stated that it
was "a noted stronghofd of Carsonism and at election
times the primitive passions of the people are easily
roused in violent opposition to Labour".:3o However, at
least one "Carsonist" and one time UVF member, William
keid, was standing as a Labour candidate in Mile End.!3!
Furthsrmore, Labour, once again, won easily in Larkhall
the "capital"” of Orangeism in Scotland.'®2? In 1922 Maxton

complained that many who had voted Labour at national and

local level supported specifically Protestant candidates

-

in the slections tor the Educational authority.?!3®?

The inter war period witnessed the zenith of specifically
Frotestant Farties at local election level in both
Glasgow and Edinburgh. it would appear that, in Glasgow,
the respective Frotestant Farty, the Scottish Frotestant
League, attained its successes mostly at the expense of
the middie <class HModerates, whereas in Edinburgh the

Protestant Action Party was strongest in working class

wards.!®* This paradox could possibly be explained by the

strength °~ of the Labour-Catholic Malliance” in the

respective cities. ln Gilasgow this was strong and may,

thererore, have inhibited some Protestants from voting

absence of such a

Labour. in Edinburgh, in the

[
(01]
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relationship, .
P Frotestants might have been less reluctant

to a
ssoclate themselveg with Labour whatever the

stricture &
€8 ©of the Urange lsadership. This explanation

couid al ) )
§0 account for the relative strength of the

Conservat: . .
ervative vote at the local level in the Coatbraidge

area.!?® This would seem to suggest that, in some areas,

there was 8 Frotestant backiash against the Labour-

tatholic "alliance". However, it is possible to explain
this phenomenon as a legacy, from an older political
system. During the era in which Irish Home Rule
predominated Unionists cultivated strong links with the
Orange UOrder. It is possible to attribute residual Orange
support for the Tories in areas such as Glasgow and
Coatbridge to the fact that the Orange movement had, to
some eaextent, been integrated into Conservative and
Unionist Party. Even when the UPP was attempting to
establish itself as an independent political entity many
prominent Orangemen remalined in the 4Unionist Farty.

Indeed, one tims Grandmaster and OFF officepearer

Macinnes Shaw stood for the Tories in Paisley in 1923.'7%¢

In other areas such as Edinburgh where these links were
weak, ir they existed at all, the Tories were less

likely to have as great a hold on the Urange vote.

[f the close relationship between the Labour PFParty and

the Catholic community did provoke an Orange backlash it

might be expected that some FProtestants would become
alienated trom the wider iabour movement and that
Catholic-Protestant rivalry would weaken the Trades

.88
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Chapter 7

The Effect of the Irish Question on Communal Relations
in Scotland, c1912-22




Fopular o
Pinion would Suggest that, in many respects,

sectarian fri ; : -
Stion in Scotiand was an extension of the

conflict i ; .
n Ireland,. Evidence to support this view is not

hard to fin . _ )
d. The most visible manifestation of this

h i -
phenomenon in modern Scotland is the *01d Firm? football

match betw .
gsen the two Glasgow tsams, Rangers and Celtic.

It i :
's noticeable that the symbols, which +the fans

tdentify with are imported from across the North Channel.
Supporters sing songs in praise of the UVF and the I[RA,
and take Ulster Hed Hand and lrish tricolour flags to the
match. In Bill Murray's book, The Glasgow Giants, one
picture of fans at a match points out the virtual absence
of purely Scottish emblems.?! If it is believed that the
motivating forces, which drive Scottish sectarianism are
imported from Ireland and not natural indigenous factors
within Scottish socciety, it might be expected that the
heightened prominence of the Irish Wuestion between 1912-

21 would exert a baneful influence on community relations

in Scotland.

At no other time did the Irish Question dominate British
politics as much as it did between 191Z-14. This period
witnessed a bitter battle on behalf of the Ulster
Unionists and lrish Nationalists to mobilize popular

support amongst the S5cottish people, more specifically

its electorats, for their respective causes, The extent

of this "invasion" can be guaged from the fact that the

Unionist Associations of lreland organised 3,843 public

meetings and canvassed 205,654 "doubtful" voters in 50
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constituenc 5 ‘
nces between September 1911 and mid July 1914,?2

In addition, W ;
n V&rious branches of the Unionist Farty in

Ulst i i
ster campaigned in Scotland independentiy of the UAI.?

Furthermore, pProminent Irish Unionists such as Sir Edward

C .
arson undertook many speaking engagements in Scotland.?

Although the Irish Nationalists were not as active in

courting the Scottish public as their Unionist

counterparts, they were by no means absent from the fray.

By February 7th 1914 there had been approximately 4,000
Irish HNationalist mestings in Great Britain since the
introduction of the Home Rule Bill.® Irish Party M.P.s
were active in the campaign. John Redmond and Joseph
Devlin addressed large rallies in Glasgow'® 0On many
occasions lesser iights oarried the message to the
Scotish electorate. One example was J.J. Clanag, who
addressed 10 meetings in 10 different consituencies
between 20-30th October 1913.7 In addition, Irish Home
Kule obsessed the editorials of every maljor Scottish
newspaper during this period. It was the subject, which
obsesssd the minds of every person connected with

politics, from prospective candidates to the leaders of

the Liberal and Unionist parties.

There <can be little doubt that the re-emergence of the

irish Question resulted in the topic of religion entering

into the mainstream of political life. Since the {first

Home Rule crisis of 1836 Ulster Protestants had feared

that any dilution of lreland’s position within the United






like if .
Home Rule were achieved? In an article by an

Ulster Uni i
nionist M.P., Thomas Sinclair, it was pointed out

that

g?f;??';?e C;mglttee stage of the 1893 Home Rule
colleague; y i mond,. and his Irish Nationalist
o naoEus E'Ed against, and defeated, an Ulster
otge . .w.lch pProposed to exempt marriage and

r religious ceremonies from the legislative
power of a Dublin Parliament.!:?

Dismissive of Liberal claims to have inserted safeguards

in the third Home Rule Bill that would protect the rights
of the minority the implication of Sinclair’s argument
was that a Dublin FParliament would permit many more

McCann style cases.

The recently published Moto Froprio Papal decree was also
vehemently attacked a5 a threat to the religious
liberties of Protestants in lIreland. Unionists contended
that this placed FKoman clergy above the law as it
provided for the automatic excommunication of anybody
who, without permission from the relevant ecclesiastical
authority, summoned any cleric to a lay tribunial and
compelled them publicly to attend such a court.?? 1t was

further alleged that it implied the excommunication of

any Roman Catholic IL.F.. who took part in passing and by

r of the government, who took part

-~

every executive office

in promulgating a 1aw, which was held to invade the

liberty or rights of the Church of Rome.'?

While the Moto Froprio decree threatened any member of &

tJ
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in 1912 i
s alleged to have resulted in an influx of

militant

Protest .
Stant workers from Belfast, who attached

themselv
es to the local ciub and endowed it with a

FProtestant i za
ethos. That transters of population can

imp i 3
ue a footbkall club with an identity it did not

previousiy POssess i
can be seen in relation to

Cliftonville, a club based in North Belfast. Frior to the
demise of Belfast Celtic, Cliftonville was associated
with a tradition of amateurism. They were popularly known
as the "Queens Park of Belfast". However, as the ciub was
situated near the Catholic ghettos of the Ardyone and New
Lodge it became the natural focus for those who had

previously supported the Falls based Belfast Celtic.?7

[t would. however, appear uniikely that the emergence of
Rangers as a Frotestant club was the result oif an influx
ot Protestant migrants in 1912. Firstly, Govan had a
large organised Frotestant population prior to that date
and it is likely that those, who did have an interest in
football supported Rangers. The fact that Rangers only

fielded 11 Roman Catholics, many of whom played only a

few games for the club, betwesn 1873 and 1919 suggests

Rangers may have preferred to sign Protestants long

before 1912.%°% Certainly Bill Murray expiains the

emergence Of a sectarian dimension of Scottish football

was the result of domestic factors. The success of teams

with a pronounced Irish Catholic ethos, Celtic and to a

lesser extent Hibsrnian. with whom the vast bulk of the
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Ulstermen produced & backlash on the part of the

electorate.+*+s _
However, it would appear that the by-

election was decided by local tfactors. The contest was
caused by the appointment of the sitting M™M.P., FRobert
Hunro, to the position of Lord Advocate. HMany 1n the
constituency thought that the Unionists should not fight
in  the mandatory by election out of respect ftor Hunro’'s
acnievement. [T Munro was respected as a man by the
®lectorate it was unlikely that his Unionist opponent was
held in similar esteem. It was revealed,-six days before
polling day, that he was a director of the Gaiety Theatre
in London, an establishment where the paying customer was
assured of "“"catchy tunes, enchanting girls and adroit
comedians".*¢ Such a business connection was unfortunate
1n a constituency with a staunch Fresbyterian ethos; it
also rendered a campailgn, which sought to highlight the
religious obisctions to lrish Home Rule open to ridicule.
One journal commented:”"Imagine a political caucus running
a director of ths London Gaiety Theatre as a c¢andidate
and winding up its meetings by singing 'U God, Our hsip
rma7 Furthermore, many Unionists claimed

in ages past.

that remarks made during the campaign by J.W.Gulland who

1mplied that the Government would view with more sympathy

Wick’s application fOY a grant to improve its harbour if

the HNorthern Burghs was represented by & Liberal than a

Unionist proved a tatal wound to their campaign. The

correspondence columns of tne Northern Ensign show that
. =

many of the electorate wWerse thinking along these lines

W,
<
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even berore Gulland uttered the controversial remarks.?*®
Although ©both Asquith and Gulland were to apologize to

the House or Commons tor the latter’s remarks by then the

damage had been done.**

The disappointment or the Unionists at the Wick result
was Ppartly assuaged rour days later when they won 1in

South Lanarkshire, albeit on a minority vote. The UAI

ciaimed that there was

not the slightest shadow of a doubt but that Home
kuls was the most 1mportant tactor in the
conversion or a considerable number or Liberals,
some of whom had never previously voted ifor [al
Unionist candidate before.3°

While the defeated Liberal candidate might have disagreed
about the magnitude or those who defected over the Irisn

1ssue he did concede that i1t was an electoral asset Tor

the Unionists:

I am very conrident that by the time the next
election comes round a considerable number of
farmers who are at present opposed to Home Rule
will support the Liberal after that question has

been got out or the way.?3!

The Labour candidate also bemoaned the impact the irish

Question had upon his tfortunes:

Labour cannot, and does not, choose to deny that
Home - Rule has piayed a not unimportant part in
the contest. The great majority of the
agricuitural interests in South Lanark have been
impressed by the 1ears of Catholic supremacy as

depicted by the Tory.3%?

The last contested by-election in Scotland before the
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cnset of the Great War occurred in Leith in February

1914, This result mirrored that of South Lanark in that

the Unionist won on a minority vote. Leith had ailways

returned a Liberal to Farliament since the constituency

was tormed 1in 1832 and a Unionist victory was totally

unexpected. However, less surprising, was the tract that

the rival candidates put ftorward difrerent theories to

explain the result. The Unionist victor George Currie

sald his slender triumph marked "a splendid victory tor
F P

the cause or the Union™ and was "a message to Ulster to

cheer her in her distress".%*® The detrteated Liberal

pointed out that the Unionist vote was eclipsed by the

combined vote of the Liberal and Labour Farties, both of

which supported the principle or Irish Home Rule.®?

In order to ascertain the politiecal trend indicated by

the py-election resutt it is necessary to tfind the most

relevant previous by-eliection or General eslection contest

wlth which to compare the result. In the atftermath ot the

Unionist victory those with Liberal sentiments compared

the Unionist vote in 1914 with the vote it gained in the

General Election of December 1910. However, this is

surely the wrong contest, with which to compare the 1914

result. The only previous three cornered contest in Leith

occurrend - in the Generai Election ot January 1910, The

comparison between the resuits ot the January

1914 by-election reveal that the Unionist poil rose by

51Y% votes and that their share ot the vote increased from






stressed his antipathy towards the Irish cause. TrRus, in

the past lMHunro-Ferguson may well have been able to count

on the slectoral support of some who were "Unionist™ over
the Irish Wuestion, but "Liberal” on other questions such
as Free Trads. however, with the departure of IMunro-

Ferguson, this type or voter wouid have to choose whether

to continuse supporting the Liberal Farty. Une example of

a prominent Leith Liberal, who faced this dilemma was

James Curris, the owner of the Currie shipping line. in

November 19153 he retused to accept the position of

honourary Vice Fresident of Leith Liberal Cilub. In his

open letter or rerusal he stated:

i hoid very strong opinions upon the Home HKule
question, but in wview of the attitude or FHr.
Hunro Ferguson towards the present Bill I have
not relt it hitherto, incumbent upon me to take
any step to emphasise my dissent on this question
and still less to sever formaily my connection
with the Liberal Farty in Leith...lHoweverl If 1
find myself conrfronted with the aiternative or
abandoning either Liveralism or the Liberal Party
I cannot hesitate to choose the flater

sacritrice.®®

[n the wevent <Currie supported his namesake 1n the

subsequent by-election.

One noticeable ract about the Leith by election was that

only 77.1% of the electorate voted. This was a much lower

than those in the contests in West

participation rate
Lothian, Wick and South Lanarkshire, which registered

"turnouts or 857.0%, 91.6% and 89.4% respectively.3”?

According to the UAI once Scottish radicals were

conrronted by the Ulster cause some would vote Unionist



"but the majority will do the next best thing, viz:-
abstain trom voting at all."¢*° Thus, the Unionists may
have "gained" many Liberai abstentions as a resuit or the

prominence or the Irish @uestion during tne campaign in

Lei1th.

There can be no doubt that the UA I were more than

satisried with their campaigning exploits in Scotiand

during the period 19iZ-1l4, more so than the response they

elicited i1n their campaign 1n England. ln July 13814 the
UAal estimated that the Unionists would gain l4 seats in
Scotland 1n & General Election 1f the Irish (@Question

IT the

eclipsed the other poiitical issues orf the day.°®¢!

1ssue nad been contined to a reterendum Unionists were

conrident that their cause woula triumph at the poils.

Commenting on the South Lanarkshire by-election the UAI

stated that a "considerable number of Unionist working

men {who wers anti-Home Kule butl supported the Lapour
Candidate soilely because he was a working man",*?
Upviously such temptations would be apsent in a

rererendum.

The question arises as to why the heightened importance

of the Irish issue did not produce a rise 1in sectarian

friction in Scotland at this time. [t would appear that a

-

of ractors ensured that the sectarian divisions

variety

in ireland were not aupliicated across the North Channel.

The rirst point that should be noted was that every irish

organisation poiitically active in Scotland at this time






ditficulties. Edmund Talbot is going to speak-in
the division | believe and as a Catholic he wiil
doubtless make it clear that opposition to home
rule does not arise rrom hostility to the Koman
Catholic Church... ii he disclaims anxiety as to
the reli1gilous 1ntoierance that might e snown by
a Fkoman Catholic Government i1n lreland we shall
torreit the support ofr some Radicai
Honcontormists. Un the other hand | cannot hneip
feeling +that it would be wise that you ([(EBonar
Lawl personally should disassociate yourself from
the Anti Roman <Catholic attitude wnich wiil
inevitably be assumed by a considerablie numper of
your rollowers, and which I fear will alienate
Conservative RKoman vatholics.¢?

He was not alone in his opinion.®*® 3Such attitudes ensurea

that overt sectarian appeals were generally eschewed by

Unionists.

Religion was by no means absent from Scottish politics

during this era, but unlike lIreland where thne divisions

sprang Trom the Reformation and the battielines were

drawn betwesen Catholics and Frotestants, in 5cotiand the

major source was the Disruption and the conrict was

primarily an inter Frotestant dispute. The main political

question, which separated the Protestant Churcnes in

Scotland was whether the state should endow any

particuiar church. Conservatives supported the idea of a

state church, which should be accorded special privileges

in areas sucn as education while Liberals, or at least a

large proportion of them, wished to disestablish the

national Churches in England and 5Scotland. Thus, the

Liberals tended to gain the support of the vast majority
"of the adherents of the United Free Fresbyterian <Church,

whichn espoused ithe idea of voluntarism.



Throughout the period of the Home Rule crisis the ,Ulster
Presbyterians sought to gain support for their cause by
petitioning the various Frotestant Churches in Scotiand.

It is noticeable that, whereas many within the Church or
Scotiand were anxious to stress solidarity with their

beleaguered sister church there is little evidence to

suggest that the Ulster Fresbyterians enjoyed much
success in detaching many U.F, Fresbyterians from their
support of the Liberal Farty by this appeal +to their
sense ol Frotestant solidarity. When Belfast Fresbytery
sent a letter outlining an attack by members of the AOH
on a Frotestant Sunday School outing at Castledawson and
asiking the recipiants to condemn the incident and Home
Kule it evoked a sympathetic response from many Church or
Scotiand Fresbyteries. The members of the Glasgow Church

of Scotland Fresbytery unanimously passed a motion which

stated:

The Fresbytery desire to assure their brethern as
they have done on former occasions, that they are
in wholiehearted sympathy with them in their
strugegle against Home Ekule. They believe that the
passing or such a measure would not only be
grossly unjust to Ulster but also to the cause of
civil and religious liberty. The Presbytery
earnestly hope that the grave danger which is
threatened by the introduction of Home Rule Bill
may be averted and their prayer is that the
struggle in which their brethern are now engaged
may be with the blessing of God crowned with
success,®® i

Presbyteries in Greenock, Aberdeen, Edinburgh, Ayr, Oban,

Irvine, haddington and Duniermline passed similar

motions.*7



This sympathetic attitude was maintained throughout the
crisis both at nationai and local levels within the
Church of Scotliand. In 1914 Giasgow Presbytery endorsed a
motion, which re-arfirmed "their heartfelt sympathy with

their 1fellow Fresbyterians in Ulster in their great

struggle for civil and religious liberty” and appointed

Sunday Z9th rFarch as a Day of Frayer on which the

faithful could direct their suppiications to this
Purposes.®® While the Hoderator of the General Assembly in

that year, the Rev. Dr. Nicol, stated thét they regarded

as an outrags

that the intelligent, industrious, loyal, law
abiding, and God 1ifearing people of a great
province of the Empire should be placed under a
system of government which they declared they
detested, and which they had good reason to
believe woulid be dominated by a power hostile +to
Protestant ideals of civil and religious liberty,
and should be placed under that system by the
brute force or a political coalition in

Farliament.«~

Although some secondary sources have claimed that there
was little sympathy for the Ulster Unionist cause amongst
established Presbyterians, this was not the case.™? One

minister stated that

he found that in the time of greatest trouble of
the Irish Church the Church of &Scotland was their
truest Tfriend. She had never failed them nor
would she fail thém again shouid the crisis which
seemed imminent and threatening ever take place.
Through her Fresvyteries and the General Assembly
she had already expressed her determination to
stand by them and to make their quarrel her

own. !



Church also strongly supported the Unionist

The Free
cause in Ireland from the outset. In mMay 1912 its
Committee on Religion, Morals and Temperance attacked

Home Rule as the thin end of a Nationalist wedge and lert

no daubt that it opposed the measure on religious

grounds: .

Very shortly the same parties would not be
content with Home Rule,. There is no appeasing of
Roman Catholics, and it is folly of the most
arrant kind for a Frotestant nation to

Government's

legislature to please themn. The
first duty is to the Protestants of Ireland and
it will be an ocutrage should this measure be

73

granted,

Such sentiments were commonplace amongst the smailer

conservative Fresbyterian organisations. The Committee on

Religion and Fublic HMorals of the UOriginal Session Church

questioned "the moral right of a Christian Government to

handover some of its subjects to the rule of uniovyal and

Romanish authoritises™,?3

In sharp contrast with its sister Presbyterian Churches

was the stance of the United Frse Church. wWwhen EBeliast

Presbytery presented its motion concerning the attack by

the ADH at Castledawson it received a lukswarm response.

When one time Unionist Farliamentary candidate J.Buyers

Black submitted motion, which expressed sympathy with the

plight or Irish Presbyterians, the members of Glasgow UF

Fresbytery passed, by "a large majority", a proposal not

to discuss the motion.”* UF Presbyteries in Aberdeen,

Dalkeith and Galashields also refused to dicuss the
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motion sent by Belfast Fresbytery.’® When the. Irish

Fresbyterians sent a delegation to tour Scotland to put

torward thsir views Aberdeen UF Fresbytery retused to
give them a hearing while it was only on the casting vote
of the chairman that granted them the opportunity to
address Glasgow UF Presbytery.” ¢ The response, which
typired the stance of the UF Church throughout the crises

was outlined by an editorial of the Missionary RKecord.in

late 13l&:

Our friends in Uister appear to be puzzied by the
actions of Fresbyterians on the Home kule
question. Some or these have passed motions
sympathising with them; others have declined +to
discuss the matter, The ’truth’ is that the
majority of people in Scotiand are watching the
development of the question with the closest
interest but are meantime holding their judgement
in suspense until they see more cisarly what
eitect the impending political changes will  have
on the position of their co religionists. There
is no iack of sympathy with the latter and if it
turns out that their religious freedom is menaced
Scotland will act quickly enough.?”

Such an amibivalent attitude was opposed by some elements
within the UF Church. In the summer of 1214 a petition

critical of the Home Rule Eill was signed by over 170 UF

Church office bearers was sent to Asquith.’® It is not

clear if this represented a sea change on the part of the

Churgh over the 1ssue. Unionist sources claimed that many

Liberals had signed the petition, but this was denied by

-

pro-Liberal slemsnts.?"

Ne topic dominated the letter columns of the Giasgow

Heraid and 7The Scotsman as the stance of the UF Church on



the 9question of Home Rule.®°® Many criticised the UF

Church Tror abandoning their co-religionists and alleged

they were doing so in the hope that a Liberal Government

would ultimately disestablish the national churches in

Scotiand and England.?®!? Un the other bhand, many UF

Presbyterians were quick to point out that the Ulster

Unionists had not displayed a sense of Frotestant

solidarity with the non conformists in England and Wales

when the Unionist Government of the day passed the 1902
Education Act. One UF orffice bearer stated:
To me the civil and religious freedom of the
Protestants orf Ulster will be more assured under
Home rule than that of our non~-conformist
brethern will be under a prelatic Tory
Government, who. bs it noted, are still sufifering
under the yoke of the legisiation passed by tfhe
so called iriends of religious liberty in

Ulster.32

This point was highlighted by Lloyd George in his message

to the wslectors of Wick Burghs in December 1913. He

stated:

It 1is rather sickening to see the wuphoiders of
sectarian priviieges in England and Wales proiess
to be the champions of religious equality for
Ireland. 1 wish English and 5cottish Tories would
concede to English and Welsh Mon Conrormists the
same measure of religious equality and fair play
as will be guaranteed to Ulster Episcopalians and
Fresbyterians under the Home Rule Bill.®?

The only example of violence erupting at a meeting

concernsasd with the Irish WQuestion between 191z-14 came

during this by election campaign when local Liberals

broke up a meeting in Dingwall, which was being addressed
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by Ulster clergymen. lt is ironic to note that the seeds

of this disturbance were to be found in the Disruption

and not at the Battle of the Boyne.®?

It would appear as if the Irish Nationalists sought to

ensure that the Home Kuls issus did not solely revolve

around the question or religion. The two men most active

in their campaign in 5cotland, the MP Richard lecGhee and

the editor of the Uister Guardian W.H.Davey, were both

Frotestants, Their presence must have heiped those pro-

Home rule Protestants resist the Ulster Unionist appeals

for Frotestant solidarity.

Although UF Fresbyterians aligned themselves behind the

Irish cause this did not mean that they had any

particuiar love for the Cathoiic faith in Scotland.?®3

While it is easy ito portray Catholicism in Scotland as

being as intransigent and aggressive as in Ireland the

relative numerical strengihs meant that they could never

threaten the Frotestant ethos of Scotland or the civil

and religious liberties of its 1nhabitants. As 5Steve

Bruce observes:"for all the waving of tricolours at

Celtic football games, Scottish Catholics are not irying

to move Scotland into a new political unit."®¢ Had they

been attempting to do so, and had any chance of

succeeding, it was “likely that the differences that

existed between the various Frotestants denominations in

Scotland would have been submerged and a pan-Frotestant

defensive alliance would have developed. This had



happened in Ulster, In the latter part of the eighteenth
century and the opening decades of the nineteenth there
was much 1riction between Fresbyterians and adherents of
the <Church or Ireland.®? The Orange Order originally
appealled largely to the latter but Fresbyterians started

to rlock to its banners once the Home Rule issue began to

dominate lrish politics.?*®

It has been argued earlier in this chapter that the

Unionists in Scotliand benefitted eiectorally because of

the heightened prominence or the Irish Question. However.

this does not necessarily mean that those who switched to

the Unionists were doing so either because they were anti

Catholic t(or pro Frotestant for that matter, or Dbecause

they were sympathetic to the appeals of the Ulster

Frotestants. Some 5Scots may have feared the economic

implications or Irish Home Rule. Both Aberdeen anad

Glasgow Chambers of Commerence publicly opposed the

Government's Irisn proposals, but both made clear that

their stance was dictated by economic considerations,

that Home Kule would prove injurious to the British

economy 1in general and the Scottisn economy in

particular, rather than the political and religious

aspects of the issueg.®*® One constituency which +the

Unionists hoped to win in an eliection dominated by Irish

-+

Home Rule was East Ferthshire. The Scotsman pointed out

that many of the smail manufacturing towns in the

constituency were linked to the Ulster economy through

the linen industry and concluded that this wouid help the
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Unionists capture the seat.®®

It has been alleged that the enthusiasm displayed by the

Conservative Farty on behalf of Ulster was motivated

primariiy by a concern to maintain the integrity ot the

United kingdom and the Empire rather than any concern for
the fate of the Ulster Unionists. Bonar Law outlined what

Ulster represented in the eyes of many British Unionists

in a speech delivered berfore a crowd or over 100,000 at

Balmaral, & suburb of Beliast:
Once again you hold the pass for the Empire. You
are a peseiged city. The timid have ileft you;
your Lundy’s have betrayed you; but you have
closed your gates. The Government have erected by
their Parliament Act a boom against you to shut
you otf from the help of the British people. You
will burst that boom. That help will come, and
when the crisis 1s cover men will say to you in
words not unlike those used by FPitt - you have
saved yourselves Dy your exertions, and you will
save the Empire by your exampie.?’!

The re-emergence of the Irish Question gave a small

It

impetus to the campaign for a Parliament in Edinburgh.

1s noticesable that Scottish Unionists were advised to

appeal to Imperiai patriotism in order to counter any

upsurge 1n Scottish nationalism because:

The wider Iimperiai patriotism...had proved of

great benefit to the imperialist and Unionist
Farty at the time of the Boer War as the SO
called "khaki"™ eiection showed - when the Kadical
Party was for the rirst time in a minority in

Scotiand.**

While imperiai objections to Irish Home Rule were put

torward by all sections of Unionist opinion in Scotland
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it must be stated that they preterred to stress Ulster’s

case against Home Ruls. UOne wonders if it would have

penerited the Unionist party more had it 1laid greater

stress on this Imperial aspect orf the Irish Question.

tne correspondence columns of the papers it would

From

appear that the [mper1a] objections to Home Rulie did not

concern the majority of those, who opposed Irish Home

Rule. Nevertheless, 1t could have been the case that

those who highlighted Ulster's cause did so because thney
or

had conciuded that this way was the best means

maintaining the status quo. As one historian has stated

"if the fight for the empire and for the integrity of the

United kingdom could be won on the streets of Belfast,

then that was were 1t wouid be contested".’®

In John Buchan's novsl Mr. Stanarast there is a passage,

which 1s a vivid description of the anti-Irish feeling

that exi1sted 1n Glasgow and the West of 5S5cotland during

the First World War. In the novel a character by the name

07 Andrew Amos, & pordsr radical, comments on the lrish:

Glasgow’s stinkin’ nowadays with two things,
money and Irish. I mind the day when I rol lowed
Mr Gladstone’s Home Kule policy, and used to
. threep about the noble generous, warm hearted
sister nation held in a foreign bondage. My Goad!
I'm not speakin’' about Ulster, which 1s a dour
ill natured den but our own folk just the same.
But the men that will not do a hand’s turn to
help the war and take the chance ofF our
necessities to set up a bawbee rebellion are
haterul to Goad and men. We treated them like pet
lambs and that the thanks we get. They're coming

here in thousands to tak the jobs of the

over
speakin’

lads that are doing their duty. 1 was
last week to a widow woman that keeps a wee dairy
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down the Dalmarnock koad. She has two sons, ana
poth are in the Army, one in the Cameronians and
one a prisoner 1n Germany. She was teiling me
that sne could not keep goin' any more, lacking
the help of the boys., through she had workea her
fingers to the bone. 'Surely its a crool job, Mr
Amos,’ she says, ’that the Government should take
both my laddies, and I'l]l maybe never see them
again, and let the Irish gang free and take the
oread rrae our mouth. At the gas works across the
road they took on a_hundred Irish last week, and
every yin o then as young and well set up as you
wouid ask to see. And my wee Davie, him thats in
Germany, had aye a weak chest, and Jimmy was
troupled wi’ a bowel complaint. Thats sureiy no

justice.'*?

There would appear to be little doubt that there was a

rise 1i1n communal friction during the war years as

compared with the preceding period. As 1ndicated by the

aobove passage this was not primarily due to the political

events that occurred in Ireland, but a reaction to an

intfilux of lrish i1mmigrants and, probabiy more important,

the ract that the Irish were not subject to the same

military obligiations as the Scots.

In August 1915 The Scotsman described the influx ot

[

Irishnmen that occurred in Motherwell in the previous

twelve months:

When the war broke out many hundreds of young men
left +their empioyment in the steel woriks and
joined the Army. To fill their places there was a
great influx of to the town of young lrisnmen
drawn nither by big wages that were to bs made.
In lsarge numbers they have been arriving ever
since and finding-:lucrative empioyment.??®

sovan was also the destination of many immigrants. In

Marech 1916 a columnist in the Govan Press wrote:"A good

many young lrishmen, just over from the 'ould counthry'
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are getting work to do about the docks, taking the ﬁxace
or others wno have had to go and tight. This does not
seem TIair."'¢* The intlux of lrish 1i1mmigrants was not
limited to urban areas. There was much comment on Irish
harvesters 1n Ayrshire in 191% and 1917.°%7 Though it

snould be noted that this migration was a seasonal one,

had a tradition extending long before the war and during

that time was not subject of much hostile critcism, that
it now engendered public comment was indicative of the
decline that had occurea communal relations since the

outbreak of tne war.

Throughout history and in many locations any inrlux ot

immigrants has resulted in a hostiie response ifrom the

native population. That community relations detericratea

at this time might not have been unsxpected. However, it
is wuniikely +that this wouid have occurred to such an

extent had Irishmen besn subjected toc the same miiitary

decrees as the Scots. During 1915, indeed throughout the

war, many letters appeared in the Scottish press, which

alleged that Ireland, more specirfically <Catholic and

Nationalist ireliand, had not proved a particuliary

successrul recruiting ground for the British Army.’?

apparent proof that the Irish were "shirking" their

military 'duties came in August 1915 when "many” or the

immigrants returned "home" to avoid being registered

under the provisions IMilitary Service Act. In Motherwelil

it was reported that



Since the distribution of the registration forms
this week these young {(irishlmen seem to hnave
taken sudden fright and are leaving the town 1in
large numbers...it is thought that these young
men believe that by spending the weekend 1n
Ireiand they will escape registration.’”

The vovan Fress commented on the response of the Irish 1in

its area to registration:

The nationality question provided some amusing
answers rrom the [rish. With surprising unanimity
the lIrishmen 1n our midst refused to regard Irish
and British as synonymous, and deciared for their
separate nationality.

'Ilrisn means British, surely,’' said one
orfical. 'Oh, no it does not, sor’ was the
venhement answer. Une wrote down 'frish, and proud
ot it' and 'another said he was an Irishman born
in Scotland.’ A particularly touching feature was
the tact that many lrishmen, though long resident
in Govan, gave as their usual postal address some
town or opscure village in lreland.??®®

When Ireland was exempted from the application or
conscription a correspondent in the Govan Fress was
sarcastic 1n his observation:

And so conscription has come at last, has it? And

the starred men are to escape, and Ireland has to

escape. Why should te distressed Isle get offr

Are the Government arraid or what might happen!

And vyet they are not atraid to grant Home Kule.

But on! beg pardon, that 1s politics, and we

don't deal in them here. All the same, emigration

to Ireland will become popular know.!?°?
There can be littie doubt that many Scots felt aggrieved
that recruitment in Ireland failed to match expectations
and that this stimulated sectarian rriction between the

two communities. On many occaslons minor rracas develioped

1n S5cottish ports when locals attacked Irish ©boarding
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ships destined weither tfor Ireland or the USA.1°* A
columnist in the Govan Fress, in Ilarch 1918, commented on
the sfrect Irish immigration had on communal
relations:"that so many young strong Irishmen are over
here making good whilst so many Govan lads are about 5St.

Quentin ana the other danger zones, does not make TrToOT

3

pesce ei1ther amongst the engineers or anywhere else.™!'?

To those, who considered the Irish fundamentailly
disloyal, the Easter Rising must nave seemed as the final

conrirmation or this ract. However, it is noticeable that

in the responss or the Scottish press to this event, even

that element which had vehemently supported the Ulster
Unionists 1n their fight against Home Kule, was not to
use 1t &as stick with which to beat the irish but to

stress, quite corrsctiy, how marginalised the insurgents

were 1n Irish society. For exampie, The Scotsman stated

that the Sinn Feiners had "as litle aifinity to the

Nationaiists as to the Ulster Unionists. They have

denounced the recruiting policy of Mr Kedmond as they

have declared against the rortitude of Ulster."t?? Eoth

the Guiasgow Heraid and The Scotsman portirayed the Kising

as being the inevitable resuit of Birreil’s lenient

policy which allowed Sinn Fein enough rope to hang

themselves.!®% Even this attempt to score political

pPolnts was soon eclipsed by the hope that the arftermath

or the RKebellion wouid create the conditions necessary

that would allow an agreed settiement between the rival

Irish factions.t¢e






are standing shoulder to shoulder with theair fellow

Britains”.!!! In the summer or 1916 many papers reported

the gallant actions oi Irish Kegiments and the toliowing

year they were rulsome in their praise or Willie Redmond,

who died at the tront wearing a

an lrish HNationaiist IM.F.

British Army unirorm.'*? The insertion of such stories
woula suggest that the Scottish press did not
deliberately seek to inrlame Scottish passions against

lrish iImmigrants. Fresumably, this was to ensure that thne

Scottish war etrort was not curtailed due to an outbreak

orf sectarian friction within the public at large.

The growth or anti-Irish sentiment was accompanied with a

growth of anti-Catholicism. This was the result of a

number or factors. The rfirst was theological in origin.

In December 1914 the recently appoinited Special Envoy to

the Vatican, Sir Henry Howard, presented his credentials

and met the new Fope. The resumption of diplomatic

relations between Britain and the Vatican evoked a

hostile responce trom some sections of the Frotestant

Churches in Scotland. In the Buiwark, organ or the

Scottish EKetformation bSociety, the move was roundly

denounced in the name or the British people:

For " the Eritish Government to send
congratulations to a Roman Friest on his
assumption of an oifice the profanest on wsarth,

and the tities and perogatives which by right
beiong 1o God alone, is not only to share the
guilt or the assumption, but also to denigrade
and compromise the Britisn nation, the wvast
majority of whose people have no repect Tor the
Fope of Kome and, if the were directly consulted
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would reruse to have anything to to do with him
whether diplomatically or otherwise.!}!?3

When the Glasgow knox Club predictibly condemned Howard's
appointment 7he Suiwark doubted whether the Government
would accede to the demands of such marginal groups. If
the Government was to reverse 1ts policy a larger and

broader campailgn had to pe mounted:

Wwill the Government be influenced by these ([the
hostile resolutions passed by the knox Clubl and
similar resolutions rrom Protestant societies? We
1ear not. but if the great Churches of Scotland
and the Non-contormists of England and Wales
would only take up the subject 1n earnest and
tell the Government in piain terms that the
mission to the Fope is a policy tney will not
stand, the mission wouid certainly be recaililed.
These great communities oif Frotestants have now a

precious opportunity of proving that their
attachment to national Frotestantism 1s sound,
strong and reliable.t!?

Although this 1ssue vexed the minds ot some of the

guardians or Frotestantism 1n Scotland it would not

appear to have ©besn perceived as a threat by the

mainstream Frotestants. This question did not make the

pages ot the Church ot Scotland’'s monthly magazine, Lire

ana Work. In August 1915 the Scottish Reformation Society

launched a public petition demanding the recall or the

Papal Envoy. In January 1916 the petition, which was

signed by 31,000, was presented to the House of Commons.

Interestingly enougn, ' in the absence, aue to ill health,

of C.E. Frice it was his isellow Liberal Dundas White. who

handed the petition to the mother orf Parliament’s. This

illustrates the tact that many of those, who might be









man 1n the street, who up till three months ago
was a staunch Home Ruler, is wavering and coming
to regard lreland with a fesling of nausea as a
hopeless, i1mpossiblie country.:3¢

It 1is noticeabls that the Giasgow Observer stated that

t he backlash was primarily directed against Irish
political aspirations _rather than Roman Catholics in
general. Certainiy, the GlLasgow Heraid coula

difterentiate betwesn the Vatican, and tor that matter
the Irish Hierarchy, and "Patriotic Catholics, Scottish
and English" who had ™"rought as valiantiy and
whoieheartedly against the Germans as their Protestant

countrymen, "t 1 Une wonders if the bulk of the Scottish

pPopuiation was so discernings Une suspects so. it 1is

doubtrul ir a Catholic family, whose sons were fighting

at the front, or who had suttered a bereavement as a

result or the war were regarded with the same opprobrium

as a recent young [rish immigrant, who had taken up

employment i1in the Govan shipyards or the HMotherwell

steelworks. Nevertheless, some sources believed that this

1ssue would continue to be a source of anti-lrish

sentiment iong arter the war had ended. In 1920 an

editoraial in Lire ana work stated:"While the generation

lasts that sufrered the anxieties of the Great War it

will be burnt in the memory that at the solemn crisis of

the Empire’s raith it Wwas the Roman Hierarchy in freland

that opposed and made 1mpossible the application of

-

conscription there,™"! 232

It sectarlan tensions were high during the First Worla
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War 1t might be expected that the Anglo-Irish war woulid

have rurther stimulated communal itriction in Scotiand. in
this peri1oaq Irish <Catholic disloyalty to the United
t.ingaom was maniitsst. In Ireland between 1913-21 the 1RA

killed hundreds or members ofF the British security

many of whom must have had links with Scotiand.

forces,
Scotland was not spared IRA violence, althougn it has to
be noted that only one policeman died as a result of IRA
activities. Throughout this period sources within

link the

mainstream S5cottish society were not atfraid to

Catholiec <Church in Ireiand with the [RA's campaign or

terror. For example, 1in its editorial comment on tne

events or "Bloody Sunday", The Scotsman stated:

Cardinal Logue considers an act of deitence on the
part of the mijiitary in the execution of their
duty (This reters to the deaths at Croke Fark.
The paper contended that the army only returned

they had been attacked first by the
assassination

barparous

Iire once
[RA) a worse crime than
deliberately planned and executed with
Distasteruli as 1t is to criticise the
head of the Roman Catholic Church 1n Ireland, it
must be said that his Advent Fastoral is at least
eguivocal. Lesser dignataries and tne parish
priest may be justitied in reading it as
warranting a hate campaign against the british
torces 1n Ireland...ft is to be rteared that under

cruelity.

present circumstances the Government cannot iook
for much help trom the irish Roman Catholic
which

hierarchy in the suppression ©0I crimes
ought to be an athema to the Churcn.'*?

In the Church of Scotiland’'s monthly magazine Lirfre &and

wWork the editor equated the Catholic <Church with IRA

rerrorism:

And it must not be torgotten that the men who are

Q
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making Ireland a foul den or outrage and murder
are members of a Church that regquires them to go
to ’'Contession’ and yet, so0 tar as one sees OT
hears, does nothing to restrain their
crimes...this magazine must repeat its testimony
against the malign influence ot a corrupt branch
orf the Church of Christ.i124

question arises as to whether IRA activity provoked

The

an anti-Irish («Catholicy backlasn within Scottish
socirety. Evidence ot sectarianism 1s notoriousiy
difricuit to assemble. Primary sources, such as

newspapers, did not awsell on this topic and uniess

sectarian friction was expressed in spectacuiar terms,

riots, it rems1ns invisible to the opserver two

generations removea from the period under examination. At

pest any attempt to measurs sectarianism will resemble,

not a graph but an i1mpressionistic painting.

The upswing that occured between 1819-Z1 in the fortunes

of the Orange Order would suggest that there was an anti-

Catholiec backlash on the part of the Scottish people.

According to the Scottish column in the Urange Stanaara

membership 1ncreased steadily throughout the Anglo-irish

WAar; though the journal was carerful not to quote exact

Iigures of the organisation’'s numerical strength.?2*®

Thus, it could have been the case that the Order expanded

primarily because of the cessation of the hostilities in

Europe; membership rose as Orangemen returned from the

trenches. However, it should be noted that the Urder

continued to expand long after the termination of the

Anglo-lirish war., It was not until 13Z7 that it pbegan to



sutier a numerical contraction: the reverse in fortunes

being attributed to the deteriorating economic situation.
Unlike other populiar Frotestant bodies, the Urange Order
has been able to retain a mass membership over a
considerable Fericd of time. lts success in achieving
this feat, not reproduced by more recognisibly Scottish

organisations such as the S5Scottish Reformation Society,

the Frotestant Action Farty (PAS) or the Scottish

Frotestant League (5FL), may have been helped by

immigration from Ulster and the importance or the Irish

Wuesstion, but it has survived long after such factors

ceased to play a significant role within Scottish

society., Arguably, the primary explanation of the

longevity orf the Orange Order in Scotland may be the

result of the social activities ortered to the

mempership; social clubs, tlute bands and parades.!'®¢ A

columnist in the Govan Fress writing of his impressions

0of an Orange parade 1n 1913, commented that most of those

present were more 1nterested 1n having a picnic than

listening to the speeches of the leaders present.!*” This

situation seems to prevail today when it has been noted

that "the numbers drinking cans of beer or eating ice-

cream on the grass verges away rrom the rally exceeded

those listening to speecnes by top Unionist politicians

trom Ulster."?z9® In " many ways Urangelsm, past and

present, could be classitied as an embedded cultural

phenomenon, not dependent on transitory political or

religious events for 1ts continuing appeal.
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There 1s little evidence to suggest that the i1ntensity or

sectari1an conilict that erupted in Belfast in the summer

ot 1920 was duplicated on the Scottish side or the North

Channel, This doss not mean that sectarian vioience did

not occur. At a meeting 1n Motherwell, addressed by Jonn

llacLean, Urangemen and 5inn Feiners battlied with each

other.!** However, such skirmishes were relatively rare

and it may have been the case that Irish politics was the

excuse rather than the reason ror such violence.
1

Commenting on the situation i1n the west of Scotland at

marching season 1n 1920 the

the height or the

Intelligence services reported:

between the two ractions or frishmen
are on the 1ncrease, and another ot the weekly
Saturday night brawis took piace 1n Greenock on
<6th June, Two policemen and ssevaral civilians
were severiy 1njured by stones and bottles, and
l> persons, mostly young Irishmen, were arrested.
A peculiar 1nnovation occurred in this rtight, the
rival tactions chalked wup notices on walls
inviting their respective supporters to gather 1in
the principal throughrare to take part 1n the

artair.!s?®

Conrlicts

Violence between the two communities during this period

appears to have Dbeen limited to gangs i1indulging in

Saturday night brawls rather than riots. In many respects

the situation then is simiiar to the situation now.

Harglnaiiged elements within society Trired by drink
indulging in ritualised violsnce. Wnile the gangs
involvea may have a specific religiouss/political ethos 1t

not

could bs argued that even if the Ulster confliict did

exi1st the same young men wouid still fight each other;

w
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locality rather than reiigion wouid become the

1dentitying badgess of the conflicting tribes.!??

In the artermath or the murder or a policeman in Glasgow
by the lRA Forward claimed that the svent heiped 1gnite
an anti-catholic backlash.!¥% Evidence that this was the
case 1s provided by the Govan Fress, which stated that
the "’'Wearin’ o’ the Green’ is not a popular ballad in
Govan these days."!®® This, howsver, is about the only
evidence available, which suggested there was an anti-
catholic backlash. It 15 noticeable that Tne sScotsman,

the uviasgow Aeraid and the Daliy Record failed to comment

on the 1ncident in their editorial columns. The fact that

these papers a1d not use the occasion to launch an attack

on the IRKA and 1ts supporters i1n 5S5cotland could have bpeen

an attempt to ensure that native sectarian tensions were

not turther inilamed. When specificaly Protestant parties

were at their eiectoral peak in the ’thirties the press

played an 1mportant role in retarding their advance.!'®?

Thus, there appears to have been a desire within

mainstream S5cottish society, to ensure that the divisions

in Ulster were not replicated in Scotland; admittedly

there were occasi1ons when the sectarian card was played,

however, while the papers may have been prepared to keep

sectarian Trires burning they rertained Irrom pouring oil

on the flames and if the conriagration appearing to be

going out of control they tried to douse the riames.

To the historian 1t would appear that sectarian friction
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in Scotland deciined during the period of the Anglo-Irish

War as compared with preceding tour years. In many ways

the impact on Scottish society orf the "troubles” in

lreland Dbetween 1315-21 mirrors the response that has

been eviaoent since vioience erupted in Ulster in 1968,

This is not surprising because the position of the Ulster
Question today in British political life is the same as

that occupied by Ireland betwesn 19186-21, viz, it 1s seen

as an external issue. This is in total contrast to the

Fosition that existed bestween lY9lz-14, indeed, from 1886

when 1t was the 1ssue around which the British poiitical

system revolved. The marginalisationsexternalisation of

the irish Question appears to have originated with the

developmsnt of the Irish <Convention 1n 1917, The

Convention rirst met in July 1917 and continued to meet

until the tollowing spring. Boycotted by Sinn Fein and

organlised labour the mutually exclusive political

ambitions of the mainstream Unionist and HNationalist

parties ensured that a negotiated settlement was not

achieved., The Convention was portrayed by elements 1n the

Scottish press as an attempt to rind an Irish soilution

tfor an lrish problem.'®*® |t the two antagonistic Irish

blocs could not agree between themselves 1t was no rauilt

of the British Government. Thus, the blame for the

.

continuing Irish crisis was located in Ireland and not

Westminster.

Whereas between 191z~-14 the frish ®Question was the

Qs
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primary source of political division within Britain and
Scotland, 1n  the post war era this was no longer the
case. PMany or the former protagonists were members or tne
same Government; thus it was imperative that divisions on
the frish issue did not spiit the Coalition. Possibly
more 1mportant i1n negating ths importance of the Irish

Question was the deveiopment of a political system based

on economiec rather than constitutional 1ssues. Altnhough
Labour was «critical or the Government’s [rish policy
between 1918-21, unliike +the Tories when they were in

opposition between 191Z-14, this issue was not central to
its political phileosophy. lforeover, whereas 1n the pre
war period both the major British parties were closely
aligned with the raival Irish parties this was not the

case between |913-21; the development of 3Sinn Fein

resulted 1n the motive 1orce of Irish politics Dbeing
located in I[reland rather than Westminster. While
gratetul 1or any suppert trom Britain they, unlike the
pre-war Irish Party, were not prepared to walt until a

Westminster Government was favourally disposed to their

political aspirations. Sinn Fein means "Ourselves Alone”

and they saw the solution of Ireland's ills as being

located in ireland and not Britain.
When compar1ng the 1mpact of the Irish GQuestion in

Scottish politics between 1312-14 and 1919-21 one is

struck by the virtual absence of the issue during the

fatter period. This can in part be explained by its

deciine in importance in "high politics"; without the



Westminster parties stressing the issue it was inevitable

that it would not exert such an intluence on the Scottish

electorate. However, their appears to have been little
pressure trom the ejiectorate on the politicians to take
up the lIrish Question with a little more vigor. Iln  the
pre-war period the Home hule 1s5ue was debated at length

1n weneseral Assemblies and individual Fresbyteries of the

Church or Scotland. Whereas, between L91l2-14, the merits

or otherwise of Home Kule was debated with passion and

the protagonisis were vehement 1n their oplnions, between

19lg-21 there was nNo desire to bscome i1nvolved in the

The irish Question had bitterly divided the UF

issue.
Church in the pre-war era; howsever, when the topic was
ralsed at the 1ozl Generai Assembly, a non-commital

resolution was adopted:

The General Assembly, in view ofr the civil
disorder and strite which unhappily prevail in
I[reland...depiore ana condemn all crime and
outrags by whosoever committed, and whatever
excuse be alleged in extenuation...They

respectrully urge the Government, which already
by 1its recent legisiation given its pledges of
its anxieties to meet lreland’s legitimate desire
for selt governmnet. to undertake such Tfurther
patient and resolute sndeavours as shall seem
best fitted +to secure an agreed and lasting

settlement.,? ¢

Un two occasions during this period the Glasgow FPrebytery

of the UF Church distussed motions both condemned IRA

violence and British reprisals. On each occasion the

majority of those present voted not to forward the motion

to the General Assembly.!'®7 The Church orf Scotland was



simiiarty 1ndirferent. The Irish Question was discussed
oniy oOnNce 1n Lire and work during the Anglo-irish war.
The Glasgow Fresbytery, S0 vocal in iis support ror
Ulster between 131Z2-14, 1gnored the 1ssue post 1918. When
t he topic was ralsed at the 1921 General Assembly this
Dody was content to merely utter pious words against the

use or violence, rather than advance any political
solutions.'*® |t would appear that apathy was the emotion
evoked in Scotisn society with regard to the Irish
Question between 13519-21. This must partly have been due
to the ract that the 1ssue had dominated Britisn politics
ror so long. Howsver, the World War had created a new
political agenda wherein economi¢c 1ssues were now

dominant: Ireland seemed to be a relic rroem another time.

One reason why IRA vioience in Scotland evoked apparently

little hostility towards Catholics in general may have

been the ract that socilalism/communism was perceived as a

greater threat to the prevailing order. Un numerous

occasions the Daiiy ARecord highlighted, as did the

British Intelligence services, allsged 5inn Fein

penetration or Trade Unions in Lanarkshire and the threat

this posed to 1ndustrial reiations:

Sinn Fein rights with more sinister and deadlier
weapons than rifles and bombs. The reai menace ot
the movement in the country lies in its politicai
intrigue, still more insideous attack on
industriaiism.

The twin evil of EBolshevism and Sinn Fein’s
penetration into the counsels and activities of
the Trade Union movement, is rfraught with grave
conseguencies to the workers of Scotland unless

it be checked in time,
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Sinn Fein and Boishevism have nothing in
common with Trade Unionism as such, and cannot be
in it ror other than uiterior ends.

To keep Trades Unionism not only clean, but
sare, the workers must bolt the door against
every Kked, by whatever nams he may chose to
designate his particular tint of revolution.,!3*

In the aftermath of "Bloody Sunday"™ it 1s noticeable that

the Daliy Recora equated the IRA with Bolshevism rather

than Catholicism:"this Ked Terror".!*° This source, which

had the largest circulation of any paper 1in Scotland.

indeed it claimed 1hat more people read it than the tour

other Scottish morning newspapers, con51sténtly portrayed

the IRA and Sinn Fein as a revolutionary rather than a

nationalist or reiigious organisation.?®*!

It 1s ironic to record that just as the Irish @&uestion

was peginning to fade from the British poiitical agenda,
in 122k, many were expressing their tfears of an
aggressive Catholicism, which constituted a threat to the
érevaillng ethos in Scotland, in some respects these
ITears may have pbeen stimuiated by the settlement or the

In December 1921 the chairman of the

Irish @Question.

Glasgow Good Government League, George Black, fteared

that a wave of Irish immigration would wash across

Scotland’s shores as a result of the Treaty:"Already one

quarter of the population of Glasgow is lrish, or Irish

by origin, but with a badly governed ’'Free State’ in the
saddis, there will be a greatly i1ncreased migration of

Irish to Glasgow, partly Tor Satfety (from the better

class) & for employment from all classes. Do you want
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more lrish in Glasgow?" 4% |n subsequent years tnere were

many, who wouid allege that this indeed occurred, whether
or not there was a mass migration of Catholic Irishmen to
Scotland 1s a debateable point. What cannot be doubted is

that many within Scottish society believed that such a

movement ot people had indeed occurred.

Fiany sources have claimed that sectarian friction in

Scotland was primarily a result ot the native workiorce

iearing the 1ncreased job cmpetition that resulted in the

aftermath or a wave or immigration. while it is not
1mpossible to +find examples of Scots claiming that Irish
immigrants forced native workers out or their jobs 1in this

period at least it sppears to have been middle class fears

that were most aroused by the supposed influx of Irish

Irish were seen as harbinger of

Catholics. The 1mmigrant

poverty ana jawiessness. At the 192ZZ UF Church General

Assembly various speakers claimed that the number of

destitute Irishmen had become an "intolerapnle burden to the

Scottish rate payers." The Rev J. MacLagan stated:

The Irish populatioﬁ in Glasgow was roughly &5
of the total. Ot those who received
assistence rrom the charitable funds of the Town
it was roughly estimated that from 60 to

Irish Roman Catholics, and so far
cent of

percent

Council
70 percent were
could be ascertained roughly 39 per

as
those in receipt of parochial relier were |Irish
Koman Catholics. Whenever the Irish emigrants

ot the first

landed at the Broomielaw one
guestions they asked was -"Where 15 fthe road to

the Parish Council orfices?"!'*3

irishmen would

It was also teared that tne influx of

bring an increase 1n crime; partly this was ascribed to



the poverty or the immigrants, but primariiy, as a

result of the corrupt faith they practised. Feopie were

not siow to cite the continuing violence within Irish

society and concluded that this phenomenon would be

imuportea with the immigrants. The lModerator or the Free

Church of Scotland stated:

Romanism was alien to the Scottish nation, a
superstitious svstem chiefly Irom the
nei1ghbouring isiand, where we saw the fruits or
it. Ireland was the most popish country in the
worid, and , with brutal crimes of lawlessness,

it was today the darkest spot in Christendom.®**

Such sentiments were by no means iimited to a marginai

slemsnt 1n socisty. While citing other causes for the

alleged crime wave that hit post war Scotiand the u/asgow

Heraiad argued that the very pressnce of a large irish
in aggravating

population 1n Glasgow was a major ractor

the situstion:

It is no rerlection on the Irish people, but a

statement of cold scciological fact, to say that
Ireiand has been responsible for more or our
social trouble in Glasgow than the war and
Bolshevist propaganda, compined. She had suppiied
us - aiong with many estimable citizens - with a
most rerractory eiement in our population; her
agitators and desperadoes imprudentiy tried to
include Glasgow 1n the scene or their domestic

broils.**®

was written in the early stages or the

by

This editorial
Irish civil war. That, atter fighting the British,

Irishmen were righting Irishmen in a bitter <civil war,

iargely untatnomable to the

the reasons I1or which were

average 3Scot, was proor enough that the Irish loved
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violence for its own sake.

The immediate post-war period witnessed the emergence oOfF
& more assertive Catholiec Church at the very time the
Protestant Churches were &experiencing a crisis or
conridence. The 1s5us, which has caused the most communal
friction in twentieth «century Scotland was the 1916
Education Act. This legi1slation meant that religilous
authorities were apsolved from maintaing and financing
Catheolic educationg hencetortn Catholic schools wouid
recelve a grant from the local authorities, "Rome on the
Fates" according to the critics of the Education Act. In
a speecnh delivered at a prize giving ceremony at 5t
Aloysius Academy by John Fhillimore, Frotessor of Greek
at Glasgow University, gducation was pinpointed as the
means by which the Catholie Church could reciaime
Scotland to the true rtaith. In the +first post war
Educational Authority elections in 1819 there was Ilittle

to suggest that there was a Protestant reaction to the

Education Act. However, this was not the case in 1222,

when the next election was heid. The victory at the polils

of HModerate and Frotestant candidates in 1322 was due in

part, according to the viasgow Heraid, to

s very natural resentment at the openly coniessed
attempt of the Roman Cathoiics to obtain a larger
representation on public bodies than that which
their actual numbers entitle them. Their
protagonists have for some time been very busy on
the whole education front. [f the Roman Catholics
compiain that they are inadequately represented
on the new Authority’s they have mainly to thank
the propaganda campalgn carried on SO
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indiscreetly and, we may add, so impudentiy hy

Proressor Fhillimore and some or his co-
religionists. What these gentiemen have done 1is
to arouse the long quiesecant spirit of self
detence amongst Frotestants. .. a Vigorous
assertion of the Presbyterian an element, which
arter all, is still the main force in Scottish
lire, was the natural riposte to Roman Catholic

claims and aggressions,?!s¢

Although the G(Giasgow Heraid has identified Cathoiic

aspirations as the major source of communal friction the

root cause was the perception, on the part of Scottish

Fresbyterians, that Irish immigration could alter the

ethos or the nation. The advance of Romanism was outiined

at the Church of 3cotland general Assembly in 19ZZ by the

kev. Duncan Cameron of Kilysth who painted a picture of

S5cottish Froisstanism under siege:

In Glasgow at the present time between one fourth
and one fifth of the entire population was Irish
and if the suburban population in places tike
Follockshislds and kelvinside were eliminated it
was a reasonable and just computation that one
third of the working class in Glasgow was Irish.
He had official figures of the children wunder
variogus suthorities in industrial areas in
scotland. The increase in the Roman <Catholic
children in two years over the previous year was
1037 and the decrease in the number or Scottish

children in the two corresponding years over the
previous year was l8l2. That is to say that the
Irish children had 1ncreased 1n comparison with

Dundee

the Scottish children by nearly 3000. In
the increase of the EKoman Catholic chiidren in
the two years was 176 and the Protestant decrease
873-a Roman Catholic increase over Frotestant

children or 1049. In Edinburgh the Roman catholic
1nerease in the two vears was 176 and the
Protestant decrease 1389,

The kRoman Catholic Church, believing in her
vision, was wusing the Irish race. and she was

justified in using the irish race, for the
conversion of Scotland to +the Roman <Catholic
taith, Through the agency of what Professor
Pillimore called the greatest missionary race in
the worid, the great Koman communion was seeking

Q
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to recover Scotland tor herself.i47

Without Irish immigration Scottish Catholicism wouid have
been destined to remain a marginal force in society.
When studying the period 1912-22 it would appear that

sectarian friction was greatest when the Irish Question was

in abeyance as a poliiticai issue. This would suggest that
Scottish sectarianism was precisely that; sectarian friction

engendered by internal factors within Scottish society

rather than an 1mported phenomenon from across the North

Channel. This will obviously come as an unpalatbies tact to
those in 5Scotiish society who would prefer to view sectarian
friction in Scotland as something foreign to the fabric of

the country. Those, who would support this view are,

ironicaily, aligning themselves with nativists ths worid

over. They too are blaming the immigrants for the problems

in society. There is even some evidence to suggest that

Scotland has exported her sectarianism to Ulster. In the

present troubles it has been noted that many or the most

aggressive bands in Loyalist and Kepublican parades are

Scottish.!*® In the summer of 1935 Belrast suffered a series

or mzjor riots. The bitterest conflict ovecurred in the dock

area of the city. Foremost in the fighting was the Bridgeton

Billy EBEoys.!?" 1t could be the case that the Ulster conflict

has served to reduce communal tensions in Scotland not oniy

bye allowing some of the wilder spirits in Scottish society

to fight their battles across the North channel, but also by

illustrating the fate that could await a community divided

against itself.
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CONCLUSIONS



Tne years 1Y9106-23 are arguably tne most dramatic in Irisn

history, ancient ana modern. This period shaped southern

irisn society ror tne remainder of the twentietnh century.

In Irisnh politics today the two major parties trace their

iineage back to tne divisions of the «c¢civii war. Tne

railure or organised Labour to emerge as a major Trforce

can 1n part be attributed to 1ts inability to piay a

meaningrult roie during the Anglo-Irish war and in the

deveiopment of a political system, whicn revoived around

the passions engenaerd by the civil war, and not sociai

and economic issues. The tact that Northern iretand

remained within the United kingdom has ied some to

consider that the lrish Keveoiution is unfinisned and tnat

they nave to rekindle the rlame that burned in Dupiin in

Easter 1916. Mot oniy did the events of this period

inrluence tne iives or those in irelanag, but also those

wno consiaered themselives to pbe Irisn, irrespective orf

where they resided.

Although resident in Scotland the immigrants retained

many of the 1nstitutions and social customs of their

native iand; a community within a community deveiopsad.

That the lrish remained outwith the mainstream or

Scottish sociliety was in part due to nativist resentment.

However, - a contributory factor was tne desire of some

~

witnin the i1mmigrant community who wisned to retain their
own cultural identity. Given the fact that the immigrant

community resembled [rish rather than Scottish society it

1s nNot surprising that, once a signiftficant proportion of



tnat boay acguired the right to vote. they decimed to use

their new rtound poliilticail power to advance the cause Of

their "native" lana rather than furthering their own

[~8

position 1n the land 1n whicn they iived. Chapter i1 shows

that tnroughout the nintesenth century and the pre-war

period the evoiution or nationaiist poiitics in Ireliand

was mirrored in the immigrant community in Scotiand.

An examination of the 1mpact of the major poliitical

developments 1n Ireland between 1916-Z1 on the immigrant

community conrirms what most historians have suggested.

While +these events sxerted a powertul influence on the

immigrant community and the trena that developed within

irish nationalist society was replicated within irish

ghettos 1n sScotiand, the tempo ©Or change was alrrerent.

while Sinn Fein pecame the dominant force in lrish

poiitics in 1917 it was not until 1919 that the immigrant

community endorsed irisn republicanism. It is likely tnat

this time-lag rerlected the rfact that the war years nad

efrected the partial integration of tine immigrant

community; those who eilther voiunteered for the Front or

were conscripted taced the same problems as their

Scottisn counterparts, whilst those, who remainea at home

were drawn 1nto mailinstream society by factors such as

unionisation. Moreover, it i ilikely that some or the

lines of communication that existsed betwsen the immigrant

ccmmunity and Ireland went into abeyance during this

period and what links did remain were primarily with that

(1]
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section of the Irish nationalist opinion tnat was .most
resistant to the attraction or Republicanism, the

Catholics of Ulster.

The view has been put rorward that Irish in Scotland were

particuiarly militant i1n their support of the Fkepublican

cause during the Angio-Irisn war and that this community

played a crucial roie 1n ensuring whatever success thne

movement achieved in Ireiand. While the thesis accepts

that tne political and military manifestations ot irisn

kepublicanism did indeed advance to a considerable extent

amongst the immigrant community in Scotland it argues

this has pbeen overestimated by secondary sgurces. T'he

crucilal role allocated the Scottish Brigade of titne IERA

bears iittie relation to the position that prevailed. It

15 alsc pointed out that the Irish in other parts of the

world more than matched the contribution mads by the
irish 1n Scotiand to the kepublican movement during this
perioa. it has also been pointed out that sucn sources

have also failed to grasp the resiliance, albeit of a

jimited nature, or the constitutional nationalist

movement in 5cotland during 1919-Z1. The guestion arises

as to why historians have inflated the role piayed by the
irish in Scotland during the Angio-irisn war. History. it

: . - .. . N 1 - .
is commoniy stated, is written rrom the winners point or

ViEW., As there can pe no doubt as to whicn philosophy

triumphed in Ireland during this period it 1is ©possibly

natural that thlis process occurred. lMoreover, it is also

noticeable that most or the historians who have examined

|41}
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this topgic, trom Hanaley to Gallagher, have had ciose

links with the i1mmigrant community and have possibiy been

overconcerned with ensuring that the Irish in Scotlana

were assocliated with the triumphant 1dsolocgy in wnat is

arguably the historical zenith or Irish nationaliism.

The thesi1s agrees with the view that tne Irish civii war

witnessea the final break betwen I[rish poiitics ana the

mass o0 the i1mmigrant community. Whereas in lreland the

civil war gave birth to a poiitical system which remains

to this day, the response evoked 1n b5cotland was one of

[t would appear that the 1mmigrant community

apatny.
considered ths Anglo-irish Treaty of 1921 to be a Jjust
settlement or the Irish Question and were horrified that
a r1ratricidal «conflict could srupt over what they
This community’s links

perceilved as minor dirrerencies,

with Uister Catholicas. who were largely by passed by thne

events that were to mould southern scciety, aiso ensured

that the civil war wouid not preoccupy the minds 01 the

immigrants.

The gravitation or the Irish vote towards the Labour

1s examined. The

Farty 1n the period between 1918-2&

thesis rejects the view that this process was either a

positive dsveopment in that it reilected the community’s

-

conversion to socialism or a machiavellian piot by the

Catholic nierarchy to negate the Farty's radicalism. It

notes that the swing to Labour occurred Tfirst amongst

middie class 1mmigrants, the very elements of the

353
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community who had lost their previous political role with
the collapse orf the lrish Farty. Unwilling to embrace

Irish kepublicanism or fade away they preiterred to enter

domestic Scottish poiitics. Given the deveioping British
two party political system in which there was no place
for the Liberal Party, they had no other choice but +to

support Labour if they wished to play any role 1in

Scottisn poliitics.

[t would appear as 1f there was a general desire amongst

tnhe immigrant community to advance their position in

society. Whereas, in the pre war period. the Irish

community was prepared to indulge 1in acts of self

immoiation, voting for Tory candidates sucn as Bonar Law

when the Liberal candidate was not a whole hearted Home

Ruler, this was no longer the case. While the Labour

Farty was not pro republican this did not inhibit the

Irish from supporting it. The fact that 5inn Feins/IRA no

longer saw the road to lrish i1ndependance as being routed

through Westminster, but the actions otf the Irish peopie

must also have reduced the pressure on its supportiers in

Scotland to «consider {rish issues when deciding whicnhn

Eitish palitical party to support. This gradual

externalisation or- Irisn poiitics +from the immigrant

community was compounded by the lrish ecivil war. Unce

freed or such external influences it was inevitabie that

the immigrants would support Labour,.

The thesis argues that the developing Irish-Labour

€Y
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alliance did not provoke a general backiash amongst the
Frotestant community. There are many examples of Labour
winning electoral contests in noted Orange areas, though
in this case the picture tends to be localised. As with
there <Catholic counterparts the impetus that propelled

them towards the Labour Farty was primarily negative. The

development o0f a class based political system in which

Labour was the only credibie opposition to the Tories

ensured that UOrange would join the Green and produce a

pale Kked,.

Finally, the thesis rejects the view put forward by those

who explain the existence of sectarian friction within

Scottish society as being, primarily, an extension off

the conilict that existed in Ireland. The thesis suggests

that there was remarkably little chrelation between the

prominence of the irish Question in the political

firmament and communal friction in Scotland. it would

appear that sectarian friction had an internal dynamic

and primariiy focused on questions of identity, rather

than political issues.

Although the immigrant community was politicaily

integrated by 1822 this did not mean that they ceased to

be a distinct community. The pressures which worked to

-

force their political integration did not operate at a

social level. Through their distinctive institutions. the

Irish community could snijoy a full social life without

having to integrate into mainstream Scottish society.

w
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Thus, it 1is no surprise that the social integration or
the Irish community was preceded by its political

integration.

The retention of their identity marked them as being
apart from Scottish socisty; by integrating into society
the 5Scots viewed the Irish as attempting to take over
their society. This would explain the apparant paradox
that occurred in the 1920s, when communal tension
increased just as the lrish Wuestion disappsared fom the

poiitical agenda.
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